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Ova knjiga nastala je na temelju projekta Lokacije naseljene
Romima - stanje i unapredenje razvoja naselja i aspiracije za obli-
ke stanovanja, kojega je financiralo Ministarstvo zastite oko-
li$a, prostornog uredenja i graditeljstva Republike Hrvatske
u 2004. godini.

This book developed out the project Locations of settled Roma
- the state and improvement of settlement development as well as
aspirations _for types of housing, which was financed by the Mi-
nistry of Environmental Protection, Physical Planning and
Construction, Republic of Croatia in 2004.
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Procjena je Europskoga centra za prava Roma (ERRC), ko-
ji djeluje u Budimpesti, da su najnovijim proirenjem EU-a
oko dva milijuna Roma postali gradani EU-a. Idu¢im pro-
$irenjem Unije 2007. godine na Bugarsku 1 Rumunjsku jo$
¢e dva milijuna Roma uéi u Europu. Njima moZemo pri-
dodati 1 tridesetak tisu¢a Roma koji ¢e im se pridruziti iz
Republike Hrvatske.

Vet¢ina Roma s podrudja isto¢ne 1 srednje Europe ne-
prijeporno Zivi u lo§ijim Zivotnim uvjetima od pripadnika
njihova naroda u bogatijim europskim zemljama. Ulaganje
u pobolj$anje njihova standarda, medutim, nece biti samo
problem ujedinjene Europe nego 1 stvar politicke odluke
svake pojedine ¢lanice kako ¢ée razvijati svoju zemlju 1 po-
dizati kvalitetu Zivota svih svojih stanovnika.

U svakom slucaju, dakle, bez obzira na status Hrvat-
ske u odnosu na EU, vrlo skroman ili nikakav Zivotni
standard vedize Roma u Hrvatskoj problem je koji iziskuje
kontinuiranu, stru¢nu 1 financijski zahtjevnu skrb drzave.

Svjetska banka proglasila je “Desetljece ukljucenja Ro-
ma’”, koje upravo zapocinje 1 koje ¢e trajati do 2015. godi-
ne. Nesporno je da ¢e ova organizirana skrb o Romima
potaknuti mnoge drzave da se $to kvalitetnijim mjerama
upuste u smanjivanje siromastva romskoga stanovnistva.
Prije proglasenja desetlje¢a za Rome Vlada Republike Hr-
vatske donijela je 2003. g. Nacionalni program za Rome, u
kojem se obvezala, medu ostalim, pobolj$ati njihov stam-
beni 1 naseljski standard. U tu svrhu Ministarstvo prostor-
nog uredenja, zastite okolisa i graditeljstva narudilo je is-
trazivanje, rezultate kojega objavljujemo u ovoj knjizi. Is-
trazivanje je provela skupina istrazivaca Instituta drustve-
nih znanosti Ivo Pilar.

Konkretan cilj istrazivanja jest osvijetliti problem stam-
benoga standarda Roma, njihove aspiracije u pogledu obi-
teljskoga stanovanja te stanje, aspiracije, modele 1 mogu-
¢nosti trajnoga rjeSavanja problema opremljenosti naselja
u kojima je veta koncentracija romske populacije. Istra-
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Zivanje je zami$ljeno i1 kao znanstveno-stru¢na podloga za
izradbu plana kontinuiranoga dugoro¢nog djelovanja koje
bi poboljsalo svakodnevni Zivot Roma u mnogim njego-
vim aspektima.

Socioloska istraZivanja marginalnih skupina (Sucur,
2000.)' u Hrvatskoj zasad nisu osobitu pozornost pridava-
la manjinskim nacionalnim skupinama. U istraZzivanjima
o problemu interkulturalizma u nas preteZita paznja bila
je usmjerena na stavove i misljenja odredenih populacija
(mladih, ucenika, studenata itd.) prema marginalnim sku-
pinama. Romi na tim ljestvicama slabo prolaze (Magdale-
ni¢, 1998.).

Problemi istrazivanja romske populacije, kao i drugih
broj¢ano nevelikih manjinskih skupina u Hrvatskoj, utje-
cali su na relativno slabu istraZenost i uglavnom “usput-
no” bavljenje njima.” Nastanak hrvatske drzave i sudjelo-
vanje pripadnika nacionalnih manjina u Domovinskom
ratu pripomogli su masovnijem osvje$¢ivanju korijena 1
udvri¢ivanju samosvijesti o vlastitom podrijetlu 1 pozelj-
nom smjeru aktivnosti prema dru$tvenom i kulturnom
napretku. I sami Romi, sa svoje strane, organizirani u
(pre)velik broj udruga, uglavnom poti¢u znanstvena i stru-
¢na istrazivanja na temelju kojih bi se izradio koncept cje-
lovita rjeSenja njihova poloZaja, ne negirajuéi pritom na-
pore 1 uspjehe drugih drustvenih ¢imbenika.* Interes Sire
drustvene zajednice, pak, tezi za neposrednim uvidima u
romsku populaciju, za podatcima o svakodnevnom Zivotu
pojedinaca i romskih zajednica, njihovim stavovima, mi-
§ljenjima 1 aspiracijama, kako bi se nasla prikladna rjeSenja
za unaprjedenje ukupnih Zivotnih i radnih uvjeta.

Polozaj romske populacije lo$ je u svakom pogledu i
dvostrano je uvjetovan. S jedne strane, ¢esto se Romi mo-
raju boriti protiv predrasuda $to ih o njima ima veéina
pripadnika drugih nacionalnosti u njihovoj okolini ili se
na bilo koji drugi nacdin s njima susrele, a, s druge strane,
sami Romi svojom izrazitom socijalnom zatvorenos¢u ne
pridonose boljem medusobnom upoznavanju. Pritom je
jasno $to su obveze veéinskoga naroda: on mora nastojati
da se na svaki na¢in smanje predrasude, djelujuéi osobito
preko $kola 1 medija te stvarajuéi sve $iri drustveni i1 gospo-
darski prostor u kojemu ¢e Romi modéi razmjenjivati s
drugima svoju kulturu, znanja i iskustva.

Sigurno je da Romi nomadi Zive u Hrvatskoj 1 da su
njihovi problemi sloZeniji. Medutim, njih nismo istraZiva-
1i.° Na razini na kojoj smo se mi videkratno bavili seden-
tarnim Romima, i §to ih nesumnjivo ¢ini prilino raz-
licitim od nomadskih pripadnika njihove manjinske zajed-
nice, pojmovi kao §to su prostor, teritorij, selo, grad dobivaju



posebnu vaznost. U relaciji s posve odredenim prostorom,
romska zajednica pokazuje znakove zaviajnosti 1 emocio-
nalne vezanosti. Uza svoju dru$tvenu grupu na odrede-
nom prostoru oni vezuju svoje pojedinaéne i obiteljske po-
trebe 1 aspiracije. Vrlo su vezani medusobno i najceS¢e su
svjesni istoga podrijetla, kulture, jezika. Naselje obi¢no na-
stanjuju obitelji slicnoga socijalno-ekonomskog polozaja.

Upravo ta medusobna sli¢nost (pojedinaca ili obitelji) uje-

dinjena s gustotom naseljenosti na ograni¢enom prostoru

olak$ava nastanak zajednice i vaZan je preduvjet njezina
opstanka. Naravno, nije to jedini preduvjet sedentarizacije

Roma (Cifri¢, 1998.).°

Sto su uzrodi, a §to posljedice, drustvenoga i gospo-
darskoga polozaja Roma nije uvijek lako ustanoviti. Ipak,
sigurno je da je ova etni¢ka skupina u nepoZeljnom “sta-
nju sveop¢ih potreba”.

Na dvije temeljne razine mozemo problematizirati po-
lozaj romske manjine u Hrvatsko;.

1. Prva je razina drZavna, a, oligledno, postojeéi institu-
cionalni mehanizmi ne mogu biti (posve) uc¢inkoviti u
situaciji socijalne iskljuc¢enosti Roma. Neosjetljivost me-
hanizama na specifi¢ne probleme Roma i drugih margi-
nalnih skupina upucuje na potrebu njihove prilagodbe
ili senzibilizacije za rjeSavanje specifi¢nih problema i
ostvarivanja temeljnih prava Roma na zaposljavanje,
zdravstvenu zastitu, socijalnu 1 mirovinsku za$titu 1 os-
tala prava. Pritom ne govorimo (samo) o Romima tek
kao o pripadnicima etni¢ke manjine, nego kao o pri-
padnicima manjine u kojoj je, zbog tradicionalnih ele-
menata koji prevladavaju u njithovu svakodnevnom dru-
$tvenom, obiteljskom 1 radnom Zivotu, na prvi pogled
vidljiv stanovit odmak od standardnoga ponasanja oko-
line.

2. Druga je razina sama romska manjina. Ona je nedovolj-
no organizirana i slabo medusobno povezana (unato¢
nebrojenim udrugama i mreZama), pa je zbog toga vrlo
zahtjevno - a 1 skupo - osigurati unutargrupnu sugla-
snost 1 artikulaciju romskih manjinskih zabtjeva. Na toj
razini, kad je rije¢ o Romima, tesko je rjeSavati proble-
me koji se inade mogu rjeSavati unutar manjine. Dodat-
ni je problem taj $to, prostorno rasprieni, ne ostvaruju
uvjete za organiziranje lokalne samouprave.

Upravo ova “nezgusnutost” otezava sustavnu gradnju

1 odrzanje kulturnog identiteta 1 to se istie kao poseban

problem romske populacije. Stoga je tesko osigurati temelj-

ne institucionalne pretpostavke oblikovanja identiteta. Ro-
me se “izvana” obi¢no doZivljava i tretira kao vrlo prepoz-

natljivu, jedinstvenu etnicku 1 kulturnu cjelinu, dok je, s
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druge strane, njihova slika o njima samima nedovoljno
identificirajuéa za sve pripadnike. Transnacionalnost nji-
hova identiteta 1 nepostojanje romske nacionalne drzave
izlaze ih opasnostima asimilacije 1 postupnoga zaborava o
sebi. Medutim, promatramo li takav poloza] s drugoga gle-
dista, moZe se u n]ernu naéi dovoljno poticaja za ¢vrice 1
solidarnije povezivanje prili¢no raznolikih podskupina unu-
tar (hrvatskih) Roma. Nesumnjivo je da bi taj princip va-
ljalo zagovarati u njihovu organiziranju i da bi osnovni
cilj svake zajednicke akcije trebao biti 1 razvijanje veée “ko-
licine” solidarnosti izvan i unutar Roma (Avsec, 1998.).”

Iako s drugim ciljevima, prethodnicom istrazivanja re-
zultate kojega predstavljamo u ovoj knjizi moZemo sma-
trati empirijsko istraZivanje provedeno 1998. godine pod
naslovom Druitveni polozaj Roma n Hrvatskoj,® 1 to ponaj-
prije zato $to je u uvjetima slabe istrazenosti Roma u
Hrvatskoj nuzno u svakom istraZivanju “baciti” $iri po-
gled na probleme romske populacije.

Svrha spomenutog istraZivanja bila je pruziti empirij-
ski temelj drZzavnim institucijama da u okviru svojih mo-
guénosti izrade i operacionaliziraju koncept pomaganja
romskoj populaciji u Hrvatskoj u ostvarivanju njihove pri-
kladnije drustvene, kulturne i gospodarske uloge. U skladu
s tim, istrazivanje je trebalo posluziti izradbi kratke i jasne
strategije pobolj$anja romskoga poloZaja. Konkretni rezul-
tati istraZivanja trebali su posluziti vladinim i nevladinim
institucijama i1 udrugama za koncipiranje primjerenije 1
djelotvornije strategije u rjeSavanju problema unutar rom-
ske manjine 1 problema njihova odnosa prema drustvenoj
okolini.

Dodatni ciljevi terenskog uvida u Zivot romske popu-
lacije u Hrvatskoj bili su ste¢i uvid u njihovu prostornu
rasprostranjenost, a potom uoditi pretpostavke za bol]u
kvalitetu Zivota stanovni$tva i primjereniju _organizaciju

“podruznica” drzavnih socijalnih institucija. Konaéno, traj-
no valja nastojati identificirati pozeljne aktere medu Ro-
mima, ali 1 izvan konstituiranih zajednica, koji b1 bili volj-
ni 1 htjeli se angazirati oko pomaka postoje¢ih drustvenih
i gospodarskih romskih prilika.” Od istrazivanja su se oce-
kivali rezultati na dvije razine: na prvoj, da pridonesu obo-
ga¢ivanju informacija i podataka o marginalnim skupina-
ma 1 metodologiji njithova istrazivanja, s posebnim nagla-
skom na male i prostorno rastrkane manjinske zajednice.
Na drugoj razini ocekivanja su i$la prema konkretnim dje-
lima: kako potaknuti ideje o rjeSavanju problema, uklju-
¢ivo 1 problema njihova etni¢ko-kulturnog identiteta.

Namyjera je svakog istraZivanja Roma, pa 1 ovoga, da
pokaze kako uzroci marginalnoga drustvenoga i gospodar-



skoga polozaja Roma u Hrvatskoj leze, s jedne strane, u
nekim obiljeZjima romske populacije, a s druge, u dugo-
trajnom neprimjerenom odnosu vlasti u Hrvatskoj prema
njima. Ovakvim tipom istraZivanja mozZe se obuhvatiti sa-
mo sjedilacka romska populacija, iako je lako pretpostaviti
da barem dio ¢lanova sjedilaékih obitelji sezonski ili na
nekoliko godina napusta “stalnu adresu” i odlazi za po-
slom. Clébert Rome smatra prlje svega nomadima, koji - 1
kad su odigledno sjedila¢ki - na¢inom Zivota pokazu]u no-
madski karakter. Oni “uvijek odaju dojam kao da privre-
meno logoruju” (Clébert, 1967.). Naime, u stanu (ili u ne-
kom drugom tipu boraviita) sve je puno paketa, kovcega,
zamotuljaka svake vrsti, malo je namje$taja, spavaju na
pokriva¢ima, perinama, sagovima. Ipak, prostorna stabili-
zacija prvi je preduvjet drustvene integracije Roma. Dok
su nomadji, ostaju po strani od temeljnih drustvenih insti-
tucija.

Brojni pokusaji da se stabiliziraju 1 integriraju u ve-
¢insko stanovni$tvo nisu uspjeli. U pravilu, mjesta ili ce-
tvrti $to ih naseljavaju Romi izbjegavaju pripadnici drug1h
naroda. Obilazeéi neka romska naselja u Hrvatskoj, primi-
jetili smo da 1 kad su u neposrednoj blizini neromskoga
naselja ili Cetvrti, nastoje da ih neka fizi¢ka zapreka odvaja
od susjedstva. Najée$ce je to potok, rijeka ili Zeljeznicka
pruga.

Niska koncentracija Roma u odnosu na veéinsko sta-
novni$tvo onemogucuje im bolji polozaj, ulogu ili funkci-
)u u bilo kojem razvolnom smislu. Njihov prinos stoga
ima viSe prilike ako je individualan nego kolektivan. Sto
se individualne razine tie, o¢ita su poznata ogranidenja
kad je rije¢ o Romima. Neprestana opasnost koja im prije-
ti “izvana”, posebno od raznih iskusenja asimilacije ili ne-
pozeljnoga tipa integracije, unutarnja organizacija njihova
Zivota, osobito obiteljski ustroj koji vezuje $iru obitelj, raz-
vio je medu Romima Zivu 1 rado prihvaéenu meduovi-
snost, u kojoj ne ostaje previSe mjesta za individualnost.
Primjerice, samacko domaéinstvo gotovo da je nepoznata
institucija u romskom rodu. S druge strane, vrlo niska
obuhvacenost romske djece osnovnim obrazovanjem (da o
vi§im stupnjevima ne govorlmo) ve¢ ih na samom pocetku
Zivota diskriminira i ne upuluje s ]ednaklh polazi$ta u
profesmnalm zivot. Danas se to zapaza vise nego ikada. Jer
$kola je u suvremeno ustrOJCnom drustvu gotovo jedini ka-
nal socijalne promocue po;edmca Sto se za]ednlce (Sire ili
uze) ti¢e, moze se kazati da je naprednija, uspjesnija, boga-
tija, perspektivnija ako je vi$a prosje¢na razina obrazova-
nosti njezinih pripadnika. [nzistiranje na obrazovanju i po-
maci na tom planu dugorocan su, skup i tezak put, ali uistinu
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Jedini koji ¢e u buducnosti dati rezultata, pa je u tom smislu i je-
dini racionalan.

U predindustrijsko vrijeme Romi se nisu mnogo razli-
kovali od ostaloga stanovnis$tva s obzirom na formalnu
naobrazbu. Tako su mogli biti konkurentni i traZeni sa
svojim tradicionalnim zanatima (kotlari, ko$arasi, proiz-
vodaci drvenih predmeta, sviradi, trgovci konjima, kovadi,
potkivadi, krotitelji medvjeda 1 dr.). Medutim, moderniza-
cija drustva (osobito industrijalizacija 1 sve ve¢a uloga ob-
razovanja) stvarali su sve veéi jaz izmedu Roma i ve¢inskih
naroda. Smanjuje se interes za njihove usluge 1 proizvode,
a oni se sami nisu na vrijeme 1 spretno “prekvalificirali”.
Vecéina je zadrZala nomadski ili polunomadski nacin Zivo-
ta sve do najnovijih dana. Dakle, tradicionalni zanati su
zamrli, $to za mnoge Rome znadi razlog manje u prilog
nomadskom nacinu Zivota. Ipak, utjecaji tradicije na te u
pravilu male romske skupine - a drustveno, kulturno i go-
spodarski ugroZene - snazniji su nego u njihovoj socijal-
noj okolini. One su 1 dalje zatvorene 1 na okolinu upucene
manje-vise tek toliko da preZive.

Kad je rije¢ o Romima, gotovo da se moZe govoriti o
tradiciji “divljega poduzetnistva”,'® koja se, opet tradicio-
nalno, tolerira i “razumije”, a to je i dobra 1 losa usluga toj
populaciji.'' Naime, o¢iglednost vrlo losih zivotnih prilika
$to obiljezava veéinu “drustvenoga” prostora pripadnika
toga naroda, kao 1 sklonost prema nestalnim adresama 1
radnim mjestima te vrstama djelatnosti iz kojih crpe sred-
stva za zivot, ¢ine Rome donekle nedodirljivima. Golem b1
posao bio srediti 1 “utjerati” njihove fiskalne, socijalne,
zdravstvene, mirovinske, komunalne obveze i1 prava. lako
su anketom obuhvaceni isklju¢ivo prostorno stabilizirani
Romi, njihove su prilike daleko od koliko-toliko sredenih.
“Cid¢a” situacija nade se uglavnom samo medu stalno za-
poslenima 1 njihovim obiteljima, a takvih je malo.

Zanimljivo je da se neromskim narodima, poveéanjem
opcega 1 drustvenoga Zivotnog standarda tijekom moderni-
zacijskih procesa urbanizacije 1 industrijalizacije, povecava-
la udaljenost radnoga mjesta (u km), a da se starom no-
madskom narodu Roma pocela smanjivati ta udaljenost.
Sve viSe izabiru¢i sjedilacki nacdin Zivota, nastoje da se
zbog posla ne udaljuju previde od stalne adrese. Dapace,
veca koncentracija stanovni$tva u gradovima koncentrira i
potrebe za njihovim uslugama, a olak$ava 1 prosjacenje
kao dodatni izvor zarade.

Koncentracija Roma izazvala je i neke druge pojave.
Analizom podataka nadleznih sluzbi u okviru projekta
“Sociodemografske i fenomenoloske karakteristike krimi-
naliteta maloljetnika na podru¢ju Zupanije medimurske”



ustanovljeno je da je stopa kriminaliteta maloljetnih Roma

daleko vi$a (15 do 20 puta) od ustanovljene prosje¢ne sto-

pe za Zupaniju (Magdaleni¢, 1995. i 1998.)." Bilo bi uput-
no vidjeti postoje li takvi podatci za ostala podrudja i jesu

li prilike u njima sli¢ne ili drukéije. To je svakako polje ra-

da za odredene sluZbe na Zupanijskoj i gradskoj razini.

O Romima se, vise nego o bilo kojoj drugoj etnic¢koj
skupini, govori da su specifi¢ni. I to je vjerojatno toc¢no.
Zapitamo li se po ¢emu su posebni, moZemo spomenuti
nekoliko razlikovnih ¢injenica. Svaku od njih mozemo
nadi 1 kod drugih naroda ili njihovih pojedinih dijelova.
Medutim, kad ve¢inu posebnosti identificiramo unutar je-
dne narodnosne populacije, onda je doista rije¢ o zaseb-
nom i slozenom kulturoloskom, sociologijskom, demo-
grafskom gospodarskom fenomenu. Iz okvira takve situa-
cije nije nemoguce da se romski narod neprestano susrece
s teSkim problemima osobito drustvenoga, gospodarskoga
1 “naseljskoga” poloZaja. Trajno nastojanje da oluvaju te-
meljne sastavnice svoje narodne pripadnosti povezano je s
dvije sloZene razine njihova danasnjega polozaja:

1. s jedne strane, o¢uvali su svoj nacionalni identitet izoli-
raju¢i se od vecinskih (ali 1 drugih manjinskih) naroda
medu kojima Zive,” a

2. s druge strane, mnoge svoje pripadnike “izgubili” su na-
kon $to su ovi $kolovanjem ili nekim drugim neposred-
nijim kanalima pozeljeli neki drugi 1 drukéiji Zivotni
okvir; ovi procesi, anketnim istrazivanjima tesko do-
stupni, otezava]u romskom narodu obhkovan]e vlastite
elite, koja bi, osim znanja 1 nuZne m]ere entuzuazma
preuzela velik dio odgovornosti za “stanje nacije”.

Za Rome se zna da su zaseban narod, da imaju svoju
povijest, kulturu, jezik, da su dugotrajnim migracijama, re-
lativno kasno u odnosu na druge europske narode, krenuli
iz Indije. Upravo to zakasnjelo 1 mukotrpno putovanje ko-
je ih je dovelo u ve¢ napucenu i “zauzetu” Europu mozZe
se smatrati jednim od razloga njihova danasnjega polozaja
“neteritorijalnog naroda” (Narodi Europe, 1997.). U svije-
sti toga jedinstvenog naroda-putnika sacuvalo se sje¢anje
na kretanje, pa je i danas, iako ih je sve viSe prostorno sta-
biliziranih, ostala nostalgija za nomadskim na¢inom Zivo-
ta (Coupry, 1999.). Ona se kombinira sa sve jaéim osje-
¢ajem zavifajnosti, pa Romi postaju narod s dvije razlicite
aspiracije kad govorimo o izboru nadina Zivota: biti putnici
I imati kucu 1 zavica.

Dodamo li tome da povuesno putovan]e nije popra-
¢eno vlastitim plsamm tragovima, jer je to, dijelom jo$
uvijek, “usmeni” tip naroda, ¢esto ih se doZivljava kao vrlo
staru legendu koju nismo jo§ dobro upoznali, pa se s ob-
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zirnom radoznalo$éu, bez osobita napora da se legenda
proudi, smatramo dovoljno obavijeStenima da je prepri-
¢avamo svatko na svoj nadin.

Mnogi ¢e re¢i da Romi nisu vezani uz selo, grad, na-
selje. Da 1h njithova nomadska ili polunomadska priroda
neprestano potice na selidbu. Da Zive slobodno, nevezani
prostorom, ignorirajuéi zakone, da u vlastitim mitovima
21ve svo;u stvarnost. I da ne pokazuju (dovoljno) interesa
za “na$u” stvarnost, pa su nerazumijevanja 1 sve posljedlce
koje iz toga proizlaze neminovnost suzivota.

Nigdje se ne zna njihov tocan broj, zovu se razlidito u
razli¢itim zemljama (Sto je posljedica nomadske povijesti 1
dodira s velikim brojem drugih naroda i jezika), posvuda
oni kou se deklariraju kao Romi osta]u uglavnom neinte-
grirani u dru$tvima u kojima Zive, ¢uvajuéi se tako asimi-
lacijskih procesa koji bi svakako potaknuli slabljenje njiho-
va identiteta.

Romi (Gheorghe, 1991.)' jesu “zaseban neteritorijalni
narod s vlastitom povijes¢u, jezikom i kulturom” (Narodi
Europe, 1997.). Njihova je povijest uglavnom nenapisana,
njihov jezik poznaje mnoge inadice, u njihovoj kulturi
mogu se prepoznati utjecaji naroda s kojima su tijekom se-
lidbe dolazili u doticaj. Lingvistickom ra$¢lambom usta-
novljeno je da su iz indijskoga zavi¢aja (Arayici, 1998.)"
krenuli prije vise od tisu¢u godina (Arayici, 1998).'

Medu narodima u Europi Romi su jedan od (naj)no-
madskijih naroda. Medutim, primjecuje se njihova sve ve-
¢a vezanost uz prostor, pa su mnogo manje nomadi nego
§to su to donedavno bili."” Svoju drustvenu organizaciju
temelje oduvijek na obitelji 1 time se bitno razlikuju od
drugih lutajuéih skupina. Danas ih je vide prostorno stabi-
liziranih nego onih bez adrese. Proces sedentarizacije Ro-
ma na djelu je i u Hrvatskoj.'® Sve vise ih stalno Zivi u na-
seljima 1 ku¢ama (barakama, da$¢arama) ili stanovima, a
sve je manje onih u neprestanoj selidbi, koju prezivljavaju
na tradicionalan romski nadin.

Medutim, vazno je neprestano imati na umu ¢injeni-
cu da Romi nisu jedinstvena skupina. Razlikuju se u mno-
gim obiljezjima. NaZalost, istrazivanja hrvatskih Roma u
tom smislu nije bilo, pa o razlikama medu njima moZemo
tek nagadati. Spomenimo tek usput da smo tijekom rada
na istrazivanju saznali da se provode lingvisticka istra-
Zivanja te rad na rje¢niku i gramatici romskoga jezika. To
je tek jedan mogudéi element razliditosti pojedinih romskih
(pod)skupina.

Moramo li se dokraja razumjeti ili se moramo nauditi
tolerirati razli¢itosti? Sto i koliko svaka strana mora i Zeli
nauditi 1 napraviti da bi se kvalitetno razvijao odnos iz-
medu Roma 1 veéinskoga naroda?



Unutar $irokoga raspona problema, materijalni stan-
dard, a posebice stambeni standard 1 opremljenost lokalite-
ta pretezito naseljenith Romima, u dosadasnjim istrazivanji-
ma tretirao se viSe kao “nezavisna varijabla”, dakle kao
¢imbenik koji utjeée na vrstu, intenzitet, oblik nekih dru-
gih problema i pojava (ustanovljena je Cesto vrlo visoka
povezanost), ali ne 1 kao “samostalni” sociokulturni i go-
spodarski akutni fenomen koji se mora iz vi§e razloga
istaknuti i pronadi prikladan okvir za njegovo rjesavanje.
Pritom je vazno utvrditi potrebe i aspiracije romske ma-
njinske populacije, sve njihove mogu¢nosti sudjelovanja u
rje$avanju problema te, s druge strane, potrebe 1 moguéno-
sti drZzave na svim razinama, od Ministarstva zadtite oko-
liSa, prostornog uredenja i graditeljstva preko Zupanijskih
zavoda za prostorno planiranje do samih lokalnih zajedni-
ca, bilo da je rije¢ o gradovima ili o opéinama.”

Iz istraZivackih iskustava i podataka jasno je da je za-
vi¢ajnost, koju iskazuju i1 pokazuju Romi kad je u pitanju
njihov odnos prema vrlo odredenom prostoru na kojem
obitavaju, zajedno sa svojom obitelji 1 u zajednici s ma-
njim ili veéim brojem drugih Roma, vrlo vazna. Cesto su,
osobito u gradovima, romske Cetvrti naseljene 1 pripadnici-
ma drugih nacija, pa je tesko govoriti o “romskom nase-
lju” (sintagma je to koju ne smatramo osobito preciznom,
ali je ponekad rabimo zbog prakti¢nosti, a njome se Cesto
oznaduje 1 ono $to se sluzbeno radije zove “lokacijom na-
seljenom Romima”). O pokusaju tipologije lokacija nase-
ljenih Romima bit ¢e govora u posebnom poglavlju.

Cesto se 0 Romima misli da njihova “nomadska” sa-
stavnica identiteta olak$ava seljenje, pa i onda kad za to
nema osobita razloga. Medutim, rezultati ovog istraZiva-
nja, koje se doduse, bavilo “Romima s adresom” jer je one
druge tesko istraZzivati, a to, uostalom, nije ni bio cilj
istrazivanja, pokazuju da se oni itekako vezuju uz prostor,
da njihove eventualne prostorne aspiracije ne sezu daleko
od postojete lokacije te da je relativno malo onih koji bi
se 1 uz pretpostavljene bolje uvjete Zivota 1 rada odselili iz
sada$njega naselja ili regije. Taj nalaz neprijeporno kazuje
da je preseljenje Roma iz bilo kojih, pa i opravdanih, raz-
loga vrlo traumati¢no iskustvo 1 da bi valjalo koliko god je
to mogucde sprijeciti u zacetku nastanak novih divljih “rom-
skih naselja”.

Takvo naselje, naseobina, s posebnim imenom (u pra-
vilu), prije svega je 1 gotovo iskljucivo okvir Zivota, jer kad
je rije¢ o romskoj populaciji, naselje najéesée nije - ili je to
u zanemarivom broju slucajeva - prostor rada. Ondje se
zivi, ali se ne radi, 1 utoliko su “romska naselja” “zakinu-
ta” za oblik drustvenosti koji se stvara u ostalim manjim
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naseljima, bilo da je rije¢ o selima® ili o manjim gradovi-
ma. To vrijedi za sve uobicajene oblike “romskih naselja”.
Uvidanjem ovog obiljezja lokacija naseljenih Romima
moZe posluZiti za usmjeravanje aktivnosti koje ¢e pobolj-
$ati uvjete stanovanja prema osnutku, instalaciji priklad-
nih djelatnosti unutar ili na rubu lokaliteta, osobito onih
s ve¢im brojem stalnih stanovnika. Naime, odsutnost mo-
gucnosti zaposlenja/rada u samom naselju ili neposrednoj
blizini, barem za dio naseljske aktivne populacije, tjera po-
gotovo one obrazovanije 1 poduzetnije da se upute neka-
mo drugamo u potrazi za poslom, pa i na taj nacin slabi
sposobnost zajednice da oblikuje sloZeniju naseljsku soci-
jalnu strukturu, koja je potrebna da bi se dinamizirao
zivot lokalne zajednice 1 stvarala jedna nadobiteljska razi-
na solidarnosti 1 zajedni$tva. U romskim naseljima nedo-
staju uloge koje se temelje na “polozaju u zanimanju” ili
nekoj posebnoj funkciji.”! Ili su one nedovoljno jasne.
Boravak na terenu pruza dodatnu moguénost istra-

Zivadima, a to je da steknu $ire uvide nego $to su bili pla-
nirani uvijek ograni¢enim ciljevima istraZivanja. Sto se to
vidi na terenu i za$to valja preporuditi svima koji se bave
Zivotnim problemima odredenih “teritorijalnih ili prostor-
nih zajednica” da $to viSe vremena provedu u istraZivanim
prostorima? Unato¢ tome $to nam u sredi§tu zanimanja
nije bila socijalna strukturiranost romskih zajednica, ipak
¢emo navesti nekoliko uvida koji su se na neki nac¢in na-
metnuli 1 tesko je bilo ne zamijetiti ih.

1. Romska zajednica nema svoje istaknute autohtone soci-
jalne, kulturne elite koja bi posredovala u odnosima iz-
medu “globalnoga” drustva 1 njihova malog, manjin-
skog drustva. Dakle, nema elite koja se oblikovala unu-
tar romske populacije 1 koja je utemeljena u socijalnoj
povijesti, narodnoj kulturi, na¢inima organiziranja, vri-
jednosnom sustavu romskoga naroda, a koja je ujedno
integrirana u sustave ve¢inskoga drustva, posebice u pro-
mocijske sustave obrazovanja, rada, politike, pa potom
1 ostale (zdravstveni, mirovinski). Postoje pojedinci, ali su
malobrojni. Upravo rezultati njihova angazmana pokazuju
koliko su korisni. Izostanak ovoga sloja (ini teZim svaki
oblik suradnje na rjesavanju svakovrsnibh problema manjin-
skoga naroda, a socijalno aktivne Rome previSe opte-
re¢uje radom za dobrobit svoga naroda, a da pritom ne-
maju nikakvo (ni obi¢ajno) formalno pravo posredo-
vanja 1 zastupanja svoje zajednice.

2. S jedne strane, dakle, suoceni smo s manjkom istaknu-
tih aktivnih pojedinaca, a s druge, nesumnjiva je mno-
Zina problema s kojima se susre¢e romska populacija.
Uspjesnije rjeSavanje problema nuzno trazi lokalno rom-



sko posredovanje, jer je svaki “tudi” napor manje efika-
san 1, koliko god to ne Zeljeli priznati, ipak pomalo su-
spektan 1 pod posebnim pove¢alom romske zajednice.

. Upravo se stoga dogada da se izvana - od drzave 1 njezi-
nih institucija ili, pak, udruga civilnoga drustva - pro-
nalaze pojedinci koji su spremni (i koji u tome nalaze
svoj - posve legitimni - interes) posredovati izmedu Ro-
ma 1 tih institucija. Na taj nacin, dakle, ne iznutra, ne-
go izvana, oblikuje se skupina pojedinaca koji, manje
vlastitim $kolovanjem, radom i ste¢enim ugledom me-
du sunarodnjacima, postaju, na neki nacin, “legitimizi-
rani” da predstavljaju Rome. Tako se pod pritiskom po-
treba transformira tradicionalni romski unutarnji us-
troj, koji je pocivao na jakoj obiteljskoj hijerarhiji, a ko-
ji je bio rezultat nomadskoga nacdina Zivota. Zatvore-
nost prema okolnom dru$tvu, koja je stitila Rome od
promjena pod utjecajem modernizacijskih procesa u tom
drustvu, pridonijela je slabljenju veza 1 nekompatibilno-
sti romskoga i1 okolnoga razvitka. Mnoga su se romska
iskustva izgubila. Sve je manje poznavatelja tradicional-
nih romskih zanata 1 umijeéa. Gotovo da vise ne mo-
Zemo Cuti romske glazbenike, nema potkivaca, poprav-
ljaca kiSobrana i lonaca, o$traca nozeva, kosSarasa. Nji-
hovim nestankom hrvatska sela (osobito) ostala su bez
tih usluga koje u mnogim sredinama jo§ nisu nado-
mjeStene. Romi su izgubili neke od elemenata (viega)
drustvenog poloZaja $to su ga nekad zauzimali zahvalju-
juéi bavljenju svojim tradicionalnim zanatima. Bili su
integriraniji u svoju drustvenu okolinu upravo time §to
su zadovoljavali mnoge specifi¢ne potrebe neromskoga
gradskog i seoskog stanovni§tva. Svoju su drustvenu or-
ganizaciju temeljili na obitelji, $to ih je razlikovalo od
drugih lutajué¢ih skupina. Danas ih je vi$e prostorno
stabiliziranih nego onih bez adrese. Isti se takav proces
sedentarizacije zbiva 1 u Hrvatskoj. Nastanjuju se lesto
u manjim ili ve¢im skupinama (ponekad su to i vrlo
brojna naselja), pa je potreba za novom vrstom drustve-
ne organizacije postala nuznost. Obitelj sama za sebe
preslab je “sugovornik” u odnosima s vedinskim dru-
§tvom 1 njegovim institucijama.

. Dualno pripadnistvo posrednika olakSava komunikaciju 1z-
medu romske lokalne zajednice 1 drzave, odnosno njezi-
nih institucija. Taj odnos s obje strane mora biti jasno
postavljen da bi se izbjegli nesporazumi i da se ne bi
usporilo rje$avanje svakodnevnih problema naselja 1 nji-
hovih &esto vrlo siromas$nih stanovnika. Svakako, valja
se dozéovoriti o mehanizmu izbora 1 djelovanja posred-
nika.
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Nadin pripadanja zajednici odreduje na neki nacin
kvalitetu drustvenoga sudjelovanja 1 identiteta. O tome su
pisali mnogi autori.

“Pripadnost u dru$tvenom smislu polazi od odnosa
pojedinca 1 kolektiviteta, ¢ime se oblikuje drustvenost, da-
kle, u elementarnom znacenju, oblikuje se naéin postojanja
unutar skupine, simbolicka razmjena ili participacija. Ters-
torij na kojem Zivi skupina, kolektivitet, najéesce je 'djelo
ljudskih ruku', pa stoga oznaduje prostor organiziranoga
drustvenog Zivota, $to pridonosi njegovu razumijevanju
kao vazne sastavnice svih obiljeZja kulture, drustvenosti i
identiteta.” (Akoun 1 Ansart, 1999.)

Polozaj manjinskih grupa regulira se zakonski 1 raz-
licit je u razli¢itim politickim sustavima. Demokratski su-
stavi, u pravilu tolerantni prema razliditostima uopce, kad
je rije¢ o manjinskoj grupi nude nekoliko modela: prema
jednom, naglasak je na pravima i obvezama pojedinca, drugi
je model usmjereniji prema multikulturalnosiz, a treéi istice
kulturnu cjelinu i postupke koji oblikuju i razvijaju ovu drustve-
nu jedinicu (Akoun 1 Ansart, 1999.). Koji ¢e se model iza-
brati, ovisi o $irim drustvenim i gospodarskim prilikama.

Po svemu sudeéi, hrvatski “model” najblizi je ovom
tretem, koji naglasava razvitak manjine, ali ne na $tetu
prava pojedinaca.

Sociologijski je interes u istrazivanju odnosa izmedu
manjine 1 veéine, ali 1 u istrazivanju oblikovanja 1 funkcio-
niranja manjine i njezina pozicioniranja u dru$tvu, traZe-
nja prikladnoga nacina da manjina postavi svoje zahtjeve,
odnosno da se zahtjevi razmijene. Kao $to smo ve¢ spome-
nuli, i ovo istraZivanje potaknula je drZava, a s ciljem da
osvijetli teSke probleme stanovanja, uredenja naselja 1 aspi-
racije romske populacije glede stanovanja. S jedne strane,
nesporna je Zelja i obveza drzave da svim svojim stanovni-
cima osigura minimalni stambeni i naseljski tehnicki 1 so-
cijalni standard, a, s druge, stanje ve¢ine lokacija naselje-
nih Romima, s niskom razinom higijene kao glavnim sku-
pnim obiljeZjem, trajni je potencijalni izvor zaraze. Ve¢ i
na ovome krajnje pojednostavnjenom prikazu vidi se po-
treba aktivnog ukljudivanja drzave u rje$avanje problema u
socijalnom, naseljskom prostoru zemlje. Zelimo li naglasi-
ti nuznost rje$avanja navedenih problema, moZemo poma-
lo pretjerano kazati da je stanovanje, kao nuZna pretpo-
stavka “gradanskoga” Zivota, materijalni temelj demokrati-
zacije drustva.

Valja ocekivati da se svakom sustavnom aktivnoséu,
pa i ovom vezanom uz probleme stanovanja i uredenja na-
selja, aktivira manjinska grupa 1 da je se motivira da se za-
jednic¢ki napravi §to vise. Dakle, da se jedna pasivna grupa,



barem kad je rije¢ o stanovanju 1 uredenju naselja, trans-
formira u aktivnu zajednicu kojoj neée biti svejedno kako
1 gdje Zivi 1 stanuje.

“Naseobina je ... odraz drustva koje u njoj zivi” (Men-
dras, 1986.). Ova je izjava vezana uz selja¢ka drustva i njo-
me autor pokazuje kako se ona medusobno razlikuju i ka-
ko se zbog tih razlika, vezanih i1 uz ekoloske uvjete, dakle,
krajolik, prikladni (i moguéi) sustav proizvodnje, oblikuju
1 razlidite vrste 1 tipovi naselja. Romska naselja medusob-
no se (mnogo) ne razlikuju. Neka su veca, neka manja, ne-
ka su na rubu grada, neka na rubu sela; u pravilu su neve-
zana uz neki posebni tip proizvodnje, jer se radni an-
gazman odvija izvan naselja.

Namyjera je da rezultati ovog istrazivanja osvijetle pro-
blem stambenoga standarda romske populacije, njihove
aspiracije u pogledu obiteljskoga stanovanja te stanje, mo-
dele 1 moguénosti trajnoga rjeSavanja problema opremlje-
nosti naselja s vecom koncentracijom romske populacije.
Istrazivanje bi trebalo posluZiti kao znanstveno-stru¢na po-
dloga za kontinuirano dugoro¢no djelovanje koje bi po-
bolj$alo svakodnevni Zivot Roma u mnogim njegovim as-
pektima.

U toj zahtjevnoj zadaéi nuZna je pomoc lokalnih voda,
koji ¢e unutar grupe promicati ideje o zdravom, urednom
i odrzivom stanovanju. Posao valja dobro planirati, dati
mu dovoljno vremena, on ne smije biti kampanjski, nego
kontinuiran; 1 naoruzati se strpljivosc¢u.

Marginalnim skupinama smatraju se drustvene skupine koje ne sudje-
luju u kljué¢nim dru$tvenim procesima, prije svega ekonomskim, soci-
jalnim, kulturnim i politi¢kim.

I. Magdaleni¢ je nedavno, istrazujuéi na Zenskoj studentskoj, dakle,
obrazovanoj populaciji, probleme socijalne distancije prema pripadni-
cima 29 nacija ustanovio da su Romi “zauzeli posljednje mjesto po
stupnju bliskosti koju su ispitanice spremne prihvatiti s 'tipi¢nim'
pripadnicima tih nacija”.

Prvo drustveno istrazivanje Roma u Hrvatskoj obavio je Institut za
drudtvena istrazivanja 1982.

IS

Primjerice, Odbor za pastoral Roma Hrvatske biskupske konferencije
organizirao je nedavno jedno istrazivanje Roma.

Brojni su problemi empirijskog istraZivanja Roma. Oni ne leZe samo
u njihovoj prostornoj rasprienosti i nepostojanju osnovnih podataka
o njihovoj populaciji na temelju kojih bi se mogao izraditi reprezen-
tativni uzorak. Specifian problem jesu neka njihova obiljezja uvjeto-
vana njihovim Zivotnim stilom, koji ih u mnogod¢emu razlikuje od
socijalne 1 kulturne okoline. (MoZemo tvrditi na temelju skromna
iskustva iz ovog istraZivanja da su te razlike manje u nekim sredina-
ma.) Taj stil koji pociva na svojevrsnoj (samo)izolaciji gradi odredeno
nepovjerenje prema (osobito) neromskom zadiranju u njihov obi-
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teljski 1 drustveni Zivot. Ponovno citirajmo Cléberta: “Cigani su svje-
sni vjekovnog tabua koji im zabranjuje da gadima otkriju najveéi dio
svojih rituala. Vjerujte mi, ne radi se ovdje o nekoj $ali koja bi imala
svrhu da ciganski mit zazivaju u 'misterij'. U svakom slucaju, to nije
Sala ni za ciganologe, koji se neprestano sudaraju sa zidom S$utnje ili,
$to je jo§ gore, s promisljenim laZima. Postavite dvadeset puta jedno
te isto precizno pitanje Ciganima i dobit ¢ete dvadeset razli¢itih od-
govora!” (Clébert, 1967., str. 157).

Pravo na Zivotni prostor jedno je od temeljnih prava. To pravo
sadrZava 1 obvezu zaltite toga prostora ne prema uskim, lokalnim
standardima, ve¢ prema globalnim pravilima. Time je osnaZena odgo-
vornost Covjeka za Zivotni prostor.

Do toga se dolazi razli¢itim putovima. Jedan od nacina da se prevla-
da medusobno nepovjerenje izmedu Roma i veéinskoga stanovnistva
testirali su slovenski “aktivisti”, koji su 1990. ustanovili projekt s te-
meljnim ciljem da Rome ravnopravno integriraju u drustvenu okoli-
nu, odnosno zajednicu. Polaziste je bilo da su problemi s obje strane
i da valja djelovati na obje strane kako bi se smanjile ili dokinule pre-
drasude, stereotipi i netolerantnost jednih i drugih.

Istrazivanje su obavili istraziva¢i Instituta druStvenih znanosti Ivo Pi-
lar.

Obavljen je standardizirani razgovor s istaknutijim pojedincima i do-
brim poznavateljima prilika u naselju. Osim toga, pregledali smo po-
datke koji su dosad prikupljeni drugim istrazivanjima, a koji se do-
ticu Roma s razli¢itih glediSta i potreba. Naselja obuhvacena istra-
Zivanjem jesu: Kozari putovi - Zagreb, Capraske Poljane - Sisak, Ko-
toriba, Vodnjan i Bjelovar.

10 Naravno da takav tip tradicije moZemo naéi i u drugih naroda.

"' Ako dovoljno iroko shvatimo zagovaranu “pozitivnu diskriminaci-
ju”, 1 ovakvo pona$anje prema ilegalnim oblicima poduzetni$tva
mozemo podvesti pod tu sintagmu.

12 Valja naglasiti da je autor, kvalitativno analizirajuéi pocinjena djela,

ustanovio kako “romska” maloljetni¢ka delinkvencija “sadrZava go-
tovo isklju¢ivo sitne krade, Sumske krade i sli¢na djela, uglavnom
ono $to se u krajnjoj analizi moZe svesti na pojam 'kriminala iz
nuzde'...”.

Istini za volju moramo napomenuti da su mnoge nacionalne manji-
ne saCuvale svoj identitet integriraju¢i se u hrvatsko drutvo, za-
posljavajuéi se i prihvacajuéi nuzne obveze.

Rom (mnoZina: Roma) jest endonim, ime kojim su se sami nazvali.
Sva su ostala imena egzonimi, dodijeljena im od neromske okoline.

Uzroci 1 detalji pocetka velike migracije jo§ se istrazuju. Medutim,
romski indijski korijeni ostaju neupitni.
“..u postsanskrtsko doba...”. Uzroci pokretanja romskoga naroda sa-

mo se nagadaju. Smatra se da im je trebala koja stotina godina dok
nisu udli u Bizantsko Carstvo (XI. st.).

Odredena fascinacija Romima, narodom “Cudesnim i neobjasnjivim”,
njihovim sporim mijenama bez obzira na razli¢itost i objektivnu
snagu utjecaja, ve¢ dugo izaziva znatiZelju neromskih istrazivaca.
Vidjeti, primjerice, bibliografiju u radu Francesco Predari: Origine e
vicende dei Zingari. Bologna: Torni Editore, pretisak knjige objavlje-
ne 1841. Autor spominje izvore koji potvrduju da su se Romi 1417.
pojavili u blizini Crnoga mora (na svom putu prema sjeveru). Godi-
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nu dana kasnije spominju se u Svicarskoj, a u Italiji 1422. (Isto, str.
55). Autor spominje i pronalazak dokumenta prema kojem se u
Ugarskoj spominju ve¢ 1250. kao sudionici bitke u kojoj je ceski
kralj pobijedio ugarskoga kralja Belu, medu ¢ijim vojnicima bijahu 1
Romi (Cingarorum...) (Isto, str. 56).

Izmedu nomadskoga i sjedila¢koga nadina Zivota moZe se u romskoj
zajednici zamijetiti jedna medurazina. Naime, sedentarizirani Romi
mogu se, lakS$e od drugih, preseliti u ve¢im skupinama iz jedne
drzave u drugu ili iz jednoga dijela zemlje u drugi.

Spomenimo samo problem higijene, odnosno higijenizacije romskih
naselja, koja je nuzna dvostrano: jedna je strana zdravlje i kvaliteta
Zivota Roma, a druga je zdravlje i kvaliteta Zivota neposredne socijal-
ne okoline. Naravno, nisu posrijedi samo zdravstveni razlozi, ve¢ 1
najsire shvaeno pitanje zastite i izgleda okolida.

Osobito tradicionalnima, u kojima su se stanovnici pretezito bavili
poljoprivredom ili zanatima.

oy

Obi¢no je “Sef” negdje drugdje. Bilo bi zanimljivo i korisno istraZiti
sustav drustvene mo¢i u romskoj populaciji. Naravno da to nije bio
predmet naseg istrazivanja. Ali je opravdano pretpostaviti da je “Sef”
itekako vaZan socijalni akter i da bi razvojne aktivnosti bile uspjesni-
je kad bi se mogle osloniti na prikladne utjecajne osobe u romskoj
sredini.

Romska manjinska zajednica, zbog svoje prostorne rasprsenosti, ali
vjerojatno i drugih razloga, ima (pre)vise udruga i nadudruga, ¢ime
slabi svoj pregovaracki poloZaj, a 1 slabi mogu¢nost da netko s njiho-
ve strane preuzme i svoj dio odgovornosti za stanje unutar zajednice.

Maja Stambuk
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Problemi empirijskog istraZivanja Roma, posebice takvoga
koje se oslanja na reprezentativni uzorak, ne leze samo u
njithovoj prostornoj rasprSenosti 1 nepostojanju preciznih
podataka o populaciji. Specifi¢an problem jesu neka obi-
ljeZja uvjetovana njihovim Zivotnim stilom po kojem se
razlikuju od socijalne i kulturne okoline. Spomenimo dva
najvaznija:

1. mnogi odrasli Romi bave se poslovima koji ih na dulje
vrijeme udaljuju od kuce (primjerice, skupljanje sekun-
darnih sirovina, ljekovitoga bilja 1 sl.) ili su sezonskoga
karaktera (prodaja na sajmovima, u turisti¢kim mjesti-
ma 1 sl.) pa su teZze dostupni;

2. nadin Zivota Roma pociva na svojevrsnoj (samo)izolaci-
ji od neromskoga stanovnistva, §to rezultira stanovitim
nepovjerenjem prema zadiranju u njihov obiteljski 1
drustveni Zivot. Stoga je samo dobro pripremljenim do-
laskom u njihovo naselje mogudée uéi u njihove domove
1 dobiti pristanak na razgovor.

Anketiranje je obavljeno u dvije faze:
1. u srpnju 2004. obavljeno je pilot-istraZivanje u Zagrebu
1 Medimurskoj Zupaniji
2. u listopadu, studenom 1 prosincu 2004. anketiranje je
provedeno na ostalim planiranim podrudjima.
Terenski dio istrazivanja proveden je usmenom anke-
tom medu romskim stanovni$tvom u Zupanijama u koji-
ma je zabiljezen (Popisom stanovnistva iz 2001. godine)
veli broj Roma 1 u kojima Romi Zive koncentrirano u po-
jedinim naseljima seoskoga ili gradskoga tipa. Uzorak je,
prema zahtjevima naruditelja, bio prilagoden temeljnom
cilju istrazivanja, a to je, ukratko, uvid u socijalnu 1 teh-
ni¢ku infrastrukturu lokaliteta naseljenih Romima, oprem-
ljenost romskih domadinstava temeljnim elementima stan-
darda te u aspiracije romskoga stanovnistva glede kvalitete
stanovanja 1 opremljenosti naselja.
Uzorkom je planirano obuhvatiti izmedu 900 1 1000
ispitanika starijih od 18 godina, po moguénosti kuéedo-
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macina ili kuéedomadice. Teritorijalna stratifikacija prove-
dena je prema broju romskoga stanovni$tva u pojedinoj
Zupaniji. Pritom su, kao jedini objektivni skup parameta-
ra, rabljeni podatci DrZavnog zavoda za statistiku (Popis iz
2001. godine) 1 podatci koje je prikupilo Ministarstvo za-
Stite prostora, prostornog uredenja i graditeljstva preko
svojih Zupanijskih ureda. Kako u nekim Zupanijama ima
malo Roma, ili nema posebnih naselja u kojima bi Romi
Zivjeli u vecem broju, uzorkom su obuhvaéene Zupanije u
kojima je zastupljenost Roma veca i u kojima ima naselja/
lokaliteta s koncentracijom romskoga stanovnistva dovolj-
no velikom da se istrazivanje moze provesti. U tim Zupa-

sie | Djama planirano je ispitati po 100 ispitanika (u Medimur-
Nasela obuhvacena KO 200), kako bi se obradba podataka, analiza i interpre-

itrazivaniem  tacija mogle izvesti lege ariis.

Novakovec (Loncarevo)

Drzimurec (Piskorovec;

Strmec Podravski?” /-

Zagreb

(Borongaj, Dubec, Ferenscica,

Kozari Bok, Petrusevec, Plinarsko
naselje, Pozarinje, Savica, Sopot, Struge)

Sisak
(Capraske Poljane)

Slavonski Brod
(Naselje ‘J. Rimac”)

Zagrebacka Zupanija
Krapinsko-zagorska zupanija
Sisatko-moslavacka zupanija
Karlovacka zupanija
Varazdinska Zupanija
Koprivnitko-krizevacka zupanija
Bjelovarsko-bilogorska zupanija
Primorsko-goranska zupanija )
Licko-senjska Zupanija Sy \
Viroviticko-podravska zupanija et ~
Pozesko-slavonska zupanija e
Brodsko-posavska zupanija - 3 s\
Zadarska Zupanija ”T ?\:‘;\3\:&%@
Osjecko-baranjska zupanija .
Sibensko-kninska Zupanija s 19 "%%\E:}\ahw\

Vukovarsko-srijemska zupanija

Splitsko-dalmatinska Zupanija = \’\\
Istarska Zupanija
Dubrovacko-neretvanska zupanija p
Medimurska Zupanija

Grad Zagreb
50 0 50 100 km

|:| Zupanije obuhvacene istrazivanjem T ]
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Uzorak je realiziran 97% od planiranog: obavljeno je
ukupno 969 usmenih anketa s ispitanicima. Podatci o bro-



ju Roma u Hrvatskoj nepouzdani su 1 variraju od 9600
Roma po Popisu iz 2001. godine do 30.000 Roma po Na-
cionalnom programu za Rome. Unato¢ tome, mozemo
smatrati da je uzorak na razini Hrvatske dovoljno repre-
zentativan. U svim “udarnim” Zupanijama realizirani uzo-

rak dopusta 1 korektne interpretacije.

Zupanije Gradovi/op¢ine Lokacije naseljene Romima
Zagrebacka Zupanija Velika Gorica/Lukavec Lukavec
Sisacko-moslavacka Sisak Palanjak
Zupanija Kutina Capraske Poljane
Kutina/Radiceva ul.
Karlovacka Zupanija Ogulin Pugkari¢i
Josipdol Ostarije
Varazdinska Zupanija Petrijanec/Cestica Strmec Podravski
Sveti Durd Karlovec Ludbreski
Ludbreg Ludbreg (bivsa klaonica)
Koprivnic¢ko-krizevacka Durdevac Stiska
Zupanija
Primorsko-goranska Rijeka Rijeka-Skurinje

Zupanija

Rijeka-Rujevica

Brodsko-posavska
Zupanija

Slavonski Brod

Slavonski Brod, Naselje
“J. Rimac”

Osjecko-baranjska Belis¢e Bistrinci
Zupanija Osijek Tenja
Bolman Bolman
Darda Darda
Tordinci Tordinci
Medimurska Zupanija Kotoriba Kotoriba
Gorican Gorican
Donja Dubrava Donja Dubrava
Cakovec Kursanec
Podturen Loncarevo
Mala Subotica Pigkorovec
Istarska Zupanija Pula nekoliko lokacija u gradu
Vodnjan Vodnjan

Grad Zagreb

Kozari Bok
Borongaj
Ferenscica
Plinarsko naselje
Struge

Sopot

Savica
Petrugevec
PoZarinje

Dubec

Usporedno s anketnim istrazivanjem, na lokacijama
koje su obuhvacene uzorkom provedena je i djelomi¢na
inventura naselja. Naime, tijekom istraZivanja prikupljeni
su, metodom intervjua s kompetentnom osobom u naselju
te metodom promatranja, i dodatni podatci o stanju loka-
cija na kojima je provedeno istraZivanje.

Maja Stambuk
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Zupanije i naselja obuhvacena
istraZivanjem
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Prema odredbama Ustavnog zakona o ljudskim pravima 1
slobodama 1 o pravima etni¢kih 1 nacionalnih manjina u
RH, Republika Hrvatska $titi ravnopravnost pripadnika
dvadeset dvije manjine. Jedna od tih manjina jesu i Romi,
za koje je ovdje provedena demografska analiza prema po-
datcima DrZavnog zavoda za statistiku.

Popisno kretanje broja Roma

Broj Roma u Hrvatskoj mozZe se konkretnije pratiti tek od
1948. godine, kada je proveden prvi popis stanovni$tva na-
kon Drugoga svjetskog rata. Za ranije razdoblje broj Roma
zasniva se jedino na progjenama zbog toga $to stanov-
nistvo tada nije bilo popisivano prema nacionalnoj ili et-
nickoj pripadnosti, ve¢ prema vjeri 1 materinskom jeziku,
medu kojima u popisnim knjigama nije posebno iskazan
romski jezik. Prema Zerjavicu (1989.), broj Roma stradalih
za NDH iznosi oko 17 tisuéa, pa je spomenute 1948. godi-
ne u Hrvatskoj zabiljeZzeno tek 405 Roma. Godine 1953.
popisan je 1261 Rom, dok je 1961. njihov broj smanjen na
samo 313 (smanjenje za 75,2%). Objasnjenje tolikoga popi-
snog smanjenja u samo pet godina treba traZiti u istodob-
nom povecanju broja Rumunja, kojih je 1953. bilo 418, a
1961. ¢ak 1053 (porast od 40,0%). Ocito da je ovdje rije¢ o
pogreskama pri samom popisivanju ili u kasnijoj obradbi
popisnih podataka, pa su 1961. kao i nekih drugih godina
Romi dijelom “postajali” Rumunji. Kao dokaz te tvrdnje
mogu posluziti popisni podatci o broju Roma i Rumunja
u tri medimurska naselja. Naime, u naseljima Pribislavcu,
Trnovcu 1 Orehovici popisni podatci 1971. godine iskazu-
ju 118 Rumunja te ni jednoga Roma, dok se 1981. godine
uz 684 Roma ne iskazuje ni jedan Rumunj.

Nakon 1961. broj Roma ponovno raste, tako da ih je
1971. popisano 1257, 1981. godine 3858, a 1991. godine
6695. Prema sluZbenim podatcima DrZavnog zavoda za
statistiku, u posljednjem popisu stanovnistva (2001.) Ro- 37
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mima su se izjasnile 9643 osobe, ¢ime su ¢inili 0,2% ukup-
noga stanovni$tva Hrvatske. U posljednjem medupopisju
(1991.-2001.) broj Roma povecan je za 41,3%, $to je dale-
ko najveéi porast broja pripadnika neke manjinske skupine
u Hrvatskoj. Od Cetiri ostale nacionalne manjine koje su u
promatranom razdoblju povecale broj pripadnika pred-
njace Rusi (28,3%), a slijede Albanci (25,3%), Austrijanci
(15,4%) te Nijemci (10,1%).

Medutim, treba napomenuti da kao i ranijih godina
mnogi pripadnici ove manjine nisu sudjelovali u popisu
stanovni$tva (odnosno nisu popisani) te da se znatnim di-
jelom nisu izjasnili kao Romi (nego na neki drugi nacin).
Tako npr. 2001. godine u naselju Pitomaci nije iskazan ni
jedan Rom, premda je poznato da je to iza Zagreba vjero-
jatno najveée romsko srediSte u Hrvatskoj, u kojem Zivi
vise od 900 Roma (Hrvati¢ 1 Ivanci¢, 2000.). Nadalje, iz
popisnih rezultata proizlazi da ni jedan Rom nije Zivio 1 u
Klostru Podravskom (gdje inace Zivi oko 350 Roma), kao 1
u nedalekom naselju Stiska, u kojem zivi 50-ak romskih
obitelji. Neizja§njavanje prema stvarnoj etni¢koj pripadno-
sti osoba romskoga podrijetla nije karakteristiéno samo za
Podravinu, jer se i u romskom naselju Homutno kod
Omislja na Krku u popisnim podatcima ne iskazuje ni je-
dan Rom, premda ih ima oko 150-ak. Sli¢na je situacija i u
Pugkari¢ima kod Ogulina, gdje se samo jedan stanovnik iz-
jasnio kao Rom (dok stvarno stanje prikazuje stotinjak sta-
novnika romskoga podrijetla), zatim u Otoku Oftarijskom,
Donjoj Dobri itd.

Imajuéi na umu navedeno, razumljive su procjene da
u Hrvatskoj zapravo zivi izmedu 30 1 40 tisu¢a Roma, dok
neke procjene ¢ak barataju brojem od 60-ak tisuéa pripad-
nika te manjine. Znajuéi taj podatak, svaka analiza popi-
snih podataka postaje upitna, jer se tek oko 1/3 (ako ne 1
manje) stanovnika romskoga podrijetla uistinu i izjasnilo
Romima pri popisu stanovnistva. Medutim, kako je pro-
jektni zadatak analiza podataka Popisa stanovnistva iz
2001., u daljnjem tekstu razmatrat ée se isklju¢ivo potonji
podatci, iako treba imati na umu da nije rije¢ o stvarnom
broju Roma u Hrvatsko;.

Romi po Zupanijama

38

Popisom iz 2001. godine Romi su zastupljeni u svim Zupa-
nijama, s tim da su najmalobrojniji bili u Krapinsko-za-
gorskoj, Viroviti¢ko-podravskoj, Zadarskoj 1 Dubrovacko-
-neretvanskoj Zupaniji. U svakoj od navedenih Zupanija
popisano je tek po cetiri Roma. S druge strane, najvise Ro-
ma Zivjelo je u Medimurskoj Zupaniji, gdje je njih 2887



Tablica I.
Broj Roma po zupanijama 1991. i 2001. godine

JUPANIJA Broj pripadnika Indeks promjene deio u uk. st. Ud.io u uk.
1991. 2001. 2001./1991. Zupanije 2001. broju Roma

Zagrebacka 129 231 179.1 0,07 2,4
Krapinsko-zagorska 2 4 200.0 0,00 0,0
Sisacko-moslavacka 315 708 224.8 0,38 7,5
Karlovacka 16 7 43.8 0,00 0,1
Varazdinska 333 448 134.5 0,24 4,7
Koprivnic¢ko-kriZzevacka 204 125 61.3 0,10 1,3
Bjelovarsko-bilogorska 144 140 97.2 0,11 1,5
Primorsko-goranska 504 589 116.9 0,19 6,2
Li¢ko-senjska 49 10 20.4 0,02 0,1
Viroviti¢ko-podravska 86 4 47 0,00 0,0
Poze$ko-slavonska 0 7 - 0,01 0,1
Brodsko-posavska 223 586 262.8 0,33 6,2
Zadarska 7 4 57.1 0,00 0,0
Osjecko-baranjska 782 977 124.9 0,30 10,3
Sibensko-kninska 42 8 19.0 0,01 0,8
Vukovarsko-srijemska 265 167 63.0 0,08 1,8
Splitsko-dalmatinska 39 11 28.2 0,00 0,1
Istarska 637 600 94.2 0,29 6,3
Dubrovacko-neretvanska 5 4 80.0 0,00 0,0
Medimurska 1920 2887 150.4 2,44 30,5
Grad Zagreb 993 1946 196.0 0,25 20,6
UKUPNO RH 6695 9463 141.3 0,21 100
¢inilo 2,4% ukupnoga Zupanijskog stanovni$tva. To je

ujedno 1 jedina Zupanija u kojoj su Romi ¢inili vise od 1%

ukupnoga stanovni$tva Zupanije, dok se npr. na drugom

mjestu nalazi Sisa¢ko-moslavacka Zupanija, u kojoj su Ro-

mi ¢inili tek 0,4% ukupnoga stanovnistva. U Medimur-

skoj Zupaniji Zivjelo je po Popisu iz 2001. godine 1 relativ-

no najvie Roma, odnosno 30,5% svih osoba izja$njenih

na taj na¢in u Hrvatskoj. Prikljuce li im se Romi u Gradu

Zagrebu, proizlazi da u samo te dvije Zupanije Zivi vie od

polovice svih Roma u Hrvatskoj - tj. 51,1%. Nasuprot to-

me, u ¢ak devet Zupanija zabiljezeno je tek izmedu 4 1 11

pripadnika romske manjine, ¢ime analiza demografskih

obiljezja Roma u tim Zupanijama postaje statisti¢ki nepo-

uzdana.! Zanimljivo je da se medu tih devet Zupanija nala-

ze sve Cetiri dalmatinske Zupanije, u kojima je ukupno po-

pisano tek 27 Roma. 39
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Analizirajuéi popisom ustanovljeni broj, Romi su iz-
medu 1991. 1 2001. najvedi porast zabiljezili u Brodsko-po-
savskoj (porast od 162,8%) 1 Sisa¢ko-moslavackoj zupaniji
(porast od 124,8%). Toliki broj¢ani porast Roma u tim
Zupanijama za samo deset godina vjerojatno je uvjetovan,
osim visokim stopama prirodnoga prirasta, i boljom orga-
nizacijom popisa u romskom naselju kod Slavonskog Bro-
da, odnosno u Capraskim Poljanama kod Siska.

Dok su 1991. godine Romi popisani u 190 naselja, deset
godina kasnije oni obitavaju u 171 naselju. I ovaj podatak
ponajvise kao Hrvati.

Jedino naselje u kojem je 2001. popisano vise od ti-
su¢u Roma bio je Zagreb sa 1406 stanovnika romske na-
rodnosti. Vise od 100 pripadnika Romi su imali u jo§ 19
naselja (u zagradi je broj Roma): KurSanec (722), Slavonski
Brod (582), Trnovec (523), Rijeka (478), Drzimurec (430),
Sesvete (407), Pribislavec (381), Donje Vratno (365), Crnac
(357), Pula (301), Orehovica (237), Darda (210), Podturen
(173), Vodnjan (168), Zebanec Selo (162), Kotoriba (156),
Beli Manastir (146), Bistrinci (133) 1 Vinkovci (114).” Ve-
¢insko stanovnistvo Romi su ¢inili jedino u naselju Donje
Vratno, gdje je u ukupnom stanovnistvu zabiljeZeno samo
14 stanovnika neromske narodnosti.

Ako se Zagreb razdijeli na gradske Cetvrti, najvise Ro-
ma Zivielo je u Cetvrti Ped¢enica-Zitnjak (726), $to je vise
nego u Kur$ancu, kao najbrojnijem romskom naselju iza
Zagreba. Vise od 100 Roma Zivielo je 1 u zagrebackim
Cetvrtima Trnje (163), Gornja Dubrava (131) te Donja Du-
brava (126).

U Hrvatskoj je 2001. godine zabiljezeno 2099 kucanstava u
kojima je nositelj bio romske narodnosti. U tim je kucan-
stvima zivjelo 10.548 osoba, $to znaci da je na jedno rom-
sko kucanstvo dolazilo pet stanovnika. Kako je iste godine
popisano 9430 Roma, znadi da je u romskim kucanstvima
zivjelo 1 najmanje 1118 neromskoga stanovni$tva (ili na taj
nadin izja$njenoga stanovni$tva), koji su ¢inili 10,6% uku-
pnoga stanovni$tva tih kucanstava.

U izvoru za Tablicu 2, gdje su romska kucanstva ras-
¢lanjena po Zupanijama, podatci o broju Roma donekle se
razlikuju u odnosu na Tablicu 1. Premda je izvor obiju ta-
blica DZS, nepoznato je zasto ukupan broj Roma iz poda-



taka pomocu koje je konstruirana Tablica 2 iznosi 9430,
dok je sluzbeni broj Roma u Hrvatskoj 9463 (Tablica 1).
Po Zupanijama se podatci razlikuju utoliko $to dobiveni
podatci za Tablicu 2 ne prikazuju ni jednoga stanovnika
romske narodnosti u Krapinsko-zagorskoj te Pozesko-sla-
vonskoj Zupaniji (dok ih je inale zabiljezeno po Cetiri, od-
nosno sedam, u svakoj Zupaniji), u Gradu Zagrebu razlika
iznosi takoder Cetiri osobe, u Sisacko-moslavackoj dvije
osobe itd.

Prosje¢an broj

Ukupan broj 7, Udio u uk.
ZUPANIJA romskih ¢lanova po broju romskih
kucanstava rognskom kucanstava
kucanstvu

Zagrebacka 37 7,2 1,8
Krapinsko-zagorska - - -
Sisacko-moslavacka 152 5,0 7,2
Karlovacka 3 3,3 0,1
Varazdinska 85 5,3 4,0
Koprivni¢ko-krizevacka 25 5,8 1,2
Bjelovarsko-bilogorska 48 3,9 2,3
Primorsko-goranska 139 4,9 6,6
Li¢ko-senjska 4 5,5 0,2
Viroviti¢ko-podravska 1 4,0 0,0
Pozesko-slavonska - - -
Brodsko-posavska 123 5,1 59
Zadarska 1 4,0 0,0
Osjecko-baranjska 314 3,6 15,0
Sibensko-kninska 3 3,0 0,1
Vukovarsko-srijemska 32 5,7 1,5
Splitsko-dalmatinska 6 3,2 0,3
Istarska 116 58 5,5
Dubrovac¢ko-neretvanska 1 4,0 0,0
Medimurska 598 5,1 28,5
Grad Zagreb 410 5,6 19,5
UKUPNO RH 2099 5,0 100

Od ukupnoga broja romskih kucanstava na Medimur-
sku Zzupaniju 1 Grad Zagreb otpadalo je 48% svih kucan-
stava. Dok je u te dvije Zupanije s najbrojnijim romskim
stanovni$tvom Zivjelo viSe od polovice svih Roma u Hr-
vatskoj (51,1%), razlog ne$to manjem udjelu medu kucan-
stvima treba traZiti u prosje¢no nesto veCem broju ¢lanova
po kuéanstvu od hrvatskoga prosjeka. Naime, na razini
Hrvatske prosjean broj ¢lanova po romskom kucanstvu
iznosio je 5,0, dok je u Medimurskoj Zupaniji bio 5,1, a u
Gradu Zagrebu 5,6 osoba po kucanstvu. Prosje¢no najvise
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Tablica 2.
Ukupan broj romskih
kucanstava te ¢lanova romskih

kucanstava po zupanijama
2001. godine
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¢lanova po romskom kucanstvu dolazilo je u Zagrebackoj
Zupaniji (7,2), nakon koje slijede Koprivni¢ko-kriZzevacka i
Istarska Zupanija sa 5,8 ¢lanova. Iskljuc¢ujuéi devet Zupani-
ja u kojima je broj Roma, odnosno romskih kucanstava,
zanemariv te Ciji pokazatelji mogu dovesti do pogre$nih
zaklju¢aka, najmanje Roma po kuéanstvu otpadalo je na
Osjecko-baranjsku Zupaniju, gdje je po kuéanstvu dolazilo
tek 3,6 ¢lanova, a to je dvostruko manje nego u Zagre-
bac¢koj Zupaniji.

Romi po spolu i starosti

Tablica 3.

Romi po spolu i starosti
2001. godine

42

Za razliku od ukupnoga stanovnistva Hrvatske, u ¢ijem sa-
stavu stanovni$tva po spolu prevladavaju Zene sa 51,9%,
kod Roma je obrnuta situacija, jer Zene ¢ine 49,5%, a
muskarci 50,5%. Ako se sastav po spolu zeli izraziti koefi-
cijentom feminiteta, proizlazi da kod Roma na 1000 mu-
Skaraca dolazi 981 Zena, dok na drzavnoj razini taj pokaza-
telj iznosi 1078 Zena na tisu¢u muskaraca. Kod Roma Zene
prevladavaju samo u dobnim skupinama od 10 do 14, od
55 do 59, od 60 do 64, od 70 do 74, od 75 do 79 te od 80
do 84 godine.

Dobna Ukupno Muskarci Zene

skupina aps. rel. aps. rel. aps. rel.
0-4 1769 18,7 901 18,9 868 18,5
5-9 1390 14,7 704 14,7 686 14,6
10-14 1105 11,7 534 11,2 571 12,2
15-19 976 10,3 510 10,7 466 9,9
20-24 834 8,8 438 9,2 396 8,5
25-29 727 7,7 363 7,6 364 7,8
30-34 609 6,4 297 6,2 312 6,7
35-39 543 5,7 283 5,9 260 5,5
40-44 421 4,4 223 4,7 198 4,2
45-49 306 3,2 154 3,2 152 3,2
50-54 209 2,2 112 2,3 97 2,1
55-59 156 1,6 63 1,3 93 2,0
60-64 138 1,5 65 1,4 73 1,6
65-69 67 0,7 36 0,8 31 0,7
70-74 54 0,6 19 0,4 35 0,7
75-79 20 0,2 5 0,1 15 0,3
80-84 6 0,1 1 0,0 5 0,1
85-89 3 0,0 3 0,1 - -
90 1 vise - - - - - -
Nepoznato 130 1,5 66 1,4 64 1,4

UKUPNO 9463 100 4777 100 4686 100




Iz Tablice 3 vidi se da 2001. godine ni jedan Rom nije
uSao u devedesete godine Zivota, odnosno da je tek devet
pripadnika ove manjinske skupine imalo vise od osamdeset
godina. To samo potvrduje opéepoznatu ¢injenicu da Romi
rijetko dozive duboku starost te da je njthov Zivotni vijek
znatno kra¢i od pripadnika ostalih nacionalnih skupina.

Ras¢lambom stanovni$tva na petogodi$nje dobne sku-
pine zapaZa se da je najvi§e Roma u najmladoj dobnoj sku-
pini (0-4 godina) te da se njihov broj postupno smanjuje
idué¢i prema starijim godi$tima. Prema tipizaciji dobne
strukture, takav sastav stanovniStva odgovara progresivnom
(ekspanzivnom) tipu, $to ga obiljezava Siroka baza piramide
starosti, odnosno visok udio djece i dinamic¢an razvoj uz vi-
soke stope prirasta stanovni$tva koje proizlaze iz visokih
stopa nataliteta 1 ne$to sporije padaju¢ih stopa mortaliteta.

Relativni udio stanovnistva (%) Indeks
Zupanija 0-19  20-59  60ivie Starenja
Zagrebacka 51,9 37,7 43 8,3
Sisa¢ko-moslavacka 55,5 41,7 2,5 4,6
Varazdinska 63,2 35,0 1,1 1,8
Koprivnic¢ko-kriZzevacka 64,8 34,4 0,8 1,2
Bjelovarsko-bilogorska 35,7 55,0 9,3 26,0
Primorsko-goranska 46,9 49,4 2,7 6,6
Brodsko-posavska 55,8 40,3 2,0 3,7
Osjec¢ko-baranjska 45,0 47,3 7,1 15,7
Vukovarsko-srijemska 51,5 35,3 5,4 10,5
Istarska 53,2 44,3 1,7 3,1
Medimurska 64,8 33,1 1,3 2,0
Grad Zagreb 50,0 43,4 4,2 8,4
Ukupno RH 55,4 40,2 3,0 55

* Razlika do 100% odnosi se na stanovni§tvo nepoznate starosti.

Da je kod Roma rije¢ o izrazito ekspanzivnom tipu
dobne strukture, pokazuje 1 udio stanovni$tva prema veli-
kim dobnim skupinama, gdje je 2001. bilo ¢ak 55,4% mla-
doga stanovnistva (0-19 godina) te samo 3% osoba starijih
od 60 godina. Istodobno je na drzavnoj razini mlado sta-
novni$tvo ¢inilo 23,7%, a staro 21,5% ukupnoga stanov-
niStva. Prema indeksu starenja, koji je jo$ bolji pokazatel;
razine starenja, zapaza se da na 100 Roma od 0 do 19 go-
dina dolazi tek 5,5 onih u dobi od 60 godina i vise. Takva
dobna struktura ne samo da je uvjerljivo mlada od prosje-
ka za ukupno hrvatsko stanovnistvo, gdje je indeks stare-
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Tablica 4.

Relativni udio Roma po
velikim dobnim skupinama te
indeks starenja po Zupanijama
u kojima je popisano vise od
100 Roma 2001. godine
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nja 2001. iznosio 90,7, nego je romsko stanovni$tvo dale-
ko najmlade od svih manjina u Hrvatskoj.’

Isklju¢i li se iz analize devet Zupanija u kojima je
2001. godine Zivjelo manje od dvanaest Roma (gdje tek
jedna ili dvije osobe “nose” znatan dio postotnih poena),
najmlade romsko stanovniStvo zabiljezeno je u Kopriv-
nic¢ko-krizevackoj Zupaniji, gdje je od 125 Roma tek jedan
bio stariji od 60 godina. Veoma mlado romsko stanov-
nistvo zivjelo je i u Varazdinskoj (indeks starenja 1,8) te
Medimurskoj Zupaniji (indeks starenja 2,0), u kojima pri-
padnici ove etnicke manjine ina¢e imaju najvise stope na-
taliteta (fertiliteta). Relativno najstarije stanovni$tvo Romi
su imali u Bjelovarsko-bilogorskoj Zupaniji s indeksom sta-
renja 26,0, $to je jo$ uvijek veoma mlado stanovni$tvo, jer
se smatra da neka populacija ulazi u proces starenja kada
taj indeks prijede vrijednost 40,0.

Stanovita razlika zapaZa se 1 u dobnoj strukturi triju
najsjevernijih 1 “najmladih” Zupanija (Medimurske, Vara-
zdinske i Koprivni¢ko-krizevacke) u odnosu na dvije naj-
isto¢nije zupanije (Osjecko-baranjske 1 Vukovarsko-srijem-
ske), gdje indeks starenja prelazi 10, ili u odnosu na Za-
greb 1 njegovu okolicu s indeksom starenja visim od 8.

Zensko stanovnistvo romske narodnosti prema
broju zivorodene djece

44

Jedan od razloga izrazito mlade dobne strukture romskoga
stanovnistva svakako je njihov visok natalitet, odnosno
fertilitet. U nedostatku broja Zivorodenih po godinama za
zensko stanovni$tvo romske narodnosti ovdje ¢e nam za
prikaz te tvrdnje posluZiti popisni podatci iz 2001. godine,
koji prikazuju Zensko stanovni$tvo staro 15 i vide godina
prema broju Zivorodene djece (Tablica 5). Analizom tih
podataka dolazi se do udjela od 21,8% Romkinja u toj do-
bi, a koje jo§ nisu rodile ni jedno Zivorodeno dijete. Iste je
godine na razini Hrvatske taj udio iznosio 25,7%, $to na
prvi pogled ne predstavlja tako znadajnu razliku. Medu-
tim, ako se broj Zena koje su rodile pomnozZi s brojem
Zivorodene djece u svakoj kategoriji, dolazi se do broja od
prosje¢no Cetiri djeteta po Zeni romske narodnosti, dok za
ostalo Zensko stanovnistvo koje je rodilo taj prosjek iznosi
2,2 djeteta. Kada bi se izdvojilo samo Zensko stanovni$tvo
u fertilnoj dobi, odnosno u najreproduktivnijoj dobi
(20-30 godina), taj bi odnos bio znatno veéi u korist Rom-
kinja. Razlika u korist potonjih jo§ ée se vise produbljivati,
jer se u najmladoj promatranoj dobnoj skupini (15-19 go-
dina) koja je tek na pocetku svoga fertilnog razdoblja nala-
zi ¢ak 9,9% svih Romkinja, dok kod ukupnoga hrvatskog



stanovnisStva taj udio iznosi 6,3%. Indikativno je 1 da su
2001. godine kod Zena romske narodnosti s dvoje Zivo-
rodene djece na drugom mjestu Zene koje su rodile troje
djece, dok je na razini Hrvatske taj odnos veéi od 80,7% u
korist Zena s jednim djetetom.

Promatrajuéi samo Zupanije sa statisticki signifikant-
nim brojem Zena starih 15 godina i viSe, zapaZa se da rela-
tivno najveéi broj Romkinja jo$ nije rodio ni jedno dijete
u Zagrebackoj Zupaniji (31,7%), dok iza nje slijede Primor-
sko-goranska Zupanija (28,8%) te Grad Zagreb (27,6%).
Nasuprot njima, u Varazdinskoj Zupaniji nije rodilo tek
10,1% Romkinja promatrane dobi. U toj je Zupaniji zabi-
ljeZeno ¢ak 16,9% Zena koje su rodile 10 1 vide djece. Na
drugom mjestu prema udjelu Zena sa 10 1 vise Zivorodene
djece nalazi se Medimurska Zupanija (5,4%), u kojoj Zene
sa 5, 6, 7 18 zivorodene djece imaju znatno veéi udio nego
u Varazdinskoj Zupaniji.
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podataka

Zensko stanovniétvo romske
narodnosti staro |5 i vise
godina prema broju
Zivorodene djece po
Zupanijama 2001. godine

Zupa- Uku- Nisu Broj Zena prema broju Zivorodene djece
nija  pno rodile | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  10ivise Nep.
. 6 20 7 5 5 5 7 5 5 - 1 2 1
2. 2 2 - - - oo - -
3. 192 37 16 24 26 32 13 11 9 7 5 7 5
4. 30 - 1 - T 1 - - - - - -
5.8 9 10 20 11 5 2 3 3 3 15 -
6. 28 4 4 3 2 3 3 5 2 1 - 1 -
7. 4 12 7 4 5 2 7 1 1 1 - -
8. 191 55 22 24 24 21 14 12 5 3 2 4 5
9. 2 - - - S - -
10. - - - -
11. 3 - - - 2
12 148 28 13 17 32 22 10 7 5 4 5 5 -
13. 2 11 - - - .o - -
4. 312 47 52 65 46 37 24 10 9 7 5 5 5
15. 2 1 - - [ - -
6. 49 13 6 9 7 3 3 1 3 - - 2 2
17. 4 1 - T 11 - - - oo - -
18. 169 41 19 17 27 23 14 11 5 6 1 3 2
19. 1 - - - -
20. 666 124 90 98 61 59 60 43 43 31 14 36 7
21, 590 163 69 8 77 58 41 20 26 21 8 11 15
RH 2561 558 317 371 326 278 197 134 116 84 45 91 44

Redni brojevi Zupanija: 1. Zagrebacka, 2. Krapinsko-zagorska, 3. Sisacko-moslavacka, 4. Karlovacka,
5. Varazdinska, 6. Koprivni¢ko-krizevacka, 7. Bjelovarsko-bilogorska, 8. Primorsko-goranska, 9. Li-
¢ko-senjska, 10. Viroviticko-podravska, 11. Pozesko-slavonska, 12. Brodsko-posavska, 13. Zadarska,
14. Osjetko-baranjska, 15. Sibensko-kninska, 16. Vukovarsko-srijemska, 17. Splitsko-dalmatinska, 18.

Istarska, 19. Dubrovacko-neretvanska, 20. Medimurska, 21. Grad Zagreb.



Tablica 6.

Zupanije s vise od 40 Zena romske narodnosti starih |5 i viSe godina prema broju Zivorodene djece (udjeli u %) 2001. godine

Zupa- Uku- Nisu Relativni udio Zena prema broju Zivorodene djece
nija pno rodile ;3 3 4 5 ¢ 7 8 9 10ivike

1. 100 31,7 11,1 7,9 7,9 79 11,1 7,9 7,9 - 0,2 0,3
3. 100 19,3 83 12,5 13,5 16,7 6,8 57 47 3,6 2,6 3,6
5. 100 10,1 11,2 22,5 124 9,0 5,6 2,2 3,4 3,4 3,4 16,9
6. 100 14,3 143 10,7 7,1 10,7 10,7 17,9 7,1 3,6 - 3,6
7. 100 27,3 159 9,1 114 9,1 45 159 23 2,3 2,3 -

8. 100 28,8 11,5 12,6 12,6 11,0 7,3 63 2,6 1,6 1,0 2,1

12 100 18,9 88 11,5 21,6 14,9 6,8 4,7 34 2,7 3,4 3,4
14. 100 15,1 16,7 208 14,7 11,9 7,7 32 29 2,2 1,6 1,6
16. 100 26,5 12,2 184 143 6,1 6,1 02 61 - - 4,1
18. 100 243 11,2 10,1 16,0 13,6 8,3 65 3,0 3,6 0,6 1,8
20. 100 18,6 13,5 14,7 9,2 8,9 9,0 65 65 4,7 2,1 5,4
21. 100 27,6 11,7 13,7 13,1 9,8 6,9 34 44 3,6 1,4 1,9
RH 100 21,8 124 145 12,7 10,9 7,7 52 45 3,3 1,8 3,6

Redni brojevi Zupanija: 1. Zagrebacka, 3. Sisacko-moslavacka, 5. VaraZzdinska, 6. Koprivni¢ko-
-krizevacka, 7. Bjelovarsko-bilogorska, 8. Primorsko-goranska, 12. Brodsko-posavska, 14. Osjecko-
-baranjska, 16. Vukovarsko-srijemska, 18. Istarska, 20. Medimurska, 21. Grad Zagreb.

Romi prema bracnom stanju

Promatrajuéi romsko stanovni$tvo staro 15 1 viSe godina,
uocava se da je gotovo polovica muskaraca i Zena 2001. go-
dine bilo oZenjeno, odnosno udano, ali da je taj udio ipak
za jedan postotni poen veéi kod muskaraca. Medutim,
mugkarci su imali 1 relativno veéi udio neoZenjenih pri-
padnika nego Zene neudanih. To je i razumljivo zna i se
da Zene opcenito, a ne samo kod Roma, u brak ulaze rani-
je od muskaraca. Dakle, ve¢i udio muskaraca u braku nego
Zena posljedica je relativno vecega broja Zena medu udovi-
cama 1 razvedenima, $to se vidi 1 1z Tablice 7. Ako b1 se
prikazalo stanovnistvo koje je trenuta¢no ili nekada bilo u
braku, kod Zena bi taj udio iznosio 58,9%, a kod muskara-
ca 52,8%.

Na Zupanijskoj razini jedino je u Zagrebackoj Zupaniji
zabiljezeno manje od 30% neoZenjenih 1 neudanih, dok je
uvjerljivo najveéi udio stanovnistva iz te kategorije Zivio u
Varazdinskoj Zupaniji (72,5% naspram 64,0%). U potonjoj
Zupaniji nije zabiljeZen ni jedan udovac ili razveden muska-
rac, dok je udio udovica i razvedenih Zena gotovo najniZi
od svih Zupanija (samo po jedna Zupanija u svakoj kategori-

46 ji ima manji udio). Valja istaknuti relativno najvide udjele



Tablica 7.

Relativni udjeli romskoga stanovnistva starog |15 i vide godina prema bracnom stanju i spolu 2001. godine

Jupaniia Musko Zensko
neoZenjen oZenjen udovac razveden neudana udana udovica razvedena

Zagrebacka 29,5 62,8 3,8 - 28,6 63,5 6,3 1,6
Sisacko-moslavacka 47,6 48,6 2,7 1,1 41,1 48,4 7.3 1,6
Varazdinska 725 275 - - 640 315 34 1,1
Koprivni¢ko-krizevatka 32,3 67,7 - - 32,1 60,7 7,1 -
Bjelovarsko-bilogorska 30,8 59,6 5,8 3,8 31,8 45,5 20,5 2,3
Primorsko-goranska 40,9 57,0 1,0 0,5 36,1 52,9 7,9 3,2
Brodsko-posavska 49,2 48,6 2,2 - 33,1 57,4 8,8 0,7
Osjec¢ko-baranjska 45,1 46,4 38 3,5 36,9 449 11,9 5,4
Vukovarsko-srijemska 44,0 48,0 6,0 2,0 30,6 51,0 14,3 4,1
Istarska 46,4 51,6 1,0 0,5 37,3 58,6 3,0 1,2
Medimurska 58,7 39,3 0,6 1,1 52,4 39,6 6,3 1,5
Grad Zagreb 33,6 60,0 2,7 2,8 33,7 52,7 7,5 5,4
Ukupno RH 46,6 49,2 2,0 1,6 40,6 48,2 7,7 3,0

udovaca 1 udovica u Bjelovarsko-bilogorskoj te u Vukovar-
sko-srijemskoj Zupaniji, kao 1 najveéi relativni broj razvede-
nih muskaraca i Zena u Osjecko-baranjskoj Zupaniji. Indika-
tivno je da u te tri Zupanije Zivi “najstarije” romsko stanov-
nistvo, zbog Cega je i veéi dio pripadnika ranije doSao u pri-
liku da razvrgne brak ili izgubi bra¢noga druga.

Migracijska obiljezja Roma

Migracijska obiljezja stanovnistva koja se mogu analizirati
iz Popisa stanovnistva 2001. godine prikazana su u Tablici
7. Prema njima, ne$to manje od tre¢ine ukupnoga broja
Roma Zivi od rodenja u istom naselju. Prema tom kriteriju
“najautohtonije” romsko stanovni$tvo zabiljeZzeno je u Me-
dimurskoj (84,6%) 1 Varazdinskoj Zupaniji (79,5%), u ko-
joj se ¢ak ni jedan pripadnik nije doselio iz inozemstva.
Iste je godine u Zagrebackoj i Istarskoj Zupaniji bilo vise
doseljenih pripadnika iz drugih krajeva no $to ih je ro-
deno u myjestu prebivali$ta. Glavna razlika izmedu te dvije
Zupanije proizlazi iz toga Sto se u Zagrebacku Zupaniju
znatno vise osoba doselilo iz drugih hrvatskih krajeva, dok
su Romi doseljeni u Istarsku Zupaniju ve¢im dijelom dola-
zili iz inozemstva, ponajprije s Kosova (Stambuk, 2000.).
Znatan udio doseljenih iz inozemstva zabiljeZen je 1 u Pri-
morsko-goranskoj zupaniji (u koju su se ve¢inom doselja-
vali Romi iz Srbije 1 Crne Gore) te u Gradu Zagrebu (s
pretezno doseljenima iz Bosne i Hercegovine). 47



Tablica 8.

Romsko stanovnistvo prema migracijskim obiljezjima po zupanijama u kojima je zabiliezeno vide od 100 Roma 2001. godine

Doseljeno u naselje iz

Ukupan Od rodenja u
broj istom naselju drugih krajeva RH inozemstva
Roma* aps. rel. aps. rel. aps. rel.
Zagrebacka 231 109 47,2 100 43,3 20 8,7
Sisacko-moslavacka 708 467 66,0 137 19,4 104 14,7
Varazdinska 448 448 79,5 91 20,0 - -
Koprivnic¢ko-krizevacka 125 71 56,8 45 36,0 9 7,2
Bjelovarsko-bilogorska 140 86 61,4 39 27,9 15 10,7
Primorsko-goranska 589 308 52,3 35 4,2 246 41,8
Brodsko-posavska 586 377 64,3 105 17,9 104 17,7
Osjecko-baranjska 977 573 58,6 320 32,8 83 8,5
Vukovarsko-srijemska 167 88 52,7 14 8,4 54 32,3
Istarska 600 265 44,2 99 16,5 236 39,3
Medimurska 2887 2442 84,6 432 15,0 10 0,3
Grad Zagreb 1946 1080 55,5 218 11,2 639 32,8
Ukupno RH** 9463 6236 65,9 1665 17,6 1534 16,2

* Razlika do ukupno (vodoravno) odnosi se na nepoznato preseljenje.

** Razlika do ukupno (okomito) odnosi se na devet Zupanija u kojima su Romi imali manje od

100 pripadnika.

Obrazovna struktura Roma
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Obrazovna struktura stanovni$tva uobidajeno se, pa tako 1
ovdje, analizira po dva osnovna obiljezja: “pismenosti” 1
“Skolskoj spremi”. Treba napomenuti da se podatci o pi-
smenosti prikupljaju i objavljuju za stanovnistvo staro 10
godina 1 vide, dok se podatci o $kolskoj spremi objavljuju
za stanovni§tvo staro 15 godina i vise.

Od 6304 Roma starih 10 godina 1 vi§e 2001. godine
¢ak njih 1400, odnosno 22,2%, bilo je nepismeno. Gleda-
juéi po spolu, nepismeno je bilo 12,1% muskaraca te ¢ak
32,4% zena. Udio nepismenih razlikuje se i po dobnom
sastavu, pa je tako u dobnoj skupini od 10 do 19 godina
bilo 13,9% nepismenih, u dobi od 30 do 39 godina 21,6%,
a u dobi od 60 godina i vise ¢ak 57,6% svih Roma. Izme-
du Zupanija raspon nepismenih krece se od 8,9% u Istar-
skoj Zupaniji do 33,6% u Vukovarsko-srijemskoj Zupaniji.

Od ukupnoga broja Roma starih 15 godina 1 vide ¢ak
gotovo tre¢ina (32,6%) pripadnika nema zavr$en ni jedan
razred $kole. Ras¢lanjujuéi romsko stanovni$tvo po spolu,
1 ovdje se uocava znatno nepovoljnija situacija kod Zena,
kod kojih se taj udio penje na ¢ak 44,2% te je dvostruko



ve¢i nego kod muskaraca (21,3%). Pribrajanjem daljnjih
41,7% Roma s nepotpunom osnovnom $kolom dolazi se
do ¢ak 74,3% osoba s nikakvim ili minimalnim obrazo-
vanjem. Usporedbe radi, na drZavnoj razini udio stanov-
ni$tva bez $kole iznosi 2,9%, a onih s nezavrienom osnov-
nom $kolom 15,7%. Dakle, tek letvrtina Roma ima za-
vr$enu osnovnu $kolu, dok se kod njegova Zenskog stanov-
ni$tva taj udio smanjuje na manje od petine (18,1%). Pose-
bice je nepovoljan broj Roma s viom i visokom $kolom,
koje je zavrsilo tek 14 pripadnika, $to je ¢inilo samo 0,3%
promatranoga stanovni$tva (za Hrvatsku taj udio iznosi
11,9%). Izmedu tih 14 osoba nalazila se 1 jedna sa za-
vrSenim doktoratom (u Gradu Zagrebu), dok zavrSeni ma-
gisterij 2001. godine nije imala ni jedna osoba romske na-
rodnosti.

Ukupno Muskarci Zene

aps. rel. aps. Rel. aps. rel.
Bez skole 1695 32,6 563 21,3 1132 44,2
1-31. OS 820 15,8 436 16,5 384 15,0
4-71.0S 1345 25,9 775 29,4 570 22,3
Osnovna skola 979 18,8 596 22,6 383 15,0
Srednja $kola 308 59 232 8,8 76 3,0
Visa skola 5 0,1 5 0,2 - -
Visoka $kola 9 0,2 7 0,2 2 0,1
Nepoznato 38 0,7 24 0,9 14 0,5
UKUPNO 5199 100 2638 100 2561 100

Dok je u Hrvatskoj 2001. godine bilo zaposleno 42,4%
ukupnoga stanovnistva starog 15 godina i vise, kod Roma
je taj udio iznosio tek 17,7%. Kod potonjih je veoma ne-
povoljan i odnos zaposlenih po spolu, jer muskarci ¢ine
79,4% svih zaposlenih, dok je ta prosje¢na vrijednost za
Hrvatsku 56,1%. S daleko najviSe zaposlenih u djelatnosti
“Trgovina na veliko i malo....” (38,8%) Romi znatno od-
skacu od hrvatskoga prosjeka, gdje su zaposleni u toj dje-
latnosti na drugom mjestu sa 12,5%. U vodecoj djelatnosti
po broju zaposlenih u Hrvatskoj (preradivackoj industriji)
bilo je 10,8% zaposlenih Roma, dok je u poljoprivredi po-
sao obavljalo 6,5% Roma. U svim ostalim djelatnostima u
kojima su imali manje od deset zaposlenih ukupno je bilo
zaposleno samo 3,9% Roma, dok je u Hrvatskoj u tim dje-
latnostima bilo 29,3% zaposlenih. Tako nizak udio zapo-

Nenad Pokos

Demografska analiza Roma
na temelju statistickih
podataka

Tablica 9.

Romi stari 15 i viSe godina
prema spolu i najvisoj
zavrdenoj skoli 2001. godine

Romi po djelatnosti
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Demografska analiza Roma
na temelju statistickih
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Tablica 10.

Djelatnosti u kojima je bilo
barem 10 i vide zaposlenih
Roma starih |5 godina i vise
2001. godine

slenih Roma u tim djelatnostima izrazito je nepovoljan jer
je rije¢ uglavnom o djelatnostima iz tercijarnoga sektora,
kao $to su javna uprava i obrana (gdje su bila samo 3 za-
poslena Roma), zdravstvena zastita 1 socijalna skrb (7 za-
poslenih) ili obrazovanje (6 zaposlenih).

Diclatnost Zaposleni Romi Ukupno
aps. rel. zaposleni u RH
Trgovina na veliko i malo® 358 38,8 12,5
Preradivacka industrija 100 10,8 18,5
Ostale drustv., soc. 1 usl. dj.** 81 8,8 33
Poljoprivreda, lov 1 Sumarstvo 60 6,5 11,0
Gradevinarstvo 56 6,1 6,0
Hoteli 1 restorani 15 1,6 52
Poslovanje nekretninama™** 14 1,5 4,8
Na radu u inozemstvu 96 10,4 8,0
Ostalo 36 3,9 29,3
Nepoznato 106 11,5 1,4
UKUPNO 922 100 100

* Puni naziv djelatnosti glasi “Trgovina na veliko 1 malo; popravak mo-
tornih vozila i motocikla te predmeta za osobnu uporabu 1 kucanstvo”.

** Puni naziv djelatnosti glasi “Ostale drustvene, socijalne i osobne
usluzne djelatnosti”, a medu koje nisu uklju¢ene “Javna uprava i obra-

- . e C v
na; obvezno socijalno osiguranje”, “Obrazovanje” te “Zdravstvena zasti-
ta 1 socijalna skrb”.

*** Puni naziv djelatnosti glasi “Poslovanje nekretninama, iznajmljivanje
1 poslovne usluge”.

Stanovi u kojima zive Romi
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Kucanstva ¢iji je nositelj bio Rom Zivjela su 2001. godine
u ukupno 1713 stanova, dok je prosje¢na povriina jednoga
stana iznosila 56,8 m2. Zahode 1 kupaonice u stanu imalo
je nesto manje od 40% stanova, vodovod to¢no polovica,
kanalizaciju 44,8%, elektri¢nu struju 84,8%, a centralno
grijanje tek zanemarivih 10% stanova u kojima je Zivjelo
romsko stanovni$tvo.

Uvjerljivo najvecu prosjenu povrsinu jednoga stana
imali su Romi u Vukovarsko-srijemskoj Zupaniji (111 m?2).
Ne ubrajajuéi ovamo Zupanije s minimalnim brojem sta-
nova (manje od sedam), po velidini slijede stanovi u Zagre-
bac¢koj Zzupaniji 1 Gradu Zagrebu, dok su prosje¢no naj-
manje stanove imali Romi u Medimurskoj i Varazdinskoj
Zupaniji sa samo 34,2, odnosno 38,6 m? po jednom stanu.
Po opremljenosti stanova najosnovnijim sanitarnim ¢voro-



vima prednjace Istarska Zupanija 1 Grad Zagreb, jer u nji-
ma vi$e od dvije treéine stanova posjeduje zahod i kupao-
nicu. I ovdje je najlodija situacija u Medimurskoj 1 Va-
razdinskoj Zupaniji, gdje ni 10% stanova nema zahod 1 ku-
paonicu. Sli¢no stanje pokazuje i opremljenost stanova in-
stalacijama, s tom razlikom $to se medu Istarsku Zupaniju
1 Grad Zagreb s najopremljenijim stanovima prikljucuju i
Primorsko-goranska Zupanija, u kojoj npr. svi stanovi s
romskim kuéanstvima imaju elektri¢nu struju, te Vukovar-
sko-srijemska Zupanija s ve¢im udjelom instalacija u stano-
vima nego u Gradu Zagrebu.

Kao i prema ostala dva obiljeZja, najnekvalitetniji sta-
novi nalaze se u Medimurskoj 1 Varazdinskoj Zupaniji,
gdje je osim manje od 10% stanova s kanalizacijom zabi-
ljeZeno tek 16%, odnosno 20,9%, stanova s vodovodom te

Demografska analiza Roma
na temelju statistickih
podataka

Tablica 1.

Nenad Pokos

Stanovi za stalno stanovanje
kojima zive Romi 2001.

u

73,3% 1li 58,1% stanova s elektri¢nom strujom. godine
amy U P I e om0
stanova  stana (m*) kupaon. zahod vodov. kanaliz. el.str. cent. gr.

Zagrebacka 32 92,3 68,7 65,6 68,7 81,2 93,7 25,0
Krapinsko-zagorska - - - - - - - -
Sisa¢ko-moslavacka 140 48,3 27,9 30,0 30,0 31,4 87,9 3,6
Karlovacka 3 84,0 100 100 100 100 100 0
Varazdinska 43 38,6 9,3 9,3 20,9 9,3 58,1 4,7
Koprivni¢ko-krizevacka 17 59,9 47,1 29,4 70,6 58,8 88,2 0
Bjelovarsko-bilogorska 48 76,0 41,7 41,7 47,9 45,8 93,7 20,8
Primorsko-goranska 92 64,4 64,1 72,8 90,2 86,9 100 9,8
Li¢ko-senjska 4 38,2 0 0 100 75,0 75,0 0
Viroviti¢ko-podravska 1 70,0 100 100 100 100 100 0
Pozesko-slavonska - - - - - - - -
Brodsko-posavska 97 56,5 25,8 22,7 43,3 31,9 77,3 1,0
Zadarska 1 90,0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Osjecko-baranjska 268 45,6 17,2 16,4 41,8 24,6 82,1 0,7
Sibensko-kninska 3 53,3 33,3 100 100 100 100 0
Vukovarsko-srijemska 26 111,0 73,1 73,1 96,2 88,5 92,3 26,9
Splitsko-dalmatinska 6 60,0 66,7 83,3 83,3 83,3 83,3 0
Istarska 93 70,8 79,6 82,8 97,8 95,7 97,8 7,5
Dubrovacko-neretvanska 1 80,0 100 100 100 100 100 0
Medimurska 468 34,2 6,8 7,3 16,0 8,8 73,3 2,1
Grad Zagreb 370 83,9 75,1 77,3 81,9 85,1 95,7 29,7
UKUPNO RH 1713 56,8 37,2 38,3 50 44,8 84,8 10,0




Zakljuc¢ak
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BILJESKE

Detaljnu (i pravovaljanu) demografsku analizu otezZava ¢&i-
njenica da se znatan dio Roma u Hrvatskoj pri popisu sta-
novni$tva izja$njava kao neromsko stanovnistvo, pa je ta-
ko 2001. godine njihov sluzbeni broj iznosio 9463 stanov-
nika. Prema dostupnim popisnim podatcima proizlazi da
nesto vise od 50% Roma Zivi u tek dvije Zupanije (Me-
dimurskoj 1 Gradu Zagrebu), dok je u devet Zupanija nji-
hov broj gotovo zanemariv. Od svih manjinskih skupina u
Hrvatskoj upravo Romi imaju najveéi porast svojih pri—
padnika od 1991. do 2001. godine, ponajprije zbog vrlo vi-
sokoga prirodnog prirasta. Time je uvjetovana i njihova iz-
razito mlada dobna struktura, u kojoj stanovni$tvo od 0
do 19 godina ¢ini vise od polovice ukupnoga stanovni$tva
te u kojoj na 100 mladih dolazi tek 5,5 starih 60 godina 1
vise. Nasuprot tome, prema razini zavrSene $kole Romi su
uvjerljivo najneobrazovanija etni¢ka skupina, u kojoj ¢ak
tre¢ina pripadnika nema zavr$en ni jedan razred skole,
dok ih je tek 0,3% zavrsilo visu ili visoku $kolu. Osobito
zabrinjava kvaliteta stanovanja romskih obitelji, jer tek ne-
§to vise od tre¢ine stanova ima zahod 1 kupaonicu, dok
polovica stanova jo§ nema vodovod, a 55% kanalizaciju.

! U tih devet Zupanija Zivjelo je 2001. godine tek 59 Roma, $to je ¢inilo
samo 0,6% svih popisanih Roma u Hrvatskoj.

% Treba napomenuti da romsko naselje poznato kao Strmec statisticki

potpada pod naselje Donje Vratno, dok se podatci romskoga naselja
Capraske Poljane statisticki prikazuju pod naseljem Crnac.

Poslije Roma najmlade stanovni$tvo 2001. godine imali su Albanci s
indeksom starenja 18,3, dok je npr. taj pokazatelj kod Hrvata iznosio
83,4, Srba 335,4, Madara 271,9, Slovenaca ¢ak 1038,2.

Za 7ene koje su rodile 10 1 vise djece ovdje je pretpostavljeno da su ro-
dile najnizi broj djece, tj. deset. Na taj su nacin “zakinutije” Romki-
nje, jer u toj kategoriji ¢ine 2,7% ukupnoga stanovnistva, dok u ukup-
nom broju Zena u Hrvatskoj starih 15 1 vide godina one ¢ine tek
0,1%.
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Uvodna ograda. Izrada tipologijske sheme romskih naseo-
bina sudara se s dvije osnovne te$koce.

Prva teskoca odituje se u ¢injenici da se postojete rom-
ske naseobine fizionomijski medusobno malo razlikuju.
Koliko je vidljivo na fizionomijsku “povr$inu” posebno su
utjecale tri skupine ¢imbenika. Prvoj je korijen u tradicio-
nalnoj romskoj sklonosti priviemenom boravku na oda-
branu mjestu. Premda je, u drugoj polovici 20. stoljeca, ta
sklonost, dakako, izrazito oslabila, barem u svakodnevnim
tradicijama Zivota u Hrvatskoj, ona je ostavila trag u jed-
noj vrsti nebrige za naseljski okolis, inace strukturno svoj-
stven nomadskoj predodzbi o primjerenu boravku u oko-
liSu. Tvrdnji je nasuprot odita ¢injenica da Romi Zive u
stalnim naseljima te da, osim zanemarujuéih primjera, vise
1 nema podataka koji podupiru ocjenu o prezitku nomad-
ske tradicije (samo je u naselju Pitomaca povremeno bora-
vi$te). No, na drugoj strani, i tradicijska nebriznost spram
naseljskog okolisa je posve ocita. Druga skupina ¢imbeni-
ka utjecajna na fizionomiju romskih naseobina, je endem-
sko siromastvo. Premda se i u romskoj skupini mogu vid-
jeti primjeri uspje$nih obitelji 1 pojedinaca, izvan je raspra-
ve kako je skupina, kao cjelina, u klije$tima endemskog si-
romastva. Na toj podlozi nebriZznost spram naseobinskog
okolisa se dodatno dramatizira. Tre¢a skupina ¢imbenika
utjecajna na fizionomiju romskih naseobina ima korijen u
¢injenici da su romski graditelji ve¢inski “divlji” graditelji.
Pridjev “divlji” nije ovdje uporabljen usput (Rogié, 1990.).
Njime se opisuje nadin gradenja koji na dva nadina ugro-
Zava graditeljske norme. Najprije, kr$i zakone kojima se
konvencionalno regulira gradenje i zemljisni odnosi. Kada
je gradenje ogranic¢eno na tu vrst prekriaja obi¢no se, prem-
da eufemisti¢no, zove “nepravnim” gradenjem (tolnije je:
nezakonitim). No, “divlje” je gradenje substandardno 1 po
na¢inu gradenja. Dakle, uporabljeni materijal, rabljeni
nacrt, funkcionalna organizacija, pristupa¢nost infrastruk-
turnim mreZzama, 1 sli¢ne odrednice jednog nadina gradenja

Priru¢na tipologija
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Ivan Rogi¢
Neke socijalnoekologijske
odrednice romskih naselja

Tablica |.
Najvazniji izvori prihoda
romskih kuéanstava

u njegovu “divljem” obliku su substandardne, ili dubinski
ispod razine koja obvezuje graditelje, pa i onda kada grade
“bespravno”, ili protuzakonito. Tradicija nebriznosti, si-
romastva i “divlji” predlosci gradenja, dakle, presudno
odreduju fizionomijsku povrsinu romskih naseobina. Pri-
mijeni li se mjerilo fizionomijskog razlikovanja skoro da
je nemoguce razdvojiti posebne tipove romskih naselja.
Prije ¢e biti da je posrijedi viSestruko ponovljeni jedan je-
dini fizionomijski tip.

Druga tesko¢a olituje se u ¢injenici da nije moguce
uvjerljivo diferencirati gospodarsku osnovu na kojoj na-
selja leZe. Koliko podatci pokazuju, nema posebnih razlika
izmedu gospodarske osnove romskih naseobina u gradovi-
ma 1 romskih naseobina na seoskom podrudju. Prisutne
su, dakako, lokalne razlike. Ali one nisu jo$ dostatne za
&vrsce tipologijske sheme, napose one po kojima se dijele
gradska i seoska naselja, turisticka i industrijska, itd. Na
ovom mjestu korisno je ponuditi na uvid razdiobu poda-
taka o najvaZnijim izvorima prihoda romskih kuéanstava.

Zupanija u %

g g £
i ERERE T £
Izvor prihoda _g) % % _é é -—g % E éé % g 'E?; ég
S 8 £ £%42848 2 2 8 58
Poljoprivredno gospodarstvo (ratarstvo) 0,9 0 38 0 1,0 20 0 1,8 0 11
Uzgoj 1 prodaja stoke (stocarstvo) 0 0 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 0.2
Radni odnos 7,1 16,7 2,5 61,1 120 6,0 592 6,0 0 17,6
Rad u inozemstvu 27 1,0 0 1,1 60 0 20 0 0 13
Kuéna radinost 1,8 41 38 78 50 30 51 28 0 3,6
Povremeni i sezonski rad, nadnicarenje 24,1 20,8 288 3,3 230 340 21,4 38,7 333 269
Prijevoznistvo (kamionom, konjem i sl.) 09 1,0 0 ,0 0 1,0 0 0 0 03
Prikupljanje sekundarnih sirovina 429 32,3 426 1,1 160 6,0 3,1 10,6 387 19,7
Sitni usluzni poslovi (pranje auto-
mobilskih stakala, prodaja sitne robe) 134 42 75 55 50 30 41 69 66 64

Renta (iznajmljivanje poslovnog

prostora, stana, imanja)
Mirovina

Socijalna pomo¢
Pomo¢ rodbine
Prosjacenje

Gatanje

0 0 ,0 ,0 ,0 0 1,0 05 0 02
27 52 26 1,1 150 20 11,2 32 13 48
59,8 79,2 888 456 690 89,0 52,0 834 973 742
4,5 0 1,3 100 10 1,0 31 28 27 29
4,5 0 63 1,1 40 1,0 20 92 27 41
0 0 0 0 ,0 0 51 0 0 05

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.
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Predoc¢ena razdioba pokazuje da je, promatramo li
romska naselja kao gjelinu, u njima glavnim izvorom pri-



hoda socijalna pomo¢. To, poznato je, nije nikakva “pro-
fitna” djelatnost, na temelju koje bi se mogle u pojedinim
naseljima udvrstiti navlastite razlike proizasle iz socijalnih
udinaka same djelatnosti. Drukdije receno, glavni izvor pri-
hoda je, nije neto¢no reéi, ne/djelatnost. Na drugom je
mjestu povremeni sezonski rad. On je ogranicen na poje-
dina godi$nja razdoblja. S obzirom na slabu naobrazbu 1
profesionalnu kompetenciju romskog stanovnistva, ocito
su posrijedi poslovi na samom dnu gospodarske piramide.
Kratko, ni taj izvor prihoda nema izrazitiju mo¢ obliko-
vanja specifi¢ne gospodarske osnove naselja. Na tre¢em su
mjestu prihodi iz radnog odnosa i prihodi od skupljanja
odpada i “sekundarnih” sirovina. Radni odnos, vidljivo je,
izrazitijim je izvorom prihoda tek u dvije Zupanije: Istarskoj
1 Primorsko-goranskoj. U drugim je Zupanijama uodljivo
skromniji. Tamo$nja je Zupanijska razdioba vaznosti pri-
hoda od skupljanja odpada pace opre¢na prethodecoj. I,
koliko je vidljivo, vaznijim je izvorom (osim u prije spo-
menute dvije Zupanije). Ostali izvori prihoda su rubni, i
svode se, uglavnom, na prigodno “trapulanje”, prosjacenje,
1 sli¢ne “dosjetke”.

Ukratko, gospodarske prakse romske skupine nisu
strukturno svezane ni s uporabom specifi¢nih razvojnih
dobara ni s oblikovanjem specifi¢nih profesionalnih sup-
kultura. Zahvaljujuéi tomu, nema ni posebnih generatora
naseljskih razlika, na temelju kojih bi se romska naselja
mogla klasificirati po ¢vr§éim vezama s pojedinim sektori-
ma djelatnosti ili s pojedinim profesijama. U tom su po-
gledu, naprotiv, uglavnom sli¢na. Radi se o naseljima s
ekonomski ovisnim stanovnis§tvom. Ovisnost je, na jed-
noj strani, mucna. Ali je, na drugoj, izvorom specifi¢na
rentijerskog ponasanja. U manjku primjerene oznake kori-
snom se ¢ini sloZenica: rentiranje bijede.

Na temelju izloZenog zasnovano je zakljuciti da kon-
vencionalna fizionomijska i funkcionalna podloga tipolo-
gijskog razvrstavanja naselja u romskom sluéaju nije po-
sebno korisna. Ostaju na raspolaganju tri pomoéna obilje-
Zja. Prvo je polozajno. Ono nam dopusta razlikovati gdje
su romske tvorbe smjestene: u gradu, na selu, ili na seo-
skom podrudju. Drugo je obiljeZje stupanj odvojenosti.
Jasno se razlikuju romske naseobine kao dijelovi posto-
je¢ih naselja 1 romske naseobine kao samostojece tvorevi-
ne. Trece je obiljezje geneti¢ko. Po njemu razlikujemo na-
stambe prvotno izgradene za druge svrhe 1 nastambe podi-
gnute za obiteljsko stanovanje. Dakako da se pri tomu
uzimlju u obzir skromne fizionomijske ili funkcionalne
razlike tamo gdje su nedvojbene. Na naznacenoj podlozi
moze se uoliti nekoliko tipova naselja.
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1. Gradske naseobinske tvorbe. Na gradskom je po-
drugju nekoliko naseobinskih podtipova. Korisno ih je
razlikovati ve¢ i radi osnovne orijentacije u izradi primje-
renth programa uredivanja 1 obnove.

1.1. Male skupine kuéa ili pojedina¢ne kuce. Takvih
je primjera mnostvo. Posrijedi su ili pojedinacne obiteljske
kude, kadsto izgradene sukladno ambijentu, ili manje sku-
pine, najviSe do desetak gradevina. ZabiljeZeni su u Za-
presi¢u, Svetom Ivanu Zelini, Jastrebarskom, Karlovcu,
Bjelovaru, Gare$nici, Grubidnom Polju, Delnicama, Go-
spi¢u, Otoceu, Virovitic, Sibeniku, Vodicama, Kninu, Pu-
li, Umagu, Cakovcu, Murskom Sredii¢u, i u drugim gra-
dovima. Strogo promatrano, one i nisu posebnim naselj-
skim fenomenima. Prije ¢e biti da su konvencionalnim
otiskom igre gradskih razlika, bez koje se ni najmanji gra-
dovi ne mogu predociti.

1.2. Naseljske tvorbe nastale zauzimanjem kuca
prvotno izgradenih za druge svrhe. Posrijedi su, najvise,
gradevinske barake, ili sli¢ni sklopovi. Romski su ih stana-
r1 zauzimali postupno, ovisno o lokalnim prilikama. Poz-
natiji su primjeri barake u naselju “Mario Gennari” u Rije-
ci, zauzete jo§ 1968. godine, nakon $to su ih napustili
gradevinski radnici; barake u Bakru, sli¢na podrijetla; vo-
jarne u Gerovu, na podrudju grada Cabra; lokalitet Sijana
u Puli; barake u Zagrebu, u naselju Sopot (u Novom Za-
grebu) te barake u Plinarskom naselju. Radi se o sklopovi-
ma s minimalnim higijenskim uvjetima, sastavljenim od
malih stambenih jedinica cca 15-30 m’, po pravilu, pro-
blemati¢ne kakvoce krovne konstrukcije 1 zidova. U zagre-
bac¢kom naselju Sopot nema ni osnovnog: elektri¢ne struje.
Stup je tamo ali je struja iskoplana, izvijestio je anketar.
Na takvim adresama Zivotni su uvjeti izrazito mizerni. Ko-
liko je vidljivo, na sli¢ne adrese ne konkuriraju ni gradski
besku¢nici s najskromnijim prohtjevima.

1.3. Romski ulomci po gradskim naseljima. Ta je
skupina vrlo brojna. Poznatiji su primjeri zabiljeZeni u Va-
razdinu, Cakoveu, Bjelovaru, Ludbregu, Koprivnici, Crikve-
nici, Virovitici, Gare$nici, Slatini, Osijeku, Belom Manasti-
ru, Puli, Zagrebu. U Zagrebu poznatija su naselja Feren-
§¢ica, Kozari putovi, Savica, Petruevec. Glavno je obiljezje
te skupine romskih naseobina ukorjenjivanje u veé po-
stojece, ili u strukturno nagovijestene, gradske dijelove.
Pri tomu se romski graditelji, po pravilu, ponasaju pribli-
zno sli¢no kao i kada grade “vlastita” samostojeca naselja
po gradskom rubu ili na vangradskom podru¢ju. Dakle,
romski ulomci nastaju po rubovima postoje¢ih gradskih
dijelova, na “ni¢ijim” podru¢jima (ponajprije u vlasnistvu
grada), a nerijetko je blizu 1 kakvo odlagaliste odpada ili



industrijska zona gdje odpad nastaje. Glavna je graditeljska
jedinica obiteljska kuca, pa ma $to to znadilo. Tlocrtni je
plan naselja uglavnom kaoti¢an. No, podatci pokazuju, u
takvim je tvorbama opremljenost osnovnom tehni¢kom
infrastrukturom bolja nego u drugim romskim tvorbama.
Po pravilu, romski dijelovi ve¢ postojetih naselja imaju
pristup komunalnoj i socijalnoj infrastrukturi kakav ima
naselje kao cjelina. Nije, dakako, ta jednakost u svim
slucajevima tako geometrijski uravnoteZena. Anketni po-
datci dobiveni na terenu pokazuju kako romski stanovnici
slabo koriste mehanizme lokalne samouprave u naseljima
gdje jesu. Vel 1 zbog toga je razlozno pretpostaviti kako su,
unato¢ polaznim, normativno zajamdcenim, moguénosti-
ma, na djelu 1 asimetri¢ni predlo$ci prerazdiobe infrastruk-
turnih olakSica. Ipak, time osnovna tvrdnja, predloZena
prije, nije ugrozena. Romski stanovnici, skupa s drugim
stanovnicima takvih naselja dijele zajedni¢ku “infrastruk-
turnu sudbinu”. Nije bez ilustracijske vrijednosti iskaz lo-
kalnog romskog poznavatelja prilika na Feren$¢ici. U od-
govoru na anketarsko pitanje, izvjeS¢ujuéi o kakvodéi ko-
munalne i dru$tvene infrastrukture, upitani saZeto zak-
ljucuje: sve imamo (misli na glavne infrastrukturne mreze),
ali bi trebalo poboljsati zaposlenje. Nisu u svim, prije spo-
menutim, gradovima prilike posve sli¢ne. No vidljivo je da
se romski ulomci postoje¢ih naselja teZe poravnati s na-
seljskim okoli$em. U njihovoj aspiracijskoj shemi najjasni-
je se zrcale aspiracije “prosje¢nog” gradskog stanovnika.
1.4. Samostojece romske naseobine u gradu. Vecina
takvih naselja nastala je u “zlatnim” godinama socijali-
sticke industrijalizacije 1 urbanizacije, dakle, u razdoblju
§to ga grubo omeduju godine 1960. - 1975. Razdoblje je
posebno po vise odrednica koje smo analizirali na drugom
mjestu (vidjeti Rogi¢, 1990.). Jedna s popisa je i, prije spo-
minjano, “divlje izgradivanje”. Nije ono, podsjetimo, bilo
ekskluzivnim graditeljskim “stilom” romske skupine. Na-
protiv, kao jednu vrst “sivog” prava na javna dobra (¢itaj:
uglavnom, nacionalizirana privatna zemljita) poredak ga
je sirokogrudno dijelio mnogim sudionicima “egalitarnog
saveza” (Zupanov, 1995.), oblikujuéi time legitimaciju po-
retka koji “revolucionarno” $titi buduénost “radnih ljudi i
radni¢ke klase”. U raznolikim cikli¢nim dramatizacijama
socijalisticke drustvene pravde, pokrenutim uvijek nakna-
dno, kada su “divlji” graditelji ve¢ obavili $to su naumili,
mnoga su takva naselja 1 gradevine zadobile etikete zakoni-
tith. No, pokazalo se, promjenu etikete lakSe su stjecale
gradevine koje nisu bile podignute ekstremno substan-
dardno (o gradevinama podignutim “samo” nezakonito,
dakle, po prihvatljivim mjerilima kakvoce ne treba ni go-
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voriti). Nije posrijedi otpor poretka. On je, ponovimo,
stalno u lovu na legitimaciju sistemskog za$titnika socijal-
nog dna. Nego (injenica da je substandardnost mnogih
“divljih” tvorevina bila toliko o¢ita da je ni najmastovitija
primjena zakona, a nje u socijalistitkom razdoblju, pozna-
to je, nije usfalilo, nije mogla prometnuti u $to zakonito.
U morfologiji “divljeg” izgradivanja, barem u onodobnoj
poletnoj fazi, takvim su tvorbama najsrodnije favelle.
Romska je skupina imala “peh” §to je, uglavnom, tako gra-
dila. Tek rubno uklju¢ena u novonastaju¢u skupinu indu-
strijskog radni$tva, ona nije ni mogla drugadije. Zasnova-
no je upitati: je li romska onda$nja “elita” drugo $to 1 htje-
la? Ukratko, romski su graditelji ostali medu najdosljedni-
jim “divljim” graditeljima u Hrvatskoj. Dakako, tijekom
nekoliko decenija promatranog razdoblja prilike su se dje-
lomi¢no popravile. Graditelji su dovukli bolji materijal,
kuce su prosirene, okoli§ je postao manje neuredan. Ali je
nekoliko obiljezja “divljih” naselja tvrdokorno “prekora-
¢ilo” prohujalo vrijeme. Pet je osnovnih. To su: kaoti-
¢nost naseljskog “plana” kao izravni otisak spontanog pri-
stupa gradenju naselja; odsje¢enost od ostatka grada, po
pravilu snaznim prometnicama, industrijskim zonama ili
odlagali$tima smeca; redukcija infrastrukturnih mreZa na
osnovno: struja, voda, eventualno odvoz smeca 1 telefon;
nezakonito izgradena kuda, $to otezava i zakonsko sre-
divanje 1 pobolj$avanje stambenih uvjeta; nadmo¢ samo-
stojece obiteljske kuce; potonja ¢injenica, promatrana ti-
poloski, ne razlikuje bitno romska naselja od ostalih naselja
obiteljskih graditelja, no razlika u kakvodi je 1 viSe nego na
$tetu romskih kuca. U analitickoj literaturi za takva se na-
selja rabi sloZenica paraurbana naselja. Pobrojenim obilje-
Zjima treba dodati jo§ jedno: nastala su, po pravilu, na
gradskim mjestima negativho oznacenim u prethodnoj
teritorijalnoj simboli¢noj shemi grada. (Ili su romski “div-
1ji” graditelji osnazili takvu, latentnu, teZnju.)
Teritorijalni “portret” takvih naselja odreden je s dva
glavna obiljeZja. Prvo obiljeZje je jasna teZnja odvojenu,
samostojeCem, naselju. Drugo je obiljezje rubni, perife-
rijski, polozaj neovisno je li on s ove ili one strane socijal-
ne crte kojom se opisuje i omeduje postojeca gradska zbilja.
Zauzimanje gradskog ruba u urbanim borbama izmedu
pojedinih gradskih skupina nije nedvosmislenim pokaza-
teljem manjka ili gubitka dru$tvene moéi. Razlog je jedno-
stavan: u predodzbi mnogih gradskih skupina, ne nuzno
samo onih bogatijih 1 moénijih, gradski je rub pozeljnim
podru¢jem. U borbama za stjecanje takvih podrudja grad-
ska se periferija strukturno dijeli po osovini koju odre-
duje opreka: ekologijska/kulturna oaza - zona akumulira-



nih rizika. Samostojeéa romska naselja, uglavnom su tamo
gdje je rubno gradsko podrudje pretezno odredeno rizi-
¢noscu.

Po skiciranoj shemi moze se protumaciti 1 geneza pri-
je opisanih ve¢ih romskih ulomaka u ve¢ postojeéim grad-
skim naseljima. Primjeri zagrebacke Ferens¢ice ili Kozari
putova u tom su pogledu pouéni. Spomenuta naselja nisu,
u razdoblju intenzivne socijalisticke urbanizacije, “ogled-
na” naselja; to su, podsje¢amo: Tre$njevka, Trnje 1 Novi
Zagreb. Ve¢ 1 zbog toga Fereni¢ica, Kozari putovi 1 srodna
naselja potisnuta su “prema dolje” na hijerarhijskoj ljestvi-
ci pozeljnih/vaznih naselja. U takvu kontekstu predvidlji-
vo je kakve ¢e biti i teritorijalne putanje romskih skupina.
Njihove radne, profesionalne 1 socijalne aspiracije samo se
usput i rubno poklapaju sa sredi$njim politi¢kim 1 ideolo-
gijskim likovima poretka. Romi radije “trapulaju” nego
$to se podreduju tvornic¢koj disciplini. Radije su prigodni
obrtnici nego stalni zaposlenici. Itd. Ve¢ 1 zbog toga oni
mogu konkurirati samo na naselja na rubnim podrudjima,
dakle, izvan granica “oglednih” naselja. Tamo je, napokon,
1 vise “nicijih” mjesta pogodnih za “divlju” uzurpaciju. Ta-
mo se, k tomu, s vise preljeva “sivoga” oblikuje specifi¢ni
neformalni savez izmedu poretka 1 sudionika s njegova ru-
ba. Na toj su se podlozi ustalili predlo$ci naselja - perife-
rijskih hibrida, gdje se izravno spajaju “divlji” graditelji 1
dvojna obiteljska gospodarstva, popodnevni fu§ i obrtni-
ke inicijative, dousni¢ki optimizam i birtijaske “narodne”
subkulture. U tom S$irokom krugu, $to mu nijanse odre-
duje sjena poretka, proteZe se podrudje gradskog ruba. Na
njemu, nedvojbeno, posustaje zamah socijalisticke urbani-
zacije, a veCe moguénosti 1 vaznije uloge zadobivaju razno-
liki sudionici “odozdo”, koji ne samo da nisu njezinim
glavnih favoritima nego su joj, promatrano idealnotipi¢no,
nevazni, pace, odbojni. Postupna pobolj$anja u tim naselji-
ma posljedica su pretezno vi$edecenijskog taloZenja uspjeha
1 neuspjeha takvih sudionika. Time se, djelomic¢no, tanji raz-
lika izmedu takvih naselja 1 onih iz sredi$njeg kruga, no ne
nestaje. Ukratko, prisutnost romskih naseobina i u prije for-
miranim gradskim naseljima moZe se protumaciti rabedi isti
predlozak periferijske prerazdiobe. Razlika izmedu njih 1
rubnih gradskih podrudja, sa samostojeéim romskim naselji-
ma, odituje se u tome $to su gradska naselja s romskim
ulomcima u meduvrijeme izgubila polozaj “tvrde” periferi-
je. Tamo gdje se ona nedvosmisleno odrzala samostojece
romske naseobine postale su skoro ekskluzivnim oblikom
romskog naseljavanja hrvatskih gradova.

Samostojece se romske naseobine pojavljuju pretezno
u gradovima gdje su zabiljeZene 1 romske naseobine po
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prije oblikovanim gradskim dijelovima. Na popisu pozna-
tijih su: Capragke Poljane u Sisku; Palanjek u Sisku; Ra-
di¢eva ulica u Kutini; lokalitet u VaraZdinu; naselje Zlebic
u Koprivnici; naselja Rujevica i Mihafeva Draga u Rijeci;
naselje kod Barutane u Delnicama; naselja Glogovica i “Jo-
sip Rimac” u Slavonskom Brodu; naselje “Kod Pravoslav-
ne crkve” u Belom Manastiru. Po pravilu, to su i tvorbe u
skupini najbrojnijih.

1.5. Konvencionalna gradska naselja. Njihovo je glav-
no obiljeZje ¢injenica da ith Romi nisu aktivno oblikovali.
Nisu oblikovali ni naselje, ni kuce gdje Zive. I naselja 1
kuce nastali su tijekom gradske evolucije u kojoj Romi ni-
su bili prisutni. U jednom posebnom razdoblju romski su
stanovnici uselili u ta naselja 1 kuée 1 tamo stekli adrese
stalnih prebivali$ta. Reprezentativni primjer te skupine je
naselje Vodnjan u Istri. Tamo se omanja romska skupina
uselila u napustene kuce gdje su do kraja cetrdesetih godi-
na 20. stoljeca zivjeli Talijani 1 Hrvati koji su, nakon Dru-
gog svjetskog rata, izabrali biti talijanskim drZavljanima.
Nisu Romi bili, dakako, jedinom skupinom $to je zauzela
napustene kuce. Uklopljeni su u veéi migracijski kontin-
gent. Terenska izvje$¢a pokazuju da su, u naznacenu okvi-
ru, Romi oblikovali socijalni opstanak na predlosku $to ga
rabe i druge skupine. Primjerice, srodna im je struktura
obitelji, profesionalni stilovi, mjerila osobnog 1 naseljskog
dobrobitka, radne aspiracije, teritorijalno ponasanje. Zato
se na njih i ne projicira stereotipi¢na predod’ba o Romi-
ma kao o skupini ¢iji je nadin Zivota nespojiv s konvencio-
nalnim stilovima gradskog/gradanskog Zivota u hrvatskim
gradovima. Anketna izvje$¢a iz romskih dijelova gradskih
naselja, gdje su usahle tendencije oblikovanja samostojeceg
naselja, pokazuju da su u njima romske aspiracije najsrod-
nije aspiracijama na kojima temelje socijalni opstanak Ro-
mi nastanjeni u Vodnjanu i sli¢nim naseljima.

1.6. “Crne rupe”. Usporedi li se higijenska, komunal-
na i graditeljska kakvoca romskih naselja u cijelosti s nase-
ljima gdje Zive drugi hrvatski stanovnici, lako je uvidjeti da
se samo mali broj romskih naselja moze uspjesno odhrvati
dodjeli toga nevesela naslova. Ipak, u “ponudi” s malo
preljeva sivoga i1 crnoga mogucée je odvojiti 1 neke ekstremne
primjere. Koliko je vidljivo, njih je vi$e na vangradskom/se-
oskom podrudju. Ali se mogu nadi i na gradskom podrudju.
Po podatcima s kojima raspolazemo, vise je takvih primjera.
To su: skupina romskih kuéa u Popovadi, blizu sajmista;
skupina romskih kuéa u Orlovcu u Karloveu; romska sku-
pina u Svetom Purdu; romska skupina na lokalitetu Vu¢ja
jama u Brodu na Kupi; romska skupina u Slatini u naselju
Kozice; romska skupina u naselju Glogovica u Slavonskom



Brodu. Nije uocljivo pravilo koje bi omoguéilo specifié¢nu
zajednic¢ku definiciju spomenutih mjesta. Tek je pripome-
nuti da su posrijedi tvorevine uglavnom na rubnim grad-
skim podru¢jima. Njihovo “crnilo” odreduju dvije osnovne
¢injenice: odsutnost tehni¢ke 1 komunalne infrastrukture,
potpuna ili djelomic¢na (na raspolaganju je, uglavnom, elek-
tri¢na struja) te izrazito slab materijal od kojega su nacinje-
ne nastambe (lim, karton, drvo, autoprikolice, najlon). Koli-
ko je vidljivo na takvim mjestima nema ve¢th romskih sku-
pina. Ali ta ¢injenica nije posebno utje$na. Nije u osnovi
neto¢na tvrdnja kako je posrijedi naseljska praksa konven-
cionalna u beskuénistvu.

2. Romske naseobine na seoskom podruéju. Ve¢ smo
prije upozorili: strukturno promatrano nema dostatna raz-
loga ocekivati naseobinske tipove kakvih nema na grad-
skom podruéju. Glavna razlika posljedica je, kao 1 prije,
razli¢ita polozaja, udaljenosti 1 “geneti¢kih” odrednica na-
selja. Tim je okvirom, svakako, stavljena u izgled i stanovi-
ta ruralizacija nadina zivota. No, podsje¢amo, ona se oditu-
je u naseljskoj zbilji koja je, zahvaljujuéi videstrukim re-
dukcijama uvjeta i stilova, uglavnom otporna na dublju
diferencijaciju po shemi urbano - ruralno. Ruralizacija je
svedena na ogranicene i rubne tragove.

2.1. Male skupine kuca ili pojedina¢ne kuce. Vidlji-
ve su na podru¢jima mnogih opéina. Primjerice, u naselju
Svinjarec, u opéini Dubrava; u naselju Brezine, op¢ina Far-
kaSevac; u naselju Pulska, opéina Luka; u naseljima Donja
Kupéina, Lijevo Sredi¢ko, Dvoranci, Topolovec Pisarovin-
ski; u Lesovcu, opéina Sandrovac, u DeZanoveu iz istoime-
ne opéine; u naselju Ivanska iz istoimene op¢ine; u naselju
Domanku$ 1z op¢ine Rovis¢e; u naselju Narta 1z opéine
§tefanje; Konjsko Brdo, opéina Perusi¢; Popovac; pa u na-
seljima KneZevi Vinogradi; Pevrske; Hlapdina; Strukovec;
Sveta Marija 1 drugdje. Posrijedi su ili jedini¢ne kuce ili
manje skupine kuca u postoje¢im seoskim naseljima. Kao
ni na gradskom podrudju nisu to ni ovdje tvorbe koje bi
imale biti, zbog svojih obiljeZja, posebnim fenomenima.
Jednostavno, dio su konvencionalnog variranja zbilje seo-
skih naselja na pojedinim regionalnim podru¢jima. Veéi
socijalni nadzor, svojstven malim naseljima, svakako utjece
na smanjenje stupnja vjerojatnoée rasutog romskog nase-
ljavanja malih naselja. Ali nabrojeni primjeri, gdje je njiho-
va prisutnost zabiljeZena, dopustaju stav po kojemu je de-
mografsko iscrpljivanje tih naselja oslabilo 1 mehaniku so-
cijalnog nadzora pa su ona skupinama s doseljeni¢kim
namjerama otvorenija nego $to se uobicajeno drzi. Buduéi
da je takvih skupina malo “provjera” je rijetka pa i ne
moze presudno promijeniti uvrijezeni na¢in opazanja.

Ivan Rogi¢
Neke socijalnoekologijske
odrednice romskih naselja

63



Ivan Rogi¢
Neke socijalnoekologijske
odrednice romskih naselja

64

2.2. Naseljske tvorbe nastale zauzimanjem kuca
prvotno izgradenih za druge svrhe. U raspolozivoj doku-
mentaciji nismo mogli odvojiti tipi¢ne primjere. Razlozno
je pretpostaviti da primjera ima, ali su nezabiljeZeni. U
vide naselja na razli¢itim hrvatskim podruéjima uocene su
1 skupine Roma koji su zauzeli prije napustene stambene
kuce. Po pravilu, njihovo je gradevno stanje problema-
ticno pa se 1 ne moze re¢i da su za stambenu uporabu.
Strogo uzevsi, one se ne uklapaju potpuno u ovu skupinu.
Ali se ipak moze re¢i da je posrijedi zauzimanje kuéa pred-
videnih za drugu namjenu, to¢nije: za rusenje. Gdje je bilo
mogucée Romi su ih “zauzeli”.

2.3. Romski ulomci u seoskim naseljima. Takvi su
primjeri zabiljeZeni u manjem broju naselja. Primjerice u
naselju Karlovec Ludbreski; naselju Ludice, na podrudju
grada Delnica; naselje Pribislavec, na podru&ju grada Ca-
kovca; naselje Gori¢an na podrudju opéine Gori¢an; naselje
Tenja (poznato jo§ pod imenom Velika Bara ili Sangaj).
Zacijelo ih je jo$ no raspoloziva dokumentacija ogranicena
je, uglavnom, na ponudene primjere. Relativno skroman
broj dopusta hipotezu kako je Romima taj predloZak teri-
torijalnog ponasanja manje pogodan. Zacijelo, glavni raz-
log lezi u ¢injenici da romski graditelji, po pravilu, grade,
pa ma §to to znadilo, na tudem zemlji$tu, najprije, opéin-
skom ili gradskom, a tek potom i na privatnom. U seo-
skim naseljima, izmedu pojedinih dijelova, takvih je, “ni-
¢ijih”, komada jednostavno manje. Napose povrSinom ve-
¢ih, pogodnih za gradenje romske ulice ili veéeg susjed-
stva. “Interpolacije” pojedina¢nih kuéa, ili manjih skupina
kuda, su lak$e. Podatci pokazuju da je takvih naselja gdje
su one zabiljeZene vise. “Ugradba” ve¢ih romskih dijelova
u naselje, naprotiv, u skiciranim je okolnostima puno te-
gobnija. Prije izneseni podatci o analognom tipu na grad-
skom podru¢ju pokazuju da je gradsko podrudje za taj tip
teritorijalnog ponasanja pogodnije. Veca je, “ponuda” “ni-
Cijeg”/gradskog zemljiSta, a ni neformalna socijalna kon-
trola nije ¢vrsta.

2.4. Samostojece romske naseobine na seoskom po-
drudju. Na temelju uvida iznesenih u prethodeéem ulom-
ku razloZno je pretpostaviti kako je tendencija oblikovanju
samostojeCeg naselja najsnaznija u teritorijalnom pona-
$anju romskih skupina na seoskom podruéju. Ona je sna-
Zna, vidjelo se, 1 na gradskom podrudju. Za to se, po pravi-
lu, koriste oni gradski rubovi koji su na okomitoj ljestvici
poZeljnosti izrazito nisko. Zapravo su sociofugalni. Na se-
oskom podru¢ju odabir mjesta za zasnutak samostoje¢ih
naselja nije tako izrazito svezan s njihovom sociofugal-
nos¢u koliko na gradskom. Drukdije receno, njima se ne



moze izravno dopisati pridjev “odbojna” ili “rizi¢na” kao
$to se moze gradskim. No, na drugoj strani, ve¢ prije skici-
rana shema gospodarskog ponasanja Roma pokazuje da se
ni na seoskom podru¢ju oni neée odve¢ udaljavati od nji-
ma vaznih deponija, napose industrijske opreme, te pro-
metnica pogodnih za raznolike “inicijative”, u rasponu od
prigodne razmjene do prosjacenja.

Orijentirajuéi primjeri su naselje Gradanica; naselje u
op¢ini Velika Ludina; Puskari¢i pokraj Ogulina; Gornje
Selo pokraj Ofstarija; Strmec Podravski; Sveti Durd; Karlo-
vec Ludbreski; Omisalj, na otoku Krku; Brod na Kupi;
Donja Dobra; Candrliite; Pitomaca; Loncarevo; Piskoro-
vec; Kursanec; Palanjak; Bistrinci; Bolman; Sitnice; Parag I
1 Parag II, blizu naselja Trnovec (uz granicu sa Sloveni-
jom); Drzimurec; Kotoriba i1 druga. Anketarski uvidi otkri-
vaju kako su u tim naseljima 1 predlosci oblikovanja naselja
1 infrastrukturne teSkoce srodni onima u naseljima na
gradskom podrudju. Ali, pri tomu, treba racunati s opéeni-
tom predno$¢u koju, u usporedbi sa seoskim naseljima,
imaju gradska. To su veée moguénosti uporabe tehnicke,
socijalne 1 komunalne infrastrukture. Uzme li se u obzir
ta, kontekstualna, varijabla, onda se Zivotni uvjeti u ovoj
skupini naselja pokazuju, uglavnom, u tamnosivom od-
sje¢ku spektra.

2.5. Konvencionalna romska seoska naselja. Raspo-
lozivi podatci pokazuju da ih, za pravo, 1 nema. Ipak, nije
bez temelja upozoriti na naselja na podru¢ju Vukovar-
sko-srijemske Zupanije. U njima je romsko seosko stanov-
ni$tvo najmanje udaljeno od konvencionalnih Zivotnih uv-
jeta osrednje uredenog sela.

2.6. “Crne rupe”. Kada bi se “tvrdo” sastavljala bilan-
ca zivotnih uvjeta po seoskim romskim naseljima konku-
rencija za ¢lanstvo u toj tuznoj skupini bila bi 1 viSe nego
odtra. Ipak, moguce je odvojiti nekoliko posve rubnih pri-
mjera. Po na$oj ocjeni, to su: Strmec Podravski i Donja
Dubrava. U Strmecu Podravskom tlo je pretezno modvar-
no. RaspolozZiva dokumentacija pokazuje da je na maloj
povrsini izgraden ve¢i broj “kuca” 19 zidanih 1 45 koliba.
U naselju je struja, ali je voda problemati¢ne kakvoce, jer
se crpl izravno iz modvare.

Naselje Donja Dubrava nalazi se izmedu nasipa 1 ko-
rita rijeke Drave, na granici izmedu Medimurske 1 Ko-
privnicko-krizevacke Zupanije. Podrudje je vodoplavno pa
je svaka promjena vodostaja rijeke Drave rizi¢na. U nase-
lju je telefon, ali nema ni struje ni vode. Premda je ukup-
ni broj “objekata” relativno mali, po prilict 15, ta ¢inje-
nica ne smanjuje nelagodu: naselje je, jednostavno, ne-
odrzivo.
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Nije pogre$no u ovu skupinu uvrstiti 1 omanje romske
gjeline pokraj Broda na Kupi. ZabiljeZene su tri a ni na jed-
noj nema osnovne tehnicke infrastrukture (struja, voda). K
tomu, jedno od ta tri “naselja” izgradeno je od “kartonskih
baraka”, dakle, od materijala koji se klasi¢no pojavljuje u fa-
vellama ente kakvoée ako se, uopée, o favellama i1 moze go-
voriti rabedi rije¢ kakvoda.

Ponovimo, odabrana su tri primjera koja su na listi
crnjaka jednostavno potpum]e crni. Njithovo odvajanje ne
1mp11c1ra da nespomenuti primjeri zasluZuju svjetlije pridjeve.

U skiciranju veli¢ine mjerodavne su Cetiri osnovne skupi-
ne razlikovane u prije izlozenoj tipologijskoj shemi. To su
naseobine nastale kao dijelovi/ulomci gradskih i seoskih
naselja, te samostoje¢a naselja. Ostale skupine su, veliin-
ski promatrane, rubne. Orijentiraju¢i podatak u raspravi o
veli¢ini je broj stanovnika. U prigodnoj dokumentaciji
mogu se nadi i podatci o povr§inama, no, nazalost nesu-
stavni. Zato ih ne¢emo rabiti. Dodati je da su i podatci o
broju stanovnika temeljeni, preteZno, na procjenama.

Po pravilu, romske naseobine na gradskom podrudju,
u sklopu drugih gradskih dijelova, ili samostojece, po bro-
ju stanovnika su najvece. No, na drugoj strani, promatra-
ju li se apsolutne veli¢ine, izlazi na vidjelo slika malih/
omanjih tvorevina. Medu vr$ne brojeve treba ubrojiti pro-
cijenjeni broj stanovnika u zagreba¢kom naselju Ferens¢i-
ca, gdje je priblizno 1050. U Slavonskom Brodu, u rom-
skom naselju “Josip Rimac”, procijenjeni je broj 1150 Ro-
ma. U sisackom naselju Capraske Poljane procijenjeni je
broj 600 Roma. U Kutini procjena ukazu]e na 650 Roma.
U ostalim gradskim naseobinama procjene upuéuju na
skromnije brojeve, u rasponu od 100 - 450 stanovnika. U
manjim gradovima broj je, nerijetko, i manji od 100.

Zadto je vazan izneseni skup podataka? On, opcenito,
ukazuje na malobrojnost romskih gradskih naseobina.
Druk¢ije re¢eno, u oblikovanju socijalnih odnosa izmedu
sudionika raznolika podrijetla Romi ne mogu konkurirati
pouzdajuéi se u statisticku veli¢inu. Tako mala naselja
teSko da mogu zadobiti naslov: krucijalni sludaj, ili koji
srodan, s pomoé kojih se dobiva bolji poloZaj na ljestvici
prioriteta u programima komunalne obnove. SveZe li se s
tim 1 prije skicirani uvid u profesionalnu i gospodarsku
osnovu takvih naselja, nije tesko predvidjeti s kolikim mi-
zernim izgledima takva naselja sudjeluju u natjecanjima
gradskih sudionika na povoljniju buduénost. Zato je posve
predvidljivo da ¢e romski dijelovi u sklopu veéih gradskih
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kako, ograniceno, radi doti¢na gradska jedinica lokalne sa- odrednice romskih naselja
mouprave, tamo gdje je ustanovljena, ili $ira lokalna lobi-

sticka mreZa, koja, po izravnoj teritorijalnoj nuzdi, uzimlje

u obzir 1 njihove, romske, potrebe.

Romske naseobine na seoskom podrudju su, u uspo-
redbi s gradskim, manje. Na popisu vaznih brojeva su
Gracdanica, s 270 stanovnika; Strmec Podravski s 420 sta-
novnika; Kursanec sa 700 stanovnika; Parag I 1 Parag II s,
ukupno, 900 stanovnika; Bistrinci s 500 stanovnika, Pisko-
rovec sa 700 stanovnika. Raspon u kojemu je ve¢ina naselja,
priblizno je, 100 - 700 stanovnika. Naselja s vise od 700
stanovnika, vidjelo se, vrlo su rijetka. Pak, naselja s manje
od 100 stanovnika ima nekoliko, ali je, u ukupnoj razdio-
bi, njihov broj relativno skroman. Posrijedi su, dakle, ma-
la i vrlo mala naselja. Promatraju i se iz socijalnoekolo-
gijske perspektive 1 viSe je nego odito da je njihova veli¢ina
sama po sebi - ogranic¢enjem. Ona su, jednostavno, odveé
mala za uspje$ni i autonomni nadzor vlastita razvitka. To-
mu treba dodati jo§ dvije ¢injenice. Prva je notorna: po
svim mjerodavnim hrvatskim istraZivanjima seosko je po-
drudje “prostor iza” (vidjeti Stambuk, Rogi¢, Misetid,
2002.), dakle, kao cjelina ima oteZani pristup razvitku (ako
ga uopce ima). Druga ¢injenica je, veé prije spominjana
profesionalna i gospodarska (in)kompetencija romske sku-
pine, napose na selu. Ona je, jednostavno re¢eno, nikakva.
Zato je malo vjerojatno da Ce se ta naselja, premda je u nji-
ma jasno vidljiva teznja odvajanju u posebne cjeline, kao
samostalne tvorbe dugoroéno mo¢i odrzavati. Programi
higijenizacije 1 sredivanja osnovnih Zivotnih uvjeta imat
e, uglavnom, prigodne i ogranicene ucinke.

Infrastruktura u romskim naseobinama

Za raspravu o kakvoci komunalne i socijalne infrastruktu- .
re u romskim naseobinama drzimo korisnima podatke iz oens kavote naselske
nesene u iducoj tablici. infrastrukture

Ocjene po zupanijama u %

Zagreb Sisa¢ko-moslavacka Varazdinska

Infrastruktura

v g g g N g o2 g g N g o2 =K< N g

= Q2 O >N o= ON = 0 O >N = N = 0 o N S >N

Za A NEf za Af NE Za Qg XNE
Elektri¢na struja 39,3 8,0 52,7 21,9 9,4 68,8 12,5 7,5 80,0
Vodovod 36,6 71 563 333 167 500 138 50 813
Kanalizacija 34,8 8,9 56,3 2,1 12,5 85,4 2,5 3,8 93,8

Telefonska mreza 49,1 18,8 32,1 46,9 30,2 22,9 47,5 30,0 22,5




Tablica 2.
(nastavak)

Uredeni nogostupi
Asfaltirane ulice

Trgovina prehrambenim
proizvodima

Specijalizirane trgovine
Djedji vrti¢
Osnovna $kola

Zdravstveni dom ili
ambulanta

Drustveni dom
Otvaranje radnih mjesta
Uredeno naselje

Vjerska institucija (crkva,
dZamija 1 sl.)

Groblje

Postaja javnog prijevoza

Organizirani odvoz smeca

31,3
30,4

554
44,1
49,1
52,7

45,5
39,3

5,4
19,6

52,7
64,3
58,9
50,9

19,6
19,6

14,3
30,6
12,5

9,8

8,9
26,8
11,6
17,9

19,6
20,5
8,9
7,1

49,1
50,0

30,4
25,2
38,4
37,5

45,5
33,9
83,0
62,5

27,7
15,2
32,1
42,0

20,8
38,5

9,4
21,9

19,8
7,3
32
1,1

42,7
66,7
38,5
57,3

13,5
42

26,0
37,5
20,8
13,5

18,8
30,2
10,8
15,8

333
17,7
24,0
15,6

86,5
94,8

53,1
24,0
69,8
64,6

61,5
62,5
86,0
83,2

24,0
15,6
37,5
27,1

26,3
42,5
18,8
25,0

27,5
22,5
52
0

26,3
67,5
213
22,5

17,5
15,0

37,5
40,0
36,3
31,3

21,3
51,3
143
113

42,5
17,5
30,0
25,0

82,5
85,0

36,3
17,5
45,0
438

51,3
26,3
80,5
88,8

31,3
15,0
488
52,5

Infrastruktura

Ocjene po zZupanijama u %

Primorsko-goranska

Brodsko-posavska

Osjecko-baranjska

v o ©
R TETEETET
28 8% 5% Z& 8% 5% Z& 8% s5%
Elektri¢na struja 21,1 11,1 67,8 33,0 3,0 64,0 46,0 5,0 49,0
Vodovod 18,9 8,9 72,2 29,0 5,0 66,0 24,0 10,0 66,0
Kanalizacija 33 4,4 92,2 4,0 1,0 95,0 17,0 18,0 65,0
Telefonska mreza 256 289 456 290 21,0 50,0 390 260 350
Uredeni nogostupi 6,7 26,7 66,7 5,0 27,0 68,0 19,0 24,0 57,0
Asfaltirane ulice 56 133 81,1 141 11,1 747 180 190 63,0
Trgovina prehrambenim
proizvodima 28,9 18,9 52,2 42,0 22,0 36,0 26,0 24,0 50,0
Specijalizirane trgovine 38,9 45,6 15,6 52,0 36,0 12,0 49,0 31,0 20,0
Djedji vrti¢ 15,6 15,6 68,9 11,0 23,0 66,0 16,0 26,0 58,0
Osnovna $kola 244 26,7 48,9 12,0 15,0 73,0 36,0 21,0 43,0
Zdravstveni dom ili
ambulanta 18,9 12,2 68,9 9,0 12,0 79,0 17,0 17,0 66,0
Drustveni dom 21,1 30,0 48,9 15,0 22,0 63,0 21,0 30,0 49,0
Otvaranje radnih mjesta 1,1 10,0 88,9 3,0 0 97,0 1,0 4,0 95,0
Uredeno naselje 0 12,2 87,8 0 2,0 98,0 9,0 19,0 72,0
Vjerska institucija (crkva,
dzamija i sl.) 13,3 27,8 58,9 35,0 21,0 44,0 57,0 12,0 31,0
Groblje 22,7 35,2 42,0 59,0 17,0 24,0 58,0 17,0 25,0
Postaja javnog prijevoza 28,9 33,3 37,8 15,0 15,0 70,0 33,0 19,0 48,0
Organizirani odvoz smeca 31,1 21,1 47,8 36,0 14,0 50,0 40,0 14,0 46,0




Tablica 2.

(nastavak)
Ogjene po Zupanijama u %
Istarska Medimurska Ostalo Ukupno uzorak

Infrastruktura g o 9 g :u ° g o g % e o

RSTRTESIREIR AT EIR R TR T

ZaOoSf SEZEAT SEZAAT AT ZaAAE NE
Elektri¢na struja 598 62 340 200 11,6 684 293 187 520 307 90 60,3
Vodovod 598 41 361 106 83 81,0 373 107 520 272 84 644
Kanalizacija 526 93 381 28 97 876 53 0 947 132 81 787
Telefonska mreza 443 340 21,6 32,6 260 41,4 467 80 453 391 251 359
Uredeni nogostupi 58,8 23,7 17,5 93 296 61,1 27 93 83,0 149 226 625
Asfaltirane ulice 61,7 170 213 120 208 67,1 27 40 933 164 150 686
Trgovina prehrambenim
proizvodima 66,7 11,5 21,9 394 21,3 394 267 293 440 379 22,1 400
Specijalizirane trgovine 740 18,8 7,3 46,8 273 259 56,0 24,0 20,0 488 31,6 196
Djedji vrtic¢ 53,6 21,6 247 200 181 61,9 227 253 520 240 212 547
Osnovna gkola 573 11,5 31,3 296 18,5 519 453 253 293 33,5 185 480
Zdravstveni dom ili
ambulanta 458 94 448 19,0 144 667 480 187 33,3 265 144 59,1
Drustveni dom 495 299 20,6 255 389 356 267 227 507 256 320 424
Otvaranje radnih mjesta 12,5 94 78,1 69 11,1 81,9 6,9 69 86,1 52 89 859
Uredeno naselje 354 323 323 19 194 787 27 67 90,7 75 16,0 765
Vijerska institucija (crkva,
dzamija i sl 42,7 135 438 288 302 40,9 520 200 280 381 248 37,1
Groblje 423 103 474 67,1 1701 157 747 133 120 590 183 227
Postaja javnog prijevoza 51,5 23,7 24,7 31,6 265 419 440 18,7 37,3 358 223 420
Organizirani odvoz smeéa 52,6 22,7 247 247 116 63,7 373 173 453 379 155 465
Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

Nekoliko je ¢injenica iznesenih na tablici poucno.
(a) Promatra li se anketirani uzorak u cjelini, vidi se

kako je uvjerljivo najmanji udio anketiranih izjavio da
radna mjesta i ukupna uredenost naselja nisu problem.
Takvih je (zanemarljivih) nekoliko postotaka. Na drugoj
strani, uvjerljivo je najvise onih koji isti¢u da su upravo
mnozZenje radnih mjesta 1 uredivanje naselja izrazito vazni.
Takvih je 85,9% 1 76,5%. Sli¢an poloZaj spomenuti priori-
teti imaju 1 u Zupanijskim razdiobama. Dopusteno je zak-
ljuciti da u anketiranim naseljima postoji socijalni poten-
cijal na temelju kojega bi se mogla oblikovati dugoro¢nija
1 stabilnija mobilizacija stanovnika romskih naselja. Toj
mogucénosti stoji nasuprot nekoliko nezanemarljivih ¢im-
benika; na neke smo prije upozorili. Nije, dakle, samo na
temelju iznesena nalaza dopusteno “skoc¢iti” u optimisti- 69
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¢ni zakljuéak, pa ustvrditi kako se spomenuti potencijal
moze linearno aktivirati. U tom se pogledu vaznom poka-
zuju lokalne razvojne politike. Koliko su, pak, jedinice lo-
kalne samouprave, gdje su romska naselja, sposobna uopée
za takvo $to, posebno je pitanje izvan okvira ove analize.
Upozorimo da s oblikovanjem takve politike imaju nema-
lih te$koca 1 gradovi veli¢ine Siska, a nekmoli manje jedi-
nice s pretezno seoskom mrezom naselja.

(b) Od tri mreZe osnovne komunalne infrastrukture
(elektrika, vodovod, kanalizacija), najveéa je suglasnost u
pogledu na kanalizaciju. Samo su 13,2% anketirana izjavi-
la kako ona nije problem, a, ¢ak, 79% kako je jako vazna
za daljnje uredivanje naselja. S kanalizacijom, poznato je,
“kubure” mnoga hrvatska naselja. Ona se, u usporedbi s
drugim spomenutim mreZama, gradi najsporije. Na dru-
goj strani, nemali broj hrvatskih stambenih adresa koristi,
u nedostatku kanalizacijske mreZe, septi¢ne jame. Nije vid-
ljivo zasto bi, uzme li se u obzor ta moguénost, manjak
kanalizacije bio u romskim naseljima tako dramatidan.
Prije ¢e biti da takva reakcija implicira 1 olekivanje da se
netko drugi skrbi i za ona poboljanja koja romski stanov-
nici mogu obaviti sami. Medu njima je, graditeljske prakse
neromskog stanovni$tva, uostalom, na to jasno upuéuju, 1
gradnja septi¢ne jame. Pak, ostale dvije mreZe su u nesto
boljem stanju. Skoro jedna treéina upitanih, 30,7% izjavila
je kako elektri¢na struja nije problem u naselju. Na drugoj
strani, ¢ak 60,3% tvrdi kako je ona jako vaZan prioritet u
uredivanju naselja. Na veli¢inu toga postotka, osim zbilj-
skih prilika, zacijelo utjece i ¢injenica da je u vise naselja
elektriéna mreza razvedena, ali da romski potro$aéi nisu
pripravni / ne mogu placati potro$enu struju, pa su “Zrtve”
kaznenog iskopc¢avanja. Raspoloziva urbanisti¢ka dokumen-
tacija pokazuje da je elektrina energija pristupacna u ve-
¢ini romskih naselja.

S obzirom na osnovne predloske komunalnog opre-
manja, prisutne u hrvatskoj urbanizaciji, razlozno je oceki-
vati da ¢ée postotni udio anketiranih koji su zadovoljni vo-
dovodnom mrezom u naselju biti manji od postotnog ud-
jela zadovoljnih elektri¢cnom mrezom. Nalaz pokazuje da
je tome tako. Manje (premda samo neznatno manje), 27,2%
anketirana ustvrdila su kako vodovodna mreZa nije pro-
blem u naselju. Na drugoj strani, priblizno 65% tvrdi ka-
ko je ona u naselju jako potrebna i vazna. Postotak ukazu-
je na jasno zaostajanje romskih naselja. Na istu ¢injenicu
ukazuje 1 raspoloziva urbanisticka dokumentacija.

(¢) Tri osnovne ustanove socijalne infrastrukture: dje-
Gt vrti¢, osnovna Skola i zdravstvena ustanova nisu pro-
blem za 24 - 33% anketiranih. Priblizno toliki je 1 udio



anketiranih koji to tvrde za struju i vodu. No, na drugoj
strani, znatno je manje onih koji isti¢u njihovu vaznost 1
hitnost izgradnje. Takvih je 48 - 59%. Prvi postotak (48%)
odnosi se na osnovnu $kolu. Zakljuditi je kako je ta mreza
nesto “bliza” 1 romskim naseljima. No postotak koji se od-
nosi na zdravstvenu ustanovu (59%) i na dje¢ji vrti¢ (55%)
indicira da su prilike u tom pogledu, blago receno, sub-
standardne. Odvojimo i donekle mrezu osnovnih $kola,
ostale mreZe socijalne infrastrukture, dakle, posve su ne-
primjerene potrebama.

(d) Uredeni plo¢nici, asfaltirane ulice, 1 sli¢ne pobolj-
$ice, nije neto¢no reci, na samom su pocetku. Uoditi je da
je njihov manjak vidljiv ne samo u seoskim naseljima, gdje
je, konvencionalno, 1 vjerojatniji, nego 1 u gradskim.

(e) Telefonska mreza nije izvorom problema za, pri-
blizno, 40% anketiranih. Javni prijevoz nije problem za,
priblizno, 36% anketiranih. Premda 1 jedan 1 drugi poda-
tak ukazuju, kao, uostalom i drugi, prije spomenuti, na
ocitu substandardnost, vidljivo je da “meks$i” oblici teh-
nic¢kih usluga, s manje obvezuju¢ih investicija u glomaznu
i skupu opremu, lak$e prodiru u romska naselja. Na isti
zaklju¢ak upucuje 1 udio anketiranih zadovoljnih organizi-
ranim odvozom smeca.

(f) Atlasu crnih posebno dobro pristaju 1 podatci o
nekoliko ostalih komunalnih uredaja. Odgovori anketira-
nih sugeriraju kako anketirani najmanje teSkoca imaju sa -
smréu. S mjestom ukopa najmanje anketiranih “ima pro-
blema”. Sli¢no je 1 s mjestima za susret s Bogom. O¢ito je
da je onostrana perspektiva stanovnika romskih naselja
nesto svjetlija nego ovostrana.

(g) Promatrana u cijelosti, dakle, romska su naselja u
predodzbi anketiranih, u infrastrukturi izrazito sub-
standardna. Svakako da su u tom pogledu neka gradska
naselja bolja. Ali sama “gradskost” jo§ ne jamdi i bolju
kvalitetu infrastrukture. Vele su razlike uocljive izmedu
naselja na pojedinim Zupanijskim podru¢jima. U skupi-
ni, opéenito promatrano, boljih Zupanija su Istarska, Os-
je¢ko-baranjska 1 podru¢je Grada Zagreba. No, unatoc
tim, na pojedinim sektorima opremanja i izrazitim razli-
kama, zakljucak kako su romska naselja po substandard-
nosti ekstremni rub, posve je nadmocan. U osnovi, na
djelu je jednostavan paradoks. On se shemati¢no mozZe
formulirati ovako: koliko su naselja po podrijetlu ma-
nje romska toliko je vjerojatnije da ce biti bolje op-
remljena. Na spomenuta tri podrudja takvih je naselja
nesto vide pa je i ukupna slika opremljenosti s ne§to ma-
nje crnih/sivih tonova.
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Predodzba o pozeljnom naselju

Tablica 3.

Karakteristi¢na obiljezja nacina
Zivota u naselju

Posve precizna predodzba, poznato je, u istrazivanjima ove
vrsti, dakle temeljenima na anketnom postupku, obi¢no
izmakne. Nije posrijedi samo skuéenost metodologijskog
okvira. Nego i jednostavna ¢injenica da mnoZina anketira-
nih nije sposobna jasnije odrediti mnoge vaZnije teritori-
jalne aspiracije. Ta tvrdnja ne pogada samo romsku skupi-
nu nego i druge skupine prisutne po hrvatskim naseljima.
Unato¢ tomu, moguée je ponuditi neke osnovne obrise
predod’be o poZeljnom naselju. Obrisi su reducirani na
nekoliko orijentirajucih Zelja 1 zamisli. Takve, kakve jesu,
nisu, dakako, uporabljive kao dovreni nacrti djelovanja.
Ali, nedvojbeno, pridonose jasnijem razgranicenju izmedu
pojedinih mogué¢nosti koje definiraju akcijsku podlogu
programa obnove i revitalizacije naselja.

Glavni pridjev naselja. Za njegovu identifikaciju ko-
risno je razmotriti razdiobu podatka na iducoj tablici.

Zupanija u %

Zagreb Sisacko-moslavacka Varazdinska
Obiljezje U ) 0
= © = © = o
3 % = 3 % 2 3 % £
& g £ & g £ & g g
=} A = =} ] = =) A =~
Velika uloga tradicije 23,1 33,7 43,3 31,8 43,5 24,7 29,9 35,8 34,3
UgrozZenost Zivota zagadenim
okolisem 30,9 16,4 52,7 1,0 15,6 83,3 5,1 8,9 86,1
Moguénost da osoba za kratko
vrijeme stekne dobar standard 51,4 21,9 26,7 58,2 32,9 8,9 56,8 27,0 16,2
Siguran svakodnevni Zivot 29,7 30,6 39,6 19,4 35,5 45,2 13,9 46,8 39,2
Moguénost da se Zivi po
vlastitom izboru 25,2 31,8 43,0 20,5 46,6 33,0 16,0 36,0 48,0
Zupanija u %
Primorsko-goranska Brodsko-posavska Osjecko-baranjska
Obiljezje U o 0
= = =
s = £ 5 =% g 5§ %= g
& g g & 5 £ & 5 g
=} A = =} [a] = =} A N
Velika uloga tradicije 3,8 28,2 67,9 26,6 40,4 33,0 29,3 34,8 35,9
UgroZenost zivota zagadenim
okoligem 137 274 589 53 147 80,0 232 31,6 453
Moguénost da osoba za kratko
vrijeme stekne dobar standard 81,8 7.8 10,4 59,1 20,4 20,4 57,6 21,7 20,7
Siguran svakodnevni Zivot 39,2 22,8 38,0 10,3 41,2 48,5 13,0 37,0 50,0
Mogu¢nost da se Zivi po
vlastitom izboru 333 240 427 226 258 51,6 180 31,5 506




Tablica 3.

(nastavak)

Zupanija u %

Istarska

Medimurska

Ostalo

Ukupno uzorak

Obiljezje

Izrazito

Uopée ne

Donekle

Izrazito

Donekle

Izrazito

Uopce ne

Donekle

Izrazito

Velika uloga tradicije 5,7

UgroZenost Zivota zagadenim
okoliem 32,3

Moguénost da osoba za kratko
vrijeme stekne dobar standard 42,2

Siguran svakodnevni Zivot 7,7

Mogu¢nost da se Zivi po
vlastitom izboru 17,0

48,9
17,8

20,6

o~
N
0

18,3

22,8
28,7

26,9

283
53,5

52,6

w
ks
w

28,8

33,3
26,0

)
Nl
)

15,9
65,8

484

23,6

15,0

55,2
17,9

21,0

w
~
)

21,7

22,4
33,6

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

Predoceni podatci pokazuju da je uvjerljiva veéina an-
ketiranih suglasna kako je glavno razlikovno obiljeZje na-
selja gdje Zive - Zivotna ugrozenost njihovih Zitelja. U to-
me se potpuno slaze vise od 60% anketiranih, a dodatnih
20% drzi ugrozu “donekle” prisutnom. Na drugoj strani,
samo 15% anketiranih ocjenjuje kako rizi¢nost nije obilje-
Zjem Zivota u naselju gdje Zive. Izvor rizi¢nosti adresiran je
najvise na zagadeni okolis. Tom se sloZenicom obuhvaca
vi$e ¢injenica u rasponu od kaoti¢nih komunalnih prilika
do ¢injenice da su mnoga romska naselja nastala blizu
ve¢ih industrijskih zagadivaca ili ve¢ih smetlista, u kojima
mnogi Romi vide vazan “resurs”. Isto tako, uvjerljiva se
vedina slaze da se u takvim naseljima ne moZe racunati s
brzim Zivotnim uspjesima, napose ne s brzinom u po-
bolj$avanju Zivotnih prilika i dobrobitaka. Drukéije re-
¢eno, u iskustvu samih Roma njihova su naselja po zdrav-
lje 1 Zivot opasna mjesta gdje samo manjina vjeruje kako
ima izglede brzo srediti Zivotne prilike sukladno vlastitim
zeljama.

Alj, priblizno 50% anketiranih drzi kako je 1 u takvu,
ne osobito odaravajuem okviru, moguénost sigurna sva-
kodnevna Zivota “izrazita”; kao 1 moguénost da se Zivi po
vlastitom izboru. Oba nalaza treba ¢itati svezano. Njihovo
to¢nije znacenje bolje se pojasnjava stave li se izjave u kon-
tekst endemskog siromastva i oskudne pismenosti koja je
u takvim tvorbama, podatci pokazuju, nadmo¢na. U takvu
kontekstu spomenute izjave upucuju na jednu vrst socijal-
ne autarkije koja prozima odnos spram naselja. Naselja
su, drZe anketirani, rizi¢na, opasna, i, uglavnom, kaoti¢na.
Ali, na drugoj strani, u toj socijalnoj izolaciji svakodnev-
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Tablica 4.
Kakvo naselie Romi Zele?

ni se zZivot relativno uspje$sno nadzire 1 Zivi s najmanje iz-
vanjskih prisila. Buduéi da bi eventualne izvanjske prisile
ciljale na promjene 1 ekologijskih konfiguracija i tehnic¢kih
sklopova 1 stilova rentiranja bijede o njima se, nedvojbeno
opravdano iz perspektive anketiranih, misli i kao o grani-
cama do sada oblikovane Zivotne autonomije. PrivrZenost
naselju, unato¢ negativnom glavnom pridjevu, nije zato
mala. Paradoksalno, mala bijeda porobljuje. Ali velika, iz-
gleda - oslobada.

Kakvo naselje? Razdioba odgovora vidljiva u tablici
4., jasno nagovje$¢uje raspored glavnih Zelja.

Zupanije u %

< < s
5 9 o < =
Obiljezja naselja 8 2 ES o s8 4= 5 °
e s S5 5 % %% £%2 05 B o By
5 8% & Ef BZ g &5 % % Z§
& B e > o s > v
N FF F £w&ax o8 2z 5 O DB
Uredeno 1 ¢isto naselje s lijepim
proceljima/fasadama... 31,3 50,0 426 178 33,0 17,0 1,0 52,5 58,7 353
Naselje opremljeno komunalnom
infrastrukturom (plin, struja, voda,
kanalizacija...) 63 261 350 26,6 12,0 18,0 1,0 235 147 182
Naselje s uredenom prometnom
infrastrukturom 36 31,3 225 289 100 17,0 0 245 281 18,5

Naselje s raznovrsnom socijalnom

infrastrukturom (8kole, vrtiéi,
igralista, kulturne ustanove...)

1.8 72 63 67 40 40 0 152 53 67

Urbanizirano naselje (gradevinske

dozvole)

Seoski tip naselja

0,9 1,0 5,1 7,8 1,0 6,0 0 1,9 5,4 29
0,9 0 1,3 0 0 2,0 0 4,6 ,0 1,4

Naselje kao 1 druga “neromska”

naselja, nista posebno

Velika, grupirana naselja

438 292 263 278 420 400 327 184 213 303
45 0 13 0 10 0 31 32 0 18

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.
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U predocenoj razdiobi dvije su skupine uocljivo vece
od drugih: skupina anketiranih koja sanja o uredenu/¢istu
naselju i skupina anketiranih koja Zeli naselje “nista poseb-
no”, sli¢no drugim “neromskim” naseljima. Promatraju li
se na znalenjskoj razini nije pogresno pretpostaviti kako
anketirani ta dva odgovora drze povezanima. PredodZba o
poZeljnom naselju, dakle, izravno se naslanja na &istocu 1
srodne ekologijske pridjeve i na ne/romsku razliku, to-
¢nije, na slicnost romskog naselja s drugim, ne/romskim
naseljima. Moguc¢u zabunu ovdje moZe izazvati uporaba
rije¢i: romska 1 ne/romska naselja. U ovom odjeljku one
ne oznaduju specifi¢ne odrednice neodvojive od etni¢kog
ili socio-kulturnog identiteta. Oznacuju, naprotiv, razlike



izmedu naselja komunalno 1 gospodarskih “normalnih” 1
naselja komunalno 1 gospodarski substandardnih, koje se
u istrazivanju operativno kvalificiraju romskim. Aspiracij-
sko posezanje anketiranih za “neromskim” naseljima, dak-
le, upuéuje na Zelju anketiranih za otresanjem sve one
tuzne/sive naseljske zapustenosti. Sredi§nja naseljska aspi-
racija anketiranih moze se, ukratko, razumjeti kao Zelja za
naseljem-kojeje-kao-svako-drugo. Ono time ne prestaje biti
romskim u pogledu na odrednice romskog identiteta. Ne-
go prestaje biti romskim po brisanju konfiguracije zapuste-
nosti.

Tim se iskazom ne briSe 1 uvid iznesen u prethodecem
ulomku. Silnice socijalne autarkije 1 dalje su na snazi. Ali
se naseljski okvir njihova funkcioniranja premjesta jedno-
stavno prema Zzivotno i komunalno manje opasnom/ri-
zi¢nom mjestu. Samo koliko je ono u tom pogledu “ma-
nje” toliko je sli¢nije ne/romskim naseljima. Aspiracija, u
osnovi, pokazuje kako se predocuje samo glavni smjer po-
Zeljne optimizacije naseljskog polozaja romskih stanovni-
ka. Ona ne obuhvaéa i1 Zelju za promjenom nekih ogra-
nicavaju¢ih obiljeZja samih stanovnika. U tom pogledu
aspiracije nisu tako nedvosmislene.

Konfiguracija Zelje izbliza. Kako konkretnije izgleda
predloZzak pozZeljnog naselja vidljivo je na temelju razdiobe
podataka iz tablice 5.

Usporede li se “romski” rezultati s rezultatima dobive-
nim u nekim drugim slu¢ajevima, vidljivo je kako je osnov-
ni predlozak stambenih aspiracija slican. Njegova su glavna
uporidta: obiteljska kuca s okuénicom; pjesacka ulica; niZi
katovi; mali grad. Njihovo isticanje romsku skupinu ne di-
jeli nego, naprotiv, ¢ini sliénijom hrvatskoj populaciji.

Ipak, tri su odrednice uporiSta nezanemarive razlike.
Anketirani Romi ¢e$ce isti¢u kako Zele Zivjeti u naseljima s
formiranim gradskim ulicama (74%); u novijim naselji-
ma s modernom arhitekturom (63%). Pak, manje anketi-
ranih, 44,3% zeli Zivjeti u romskom naselju, dakle, s dru-
gim Romima, a viSe, 55,7%, u kakvu drugom naselju,
ne/romskom.

Prve dvije odrednice posve su na tragu uvida pre-
docenih u prethode¢im ulomcima. Tlocrtni red, novoca
gradevina i modernost u projektiranju, obiljeZja su direk-
tivnog urbanizma u okrilju kojega su nastala brojna nase-
lja u socijalistickom razdoblju. Ona nisu ugroZena ni u
razdoblju nakon 1990. godine. Isti¢uéi njihovu pozeljnost
anketirani Romi isti¢u poZeljnost naselja koja su izravna
negacija napustenih/“divljih” naseobina gdje vedina sada
zivi. U tom pogledu oni Zele Zivieti u naseljima sli¢nim
drugim naseljima.

Ivan Rogi¢
Neke socijalnoekologijske
odrednice romskih naselja

75



Tablica 5.

Gdje bi Romi najradije stanovali?

Odrednice naselje

Zupanije u %
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» g8 & EE BE 28 & S g zZs
< 2 g < slle) = 9 7 S Y % N
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Uz rijeku

Dalje od rijeke

BliZe gradskom sredi$tu
Dalje od gradskog sredita

U naselju s formiranim
gradskim ulicama

U naselju bez tipi¢nih gradskih
ulica

U starijem dijelu grada s
klasi¢nom (tradicionalnom)
arhitekturom

U novijem naselju, s
modernom arhitekturom

U kuéi s okuénicom i
dvori§tem

U stambenoj zgradi ili
obiteljskoj kuéi bez oku¢nice
1 dvorista

U pjesackoj zoni

U zoni s gradskim prometom
Na nizim katovima

Na visim katovima

U velikom gradu

U manjem ili malom gradu
U romskom naselju

U nekom drugom
(neromskom) naselju
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682 719 759 638 670 820 868 755 73,1 739

3,8 28,1 241 362 330 180 132 245 269 26,1

593 594 722 66,7 790 580 76,5 561 46,3 628

945 969 949 964 90,0 960 879 935 91,0 935

55 31 51 36 100 40 121 65 90 65
700 821 833 788 90,0 800 842 863 731 816
300 179 167 212 100 200 158 137 269 184
927 948 949 971 89,9 940 868 930 955 93,1

73 52 51 29 101 60 132 70 45 69
570 292 29,1 726 37,0 182 443 300 212 365
430 708 709 274 630 818 557 700 788 63,5
229 458 57,0 553 470 460 192 48,1 567 443

771 542 430 447 53,0 540 808 51,9 433 557
245 625 823 57 520 600 170 792 851 548
755 375 17,7 943 480 40,0 830 208 149 452

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.
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Tre¢a odrednica, medutim, zasluZzuje posebni komen-
tar. Nesto vise od polovice anketirane skupine istice kako
s prije spomenutim odrednicama veZe 1 zelju za Zivotom u
naselju gdje romske zajednice nema, barem ne kao mjero-
davna ¢imbenika u upravljanju i usmjerivanju razvitka na-
selja. Ali, na drugoj strani, ne$to manje od polovice anketi-
rane skupine istice kako prije spomenute odrednice pozelj-
nog naselja izravno veZe s prisutno$éu romske zajednice



u takvu naselju. Dvije su pretpostavke korisne u ¢itanju
dobivene razlike.

Prva hipoteza ukazuje da je u romskoj populaciji sna-
zna podskupina koja akumulaciju Zivotnih 1 drustvenih
uspjeha veZe i sa slabljenjem “primarnih” veza s ostalim
¢lanovima romske skupine. Nekoliko uvida, premda nesu-
stavnih, pokazuje kako brojni Romi koji su uspjeli u Zivo-
tu, pa ma §to to znadilo, svoju uspje$nost socijalno repre-
zentiraju podvladeéi sli¢nost ili pripadnost veéinskoj/ne-
romskoj populaciji. Minimalisti¢ki reeno: ne reprezentira-
ju je isticanjem/dramatizacijom romskog podrijetla. Po toj
shemi, akumulacija Zivotnih uspjeha proteZe se i na soci-
jalno 1 simboli¢no udaljavanje od romske skupine. Svaka-
ko da se spomenutih 55% anketiranih, koji ne Zele Zivjeti
u romskom naselju, ne mogu uvrstiti u tu skupinu meha-
nic¢ki. Za takvo $to ne raspolazemo potrebnim uvidima.
No drZimo nedvojbenim kako je odabir neromskog naselja
kao pozeljnog srodan/svezan s takvom orijentacijom.

Druga hipoteza ukazuje da je u romskoj populaciji
rentiranje bijede vi§e od privremene zgode. Ono se, drugi
mjerodavni podatci na to ukazuju, odrzava u kontekstu
ograni¢ene funkcionalne pismenosti i reducirane profesio-
nalne 1 drustvene kompetencije. Rentiranje bijede, dakle,
javlja se u $iroj subkulturnoj konfiguraciji koja svoju sna-
gu pretezno crpi iz, kako je naznaceno, socijalne autarkije
romske skupine, gdje se njezina rubna kakvoéa jedino 1
moZe odrzavati kao racionalno prihvatljiva ¢injenica. Kri-
ti¢no razdvajanje romskog identiteta 1 socijalne autarkije,
koliko je vidljivo, nije uznapredovalo. To zna¢i da se neki
vazniji predlosci romskog identiteta, napose tradicijski Zi-
votni stilovi, u romskoj samoreprezentaciji javljaju, po
pravilu, tijesno svezani sa socijalnom autarkijom skupine i
rentiranjem bijede. Time se, posredno, strukturno blokira
evolucija pojedinih odrednica romskog identiteta, a time 1
moguénost izravnog spajanja oblika socijalno uspjesnog
ponasanja i romske identifikacije. Po toj je shemi biti
Rom = biti socijalni/subkulturni rub. Upozoriti je, socijal-
na rezija te redukcije nije ekskluzivnim proizvodom glo-
balnog drustva. Od nje najvece dobiti izvlade romski ren-
tijeri bijede, opstoje¢i u okvirima specifi¢cna romskog
“gornjeg sloja”, zainteresirana, ponajprije, za nagradivanje
ovisnosti, a samo rubno i za dugoro¢no osposobljavanje
romske skupine za ulogu drustvenog sudionika sposobna i
za vide nego $to je rentiranje bijede. Svakako da se spome-
nuta 44% anketirana ne mogu mehanicki uvrstiti u skupi-
nu privrzenu razumijevanju romskog identiteta kao umi-
je¢a rentiranja bijede. Ali drZzimo nedvojbenim da je isti-
canje te Zelje svezano 1 sa skiciranom orijentacijom.
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PoZeljnost lokalnih ustanova

Tablica 6.

Obje hipoteze impliciraju da se romska skupina ne
moze drzati homogenom u odnosu na sredi$nje razvojno
pitanje skupine: kako prekoraciti sjenu ruba 1 postati us-
pje$nom skupinom, barem koliko su i druge, a pri tomu
ne potisnuti ili razgraditi tradicijske odrednice romskog
identiteta?

Pozeljnost ustanova. Na iducoj tablici vidljiva je po-
Zeljnost nekolikih ustanova s popisa socijalne infrastruktu-
re. Ustanove nisu, podsje¢amo, slobodno predlozili anketi-

rani nego su birali/rangirali ponudene.

Oznaka
ranga

Zupanije

Zagreb

Sisatko-moslavacka

Varazdinska

Primorsko-goranska

Brodsko-posavska

Ambulanta, ljekarna
Skola i vrti¢

Trgovina
mjeSovitom robom

Sajam, trznica

Vjerski objekt

Sportsko-rekreacijski
sadrzaji

Kulturno-zabavni
sadrzaji

Ugostiteljski objekt

Skola i vrti¢
Ambulanta, ljekarna

Trgovina
mje$ovitom robom

Sportsko-rekreacijski
sadrzaji

Kulturno-zabavni
sadrzaji
Sajam, trznica

Vjerski objekt

Ugostiteljski objekt

Skola i vrti¢
Ambulanta, ljekarna

Trgovina
mje$ovitom robom

Sportsko-rekreacijski
sadrzaji

Vjerski objekt
Sajam, trznica
Kulturno-zabavni

sadrzaji

Ugostiteljski objekt

Ambulanta, ljekarna
Skola i vrti¢

Trgovina
mje$ovitom robom

Vjerski objekt
Sportsko-rekreacijski
sadrzaji
Sajam, trZnica
Kulturno-zabavni
sadrzaji

Ugostiteljski objekt

Ambulanta, ljekarna
Skola i vrti¢

Sportsko-rekreacijski
sadrzaji

Trgovina
mjeSovitom robom

Sajam, trznica
Kulturno-zabavni
sadrzaji

Vjerski objekt

Ugostiteljski objekt

Oznaka
ranga

Zupanije

Osjecko-baranjska

Istarska

Medimurska

Ostalo

Ukupno uzorak

8.

Ambulanta, ljekarna

Skola i vrti¢

Trgovina
mjeSovitom robom

Sportsko-rekreacijski
sadrZaji

Sajam, trznica

Kulturno-zabavni
sadrzaji

Ugostiteljski objekt

Vjerski objekt

Skola i vrti¢

Ambulanta, ljekarna

Vijerski objekt

Trgovina
mje$ovitom robom

Sajam, trznica

Sportsko-rekreacijski
sadrzaji

Kulturno-zabavni
sadrzaji

Ugostiteljski objekt

Skola i vrti¢

Ambulanta, ljekarna

Trgovina
mje$ovitom robom

Sportsko-rekreacijski
sadrZaji

Vijerski objekt

Sajam, trznica

Kulturno-zabavni
sadrzaji

Ugostiteljski objekt

Skola i vrti¢

Trgovina mjeSovitom
robom

Ambulanta, ljekarna

Sportsko-rekreacijski
sadrZaji

Sajam, trznica

Kulturno-zabavni
sadrzaji

Vjerski objekt

Ugostiteljski objekt

Skola i vrti¢

Ambulanta, ljekarna

Trgovina
mjeSovitom robom

Sportsko-rekreacijski
sadrZaji

Sajam, trznica

Vjerski objekt

Kulturno-zabavni
sadrzaji

Ugostiteljski objekt

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.
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Dobivene rang razdiobe jasno ukazuju/potvrduju pri-
je skicirane nalaze. U svim Zupanijama, kao i na hrvat-
skom podrudju u cjelini, prvo 1 drugo mjesto zauzele su
dvije, to¢nije tri, osnovne ustanove socijalne infrastruktu-



re: $kola 1 vrti¢, te ambulanta 1 ljekarna, ukratko, ustano-
ve naobrazbe i odgoja i zdravstva. Na drugoj strani, na
cijelom podrudju anketiranja, kao i u veéini Zupanija,
osim Osjecko-baranjske, na posljednjem je mjestu po va-
Znosti 1 poZeljnosti ugostiteljski objekt, ¢itaj: birtija. Pak
u spomenutoj, Osjecko-baranjskoj Zupaniji na zadnjem je
mjestu vjerski objekt. Uzme li se u obzir ¢injenica da su
na tamo$njem podrudju romska naselja pretezno bolje
uklopljena u postojetu naseljsku mrezu, potreba za crkvom
i ne mora biti na prvom myjestu, jer je, jednostavno, veé
tamo.

Na srednjim stupnjevima rang-ljestvice nalaze se usta-
nove iz sportsko-rekreacijskog sektora i trgovine. Uoditi
je da su 1 ustanove iz kulturnog podrudja relativno nisko
rasporedene. Uglavnom su na predzadnjem mjestu (u pet
od devet podru¢nih skupina), ili na mjestu iznad njega. Je-
dino su u Sisa¢ko-moslavackoj Zupaniji te ustanove podi-
gnute na rang u sredini ljestvice.

Dobivena razdioba, osim kao trag konkretnih okolno-
sti $to vladaju u romskim naseljima, nije nekorisna i kao
opéi pokazatelj aspiracijskog okvira u kojemu se predo-
dzba o poZeljnom naselju oblikuje. Vidljivo je, glavnu ulo-
gu imaju aspiracijske silnice kojima je korijen u predodzbi
o sredenu naselju, gdje je ugodno Zivjeti 1 gdje je za-
jamcéena osnovna skrb za djecu 1 mlade te zdravstvena
skrb. Opcenitije re¢eno, anketirani porucuju kako Zele pa-
raurbane improvizacije pod tlakom kojih, pretezno, Zive
zamijeniti naseljima gdje je vidljiva/prisutna sustavna jav-
na skrb za kakvocu Zivota tamosnjih stanovnika. Nisu, u
tom pogledu dostatne samo povremene komunalne inve-
sticije 1 poboljsice. Traze se 1 institucionalne mreze koje
mogu polaznu “divlju” naseljsku zbilju dugoro¢no nadzi-
rati 1 transformirati.

Pod spomenutim, prividno neobi¢nim, naslovom krije se
nekoliko posebnih pitanja. Zajednic¢ka im je veza sa stano-
vitom “inventurom” zajednice koja se je oblikovala u ana-
liziranim romskim naseobinama.

Autoritet zajednice. Iscrpnija analiza autoriteta nase-
obinske zajednice u anketnim istraZivanjima ove vrsti su-
ofava se s mnozinom prakti¢nih teskoca. Stoga su i anali-
ticki zahtjevi u ovom slucaju izrazito reducirani. Posrijedi
je rasprava o dva nalaza. Prvi je vidljiv na iduéoj tablici.

Ivan Rogi¢
Neke socijalnoekologijske
odrednice romskih naselja

Tko je naseobina?
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Tablica 7.

Izvori informiranja u naseobini

Zupanija u %

Cestoéa koristenja

[zvor informiranja Zagreb Sisa¢ko-moslavacka Varazdinska

Nikada Povre- Cesto  Nikada Povre- Cesto  Nikada Povre- Cesto

meno meno meno
Hrvatska televizija 10,7 29,5 59,8 10,4 21,9 67,7 15,0 30,0 55,0
Lokalne televizije 33,0 33,9 33,0 20,8 35,4 43,8 40,0 38,8 21,3
Strane TV postaje (satelitske) 72,1 10,8 17,1 91,6 53 3,2 82,5 10,0 7,5
Hrvatski radio 35,7 30,4 33,9 33,3 35,4 31,3 25,0 37,5 37,5
Druge radiopostaje 40,2 33,9 25,9 37,5 36,5 26,0 47,5 35,0 17,5
Dnevni tisak 44,6 29,5 25,9 66,7 22,9 10,4 57,5 32,5 10,0
Tjedni tisak 66,1 24,1 9,8 71,9 19,8 8,3 68,8 26,3 5,0
Razgovori s ¢lanovima obitelji
ili prijateljima ,0 10,7 89,3 4,2 15,6 80,2 3,8 17,5 78,8
Zupanija u %
Cestoéa koristenja

[zvor informiranja Primorsko-goranska Brodsko-posavska Osjecko-baranjska

Nikada Povre- Cesto Nikada Povre- Cesto  Nikada Povre- Cesto

meno
Hrvatska televizija 1,1 28,1 70,8 8,0 14,0 78,0 5,0 18,0 77,0
Lokalne televizije 9,1 44,3 46,6 43,0 35,0 22,0 39,0 31,0 30,0
Strane TV postaje (satelitske) 25,0 46,6 28,4 65,0 19,0 16,0 79,0 12,0 9,0
Hrvatski radio 3,5 360 326 180 360 460 140 300 56,0
Druge radiopostaje 34,8 40,4 24,7 41,0 34,0 25,0 13,0 32,0 55,0
Dnevni tisak 41,1 43,3 15,6 54,0 34,0 12,0 62,0 24,0 14,0
Tjedni tisak 68,9 24,4 6,7 65,0 27,0 8,0 73,0 24,0 3,0
Razgovori s ¢lanovima obitelji
ili prijateljima ,0 2,3 97,7 4,0 12,0 84,0 0 14,1 85,9
Zupanija u %
Cestoca koristenja

Izvor informiranja Istarska Medimurska Ostalo Ukupno uzorak

Nikada Povre- Cesto Nikada Povre- Cesto Nikada Povre: Cesto Nikada Povre- Cesto

o meno meno meno

Hrvatska televizija 92 224 684 83 338 579 10,7 253 640 8,6 258 656
Lokalne televizije 34,7 378 27,6 43,5 31,5 250 28,0 30,7 41,3 34,0 348 31,2
Strane TV postaje (satelitske) 43,9 337 224 856 88 56 90,7 6,7 27 722 16,0 11,8
Hrvatski radio 21,4 449 33,7 250 375 37,5 189 51,4 29,7 250 372 378
Druge radiopostaje 33,7 40,8 255 444 287 269 427 32,0 253 37,8 341 282
Dnevni tisak 39,2 38,1 22,7 634 296 69 56,0 373 6,7 549 31,8 134
Tjedni tisak 57,1 27,6 153 759 194 46 693 280 2,7 693 238 69
Razgovori s ¢lanovima obitelji
ili prijateljima 0 175 85 37 13,0 833 27 21,3 760 22 135 843

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.



Izneseni podatci pokazuju da u rubrici “Cesto” najveéi
broj anketiranih spominje dva informacijska izvora: Hr-
vatsku televiziju i obitelj/prijateljski krug. Prvi je izvor,
poznato je, javno poduzeée kojemu je glavni posao infor-
mirati. Brojna istraiivanja ukazuju na televiziju kao naj-
uc1nkov1t1]1 javni medij, pa stoga ni broj anketiranih Ro-
ma koji je Cesto gleda]u nije posebnim 1znenaden1em No
drugi spomenuti izvor: obitelj/prijateljski krug, nije, ocito,
nikakva specijalizirana informacijska kuca. Pak, medij ko-
jim se taj krug sluZi je, naj¢eS¢e, usmeni govor. Uzme li se
u obzir razina pismenosti medu Romima nije neto¢no
pretpostaviti da je usmeni govor zacijelo i jedini medij
spomenuta kruga. Ali, unato¢ tehnic¢koj “jednostavnosti”
njegova glavnog medija, informacijski autoritet obitelji/
prijateljskog kruga je, zaklju¢ujemo li na temelju postotka
upitanih koji se na njega obracaju, na prvom mjestu. Sku-
pina anketiranih koji se “Cesto” informiraju u obiteljskom/
prijateljskom krugu je za priblizno 20% vecéa od skupine
koja se “Cesto” informira na HTV. Drukdije receno, unatoc
snazi pojedinih informacijskih poduze¢a i uporabljenih
medija, u romskim je naseobinama posebno snazan infor-
macijski autoritet obitelji/prijateljskog kruga. Posrued1 je
jedna vrst usporednog obavjes¢ivanja koje se izravno na-
slanja na moguénosti medusobne komunikacije, pretezno
licem-u-lice. Drzimo posve oditim da se informacijski au-
toritet obitelji/prijateljskog kruga ne bi udvrstio, napose
ne u konkurencm s telev1z1]sk1m profes10naln1m kuc¢ama,
da nije strukturno ovisan o autoritetu obitelji/prijateljske
mreZe 1 na drugim podru¢jima svakodnevnog Zivota. Time
se naznacuje uvid da je mreZa proSirenih obiteljskih jedi-
nica, prisutnih u pojedinoj naseobini, osnovni mehanizam
1 okvir diferenciranja naseobinskih zajednica. Mreza djelu-
je kao jedna vrst zbilje u sjeni kroz koju se prelamaju 1 “fil-
triraju” izvanjski utjecaji, u rasponu od jednostavnih oba-
vijesti do dalekoseznijih zahtjeva ili ogranicenja.

Uloga obltel]sklh/ pr1]atel]sk1h mreZa, po svojoj prilici,
nije pros1rena 1 na obveze izazivaa promjena u naseobini.
Prije ¢e biti da se njome definiraju na jasniji nafin samo
1ntegrac1]sk1 predlosci obvezujuéi za ¢lanove. Obveze izazi-
vada promjena adresna]u se na sudionike “izvana”. Na tak-
vu hipotezu upuéuju i podatci u iduéoj tablici.

Vidljivo je, uvjerljiva veéina anketiranih obveze izazi-
vada promjena/poboljsica adresira na gradsku ili opéinsku
administraciju. Promatra 1i se prakti¢no taj odgovor nije
bez temelja. Gradske 1 opcinske vlasti ionako raspolazu
novcem, tehni¢kom operativom 1 zemljistem. U usporedbi
s njihovim mogucnostima operativne sposobnosti romske
naseobinske zajednice su 1 viSe nego skromne. No, pOdS]e-
titi je, obveze pokretada pobolj$anja nisu izravno ovisne o

Ivan Rogi¢
Neke socijalnoekologijske
odrednice romskih naselja

81



Tablica 8.

Tko bi trebao biti glavni inicijator pobolj$anja kvalitete stanovanja?

Inicijator Zupanija u %
< < , £
Z 2 ]
F £ 23 sz .2 5 o
5 $E o5 5% O£% £T 0z B o i
598 g EE B2 2t 5 3 ES g8
< ] < elie] = O 7R S 9 17 = Q
N O S& £ &» @ae 08 Z p= S 5B
Op¢ina/grad 30,2 90,4 30,0 92,0 78,7 79,8 90,1 30,3 90,1 83,3
Stanovnici Cetvrti/naselja 19,8 20,0 8,0 21,3 20,2 9,9 19,7 9,9 16,2

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

Tablica 9.

Tko utjece na razvitak naselja i
uvjete Zivota?

spomenutim moguénostima. One izviru iz dubljeg kruga
“ekologijskih” obveza koje su u¢inkom jednostavne ¢inje-
nice da sama lokalna zajednica najbolje zna $to je na po-
drugju gdje zivi “Zulja” 1 kako bi trebalo predoditi glavne
likove promjena/poboljsica. Romski odgovori tu ¢injenicu
“preskacu”. Anketirani porucuju: tko ima ovlasti treba biti
1 inicijator. Zamisao o partnerstvu naseobinske zajednice 1

izvanjskih izazivaéa promjena tek je nagovijeStena.

Tko je “glavni” u naseobini? Na istom osnovnom tra-
gu je 1 razdioba odgovora dobivenih na pitanje o ustanova-
ma ili pojedincima koji utjeCu na razvitak naselja i na uvje-
te zivota u njemu. Razdioba je vidljiva na iducoj tablici.

Subjekt utjecaja

Zupanije u %

Stupanj utjecaja

Zagreb

Sisa¢ko-moslavacka

Varazdinska

Uopce ne Donekle

Izrazito Uopée ne Donekle Izrazito Uopée ne Donekle Izrazito

Drzava, vlada
Gradsko/op¢insko poglavarstvo
Stru¢njaci

Stanovnici naselja

Nevladine udruge koje promicu
ljudska prava i slobode

Romske udruge

Politicke stranke

41,9
40,2
63,5
30,0

52,5
445
74,0

34,3
30,8
27,1
39,1

273
23,6
13,0

23,8
29,0

9,4
30,9

20,2
31,8
13,0

48,2
42,9
83,3
18,9

72,8
45,3
85,2

434
45,1
16,7
58,9

23,5
45,3
12,5

8,4
12,1
0
22,2

3,7
9,5
23

46,5
49,3
78,6
19,5

63,4
48,7
87,1

39,4
33,3
17,1
45,5

26,8
28,9
7,1

14,1
17,3

43
35,1

9,9
22,4
5,7

Subjekt utjecaja

Zupanije u %

Stupanj utjecaja

Primorsko-goranska

Brodsko-posavska

Osjecko-baranjska

Uopce ne Donekle

Izrazito Uopce ne Donekle Izrazito Uopée ne Donekle Izrazito

Drzava, vlada
Gradsko/op¢insko poglavarstvo
Strué¢njaci

Stanovnici naselja

Nevladine udruge koje promicu
ljudska prava i slobode

Romske udruge

Politicke stranke

52,1
45,8
63,5
22,2

53,3
14,5
63,6

28,2
34,7
27,1
46,9

25,0
34,2
273

19,7
194

9,4
30,9

21,7
51,3
9,1

25,3
18,4
83,3
21,1

38,2
35,5
71,6

45,3
48,0
16,7
49,5

40,4
36,6
17,9

29,5
33,7

0
29,5

21,3
28,0
10,5

50,5
26,8
78,6
22,4

494
27,8
82,8

31,2
43,3
17,1
35,7

31,5
33,0
9,7

18,3
29,9

43
41,8

19,1
39,2
7,5




Tablica 9.

(nastavak)

Zupanije u %

Stupanj utjecaja

Istarska Medimurska Ostalo

Subjekt utjecaja

Ukupno uzorak

Uopce ne
Donekle
Izrazito
Uopce ne
Donekle
Izrazito
Uopce ne

Donekle

Izrazito

Uopce ne

Izrazito

Drzava, vlada 28,6 47,6 23,8 358 40,6 23,

wn

29,6 493

Gradsko/op¢insko poglavarstvo 26,1 352 38,6 28,6 48,1 233 205 46,6

Stru¢njaci 68,3 244 73 675 21,5 11,0 81,3 109

Stanovnici naselja 28,7 41,5 298 266 355 37,9 268 451

Nevladine udruge koje promic¢u

ljudska prava i slobode 482 325 193 594 29,1 11,5 735 132

Romske udruge 241 276 483 429 450 122 61,6 192

Politicke stranke 62,0 190 190 74,6 203 51 8638

59

2

—_
[

32,9
7,8
28,2

13,2
19,2
7,4

39,2
32,4
71,7
24,5

56,4
38,7
76,2

28,3
34,2
15,3

20,9
26,2

7,0
32,6

15,3
27,1
8,5

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

Po ocjeni upitanih, dvije su adrese posve rubne: stru-
¢njaci i politicke stranke. Manje od 10% anketiranih
istiCe njihov “izraziti” utjecaj. Na drugoj strani, uvjerljiva
vecina, vise od 70% anketiranih u ukupnom uzorku, tvrdi
kako u romskim naseljima stru¢njaci 1 politi¢ke stranke ne
djeluju. Prisutnost “izrazita” utjecaja hrvatske vlade istice,
priblizno 20% anketiranih, a 40% ukazuje kako on nije
jak ali je prisutan. Ne$to snazniji utjecaj od njezina imaju
u naseobinama dva, po broju anketiranih u rubrici “izrazi-
to”, podjednaka sudionika: gradsko/opc¢insko poglavar-
stvo i romske udruge. Za razliku od romskih, nevladine
udruge iz treceg, civilnog, sektora, po ocjeni anketiranih
Roma, nisu u njihovim naseobinama posebno uspjesne:
spominje ih tek 15% anketiranih u rubrici: izraziti utjeca;.
Najsnaznijim utjecajem anketirani ocjenjuju utjecaj stanov-
nika naselja. No pogleda li se preciznije razdioba odgovo-
ra u rubrici: izraziti utjecaj, u ukupnom uzorku, postaje
ocito da je glavni utjecaj razdijeljen u trokutu: stanovnici
naselja - romske udruge - gradsko/opéinsko poglavar-
stvo.

Iz predocene razdiobe moze se izvesti optimisti¢na hi-
poteza kako su stanovnici romskih naselja dosta utjecajni,
napose kada se promatraju u trokutu glavnih sudionika.
No, na drugoj strani, zbilja romskih naselja hipotezu iz-
ravno osporava. Endemska zapustenost ne moze se drzati
posebnim znakom moéi stanovnika takvih naselja. Barem
ne moc¢i potrebne za dugoro¢na 1 dubinska poboljsanja. U
osnovi, nisu neto¢ne ni jedna ni druga tvrdnja. Romski su
stanovnici za zbilja utjecajni, vise nego 1 jedan drugi sudio-
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Tablica 10.

Sto sama zajednica u naselju
moze uciniti za poboljsanje
naselja?

nik u naselju. Ali je, na drugoj strani, domasaj toga utjeca-
ja ograni¢en na “krpanje” rupa po pejsazu zapustenosti.
Druk¢ije re¢eno, oni su utjecajni, ali bez modéi i sposob-
nosti “proizvodnje” naseljskog razvitka. Zato su 1 pri-
pravni, vidjelo se, obveze izazivanja lokalnog razvitka adre-
sirati na sudionike izvana, najprije na gradsko/op¢insko
poglavarstvo, a rubno i1 na romske udruge.

Sto moze zajednica? Odgovor na to pitanje nalazi se
na iducoj tablici.

Zupanije u %

< < s
L 5 i o o ©
Moguénosti zajednice N K 2 g &5 - 5 °
’ : 5 825 3 BE Z%¢ 2% £ E o &
D% % EEiiiE o5 3 B
N O FF £ £% 9 845 % p= & B3
Sudjelovati u poslovima
uredivanja, ¢iS¢enja naselja,
odvoZenja smeca i sl. 134 438 325 10,0 340 280 0 300 427 259
Davati prijedloge/savjete/
inicijative 9 0 1,3 ,0 0 1,0 9,2 1,0 1,3 1,5
Biti radna snaga u akcijama 2,7 3,1 1,3 18,9 ,0 7,0 ,0 5,0 ,0 4,3
Ulagati u $kolovanje 3,6 1,0 1,3 0 2,0 0 0 6,9 1,3 2,5
Sudjelovati u izgradivanju 1
odrzavanju komunalne
infrastrukture 1,8 18,7 8,8 11,1 3,0 0 0 5,1 12,0 6,2
Nidta 89 115 150 56 160 150 2,0 65 107 96
Poboljsati meduljudske odnose,
financijski se pomagati 18,8 1,0 7,6 13,3 6,0 10,0 7,1 5,0 1,3 7,7
Uloziti u otvaranje nekog
objekta (trgovackog, usluznog,
zabavnog) 9 3,1 1,3 0 2,0 2,0 0 5 0 1,0

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.
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Razdioba odgovora pokazuje da, po ocjenama anketi-
ranih, sama naseobinska zajednica mozZe prihvatiti tek ru-
bne poslove, kakvi su odvoz smeéa, ¢i$cenje, uredivanje, 1
sli¢ni. Uoditi je da je na drugom mjestu po broju anketira-
nih odgovor: nista; zajednica ne moze udiniti nista. Posve
su rubne skupine anketiranih koji isticu moguénosti po-
duzetni¢kog ponasanja, ili izgradivanja unutradnje solidar-
nosti izmedu stanovnika naselja, ili dugoro¢nog ulaganja
u $kolovanje. Nije tesko uociti kako je dobivena razdioba
sukladna profesionalnom potencijalu romske populacije
koja u anketiranim naseobinama Zivi. Promatraju li se iz
te perspektive, odgovorima se ne moZe zanijekati stanovita
“realisti¢nost”. No, na drugoj strani, takva zajednica, vidje-
lo se, ima nemali integracijski autoritet. Nesukladnost iz-
medu razvojne nesposobnosti 1 integracijskog autoriteta je



odve¢ ocita a da bi bila tek rubnom ¢injenicom. Za njezi-
no obja$njenje ne raspolazemo pouzdanom empirijskom
gradom. Zato se ograni¢ujemo na hipotezu koju podupiru
samo nesustavni uvidi. Po toj hipotezi, veli¢ina spomenute
nesukladnosti je izravnim pokazateljem snage romske pa-
razitske elite koja nadzire glavne integracijske obrasce rom-
skih skupina. Na jednoj strani, ona (elita), dramatizira
romsku nesposobnost za profesionalnu samoizgradnju 1 za
kolektivni razvitak. Zahvaljujuéi tomu, uspjesno crpi,
premda ogranidene, sistemske izvore socijalne pomoéi rub-
nim skupinama. K tomu, izravno nadzire 1 “sive” djelatno-
sti, kakve su trapulanje, prosjalenje 1 sli¢ne, gdje se “za-
posljavaju” pretezno Zene i djeca. Na drugoj strani, drama-
tizira “iznutra” pitanja o autoritetu i time $iri moguénosti
nadzora integracijskih predloZaka ¢lanova romske zajedni-
ce. Koliko je vidljivo, ta je parazitska elita glavnom za-
prekom iznutra, nuznoj modernizaciji romskog nacina
zivota. Kao 1 sve srodne modernizacijske zgode 1 ova nu-
7no odpoc¢imlje premje$tanjem vrijednosti naobrazbe/sko-
lovanja mladih ¢lanova na mjesto - samosvrhe. Bezuvjet-
nost ulaganja u naobrazbu na taj nadin postaje uporiste re-
konstrukcije ostalih temeljnih ciljeva skupine, i njezinih
Zivotnih stilova.

Na istom su tragu 1 idude dvije tablice. Korisno je upo-
zoriti da postotak onih koji su sudjelovali u poslovima na
uredenju naselja pokazuje kako je u naseljskim skupinama
iznadpolovi¢na vedina pripravna raditi na boljitku naselja.
Taj se podatak ne slaze najbolje s pesimisti¢nim ocjenama
kako zajednica ne mozZe sama udiniti bogzna $to. Zamijeni
li se, pak, prije spomenuta, parazitska elita poduzetni¢ckom,
koja se izravnije orijentira potrebom za naobrazbom, kom-
petencijom 1 uc¢inkovito§u, prije spomenuti postotak posta-
je 1 vide nego korisnim pokazateljem granica razvojne mobi-

Tablica 1.

Ivan Rogi¢
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odrednice romskih naselja

Akcija uredenja naselja u

lizacije romske skupine. Barem na komunalnoj razini. proglost
Zupanije u %
2 2 Z
.. 5 ) < &
Akcije . § | 22 558 4 - 3 °
£ 2= B c5i& 2§ £z = E o B
B g6 £ ES B3% gg & 3 s =5
N S§& 5 &% a8 O0f 3 p= S b=
Uredivanje, ¢i$¢enje naselja,
odvozenje smeca 26,3 47,9 48,8 38,9 76,0 57,0 224 34,6 49,3 43,1
Izgradivanje 1 odrzavanje
prometne infrastrukture 5,4 2,1 1,3 322 1,0 2,0 1,0 4,1 ,0 53
Deratizacija 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,9 0 R
Gradnja kuca 3,6 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 K
Kopanje kanala za struju, vodu 0 11,4 0 4,4 0 1,0 1,0 1,4 0 2,1

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.



Tablica 12.

Jesu li ispitanici sudjelovali u akcijama uredenja naselja?

Sudjelovanje

Zupanije u %

< ] , ]
=4 = 7]
N T B - B T g °
e S & < 52 2% £-2 2 g ° g
v 0 3 N g & - 3 0= 4] ) = g‘ s
&b s Q 5 g5 <] B! s < % =
N & & S £% me O9 R = o S 3
Ne 48,0 31,1 31,7 35,9 32,6 48,9 87,2 35,3 43,4 43,3
Da 52,0 68,9 68,3 64,1 67,4 51,1 12,8 64,7 56,6 56,7

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

Tablica 13.

Zavicajno samooznacivanje

Obzor zavicajnosti. Uvjerljiva ve¢ina upitanih, 92,3%,
drZi sebe u naseljima gdje Zive zavi¢ajnim, “domaéim” su-
dionicima. Cinjenica da je mnoZina naselja nastala na
uzurpiranu, pretezno gradskom ili opéinskom zemljistu,
te da zbiljska povijest veceg broja romskih naselja nije
duza od cetrdesetak godina, koliko je vidljivo, ne utjede na
zavi¢ajno samooznadivanje. Kako je s tim vidljivo je na
1ducoj tablici.

Zupanije u %

< < ) =
2 = 2
.8 & % £ 8.8 S £ 5 o
e Sk 5 52 %%¢ £2 £ £ ° g
[ 0 @ N g s o g 0= 2 5 = g‘ I
& 22 g £g £8 =3 g g Z £ g
N 5 & = £&® @ O 2 = o) 5 3
Domaéim 91,8 96,9 95,0 92,2 88,0 94,0 74,5 98,1 94,7 92,3
Dogljakom 8,2 3,1 5,0 7.8 12,0 6,0 25,5 1,9 53 7.7

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.
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Nije taj nalaz atipi¢an. Nakon nekoliko migracijskih
valova na hrptu (paleo)industrijskog optimizma obzor za-
vifajnosti nije strogo ovisan o mjestu rodenja. Ovisan je,
ponajprije, 0 mjestu Zivotnog investiranja 1 mjestu akumu-
lacije uspjeha. Ima li se u vidu dnevna kakvoca Zivota u
romskim naseljima razloZno je pretpostaviti kako ona ne
ucvréuje zavicajnu identifikaciju. No, ocito je, ¢injenice
su joj protivne. Anketirani Romi izvje$¢uju o oblikovanoj
zavicajnoj svijesti. Na to, dodatno, ukazuje i razdioba po-
dataka na iducoj tablici.

Op¢enito receno, koliko je mjesto (eventualne) selidbe
dalje od mjesta sada$njeg boravka toliko je broj pripravnih
na selidbu manji. Na promjenu adrese u okvirima istog
naselja pripravan je, grubo receno, svaki drugi upitani.
Na promjenu mjesta u okviru iste regije pripravnih je ve¢
manje, priblizno 40%. Udio pripravnih na promjenu adre-
se u okvirima Hrvatske 1 inozemstva priblizno je jednak,



Tablica 14.

Pripravnost na promjenu mjesta boravka radi poboljsanja uvjeta Zivota

Stupanj pripravnosti na promjenu mjesta boravka u %

Preseliti se u drugo
myjesto ili grad
unutar regije

Preseliti se u drugu
Cetvrt ili na drugu
lokaciju u mjestu

Preseliti se u drugu
regiju u Hrvatskoj

Preseliti se u
drugu drzavu

Zupanije

Nespreman
Neodluc¢an
Spreman

Nespreman
Neodluc¢an
Spreman

Nespreman
Neodluc¢an

Nespreman
Neodlu¢an

Zagreb 29,1 9
333 43
39,7 3,8 56,4
24,7 10,1 65,2
589 84 326
46,5 8,1 455
38,1 52 56,7
427 19 554
52,0 4,0 44,0
40,6 47 547
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75,0
83,9
63,9
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708 9.4
78,0 42
827 13
738 49
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Brodsko-posavska
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51,0 9,0
49,5 113
493 33
653 27
52,1 67

Osjecko-baranjska
Istarska
Medimurska
Ostalo

Ukupno uzorak
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90,0
89,7
54,1
650 2,0
755 92
874 0
947 0 53
80,1 24 175
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42,9
33,0
153
12,6

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

varira oko 20%. Dakle, premda je Zivot u naseljima gdje
Zive pretezno odreden endemskom bijedom i komunal-
nom zapusteno$¢u, anketirani Romi nisu vecéinski pri-
pravni na selidbe radi povoljnijih Zivotnih uvjeta, osim u
granicama istog naselja. Ta ih ¢injenica posredno osvjet-
ljuje 1 pridjevom: realisti¢na skupina. Jer njihova profe-
sionalna kompetencija 1 ukupna naobrazba odveé su os-
kudne za uspjesnu konkurenciju na trziStu radnih skupi-
na. Zgoljna promjena mjesta boravka ne stavlja im u iz
gled osjetna poboljanja. No, na drugoj strani, “realisti-
¢nost” se moze tumaciti djelomi¢no 1 kao otisak Zivotnih
stilova $to ga oblikuju 1 nadziru u romskim zajednicama
prije spomenute parazitske elite. Budu¢i da je njima naj-
veéi praktiéni domasaj rentiranje bijede, potraga za bo-
ljim Zivotnim izgledima implicira odvajanje od toga, pa-
radoksalno receno, glavnog razvojnog dobra. Nastaje je-
dna vrst zatvorenog, iznutra samoizazivajuceg kruga. Bije-
da je nuZna eda bi se, radi nje, ubirala potpora, “renta”.
Pak, “renta” se tros$i na - uklanjanje bijede. No, buduéi da
je bijeda izvor zarade njezino “uklanjanje” mora se dugo-
ro¢no nadzirati kako se korijenski za zbilja ne bi 1 ukloni-
la. Dakle, potpore moraju proizvesti, osim privremenih
olaksanja - 1 nove likove bijede. U takvu kontekstu aktiv-
no teritorijalno ponasanje jednostavno nije racionalnim
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ponasanjem. Ono implicira temeljnu modernizaciju rom-
skog nacina Zivota. Nije ni potrebno upozoriti da se ona
uspjesno 1 na dugoroénu korist romske zajednice moze
oblikovati samo izvan skiciranog predloska.

Sli¢ne uvide nudi i razdioba podataka na iducoj tablici.

Zupanija u %

< 5 <
5 - e} < 4
Selidba 5 § = + % 5.8 5 - 5 °
2 22 ¥ ¢cg Z: <85 4 E 2o &%
» 3¢ £ Ef B 2f£ 5§ B § E¢
P = 7] S 173
S SF f £ 48 04 =2 = O BB
U drugi dio grada/sela 9 52 6,3 3,4 1,0 5,0 7,1 7,4 5,5 49
U drugo naselje na podru¢ju
Zupanije 6,3 1,0 11,3 ,0 ,0 3,0 1,0 5,6 4,1 3,7
U neki drugi dio Hrvatske 1,8 K 0 0 0 0 1,0 5 0 A4
U inozemstvo 9 ,0 ,0 1,1 7,0 4,0 3,1 ) ,0 1,8

Namjeravam se preseliti ali jo§
ne znam kamo

Ne namjeravam se seliti

9,8 104 63 236 13,0 8,0 184 120 2,7 11,8
80,4 833 763 71,9 790 80,0 694 741 87,7 774

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

Tablica I5.

Planira li se u skoroj
buduénosti promjena mjesta
stanovanja?

Tablica 16.

Koliko ¢e djece, po ocjeni
anketiranih, ostati Zivjeti u
istom naselju?

Romi, suprotno uvrijeZenoj slici, nisu nomadi. Ba-
rem nisu Romi - stanovnici sada$njih romskih naseobina,
gdje je obavljeno anketiranje. Manjak izgleda u nadmeta-
nju s drugim skupinama po profesionalnoj kompetenciji 1
naobrazbi nadmo¢nijima, te strukturna ovisnost o renti-
ranju bijede u naseljima gdje jesu, odreduju im osobnu
kartu rezervatske skupine. Nije vjerojatno da se taj fatalni
poloZaj moZe promijeniti bez modernizacije romskih Zi-
votnih stilova. Obvezujuce $kolovanje/naobrazba mladeg
narastaja, ve¢ je naznaceno, prva je, i zacijelo nulta pro-
mjena u buduéem nizu.

Razdioba odgovora na iducoj tablici pokazuje da se
prije skicirani uvid polako uvla¢i 1 u iskustvo samih Roma.
Premda najveca skupina, s, priblizno, 40% anketiranih, drzi

Ocjena Zupanija u %
< < ) g
= Z %
8 g % S &8 & £ 5 o
- o8 58 %% =& £ g o g
[ 0 2 N g8 TE 0= 4] =t = g‘ I
& g 2 5 58 938 o= 8 o 3 = Q
N O#E F % a8 08 2 = O DB
Vjerujem da ¢e ostati 42,0 42,7 31,6 472 430 240 51,0 28,7 533 38,7
Mislim da ¢e se odseliti 14,3 10,4 29,1 27,0 6,0 23,0 14,6 273 9,3 18,9
Vec se je jedno ili vise djece
odselilo 3,6 3,1 1,3 1,1 ,0 8,0 4,2 6,5 2,7 3,8

Ne znam, ne mogu ocijeniti

Nemam djece

33,0 41,7 291 180 320 36,0 198 343 320 313
7,1 2,1 8,9 6,7 19,0 9,0 104 3,2 2,7 7,3

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.



kako ¢e 1 njihova djeca ostati Zivjeti u istom naselju, svaki
peti istie kako ¢e otici, ako nisu veé i otiSla, a svaki tre¢i
dvoji pa se usteZe i zaklanja odgovorom: ne znam.

Uoditi je da je udio anketiranih koji drze kako djeca
nece odseliti veéi u Zupanijama gdje su ukupni razvojni iz-
gledi vedi/raznovrsniji. Drukéije receno, tamo gdje su 1
moguénosti modernizacije, barem na nacelnoj razini, vece
1 pristupa¢nije mladim Romima, razlozno je ocekivati 1
vecu brojnost mladih. Na istom tragu, na tragu obvezu-
juée modernizacije romskog nadina Zivota, zacijelo treba
oblikovati 1 nove predloske njihove integracije u hrvatsko
drustvo. Postoje¢i model je bez izgleda.

Ivan Rogi¢
Neke socijalnoekologijske
odrednice romskih naselja
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Kao $to nema jedinstvenog oblika obitelji, tako nema ni
njezine jedinstvene definicije. Osobito se to odnosi na su-
vremenu obitelj, iako je i u pro$losti bilo mnogo njezinih
oblika. U nekim drus$tvima jo$ je uvijek temeljna jedinica,
u nekima ju je individualizam potisnuo u drugi plan.

Koliko god se mijenjala obitelj, definicije, drutveni
poredci, neposredna drustvena okolina, romsko je drustvo
zadrzalo obitelj kao temeljnu (i) organizacijsku jedinicu.
Dakle, osim §to predstavlja emocionalnu i socijalnu zajed-
nicu roditelja i djece te drugih uZih rodaka, romska obitel;
ostaje, kao i dosad, temelj romske drustvene organizacije.
Po tome su se Romi razlikovali od drugih lutajué¢ih skupi-
na. Mozda upravo u snazi oéuvane tradicionalne obitelji,
osobito veéine njezinih funkcija (medu njima i odgojne i
obrazovne), leze 1 neke “zadr$ke” prema integraciji Roma
u veéinsko dru$tvo. Obitelj je na taj nacin ocuvala visok
stupanj autonomije, samostalnosti, ¢ak i ekonomske, uza
svu visoku ukljucenost osobito u sustave socijalne skrbi.
Dakle, i kad se siromastvo pojavljuje kao jedan od nosivih
sociokulturnih elemenata romskoga (samo)identiteta, obi-
telj uspijeva oluvati svoj tradicionalni utjecaj. Ili mozda
upravo zato. Kao 1 u drugim socijalnim sredinama, obitelj
se mijenja, ostaje emotivna veza ¢lanova, ali ona se moze
ostvariti 1 “na daljinu”. Ono $to ¢lanove drZi na okupu
mozda je vise ekonomska meduzavisnost. Cini se da je kod
Roma na djelu svojevrsna prilagodba gospodarskib aktivnosti i
izvora prihoda do granice koja ne narusava postojeci obiteljski
sustav. Odabiru se aktivnosti u koje ¢e se ukljuciti $to vecéi
broj ¢lanova obitelji, od najmladih do najstarijih, kao 1
Zene. Ovu hipotezu, zbog njezine vjerojatnosti, treba imati
na umu kad se planiraju mjere za pobolj$anje kvalitete
Zivota romske populacije.

K tomu valja dodati da Romi vole Zivjeti u velikim
obiteljima s puno djece. Vole se druziti, pa veliku vaznost
pridaju upravo obiteljskim sveanostima, poput vjenéanja,
kritenja, pogreba. Istrazivaci se slazu u tome da je kuca

Uvod
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Veli¢ina kuc¢anstava

Tablica |.

Kucanstva prema broju
¢lanova (%)

(kod sedentarnih Roma) jedina tocka stabilnosti, mjesto na
kojem se obitelj sastaje (Coupry, 1999.). PoZeljno je da 1
neposredna socijalna sredina, vanjski prostor, pripada ro-
dacima.

Velika obitelj gotovo je pravilo u romskoj tradiciji. Neki
autori smatraju da je velik broj djece ostatak iz vremena
kad je mortalitet djece bio visok. I u Hrvatskoj je romska
obitelj brojna, vjerojatno prosje¢no najbrojnija, iako valja
uoditi da ju je zahvatio proces nuklearizacije, svodenja na
bra¢ni par s djecom. Naime, ve¢ tre¢ina kuc¢anstava ima do
4 ¢lana. Razlike se pokazuju po Zupanijama.

Najmanje malih kuéanstava nalazimo u Istarskoj Zu-
paniji (samo 17,3%). Vrlo je blizu podatak iz Primorsko-
-goranske Zupanije (18,8%). Oko prosjeka su Brodsko-po-
savska (29,0%), Varazdinska (32,6%) i Medimurska Zupanija
(32,8%). Natprosje¢nu zastupljenost malih kucanstava (do
4 ¢lana) nalazimo u Sisa¢ko-moslavackoj Zupaniji (36,4%),
Zagrebu 1 okolici (38,4%) i daleko najveéu u Osjecko-ba-
ranjskoj Zupaniji (57,0%).

s £ . £

o3} 5 ] , < &
Broj s &E . E 3 Z 2 2 2 3 g o S
¢lanova 350 é% 'S g § ‘(‘g 5 '8 § g 5 = %‘g

3 =] = S o = 8 5] 5 &

§ 8§ £ £%888d5 2 =5 S 53
1 ¢lan 2,7 1,0 1,3 2,2 5,0 4,0 0,0 1,4 4,0 2,3
2 ¢lana 5,4 9,4 10,0 1,1 6,0 19,0 5,1 8,3 6,7 8,0
3 dana 98 125 63 122 40 11,0 51 83 120 89
4 ¢ana 20,5 13,5 15,0 3,3 14,0 23,0 7,1 148 16,0 144

5¢&anova 16,1 219 13,8 189 120 170 265 157 173 175
6 danova 17,0 17,7 88 233 240 120 71 120 133 148
7 danova 11,6 11,5 188 189 150 3,0 153 148 160 13,8

8 ¢lanova
1 vise 16,9 12,5 26,3 19,9 20,0 11,0 33,6 24,6 14,6 20,5

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

Lako je i8¢itati one druge pokazatelje - o brojnim obi-
teljima 1 Zupanijama u kojima su zastupljene u manjoj ili
vecoj mjerl.

Kvalitativan sastav kuéanstava
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Podatci o kvalitativnom sastavu kucanstva pokazuju da se
proces smanjivanja obitelji do razine bra¢noga para s neu-
danom ili neoZenjenom djecom veé “uselio” u romsku sre-



dinu. Gotovo 53% ispitanih kucanstava upravo ¢ine takve
obitelji. Ovaj proces zahvatio je manji broj romskih obitelji
u Osjecko-baranjskoj Zupaniji (ondje ih je 37,8%), Istarskoj
(samo 38,7%) te u Zagrebu i Zagrebac¢koj Zupaniji, u kojoj
ih je 42,3%. U ostalim “romskijim” Zupanijama njihov je
udiolmnogo ve¢i (do 71,2% u Primorsko-goranskoj Zupa-
niji).

< < , =
ISR 2
. )§ £ 'T% £ 68 4 % « ! o
5 25 38 Se<gxe 2 E o £
= 50 @ = E 3 o g o = 5 < 5 =
S o 5 E o © 3 'z a s o] P 8
N 38 f £92sa04 2 = O DE
Samacka
domacéinstva 27 21 1,3 35 51 163 1,1 52 4,1 48
Bra¢ni parovi
bez djece 45 53 7.6 24 40 102 22 66 55 55

Bra¢ni parovi s
neoZenjenom/ne
udanom djecom 42,3 46,3 67,1 71,8 62,6 378 38,7 559 56,2 52,9

Deficijentna
jednoobiteljska
domacinstva 99 53 101 82 3,0 11,2 161 61 27 79

“Potpuna”

vi$eobiteljska

domadinstva 10,8 10,5 13 10,6 10,1 194 97 47 82 91
Deficijentna

vi$eobiteljska

domacéinstva 63 1,1 51 00 51 31 323 38 14 62
Ostala

vi$eobiteljska
domacinstva 234 295 76 35 101 20 0,0 178 21,9 13,6

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

Ostalih tipova kucanstava ima malo. Naglagavamo
podatak da je zanemariv udio samackih kuéanstava (naj-
veli je u Osje¢ko-baranjskoj Zupaniji - 16,3%, a najmanji u
Istarskoj - 1,1%) i da je vrlo malo braénih parova bez dje-
ce (opet ih je najviSe u Osjecko-baranjskoj, a najmanje u
Istarskoj Zupaniji). Nesto je veéi broj potpunih vieobi-
teljskih kuc¢anstava (najmanje dva bra¢na para, s djecom ili
bez djece) te ostalih viSeobiteljskih kucanstava (koje ne
moraju uvijek biti u blizem ili ikakvom srodstvu).

Deficijentna viSeobiteljska kucanstva (manjka barem
jedan bra¢ni partner od najmanje dva bra¢na para u
kucanstvu) zabiljeZena su u vecem broju samo u Istarskoj
Zupaniji. Jedan od razloga i inale maloga broja vieobi-
teljskih kuc¢anstava u romskoj populaciji mozemo pripisati
1 relativno malom broju starijih Roma.

Maja Stambuk

Obiljezja romskih obitelji —

Tablica 2.

kucanstava

Kucanstva prema kvalitativnom

sastavu (%)
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Sastav kuéanstava po spolu
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Tablica 3.

Kucanstva prema broju
Zenskih ¢lanova (%)

Tablica 4.

Kucanstva prema broju
muskih ¢lanova (%)
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Bez
Zenskih

danova 3,6 1,0 13 22 30 20 00 18 00 18
1 223 229 250 144 180 380 7,1 198 267 213
2 223 260 125 244 290 290 337 267 30,7 262
3 241 27,1 238 244 210 160 23,5 240 293 236
4ivise 27,7 229 37,7 345 290 150 358 21,6 27,6 27,1
Ukupno 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

I inale su rijetka kucanstva bez Zenskih ¢lanova, pa ih
ne ocekujemo u ve¢em broju ni medu Romima, osobito
kad imamo na umu da su romska kucanstva natprosje¢no
velika 1 da je medu njima zanemariv broj samackih. (A i
samacka su pretezno Zenska u veéini populacija.)
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¢lanova 1,8 1,0 1,3 22 30 70 1,0 28 53 28
1 12,5 17,7 263 10,0 13,0 200 92 147 14,7 15,1
2 28,6 344 27,5 16,7 280 340 28,6 263 253 27,7
3 339 281 188 378 21,0 27,0 194 203 240 25,1
4ivise 233 187 264 333 350 12,0 418 360 30,6 292
Ukupno 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

U Osjecko-baranjskoj Zupaniji najveéi je udio kucan-
stava bez muskih ¢lanova. Podsje¢amo na vrlo visok udio
samackih kuéanstava upravo (i jedino) u ovoj Zupaniji. I
inafe ova Zupanija, sa svojim autohtonim romskim sta-
novni$tvom, pokazuje vise sli¢nosti s ve¢inskom populaci-
jom. Detaljnija analiza zacijelo bi to dokazala i na uspo-
rednoj analizi drugih sociodemografskih obiljezja.



Sastav kuéanstava po starosti

Romska je populacija mlada. Tomu su najmanje dva razlo-

ga:

1. rada se veéi broj djece (u odnosu na veéinsku populaci-
ju) 1

2. zivotna dob romskoga stanovni$tva kraca je od dobi
okolne populacije.

Zbog ciljeva ovog istraZivanja valja naglasiti upravo
ovu ¢injenicu. Naime, 1 bez ispitivanja zdravstvenoga sta-
nja populacije, odlaska lije¢niku, obuhvacenosti djece ci-
jeplienjem te ispitivanja razine higijene u svakodnevnom
Zivotu, specifi¢nosti radnih aktivnosti, kvalitete prehrane,
higijenskih navika i sl. ne moZe se ne spomenuti i stambe-
ne uvjete u kojima zive Romi, kao 1 opremljenost stanova
1 naselja tehni¢kim 1 socijalnim infrastrukturnim elementi-
ma, $to su vazni (a manjkavi) preduvjeti za dulji Zivotni vi-
jek. Stoga podatci o velikom broju mladih, neSto manje
onih u aktivnoj dobi, i gotovo odsutnost starijih od 60 go-
dina u istrazivanim kucanstvima jasno pokazuje opéu vrlo
slozenu sliku romske populacije.®

Kao i drugdje, i ovdje se pokazuje kako se gotovo ze
moguce istrazivacki odmaknuti od spomenute romske slike siro-
mastva i koncentrirati se na jedan (zadani) problem. Kad je ri-
je¢ 0 ovoj populaciji, doista je sve povezano 1 posve je pro-
maseno traziti rjeSenje u jednom segmentu kvalitete Zivota,
kako istrazivacki, tako 1 na razini aktivnoga sudjelovanja u
pobolj$anju Zivota Roma.

Vratimo se podatcima 1 njihovim eventualnim varija-
cijama, ovisno o Zupanijama. Najvise je kucanstava s naj-
visSe mladih ¢lanova, do 18 godina (4 1 vide). Ova kuéan-
stva daleko su najbrojnija u Medimurskoj 1 Varazdinskoj
Zupaniji (46,1 1 43,9%). Kucanstava bez mladih do 18 go-
dina najvide je u strukturi kuéanstava u Osje¢ko-baranjskoj
zupaniji (32,0%), a potom u Brodsko-posavskoj (22,0%) te
u Sisac¢ko-moslavackoj Zupaniji (14,6%). Valja primijetiti
da je rije¢ o prostorima koji su najteze stradali u Domo-
vinskom ratu. Finija analiza sigurno bi otkrila 1 druge raz-
loge. Kako bilo, ova su kucanstva, upravo zbog manjega
broja mladih u njima, ujedno i najstarija romska kucan-
stva u Hrvatsko;.

Najvide je kucanstava sa dva ¢lana u najaktivnijoj do-
bi, izmedu 19 i 59 godina: takvih je 60,5%. Iznad prosjeka
takvih je kuc¢anstava u Sisac¢ko-moslavackoj Zupaniji, Medi-
murskoj, Varazdinskoj i Osjecko-baranjskoj Zupaniji. Ku-
¢anstava s ve¢im brojem ¢lanova u ovoj dobi (4 1 vise) naj-
vide je u Istarskoj, Primorsko-goranskoj, Brodsko-posavskoj
Zupaniji, potom u Zagrebu 1 Zagrebackoj Zupaniji.
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Tablica 5.

Kucanstva prema broju
¢lanova do 18 godina (%)

Tablica 6.

Kucanstva prema broju
¢lanova starih izmedu
191 59 godina (%)

Tablica 7.

Kucanstva prema broju
¢lanova starijih od
60 godina (%)
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¢lanova 134 14,6 10,0 10,0 22,0 32,0 82 11,5 133 148
1 18,8 18,8 7,5 16,7 90 13,0 173 11,5 12,0 13,7
2 259 104 250 144 17,0 250 12,2 14,7 20,0 17,9
3 179 208 13,8 222 150 140 245 161 227 182
divise 24,1 354 439 366 370 160 37,6 461 32,0 355
Ukupno 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0
Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.
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¢lanova 3,6 3,1 7,5 33 4,0 9,0 0,0 5,1 53 4,5
1 4,5 4,2 7,5 8,9 3,0 4,0 1,0 8,8 53 5,6
2 545 698 67,5 444 50,0 63,0 48,0 687 733 60,5
3 143 146 113 11,1 11,0 130 122 97 53 114
4ivide 232 8,3 6,3 322 320 11,0 387 78 10,6 17,9
Ukupno 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

Uglavnom je rije¢ o bogatijim Zupanijama, s ve¢om
ponudom radnih mjesta 1 drugih pogodnosti za istraziva-
nu populaciju.

Zavr$avajuéi ovaj kratki pregled starosne strukture
romskih domacdinstava, s pogledom na starije od 60 godi-
na, kazimo jo$ jednom da su stariji Romi rijetkost. Samo
u 11,2% kucanstava u uzorku nalazi se (najéesce) jedan
¢lan koji je stariji od 60 godina. Razlike medu Zupanijama
nisu, prema ovom pokazatelju, velike.
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¢lanova 82,1 90,6 90,0 93,3 850 830 867 922 960 3833
1 ¢lan 7,1 5,2 6,3 4,4 13,0 8,0 8,2 6,0 4,0 6,9
21ivise 10,7 4,2 3,8 2,2 2,0 9,0 5,1 1,8 0,0 4,2
Ukupno 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.



Najvise kucanstava s ¢lanovima koji su stariji od 60
godina ima u Zagrebu, Osje¢ko-baranjskoj i Brodsko-po-
savskoj Zupaniji. Manje nego drugdje ima ih u Primor-
sko-goranskoj i Medimurskoj Zupaniji.

Sociogospodarska obiljezja

Mnogi ¢e pomisliti da Romi ni$ta ne rade i da “Zive od

zraka”. To¢no je da je medu njima malo zaposlenih na

tzv. stalnim radnim mjestima, s to¢no odredenim radnim
vremenom. Moze ih se vidjeti u svako doba dana na ulici.

Medutim, nije to¢no da ne rade. Cesto se ti poslovi ne

obavljaju u mjestu stanovanja, izvan su standardnoga rad-

nog vremena i na nestandardnim lokacijama. Danas se oni

u pravilu razlikuju od tradicionalnih. Tradicionalna socio-

profesionalna struktura obuhvacala je:

1. razne obrtnike (izradivadi i “serviseri” metalnoga po-
suda 1li kotlari, o$tra¢i nozeva, popravlja¢i kisobrana,
kosaras$i, pletadi proizvoda od slame, vrbova pruda i sl.)

2. glazbenike, plesace

3. uzgajivade konja; neki se jos sjecaju dresiranih medvjeda
koje su Romi pokazivali na sajmovima.

Istraziva¢i Roma uglavnom se slazu da su moderniza-
cijski procesi u okolnom ve¢inskom drustvu (treba naglasi-
ti industrijalizaciju i znadenje obrazovanja) stvarali sve vece
razlike na socioprofesionalnoj razini izmedu Roma 1 ve-
¢inskih naroda. Slabi interes za njihove usluge i proizvode,
a oni sami nisu se na vrijeme i uspjeSno “prekvalificirali”.
Dakle, tradicionalni obrti postupno izumiru (barem je ta-
ko u Hrvatskoj), mnogi Romi napustaju donedavno domi-
nantan nomadski nacin Zivota. Ostaje snaZan utjecaj tradi-
cije na svim podrudjima Zivota, ali neprilagodba na nova
vremena dodatno drustveno, kulturno 1 gospodarski ugro-
7ava romske skupine (Stambuk, 2000.).

Danasnje radne aktivnosti malo duguju tradiciji. Ri-
jetko se susre¢u stari obrti. Mnogi se bave:

1. prikupljanjem 1 prodajom sekundarnih sirovina (metal,
krpe)

2. neki se bave trgovinom (Cesto na rubu $verca), ali ne u
svojim trgovinama, nego na sajmovima u blizoj 1 daljoj
okolici

3. Jjeti su mnogi u turisti¢kim podruéjima (na moru), gdje
prodaju suvenire.

Vjerojatno je 1 promjena tradicionalnih zanimanja ko-
ja su pretpostavljala kretanje za korisnicima usluga jedan
od razloga sedentarizacije.

Uobicajenu klasifikaciju stanovni$tva na aktivne, uz-
drzavane 1 osobe s osobnim prihodom primijenili smo 1
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na c¢lanove romskoga kucanstva. Aktivni su ¢lanovi oni
koji se bave nekim zanimanjem i tim radom zaraduju. Pre-
ma definiciji, to su 1 oni koji rade, a ne primaju placu, te
oni koji privremeno ne rade iz razlic¢itih razloga (nezapo-
sleni, na lijecenju, na odsluZenju vojnoga roka i sl.). Dakle,
aktivnost se odnosi na profesionalni status pojedinca (bilo
da radi ili traZi posao) (Stambuk, 2000.).

S obzirom na nisku razinu $kolske naobrazbe 1 nisku
stru¢nu kompetenciju romskoga stanovni$tva, unutar ove
populacije nezaposlenost je visoka, ali je 1 velika ra$irenost
sporadi¢nih, povremenih, sezonskih aktivnosti koje dono-
se neki prihod. I vrstu aktivnosti i eventualnu visinu pri-
hoda vrlo je tesko ustanoviti ovakvim tipom istrazivanja,
jer se istraziva¢ uzda jedino u iskrenost ispitanika. A ona
je upitna kad je rije¢ o ovim podatcima. Ovo se odnosi 1
na druge ispitivane populacije.

Povremeno se u rad ukljucuju i inace neaktivni ¢lano-
vi populacije, domacdice 1 djeca. Ovaj dio aktivnosti gotovo
se 1 ne moze preciznije ustanoviti. Relativno je radireno
ukljuc¢ivanje 1 djece, pa 1 one mlade, u neke njima primje-
rene poslove. Medutim, tesko je dobiti to¢an uvid u opseg
njihove aktivnosti 1 eventualne zarade.

Utoliko bismo za podatke koje iznosimo mogli reci
da su vise ilustrativni nego precizni.

Aktivni danovi

Sredis$nji problem romskoga stanovni$tva jest neobrazova-
nost. O ¢emu god da se u vezi s njima govori, planira, or-
ganizira, ¢ovjek se uvijek mora suoditi s ovim problemom.
Mnogi Romi svjesni su toga problema, ali rijetki su oni
koji mogu do kraja prihvatiti zahtjev da djecu $alju osam
godina u Skolu, a da ona, nakon zavrSene osnovne skole,
zapravo nemaju nikakvo stru¢no obrazovanje. StjeCe se do-
jam da sve moze biti razlog za nepohadanje $kole 1 da je
sve vaznije od $kole.’

Stanje je trajno alarmantno. S jedne strane, traZe se
najbolja rjeSenja, a na kraju sve se zavr$i na socijalnoj po-
modi. Sredstva se potroSe, a moguca trajnija rjeSenja uvijek
su na pocetku. Temeljno pitanje, pitanje svib pitanja romskoga
stanovnistva jest naobrazba. I dva vrlo konkretna potpitanja:
zasto Romi toliko izbjegavaju Skolu (kad su i sami svjesni da je
bilo kakav socijalni i gospodarski pomak nabolje gotovo nemo-
guc bez naobrazbe) i zasto drzava nije kadra provesti svoj zakon
o0 obveznom osnovnom Skolovanju kad je rije¢ o Romima.

Brojna romska obitelj stoga ostaje bez kvalitetnijega
priklju¢ka na gospodarski Zivot zemlje. Broj potencijalno
aktivnih je velik, mnogo je u aktivnoj romskoj populaciji



mladih ljudi, ali zbog navedenih razloga oni ostaju tek
marginalno iskori$teni. Rijetki su zaposleni sa stalnim rad-
nim mjestom, lutaju od posla do posla 1 ne uspijevaju se
ni neformalno, praksom, specijalizirati za neki od poslova.
Kad i rade, to su u pravilu najslabije placena radna mjesta,
§to, vjerojatno, dodatno destimulira svaki osobni napor da
se napreduje u poslu. Na skali vrijednosti $kolovanje i1 pro-
fesionalna kompetentnost ocigledno nisu visoko vrednova-
ni, pa ni s te strane nema veée motivacije prema napredo-
vanju.
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zaposlenih 79,5 80,2 763 37,8 760 90,0 33,7 899 933 749
1 143 198 188 500 180 60 449 88 53 192

2 1vise 45 00 50 122 60 40 174 14 1,3 52
Ukupno 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

Iako smo u uputama anketarima preporudili da sva-
koga ¢lana kucanstva koji je kroz godinu dulje radno akti-
van, koji, dakle, nije formalno zaposlen, ali ne radi isklju-
¢ivo sezonski 1li povremeno, ipak su podatci vrlo deprimi-
rajudi za Citatelje. Na razini ¢itavog uzorka, 75% kudansta-
va nema u svom sastavu nijednoga zaposlenog. Tek su dvi-
je zupanije, Istarska 1 Primorsko-goranska, u kojima se
udio romskih kucanstava bez zaposlenih krece oko tre¢ine.
I to je vrlo dobar podatak. U kucanstvima koja imaju ne-
kog zaposlenoga najéesée je rije¢ o jednom ¢lanu.

UzdrZavani {anovi

Clanove bez prihoda (djedji se doplatak ne ratuna u pri-
hod) uzdrZzavaju osobe koje rade ili na neki drugi nacin
stje¢u prihod. Najbrojniji uzdrZavani ¢lanovi jesu djeca.
Zatim su to domacdice 1 ostali odrasli koji nemaju svoga
prihoda.

Predskolske djece nije imalo 35% kucanstava u ukup-
nom uzorku. I prema ovom podatku izdvaja se Osjecko-
-baranjska Zupanija, u kojoj su daleko iznad prosjeka za-
stupljena kucanstva bez predskolske djece, ¢ak 59%. Na
drugoj su strani Varazdinska 1 Medimurska Zupanija, u ko-
jima su romska kucanstva bez predskolske djece najslabije
zastupljena (26,3% 1 27,2%)."
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Tablica 8.

Kucanstva prema broju
zaposlenih (%)
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Tablica 9.
broju djece

predskolske dobi (%)

Tablica 10.

Kucanstva prema broju

ucenika osnovn

e skole (%)

Tablica 1.

Kucanstva prema broju

ucenika srednje
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4ivise 2,7 52 10,1 6,7 80 1,0 92 61 11,9 64
Ukupno 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

Kucanstava bez djece u osnovnoj $koli bilo je u uzor-
ku 46,5%. S jednim ucenikom u osnovnoj Skoli bilo je
17,5% kudanstava, sa dva ucenika 19,4%, a sa tri 1 vise
16,5% kucanstava.
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1 205 27,0 125 144 17,0 143 166 17,3 175
2 10,7 13,5 200 244 230 240 337 138 200 194
3ivide 81 145 239 144 70 7,0 183 284 159 165

Ukupno 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

Kucanstava bez djece u srednjoj $koli bilo je 94,2%. U
odnosu na broj djece u romskom kucanstvu, lako je zak-
lju¢iti da je premalen broj srednjoskolaca. Ipak, izdvajaju
se pojedine Zupanije: u Primorsko-goranskoj u Osjec¢ko-ba-
ranjskoj Zupaniji ¢ak u 10% kucanstava jedno ili vise djece
pohada srednju $kolu. Iznadprosje¢an udio kucéanstava sa
srednjo$kolcima nalazimo jo$ u Istarskoj 1 Medimurskoj
Zupaniji.
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Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.



Sastav kuéanstava po Skolskoj naobrazbi

S obzirom na dosadas$nji uvid u (nisku) ukljucenost djece
u formalni obrazovni sustav, valja ocekivati da analiza po-
dataka o razini naobrazbe svih ¢lanova romskih obitelji
(osim onih koji u vrijeme anketiranja pohadaju $kolu) po-
kaze deprimirajucu situaciju.
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Bez 32,1 240 20,0 27,8 31,0 38,0 34,7 38,7 30,7 320
1 339 302 250 20,0 340 250 347 21,7 333 27,9
2 20,5 21,9 213 144 150 270 17,3 20,7 22,7 20,1

3ivide 13,4 239 340 377 200 100 132 189 133 199
Ukupno 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

Clanova bez $kolske naobrazbe nalazimo u gotovo
70% kucanstava.’ Razlike medu pojedinim Zupanijama, po
ovom obiljeZju, gotovo su zanemarive. Manje nego drug-
dje, ovih je kuéanstava u VaraZzdinskoj i Sisa¢ko-mosla-
vackoj Zupaniji. Dakle, u ovim Zupanijama obrazovne su
prilike jo$ teze.

S jednim ¢lanom bez ijednoga razreda osnovne $kole
bilo je 28% kudanstava, sa dva 1 vise 20%, a sa tri 1li vise
posve nepismenih ¢lanova takoder je 20% anketiranih ku-
¢anstava.

lako ¢injenica da je netko i1$ao u $kolu, ali je nije
zavrs$io, u romskoj populaciji moze znaciti 1 relativno do-
bar podatak, ipak smo htjeli istraZivanjem ste¢i uvid prije
svega u one koji su uspjeli u prili¢no nepoticajnoj romskoj
sredini zavrsiti cijelu osnovnu $kolu. Stoga ovaj podatak
(o nepotpunoj osnovnoj $koli) zapravo mozemo ({itati ne
kao stupanj $kolovanosti, nego kao priliku da se zabiljezi
svaki pokusaj da se pohada $kola.

S jednim ¢lanom koji je krenuo u osnovnu $kolu, a
nije je zavr$io, ima 32,6% kudlanstava, sa dva takva ¢lana
24%, a sa tri 12,4%. U 30,9% kucanstava nismo pronasli
¢lanove s nepotpunom osnovnom $kolom. (Ili su je svi
zavrsili ili nitko nije ni krenuo.)

U gotovo dvije tre¢ine kucanstava nema ni jednoga
¢lana sa zavrSenom osnovnom S$kolom. Najcée$ce je jedan
takav ¢lan u kucanstvu. Zupanijske su razlike znatne, pa
tako na pozitivnoj skali prednjaci Istarska Zupanija (u bli-
zu 70% kucanstava netko je zavr$io osnovnu skolu), slijede

Tablica 12.

Kucanstva prema broju
¢lanova bez Skolske
spreme (%)
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Tablica 3.

Kucanstva prema broju
¢lanova s nepotpunom
osnovnom skolom (%)

Tablica 14.

Kucanstva prema broju
¢lanova s potpunom
osnovnom $kolom (%)

Tablica I5.

Kucanstva prema broju
¢lanova sa srednjim
obrazovanjem (%)
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Bez 473 313 37,5 256 210 280 316 286 280 309
1 268 438 288 256 41,0 330 306 304 373 326
2 143 21,9 225 244 210 33,0 224 272 267 240

3ivise 11,6 3,1 11,4 243 170 6,0 153 13,9 8,0 124
Ukupno 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

Primorsko-goranska pa Osjecko-baranjska itd. Posebno je
dramati¢na obrazovna situacija u Medimurskoj 1 Varazdin-
skoj Zupaniji.
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Bez 56,3 67,7 78,8 489 58,0 51,0 30,6 829 90,7 643
1 20,5 27,1 17,5 21,1 27,0 350 46,9 134 8,0 232
2 152 21 38 178 130 80 102 32 00 79

3 1vide 8,1 3,1 00 122 20 60 122 05 1,3 46
Ukupno 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

Baza za regrutiranje mladih koji ¢e nastaviti $kolova-
nje na visem stupnju, vidljivo je, posve je “tanka”. Stoga je
1 broj srednjoskolaca ili studenata u romskoj populaciji u
skladu s tim.

U 12,4% kucanstava neko dijete pohada srednju $kolu.
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liviee 251 94 75 178 160 140 143 65 40 124
Ukupno 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

Najvide kucanstava sa srednjoskolcima bilo je u Zagre-
bu i okolici, potom u Primorsko-goranskoj, Brodsko-po-
savskoj, Istarskoj Zupaniji itd. Neprijeporno je da jedan od
razloga ovakvim podatcima leZi u lak$oj dostupnosti sred-



njih $kola u ovim Zupanijama, jer je uzorak upravo u
ovim Zupanijama obuhvatio vide gradskih nego seoskih
kuéanstava. Rije¢ je 1 o bogatijim Zupanijama, u kojima je
dostupnost radnoga mjesta ili uopée moguénosti zarade
veta nego u drugim Zupanijama, a to je znaajno utjecajna
varijabla na razinu $kolske naobrazbe.
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0 99,1 99,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 99,0 959 100,0 100,0 99,3

1 09 1,0 00 00 00 10 41 00 00 07
Ukupno 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

Konaé¢no, u romskim obiteljima gotovo da i nema vi-
sokoobrazovanih ¢lanova, osim u 4,1% istraZzivanih kuéan-
stava u Istarskoj Zupaniji. To, naravno, ne znadi da nema
visokoobrazovanith Roma. Medutim, u uvodu u ovo iz-
vjes¢e o istraZivanju naglasili smo otpor integraciji veéine
romske populacije, pa svi pripadnici romske manjine koji
se zele uklju¢iti u radne, obrazovne 1 soc11alne sustave
vecinskoga drustva na neki su nadin primorani promijeni-
ti, osim neposredne Zivotne sredine, 1 nacionalnost.
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Tablica 16.

Kucanstva prema broju ¢lanova
sa zavrSenom visom, visokom
Skolom ili fakultetom (%)

Etni¢ki sastav kuéanstava

Romi zZive u ekskluzivhom nacionalnom okruZenju. Na-
ravno da ima Roma koji se naseljavaju u neromskim na-
seluma ili etvrtima, ali oni su r1]etk1 To pokazu]u podat—
cl poplsa stanovni$tva. Ima Roma 1 u drugim Zupanijama
osim u ovima u kojima smo proveli istraZivanje, ali su
(oni koji se deklariraju kao Romi) malobrojni 1 prostorno
rasprseni.

Kao i drugi, i Romi vole Zivjeti u blizini svojih suna-
rodnjaka, pa tako 1 naseljavaju u manjim ili veéim skupi-
nama odredeni teritorij. Napominjemo da je u Hrvatskoj
relativno malo naselja u kojima se Romi mogu smatrati
autohtonim stanovnicima. Veéina ih se doselila u mjesto u
kojyima smo ih zatekli u vrijeme istrazivanja. Dakle, nije ri-
je¢ o klasi¢nom shvacanju zavidaja kao mjesta u kojem su
duboko 1 nara§tajima ukorijenjeni Rije¢ je o odabranom
zaviaju: a taJ je ondje gd]e im je (relativno) dobro.® U ne-
kim Zupanijama osobito je izraZena zatvorenost romske
populacije prema drugim nacijama (Varazdinska, Medi-
murska, Istarska), $to se mozZe dijelom objasniti i eventual-
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Tablica 17.

Kucanstva prema nacionalnom
sastavu (%)

no (nismo istrazivali) rezerviranim odnosom veéinskoga
stanovni$tva prema Romima.
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Svi Romi 88,4 914 96,3 91,1 850 86,0 959 96,3 94,5 92,0
Vise Roma 7,1 ,1 00 1,1 30 30 20 19 14 24

Podjednako
Romiiostali 00 1,1 25 22 90 80 10 00 00 24

Vise ostali 45 65 13 56 30 30 1,0 19 41 32
Ukupno 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

Najvise nacionalno mjeSovitih kuéanstava nalazimo u
Brodsko-posavskoj 1 Osjecko-baranjskoj Zupaniji te u Za-
grebu 1 Zagrebackoj Zupaniji.

Vjeroispovijed ¢lanova kudanstava

Tablica 18.

Kucanstva prema
vjeroispovijedi ¢lanova (%)

Romi su razli¢itih vjerskih uvjerenja. Bez istraZivanja us-
mjerenih na njihovo vjersko ponasanje tesko je govoriti 1 o
pripadnosti pojedinim crkvama, o tome koliko im vjera
znadi, kako je prakticiraju. Iz iskustva s terena, koje moze
biti i neprecizno, ¢ini se da im prakti¢no vjersko ponasanje
nije osobito vazno. Ali se bez ikakvih dodatnih obja$njenja
vjerski opredjeljuju. Malo je kuc¢anstava u kojima nitko ne
pripada nijednoj vjeroispovijedi (samo 4,1%). Isto tako u
malom broju kuéanstava Zive pripadnici razli¢itih vjero-
ispovijedi. Tesko je zakljucivati zasto je tako. Moguce je da
je vjerska pripadnost vaZan kriterij pri izboru braé¢noga
partnera, a moguce je da ba$ i ne dramatiziraju promjenu
vjeroispovijedi.
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Vecina rimokatoli¢ke vjeroispovijedi 144 51,0 97,5 0 50 525 1,0 91,7 100 49,1
Vecina islamske vjeroispovijedi 694 00 00 97,8 6,0 0,0 9,9 05 00 27,7
Vecina pravoslavne vjeroispovijedi 54 396 00 1,1 73,0 33,3 0,0 00 00 156
Nitko ne pripada ni jednoj vjeroispovijedi 63 42 25 00 60 30 1,0 79 00 41

Clanovi su pripadnici razli¢itih vjeroispovijedi 45 52 00 1,1 100 11,1 10 00 00 34

Ukupno

100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.



Gotovo je polovica Roma u Hrvatskoj katoli¢ke vjere.
Slijede pripadnici islamske vjeroispovijedi (27,7%) te pra-
voslavne (15,6%).
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Poznavanje romskoga i hrvatskoga jezika ¢lanova kuéanstava

Ne ulazeé¢i u kakvocu hrvatskoga jezika kojim govore Ro-
mi u Hrvatskoj, vazno je istaknuti podatak kako gotovo
svi izjavljuju da hrvatski govore. Iz toga bi se moglo zak-
lju¢iti da ne bi trebalo biti osobitih problema u svako-
dnevnoj komunikaciji s ve¢inskim narodom. Zupanije s
najve¢im udjelom kuéanstava u kojima ba$ svi ne govore
hrvatski jesu Istarska (relativno “svjeZza” migracija s Koso-
va?) te Medimurska 1 Varazdinska Zupanija. Postotak ovih
kucanstava nije visok, ali ipak upucuje na mozebitne ko-
munikacijske blokade. Osim znanja govornoga jezika, za
suvremenu komunikaciju vazno je znati 1 pisati. Upravo u
tom segmentu komunikacije (a da o ra¢unalnoj pismeno-
sti 1 ne govorimo) Romi znatno zaostaju.
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Svigovore 97,3 93,6 91,3 96,7 96,0 100 88,7 87,9 100 93,8
Samo neki
govore 0,9 6,4 8,8 33 4,0 0,0 11,3 10,7 0,0 57
Nitko ne
govori 1,8 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 1,4 0,0 0,5

Ukupno ~ 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.
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Svi govore 48,2 854 938 344 540 650 898 981 680 73,6
Samo neki
govore 223 83 63 222 160 20,0 92 1,9 00 11,1
Nitko ne
govori 295 63 0,0 433 300 150 1,0 00 32,0 153

Ukupno ~ 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

Vise je Roma koji ne govore romski jezik nego hrvat-
ski. Jednu od inacica romskoga jezika govore svi u 73,6%
kucanstava. Razlike su uocljive kad ove podatke promatra-

Tablica 19.

Govore i ¢lanovi kucanstva
hrvatski? (%)

Tablica 20.

Govore i ¢lanovi kucanstva
neki od romskih dijalekata?
(%)
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mo na razini Zupanije: u Medimurskoj, Varazdinskoj 1
Istarskoj Zupaniji zanemariv je udio kuéanstava u kojima
nitko ne govori romski jezik. Ku¢anstva u kojima nitko ne
govori romski najrasprostranjenija su u Primorsko-goran-
skoj Zupaniji (43,3%), Brodsko-posavskoj (30,0%) te u Za-
grebu 1 okolici (29,5%).

Autohtonost ¢lanova kuéanstava

Tablica 21.

Jesu li se clanovi kucanstva doselili
u naselje ili su tu od rodenja? (%)

108

Sve ¢lanove rodene u mjestu u kojima smo ih anketirali
nalazimo u 41,6% kucanstava. U uvodu studije napome-
nuli smo da istrazujemo sedentarne Rome, a ne Rome put-
nike. To se vidi i iz podataka. Uz spomenuta kucanstva, u
kojima su svi ¢lanovi rodeni u mjestu stanovanja, drugu
najbrojniju skupinu ¢ine kuéanstva ¢ija je veéina ¢lanova
rodena u mjestu stanovanja.

< < , =
S R %
8 & f3 a3 % g o
2 25 % ggZtse £ E <o i
g W% % g TgosEs £ =8 0§ 58
® §° ¥ £s5 838 %5 & & Z &3
N 8§ F &»a804 2 5 O D5
Svi su tu od
rodenja 20,5 56,3 62,5 156 390 48,0 3,1 53,7 733 41,6
Veéina je tu
od rodenja 29,5 31,3 27,5 556 21,0 20,0 469 322 17,3 31,5
Veclina se je
doselila 259 52 63 233 140 12,0 31,6 10,3 53 148
Svi su se
doselili 241 73 38 56 260 200 184 37 40 121

Ukupno 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

Statisticki znacajne razlike ustanovljene su izmedu po-
jedinih Zupanija. S ve¢inom ili svim ¢lanovima koji su se
doselili najvise je kucanstava u Istarskoj Zupaniji 1 Gradu
Zagrebu s okolicom (po 50,0%). Po ovom pokazatelju sli-
jedi Brodsko-posavska Zupanija (40% svih kucanstava), pa
Osjecko-baranjska (32,0%) te Primorsko-goranska (28,9%).

Najmanje kuéanstava s doseljenim ¢lanovima nalazi-
mo u Varazdinskoj Zupaniji (10,1%), Sisacko-moslavackoj
(12,5%) 1 Medimurskoj (14,0%).

Dakle, najautohtonije romsko stanovni$tvo naseljava
sjevernu Hrvatsku 1 dijelove srediSnje Hrvatske. U svim
ostalim Zupanijama ve¢ina je Roma doseljena. Kako nismo
istrazivali migracijske tokove, ne moZemo se upustati u de-
taljnije tumacenje uzroka i razloga. Naravno da su veli
gradovi - poput Zagreba, Rijeke, Osijeka, Pule - sa svojim
gospodarskim 1 dru$tvenim prednostima vise privlacili do-



seljenike, pa i Rome. Poznata je ¢injenica da je migracija
selektivan proces, ali odnosi se na pojedince. Migriraju
sposobniji, ambiciozniji, poduzetniji. Koliko se ovo “pra-
vilo” moZe primijeniti na Rome, treba tek istraZiti, jer Ro-
mi uglavnom ne migriraju pojedina¢no nego najce$ée u
obiteljskim skupinama.

' U ovoj je Zupaniji istraZivanje provedeno u nekoliko lokacija unutar
Grada Rijeke. Romi u drugim, osobito ruralnim dijelovima Zupanije,
u pravilu se ne izja§njavaju kao Romi. Stoga ih nismo ni anketirali.
Nije ovo samo problem Primorsko-goranske Zupanije. I u ostalima je
nedeklariranih prili¢an broj.

U Spanjolskoj su 1990. ustanovili da je Zivotni vijek “njihovih” Roma
kraéi za 8-9 godina u odnosu na ve¢insku populaciju. Ondje je samo
2% Roma starijih od 65 godina. U Spanjolskoj, inace, #ivi vrlo velik
broj Roma (procjena govori o 650-800 tisuca) (Gustierrez, 1995.).

Cesto djeca ne idu i po mjesec dana na nastavu, jer su, zajedno s maj-
kom, pratili oca koji je radio izvan mjesta stanovanja. Nisu to osam-
ljeni primjeri.

Treba ocekivati 1 dalje snazan pritisak romske djece na osnovne skole
u ovim Zupanijama, $to valja spremno “docekati”.

Pozitivan stav o potrebi barem osnovnog obrazovanja i§¢itali smo i iz
slu¢ajeva kad se podatak o nepismenima u kuc¢anstvu pokusao prikriti.

Sami Romi kazu da oni napustaju kraj kojemu lose krene.

Maja Stambuk
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Romska kultura predmetom je brojnih istraZivanja, oso-
bito danas kad kulturna razli¢itost postaje prvorazredno
pitanje, a odnosi veéine 1 manjine promatraju se kao je-
dan od kriterija dru$tvene relevantnosti. Kolektivni iden-
titet 1 kultura Roma prenose se 1 ¢uvaju kroz generacije,
ali su 1 dinami¢na socijalna konstrukcija koja se oblikuje
1 u socijalnom kontaktu s drugim kulturama i skupina-
ma. Unato¢ varijacijama koje se pojavljuju kao specifi-
¢nosti brojnih romskih potkultura, lako je uoditi i neko-
liko stabilnih oznacitelja, medu kojima prednja¢e nomad-
ski Zivot 1 stvaranje tzv. imaginarne zajednice, bez obzira
na mjesto, a Cesto 1 unato¢ mjestu, na kojem se trenu-
ta¢no nalaze (Theodosiou, 2003.). Trebaju li Romi neko
posebno mjesto (teritorij, naselje) da bi do kraja zao-
kruzili pri¢u o svom socijalnom identitetu? Razvijaju li
osjeCaj “privrZzenosti mjestu”, poznat i kao osjecaj zavicaj-
nosti 1 pripadnosti nekom kraju? Ili je ravnodu$nost
spram prostornog, fizickog okvira zajednice trajna odred-
nica njihove kulture? Tema romskoga nacina Zivota, kao
1 njihova sociokulturnoga profila, svakako nadilazi okvi-
re nekoliko indikatora dobivenih empirijskim istraziva-
njem romske populacije u Hrvatskoj. Ipak, dragocjeni
empirijski podatci o Zivotu u romskim naseljima u Hr-
vatskoj, prikupljeni metodom anketnog upitnika, omogu-
¢uju nam, dijelom, uvid i u ove aspekte srediSnjega istra-
Zivatkog problema - stanja i perspektiva, poglavito una-
predenja razvoja lokacija naseljenih Romima.

Prema zadanom cilju kretat ¢emo se kroz analizu ne-
koliko sastavnica sociokulturnog aspekta Zivota: obiljezja
romskoga identiteta, ocjena drustvenoga poloZaja Roma,
vrijednosni profil ispitanika, neke socijalne karakteristike
nacina Zivota 1 svakodnevice u romskim naseljima te sub-
jektivna procjena elemenata kvalitete Zivota.

Uvod
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Sastavnice romskog identiteta

Slika 1.
Sto, po misljenju ispitanika,
najbolje opisuje Rome (%)

114

U empirijskom istrazivanju koje smo proveli na rom-
skom stanovni$tvu u Hrvatskoj od ispitanika se traZilo
da izmedu pet navedenih obiljeZja izdvoje jedno koje, po
njihovu misljenju, najbolje opisuje Rome kao posebnu et-
ni¢ku 1 drustvenu skupinu, obiljezje koje bi se naslo u
sredi$§tu romskog identiteta. Neka novija istraZivanja rom-
ske populacije u Srednjoj 1 Isto¢noj Europi, poglavito u
Madarskoj, pokazala su sklonost Roma da identitet obli-
kuju definirajuéi se kroz razlike spram drugih, pri ¢emu
su najces¢i elementi identiteta (ili razlike) “boja koze, po-
drijetlo, jezik, Zivotni stil/kultura” (Szekelyi, Csepeli, Or-
keny, 2003.) Obiljezja koja smo u ovom istraZivanju po-
nudili ispitanicima na procjenu izdvojena su na temelju
tradicionalne romske kulture (folklor, tipi¢ni obrti, obi-
¢aji, jezik) te dominantnoga socioekonomskog obiljeZja,
siromastva, koje ih utvrduje u poloZaju ekonomski mar-
ginalizirane skupine, pa ¢ak i skupine koja je “iskljucena
iz sustava socijalne stratifikacije” (Sucur, 2000.). Osim na-
vedenih, ostavljena im je 1 moguénost da upi$u neko dru-
go obiljeZje koje je, po njihovu misljenju, u najveéoj mje-
r1 tipi¢no za Rome.

Na slici 1 vidi se razdioba odgovora na ovo pitanje ko-
ja u prvom redu upucuje na Cinjenicu da su, u naSem
istrazivanju, navedeni elementi romske sociokulturne tradi-
cije (folklor, obicaji, jezik, obrti...) zasjenjeni siromastvom.
Drugim rije¢ima, Romi kao dru$tvena skupina sebe domi-
nantno doZivljuju kroz dinjenicu siromastva, pa se moze
re¢i da je socioekonomski aspekt identiteta potisnuo njego-
ve tradicionalne sociokulturne sastavnice.

2%

1% 13%

4%

E folklor

O tipi¢ni obrti
17% O obicaji

[ siromastvo
W jezik

[0 ostalo

53%

Iza veéinske skupine ispitanika koja se sklona ponaj-
prije opisati “siroma$tvom” slijedi druga, nesto manja, za
koju su na prvom mjestu romskih specifikuma “obicaji 1
folklor”, i to u ukupnom udjelu od 30,5%. Dakle, nesto



manje od 1/3 ispitanika povezuje romski identitet u prvom
redu sa sociokulturnom tradicijom. Drugim rije¢ima: kod
ove skupine Roma identitet je odreden ponajprije tradicij-
skim naslijedem, $§to im kao zajednici jam¢i kontinuitet s
proslos¢u, a na simboli¢an nacin (Sto je karakteristika obi-
¢aja 1 folklora) omogucuje da se integriraju kao zajednica,
obnove solidarnost unutar zajednice 1, na koncu, revitalizi-
raju svoj identitet.

Posebnost jezika kao sredisnju toc¢ku identitetskog od-
redenja vidi nesto vise od 1/10 ispitanika. Zanimljivo je da
82,2% ispitanika govori jedan od romskih dijalekata te da
je oko polovice broja ispitanika izjavilo kako se u njihovoj
ku¢i govori isklju¢ivo romskim (27,9%) ili se svakodnevna
obiteljska komunikacija odvija i na romskom 1 na hrvat-
skom jeziku (19,5%). Unato¢ manjinskom polozaju u sklo-
pu hrvatskoga drustva, zbog kojeg su u javnom/drustve-
nom podru¢ju upuceni na uporabu hrvatskog jezika, ocito
je 1 da se u svakodnevnim/Zivotnim okvirima prvo, simbo-
licno oblikovanje zajednice uspje$no ostvaruje u sferi jezi-
ka. I to u puno vecoj mjeri (47,4% obitelji u kojima se ko-
municira romskim jezikom 1 82,2% ispitanika koji govore
jedan od romskih dijalekata) nego $to se na deklarativnoj
razini jezik isti¢e kao prvo identitetsko obiljezje (11,1%).
U tom smislu 1 jezik se uspjesno kvalificira/potvrduje kao
odrednica romskog identiteta.

Tradicionalna zanimanja, u prvom redu obrti, smatra-
ju se vaznom sastavnicom romskog identiteta. U novije
vrijeme dolazi do promjena zanimanja: “od tradicionalnih
(trgovci konjima, glazbenici, glazbari, kosarasi, kovadi, iz-
radivadi metli) prema novim (prodaja sagova, starog Zelje-
za, tekstila, rabljenih automobila 1 sl.) bolje prilagodenim
potrebama trzi$ta...” (Posavec, 2002.).

Nestajanje tipi¢nih ili tradicionalnih romskih obrta
(tek 4% ispitanika isti¢e ih kao vazno obiljezje) imalo je,
osim na identitetski okvir romske populacije, posljedica 1
na njihovu ukupnu socioekonomsku perspektivu. Ponaj-
vi$e zbog ekstremno niskoga stupnja naobrazbe, nikakvim
drugim zanimanjima nije se uspjelo nadomjestiti izumi-
ranje ovih djelatnosti. Stoga Romi, zbog manjka kvalifika-
cija, ostaju izvan svake socijalno prihvatljive konkurencije
kada je rije¢ o zaposljavanju. Posljedica koja se oéituje kao
siromastvo toliko je kroni¢na da se iz ekonomskog aspekta
prelijeva 1 ugraduje u sociokulturni identitet. Ona postaje
nadin Zivota.

Izneseni podatci odnose se za uzorak u cjelini. Ipak,
ako razdiobu odgovora na ovo pitanje promatramo na
Zupanijskim razinama, vide se 1 neke razlike na koje valja
skrenuti pozornost (Tablica 1).
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Tablica |.

Sto po miglienju ispitanika
najbolje opisuje Rome (%)

Tablica 2.

Sto po mislienju ispitanika najbolje
opisuje Rome (%), razdioba po
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spolu

Siromastvo kao dominantna posebnost romske popula-
cije istaknuto je u Sest od osam Zupanija koje su usle u uzo-
rak. U najvetoj mjeri izraZzeno je u Varazdinskoj (80%) 1
Medimurskoj Zupaniji (75%). Za razliku od ostalih Zupani-
ja, u kojima je na prvom mjestu siromastvo, Istarska i Pri-
morsko-goranska Zupanija isticu se visokim udjelom rom-
skih obicaja kao identitetske osnovice romske populacije.
Osim ovoga, valja istaknuti 1 relativno najvide vrednovanje
tipi¢nih obrta u Primorsko-goranskoj Zupaniji (12,4%) te je-
zika u Brodsko-posavskoj (25%), kao sastavnica romskog
identiteta.

s 8 £
, % E 'T% S 68 ¢ £ g o
5 25 T £% 2% S5 2 E o £
% $6 £ ES RIS E F E oZ3
S = e 2 < s % -~
S S8 £ £9ps2ad8 2 =5 S 58
Folklor 196 85 25 191 200 180 286 33 99 13,5
Tipi¢ni
obrti 54 21 50 124 70 30 1,0 9 28 40
Obiaji 241 96 75 416 11,0 80 469 65 70 17,0
Siromaitvo 455 649 80,0 18,0 33,0 630 61 749 620 52,0
Jezik 36 138 50 34 250 60 173 116 127 11,1
Ostalo 8 11 0 56 40 20 0 28 56 25

Navedene iskaze ispitanika usporedili smo s obzirom
na spol, dob, mjesto rodenja, radni status i pripadnost
dvama romskim dijalektima.

Iz Tablice 2 vidi se da postoji statisti¢ki znacajna raz-
lika u odgovorima Zena i muskaraca, premda je rang odgo-
vora identi¢an.

Folklor Té;glrctrin Obicaji  Siroma$tvo  Jezik ~ Ostalo Ukupno
Muskarci 14,1 5,5 16,6 493 11,1 3.4 100
Zene 12,8 2,2 17,5 55,3 10,6 1,5 100

p<0.05

Premda je kod obje skupine na prvom mjestu rom-
skih posebnosti ve¢ spomenuto siromastvo, udio ispitani-
ka unutar Zenske skupine koji su tako odgovorili znacajno
je veéi od udjela istomisljenika unutar skupine muskaraca.
Vidi se 1 da je udio Zena koje romski identitet povezuju s
tipi¢nim obrtima viSe nego dvostruko manji od udjela
muskaraca koji tako razmisljaju. Moze se pretpostaviti da
je veéi udio Zena koje romske zajednice identificiraju sa si-
romastvom posljedica njihova poloZaja u obitelji, zbog ko-
jega su neprestano suolene sa svakodnevnom brigom za



prehranu, odje¢u 1 druge elementarne potrebe brojne obi-
telji s mnogo malodobne djece. S druge strane, premda se
veza sa starim tradicionalnim obrtima odito gubi, ¢ini se
da su muski ¢lanovi zajednice, koji su tradicionalno bili 1
nositelji tih obrta 1 vje$tina, u veéoj mjeri skloni s njima
identificirati svoju kulturu.

Statisti¢ki znacajna razlika na ovom pitanju pokazala
se 1 medu skupinama razvrstanima u dobne razrede (Tabli-
ca 3).

Folklor Tg;lrct?l Obicaji Siromastvo  Jezik  Ostalo Ukupno
18-29 g. 16,0 4,0 12,6 53,2 13,4 0,8 100
30-39 g. 9,5 3,2 19,8 51,9 12,7 2,8 100
40-49g. 137 6,2 18,6 49,1 6,8 56 100
50 1 vise 15,5 3,1 23,3 48,8 6,2 3,1 100

p<0.05

I ovdje vidimo razlike u odnosu na kategoriju siro-
mastva, koja se ponajprije odituje u veem izraZavanju toga
stava kod mladih generacija (u natpolovi¢noj veéini kod
ispitanika u oba razreda do 39 godina). Rije¢ je o skupina-
ma koje se nalaze u najvitalnijoj dobi, koje su opterecene
problemima roditeljstva, brigom 1 za mlade i za starije ¢la-
nove zajednice. No ova tablica pokazuje 1 zanimljive razli-
ke kada je rije¢ i o ostalim sastavnicama sociokulturnog
identiteta. Ako obicaje 1 folklor promatramo kao jedin-
stvenu kategoriju koja predstavlja romsku tradicijsku basti-
nu, vidimo da se sklonost identificiranja s tom sastavni-
com, za razliku od identificiranja sa siroma$tvom - po-
vetava sa starosnom dobi ispitanika. Vaznost jezika kao
identitetske sastavnice Roma izraZenija je, pak, §to su ispi-
tanici mlade Zivotne dobi. Ona je kod najmlade skupine
ispitanika istaknuta dvostruko vise nego kod najstarije
skupine. Opcenito se tako moze re¢i da su mladi ispitanici
skloniji romsku etni¢ku skupinu identificirati po jeziku.
Takoder su, premda u manjoj mjeri, skloniji opisati vlasti-
tu etnic¢ku skupinu siromastvom, dok su je stariji ¢es¢e ka-
rakterizirali tradicijom (obicaji, folklor). Istaknuta obilje-
7ja Roma ovdje valja tumaciti kao ¢imbenik razlike spram
drugih. Mladi, kao ocekivano otvorenija skupina, razliku
spram drugih znadajnije od starijih osje¢aju u komunika-
cijskom polju, u jeziku, ali 1 kroz dramati¢no iskustvo si-
romastva. Cinjenica da opis vlastite etni¢ke skupine po-
mocu tradicijske bastine ima vi$e poklonika medu staryji-
ma ne umanjuje visoku poziciju (2. u rangu) koju obicaji i
folklor imaju 1 za mlade Rome.
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Tablica 3.
Sto po misljenju ispitanika

najbolie opisuje Rome (%),

razdioba po dobi
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Tablica 4.

Sto po miglienju ispitanika
najbolie opisuje Rome (%),
razdioba po mjestu rodenja
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Tipicni Obicaji Slfo_ Jezik  Ostalo Ukupno
mastvo

Folklor obrti

Rodeni u mjestu

boravka ili u

nekom drugom

mjestu u zupaniji 10,4 3,4 11,8 60,8 11,1 2,6 100

Rodeni drugdje u
Hrvatskoj ili u
inozemstvu 192 44 275 352 109 27 100

p<0.01

Premda je nomadstvo jedna od najmarkantnijih rom-
skih osobina, ne moze se zanijekati da su Romi sve manje
migracijski aktivni, pa ih danas sve viSe Zivi u stalnim na-
seliima (Stambuk, 2000.) U skladu s tim promjenama u
Zivotnom stilu moze se ocekivati 1 promjena u odnosu
spram mjesta, naselja u kojem Zive. Podatak o myjestu ro-
denja u ovom smo sludaju uzimali kao indikator “ukori-
jenjenosti” u mjestu. Pretpostavili smo da su ispitanici koji
Zive u mjestu rodenja ili unutar iste Zupanije po svom
nadinu Zivota, ali 1 stavovima, razli¢iti od onih koji su
rodeni drugdje, dakle barem jednom su se selili. Dok se
kod prve skupine mozZe lak$e zamisliti razvijanje osjetaja
“zavicajnosti”, za drugu se uvjetno moze re¢i da su “pok-
retljiviji”, skloniji migracijama. Treba reéi da primjenu
koncepta zavicajnosti ili “privrzenosti mjestu” u istraZiva-
njima romskoga stanovni$tva treba uzeti vrlo oprezno. Je-
dan od razloga koji nalaZzu pozornost jesu i istraZivanja
koja pokazuju da su mjesta boravka za Rome tek mjesta
okupljanja te da se samo mjesto/teritorij ne upisuje u nji-
hov identitet niti moZe pomodi u razumijevanju njih sa-
mih (Theodosiou, 2003.). Uz to, napominjemo da je ovak-
vu podjelu tesko jasno razgraniditi i zbog posebnosti rom-
skoga nacina zivota. “Tradicionalni, nomadski naéin Zivo-
ta jo§ postoji u ponesto izmijenjenom obliku. Cesto se i
ne moze govoriti o odtroj granici izmedu nomadskog 1 se-
dentarnog nacina Zivota, jer dio nomada 'zimuje' na jed-
nom mjestu, a stalno nastanjeni Romi, zbog specifi¢nog
naina zaradivanja, odlaze na duza putovanja i sezonske
poslove” (Posavec, 2000.). Zbog navedenih razloga, ovu
prigodnu podjelu unutar romske populacije na starosjedioce
1 dosljake moramo interpretirati vrlo oprezno. Ipak, rezul-
tati su pokazali da ima razloga produbiti istraZivanja ovim
tragom. Naime, dvije skupine razlikuju se kada je u pita-
nju nadin na koji dozivljavaju 1 opisuju romsku populaci-
ju. Kod onih ispitanika za koje smo pretpostavili snazniju
“ukorijenjenost” u zaviajno mjesto ¢injenica siromas$tva
zasjenila je ostala obiljeZja skupine. Za razliku od njih,
ispitanici za koje smo pretpostavili da su mobilniji i manje



vezani za zaviajno mjesto u znacajno vecoj mjeri kao
romska obiljeZja vrednuju obicaje 1 folklor. MoZemo pret-
postaviti da je takav stav kod potonjih posljedica ¢es¢ega
suocavanja s drugim, razli¢itim drustvenim pa i kulturnim
skupinama, gdje se upravo ovi sociokulturni elementi
identiteta isti¢u kao elementi razlike. Posebno je to vjero-
jatno kod Roma koji Zive ili su Zivjeli u velikim (hrvat-
skim ili europskim) gradovima, gdje siromastvo nije eksklu-
zivno obiljezje jedne skupine, pa se diferenciranje spram
drugih odvija i na drugim obiljezjima, poglavito onima iz
kulturne sfere.

Dok s obzirom na $kolsku spremu ispitanika nema
statisti¢ki znacajne razlike u ovom pitanju, ona se ipak po-
kazala kad smo ispitanike podijelili u skupine zaposlenih i
nezaposlenih (Tablica 5). Ocekivano je u skupini nezapo-
slenih dominantno opisivanje vlastite etnic¢ke skupine “si-
romastvom”, dok su kod zaposlenih na prvom mjestu obi-
¢aji, a 1 vrednovanje tipi¢nih obrta dvostruko je cedce.

Tipi¢ni ro-

Folklor . Obicaji SIV Jezik  Ostalo  Ukupno
obrti mastvo
Zaposleni 15,7 7,2 33,7 28,9 12,0 2,4 100
Nezaposleni 13,2 3,7 15,5 54,3 10,9 2,5 100

p<0.01

Na koncu, medu dvjema “dijalektnim” skupinama ta-
koder se pokazala statisticki znacajna razlika na ovom pi-
tanju.

U prvoj su skupini Romi koji govore romani chib 1 kojt
u najve¢oj mjeri karakteristikom Roma drZe obicaje (zajed-
no s folklorom tih je odgovora 59,7%). Druga skupina, koja
govori Jimba d' bjas, vlastitu etni¢ku skupinu identificira u
najvetem postotku (65,2%) sa siroma$tvom (Tablica 6).

Siro-

Tipi¢ni e
P Obicaji "
mastvo

obrti
Romani chib 22,1 33 37,6 24,9 11,3 0,9 100

Folklor Jezik  Ostalo Ukupno

Ljimba d' bjay 8,4 3,5 7,9 65,2 13,0 2,1 100

p<0.01

Dok odgovori prve skupine ispitanika Rome oslikava-
ju vide kao specifi¢nu sociokulturnu zajednicu u kojoj je
siromastvo jedna od odrednica, iz odgovora druge skupine
vidi se da se Romi dozZivljavaju u najve¢oj mjeri kao socio-
ekonomska skupina koju karakterizira siromastvo.

Kako bi slika o usporedenim grupacijama bila donek-
le jasnija, treba re¢i da se razlika izmedu ove dvije skupine
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Tablica 5.

Sto po mislienju ispitanika
najbolie opisuje Rome (%),
nezaposleni i zaposleni

Tablica 6.

Sto po mislienju ispitanika
najbolje opisuje Rome (%),
razdioba po dijalektu
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Dijalekt i sklonost migracijama

Tablica 6a.
Dijalekt i vjeroispovijed

Tablica éb.

Tablica 6c.

Dijalekt i teritorijalni razmjestaj
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[134

proteze 1 preko “jezi¢ne sfere”. Analiza je pokazala da se
ispitanici koji pripadaju pojedinoj dijalektnoj skupini sta-
tisticki znadajno razlikuju po vjeroispovijedi, migracijskim
navikama (mjerenim temeljem ¢injenice rodenja, odnosno
doseljenja u mjesto) te na koncu i po teritorijalnom raz-
mjestaju.

Katolicka ~ Islamska  Pravoslavna Nije vjernik ~ Ostalo
Romani chib 10,8 84,0 3,3 0,9 0,9
Ljimba d' bjas 74,1 0,7 17,1 7,6 0,5
p<0.01
Svi su tu Vecina je tu Vecina se Svi su se
od rodenja od rodenja doselila doselili
Romani chib 14,6 47,6 25,6 12,7
Ljimba d' bjag 56,4 27,0 9,2 7,4
p<0.01
Romani chib Ljimba d' bjas
Zagreb 1 Zagrebac¢ka Zupanija 24,5 1,2
Sisa¢ko-moslavacka 33 10,6
Varazdinska 1,4 16,1
Primorsko-goranska 21,1 0,2
Brodsko-posavska 3,8 9,0
Osjecko-baranjska 2,8 14,5
Istarska 39,9 -
Medimurska 2,3 38,7
Ostalo - 9,7
p<0.01

Na temelju podataka izloZenih u Tablicama 6a, 6b i
6¢, ove jezi¢ne skupine mogu se dodatno razlikovati. Stati-
sticki znacajno pripadnici dijalektne skupine Romani chib
pripadnici su islamske vjerske skupine, a najceS¢e Zive u
Istarskoj Zupaniji, Zagrebu 1 Zagrebac¢koj Zupaniji te u Pri-
morsko-goranskoj Zupaniji. MoZe se re¢i da su skloniji mi-
gracijama te da imaju bogatije migracijsko iskustvo. Pri-
padnici dijalektne skupine Ljimba d' bjas vetinom su iz
kr$¢anskoga vjerskog kruga (veéina katolici, ali ima 1 pra-
voslavaca), a najée$ée Zive u Medimurskoj Zupaniji, opceni-
to na kontinentalnom dijelu: na podruéju sjeverozapadne
Hrvatske, ali 1 isto¢ne Hrvatske. U ovoj skupini nalazimo
da se vecina ispitanika 1 ¢lanova njihovih obitelji nije seli-
la, nego Zivi stalno u mjestu rodenja.



Osobno iskustvo drustvenoga polozaja:
jesu li Romi postovani?

Drus$tveno postovanje svakako je jedan od indikatora ko-
jim moZemo analizirati socijalnu integraciju ili pak socijal-
nu isklju¢enost romske populacije u drustvu. U ovom slu-
¢aju zanimala nas je subjektivna ocjena ispitanika: jesu li,
kao Romi, postovani u drustvu. Pitanje im je upuceno iz-
ravno, s moguc¢no$¢u samo dva odgovora: “da” ili “ne”.
Unato¢ ¢injenici da je rije¢ o marginalnoj skupini koja se
u mnogim dimenzijama (ekonomska, politicka, socijalna)
opasno pribliZava granici socijalne iskljucivosti, veéina is-
pitanika (84,7%) iz osobnog iskustva odgovara da se kao
pripadnik romske manjine u dru$tvu osjea poStovanim
(Tablica 7). Udio ispitanika koji osje¢aju da drustvo postu-
je Rome kao posebnu etni¢ku skupinu najveéi je u Primor-
sko-goranskoj Zupaniji (95,6%), a najmanji u Medimurskoj
zupaniji (79%) 1 Gradu Zagrebu (79,3%).

s S . £
EOE 23 53 4% g o
5 £=% B £% 4% S£% & E o gx
» 58 £ EE 82 2% 5 % % Z§
g S&8 £ £% 5% 85 3 p= S BB
Ne 20,7 17,4 10,0 44 12,2 16,0 16,7 21,0 74 153
Da 793 826 90,0 956 87,8 840 83,3 790 92,6 847

Procjene postovanja koje Romi osjecaju u drustvu ne
razlikuju se statisti¢ki znadajno ni kod ispitanika razlic¢ita
spola, dobi, mjesta rodenja, zaposlenosti pa ni pripadnika
razli¢itith romskih jezi¢nih (dijalektnih) skupina. No vari-
jabla na kojoj se ipak pokazala statisti¢ki znadajna razlika
0 ovom pitanju jest stupanj naobrazbe (Tablica 8).

Da Ne Ukupno
bez skole 87,7 12,3 100
nepotpuna osnovna $kola 83,6 16,4 100
zavr$ena osnovna $kola 86,3 13,7 100
zavr$ena srednja $kola 71,7 28,3 100
p<0.05

Podatak da ispitanici s veéim stupnjem naobrazbe u
manjoj mjeri osjetaju postovanje u drustvu, kao 1 da ispi-
tanici bez $kole to postovanje osjecaju u najvecoj mjeri, ni-
je sasvim paradoksalan. Naime, moZemo pretpostaviti da
su ispitanici sa zavr§enom srednjom $kolom upuceni na
Cesce kontakte (bilo one u $koli, bilo poslovne ili privatne
naravi) s pripadnicima drugih drustvenih skupina, pa su 1

Tablica 7.

Osjecaju i se, kao Romi,
postovani u drustvu? (%)

Tablica 8.

Osjecaju li se, kao Romi,
postovani u drustvu, po
naobrazbi (%)
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Osvrt na vrijednosti
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izloZeniji eventualnom izrazu nepo$tovanja nego njihovi
neobrazovani sunarodnjaci, ¢ija su socijalna iskustva ogra-
nic¢ena na pripadnike iste socijalne 1 etnicke skupine. Ob-
razovaniji ispitanici, treba pretpostaviti, mnogo Ce$ce 1 na
vie nadina dolaze u situaciju da kontaktiraju s pripadnici-
ma neromskih skupina. Stoga, s obzirom na ukupnu obra-
zovnu strukturu uzorka (17% sa zavr§enom osnovnom i
5,8% sa zavr$enom srednjom $kolom), ovaj nalaz upucuje
na oprez pri interpretaciji tako optimisti¢no izraZenoga
stava o po$tovanju Sto ga ispitanici kao Romi uZivaju u
drustvu.

Op¢enito gledajuéi, vrijednosti nam pomazu kako bismo
se eticki, ili u nayjmanju ruku prikladno, ponasali. Uz nji-
hovu pomo¢ odredujemo $to je dobro, a $to lose, $to je
poZelino, a §to nepozeljno. Sucur (2000.) smatra kako se
kulturna marginalizacija Roma ogleda upravo na razini
vrijednosnoga sustava, u vrh kojega nisu prodrle vrijedno-
sti “zapadnja¢koga materijalizma”. Ocjenjujuéi koliko su
im vazne pojedine vrijednosti drustvenoga i individualno-
ga Zivota, ispitanici su opisali okvir unutar kojeg se moze
ocekivati 1 oblikovanje njithova ponasanja, pa 1 nacina Zi-
vota. Ukupno su ocjenjivali 18 cestica (Tablica 9) i za
veéinu su izjavili da su 1m “vazne”.

Naime, samo je jedna potencijalna vrijednost dobila
na razini ukupnog uzorka (srednju) negativhu ocjenu ( “%g-
lavnom nevazno”), a rije¢ je o politici. Oko svih ponudenih
vrijednosti ispitanici su se izjasnili ili pozitivno ili negativ-
no, tako da prakti¢ki odgovora iz kategorije “nisam sigu-
ran”, na razini srednje ocjene u ukupnom uzorku - uopée
nema. Premda su, osim politike, kod svih vrijednosti sred-
nje ocjene u kategoriji “uglavnom vazno” ili “vrlo vazno”,
korisno je pogledati i kako su rangirane.

Rezultati prikazani u Tablici 9 upucuju na nekoliko
mogu¢ih zaklju¢aka - uporista na kojima bi mogla za-
poceti pri¢a o poZeljnim vrijednostima romske populacije.

Na temelju ocjena, vrijednosti smo podijelili u tri
vece skupine. U prvoj su one kojima je pripisana najveca
ocjena (5). Oko vaznosti zdravlja 1 djece, kao elementarnih
vrijednosti 1 op¢ih egzistencijalnih uvjeta za Zivot pojedin-
ca 1 skupine - gotovo postoji konsenzus. Takav stav slaze
se s tvrdnjama da je kod romske populacije “naglasak
drustvenosti na obitelji i uzoj rodbinskoj skupini” (Stam-
buk, 2000.). Visoko rangirani, slijede “sloboda” 1 “postenje”,
dva koncepta iz eticke sfere. Pa premda nas “sloboda” aso-
cijativno upuéuje na tradicionalno nomadski Zivot Roma



Rang Ukupno uzorak Ocjena Anka Miseti¢
Sociokulturna obiljeZja

Zdravlje 1 4,96 romskoga stanovnistva
Djeca 2 4,90

Sloboda 3 4,85

Postenje 3 4,85 Tablica 9.

L Vaznost koju ispitanici pridaju
Prijateljstvo 5 4,80 . po@dinim vrijednostima
L o am g sueon mia
Brak 7 4,71
Rad 8 4,70
Novac 9 4,69
Znanje 1 vjestine 10 4,52
Zastita okolisa 11 4,49
Ravnopravnost spolova 12 4,43
Seksualni Zivot 13 4,40
Zavr$ena $kola 13 4,40 uglavnom vazno
Slobodno vrijeme 15 4,38 4)

Vijera 16 4,26
Nacija 17 3,85
Politika 13 2,14 uglavnom nevazno

@)

Ponudeni su bili odgovori: nopée nije vazno (1), uglavnom nevazno (2), nisam sign-
ran (3), uglavnom vazno (4) te vrlo vazno (5)

koji se odvija izvan 1 mimo uobicajenih drustvenih institu-
cija i struktura, kvalitetna bi interpretacija zahtijevala dalj-
nje istrazivanje uz operacionalizaciju ovih opéenitih poj-
mova. Redom dalje niZu se prijateljstvo, ljubav 1 brak - vri-
jednosti kojima se reguliraju meduljudski odnosi u uzoj
socijalnoj skupini. Sljede¢u podskupinu ¢ine rad, novac,
znanje i vjeStine, kao uvjeti ekonomskoga prezivljavanja.
Premda na zacelju najvaznijih, vrijednost “zastite okolisa”
u ovoj skupini izaziva optimizam, osobito iz perspektive
rasprave o unapredenju razvitka naselja 1 lokacija naselje-
nih Romima.

U drugoj skupini vrijednosti su ocijenjene kao “uglav-
nom vazne”. No u rangu vrijednosti njih ne bi bilo korek-
tno interpretirati kao prioritete. Najznacajniji nalaz iz ove
skupine jest ¢injenica da se “zavr$ena $kola” nasla pri dnu
ranga vaznosti. Premda nije neodekivan, takav stav upozora-
va 1 na dodatne subjektivne (uz one objektivne) zapreke
rjeSavanju jednog od najve¢ih romskih problema - izrazito
neobrazovane populacije. U posebnoj je skupini ve¢ spome-
nuta politika s epitetom “uglavnom nevaznog” aspekta Zi-
vota, $to zajedno s niskim rangom koji je zauzela “nacija”
govori 1 0 manjku interesa za drzavne institucije. Ukratko, 123



Anka Miseti¢
Sociokulturna obiljeZja
romskoga stanovnistva

Tablica 10.

Vaznost koju ispitanici pridaju

pojedinim vrijednostima

drustvenoga i individualnoga

Zivota (srednje ocjene) —
razlika po spolu

Tablica 1.

Vaznost koju ispitanici pridaju

pojedinim vrijednostima

drustvenoga i individualnoga
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Zivota (srednje ocjene) —
razlika po dobi

biti zdrav, biti slobodan, biti u dobrom obiteljskom ok-
ruZenju te modi raditi 1 imati novca - najvaznije su medu
vrijednostima drustvenoga 1 individualnoga Zivota. S dru-
ge strane, potvrdeno je kao manje vazno uklju¢ivanje u
drustvene institucije 1 sustave kao $to su “Skolski sustav,
zaposljavanje, prihvacanje prava 1 obveza iz postoje¢ih za-
konom reguhramh prav1la igre’ (Stambuk 2000) Drugim
rije¢ima, man]e je vazna socijalna integracija.

U ovim ocjenama pokazala se, na nekim vrijednosti-
ma, primjenom t-testa, statisticki znacajna razlika 1izmedu
Zena 1 muskaraca. D]eca, slobodno vrljeme 1 ravnoprav-
nost spolova dobili su vi$u srednju ocjenu kod Zena, dok
su muskarcima vazniji brak, ljubav i seksualni zivot (Tabli-
ca 10).

Zene muskarci
Djeca 4,95 4,86
Ljubav 4,65 4,78
Brak 4,64 4,77
Ravnopravnost spolova 4,52 4,35
Seksualni zivot 4,11 4,67
Slobodno vrijeme 4,47 4,30
p<0.01

Statisti¢ki znacajna razlika pokazala se i usporedbom
raznih dobnih skupina. Opéenito se moze re¢i da mladi
ispitanici u prosjeku vise nego stariji vaznim drze ljubav 1
spolni Zivot, dok stariji viSu vaznost pridaju djeci, politici
1 ravnopravnosti spolova (Tablica 11).

18-29 30-39 40-49 501 vise

Djeca 4,82 495 495 496 p<0.01
Ljubav 4,78 4,74 4,73 4,50 p<0.05
Znanje, vjeStine 4,56 4,49 4,63 4,38 p<0.01
Ravnopravnost spolova 4,33 4,46 4,56 4,55 p<0.01
Seksualni Zivot 4,56 4,41 4,45 3,87 p<0.01
Politika 2,01 2,08 2,48 2,24 p<0.05

Provjera razlike medu skupinama - od kojih smo jed-
nu uvjetno nazvali “ukorijenjenom u zavi¢ajno mjesto”, a
drugu “migracijski aktivnijom” ili “slabije vezanom za myje-
sto” - takoder je pokazala neke statisti¢ki znacajne razlike.
U Tablici 12 vidi se u kojim vrijednostima ove dvije skupi-
ne pokazuju razliku.



rodeni u mjestu stanovanja rodeni drugdje u Hrvatskoj
ili u obliZnjem mjestu ili u inozemstvu
Sloboda 4,82 4,90
Rad 4,65 4,78
Prijateljstvo 4,77 4,86
Politika 2,05 2,27
Nacija 3,78 3,98
p<0.05

Podatci pokazuju da Romi koji su “mobilniji” 1 koji u
najmanju ruku imaju iskustvo Zivota u razli¢itim sredina-
ma u prosjeku nesto vise vrednuju upravo one vrijednosti
koje su povezane sa socijalnom dimenzijom Zivota. Prem-
da je rije¢ samo o razlici u intenzitetu vaznosti, ona nas
upucuje 1 na moguce dublje socijalne razlike u nadinu
Zivota, ciljevima i aspiracijama izmedu ove dvije skupine.

Jo$ su brojnije vrijednosti na kojima se pokazala stati-
sticki znacajna razlika medu dvjema jezi¢nim (dijalektnim)
skupinama (Tablica 13). Takav nalaz upucuje nas na zak-
lju¢ak kako se, osim na jezi¢noj razini, ove skupine, prem-
da tek u intenzitetu, razdvajaju i u pogledu vrijednosne
orijentacije. Najveéa razlika pokazala se na ocjeni vaznosti
politike, gdje je u jednoj skupini izraZen neutralan, a u
drugoj negativan stav. Romi koji govore dijalekt romani
¢hib u prosjeku su neodluéni u ocjeni politike, dok pripad-
nici dijalektne skupine Jimba d' bjas u prosjeku drze kako
je politika “uglavnom nevazna” u njihovu Zivotu. Opceni-
to se moze reéi da pripadnici jezi¢ne skupine romani chib
pridaju viSe vaznosti socijalnim vrijednostima nego njiho-
vi sunarodnjaci koji govore dijalektom Limba d' bjas. U
tom smislu, na njih se vjerojatno moze 1 vie ra¢unati u
pogledu socijalne angaZiranosti. Oni su, podsje¢amo, i
mobilniji, imaju iskustvo Zivota u viSe Zivotnih sredina,
$to bi moglo djelovati i na povecanje socijalne osjetljivosti.
No zanimljivo je da su, u prosjeku, vecu osjetljivost prema
“zastiti okolisa” pokazali Romi koji govore Jimba d' bjas.

Romani chib ljimba d' bjas

Sloboda 4,94 4,78 p<0.01
Rad 4,82 4,63 p<0.01
Prijateljstvo 4,86 4,73 p<0.01
Zastita okolisa 4,30 4,51 p<0.01
Ravnopravnost spolova 4,52 4,34 p<0.05
Slobodno vrijeme 4,49 4,21 p<0.01
Politika 2,51 1,97 p<0.01
Vjera 4,48 4,14 p<0.01
Nacija 424 3,66 p<0.01

Ponudeni su bili odgovori: uopée nije vazno (1), nglavnom nevazno (2), nisam sigu-
ran (3), uglavnom vazno (4) te vrlo vazno (5)

Anka Miseti¢
Sociokulturna obiljeZja
romskoga stanovnistva

Tablica 12.

Vaznost koju ispitanici pridaju
pojedinim vrijednostima
drustvenoga i individualnoga
zivota (srednje ocjene) —

razlika po “jezi¢noj skupini”

Tablica 13.

Vaznost koju ispitanici pridaju
pojedinim vrijednostima
drustvenoga i individualnoga
Zivota (srednje ocjene) —

razlika po “jezi¢noj skupini”
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Nacdin zivota

Tablica 14.

Karakteristicna obiljezja nacina
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Zivota u naselju (%)

Romski nacdin Zivota, po mnogofemu poseban, medu naj-
vaznijim je ¢imbenicima njihova razlikovanja 1 odvajanja
od drugih drustvenih skupina. Ta je posebnost dijelom po-
sljedica romskih obicaja 1 tradicije, vrijednosnoga sustava
o kojem je ve¢ bilo rije¢i u prethodnom odlomku, ali 1 ob-
jektivnih okolnosti, pa i meduodnosa romske populacije i
S$irega drustva u kojem Zive. Na ovom mjestu reéi ¢emo
nesto o nacinu zivota Roma u Hrvatskoj na temelju njiho-
ve izravne progcjene koliko su pojedina obiljezja Zivota ka-
rakteristi¢na za nadin Zivota u naselju, samoprocjene vise
aspekata kvalitete Zivota te spremnosti za migraciju.

Iz Tablice 14 saznajemo kako kod gotovo 2/3 ispitani-
ka postoji svijest o izrazito nagla§enoj ugrozenosti Zivota
zbog onedis¢ena okolia. Nasuprot tome, svakodnevni se
zivot dozivljava sigurnim, pa se moze pretpostaviti kako se
ugroZenost zbog onecis¢ena okolisa ocekuje vise kao dugo-
ro¢na posljedica Zivota u neprihvatljivu okoli$u. Takav ne-
povoljni Zivotni okvir vjerojatno se nadoknaduje relativno
velikim “moguénostima da se Zivi po vlastitom izboru”,
¢ime se ostvaruje vec¢ iskazana Zelja za slobodom 1 njezino
visoko vrednovanje. I velika uloga tradicije potvrduje se u
ocekivano visokom udjelu, dok je “moguénost brzog stje-
canja dobrog standarda” jedino obiljezje koje nije potvrde-
no kao tipi¢no za njihova naselja.

Ukupno uzorak

Uopce ne Donekle  Izrazito

UgrozZenost Zivota oneci§¢enim okolisem 15,0 21,7 63,3
Siguran svakodnevni Zivot 17,9 33,6 48,5
Mogucénost da se Zivi po vlastitu izboru 21,0 31,7 47,2
Velika uloga tradicije 23,6 37,2 39,2

Moguc¢nost da osoba u kratkom roku stekne
dobar standard 55,2 22,4 22,4

Razdioba po Zupanijama (tablice u dodatku) pokazuje
da je zbog ugroZenosti zivota oneci$¢enim okoli§em stanje
osobito alarmantno u naseljima Sisa¢ko-moslavacke, Va-
razdinske 1 Brodsko-posavske Zupanije, gdje je udio samo
odgovora “izrazito” veéi od 80%, pa su to i mjesta koja
zahtijevaju najhitnije intervencije kako bi se unaprijedila
kvaliteta Zivota u naseljima. Nema statisti¢ki znacajne raz-
like u na¢inu ocjenjivanja ovih karakteristika s obzirom na
ispitanike razli¢ite naobrazbe i dobi. Znadajnost razlike u
procjeni pokazala se izmedu Zena i muskaraca prilikom
ocjene “ugrozenosti Zivota onec¢is¢enim okolisem”, gdje su



muskarci u veéoj mjeri (67,3% izrazito) upozorili na ovaj
problem nego Zene (58,6% izrazito). Osim u ovoj dimenzi-
ji, kada je rije¢ o skupinama ispitanika “starosjedilaca” ili
“rodenih u naselju” te onih koji su “doseljeni” - razlika se
pokazala i u ocjeni uloge tradicije. Naime, starosjedioci
vie od doseljenih upozoravaju na ugrozenost onedi§¢enim
okoli$em, dok doseljeni u ve¢em postotku naglasavaju ulo-
gu tradicije u Zivotu naselja (Tablica 15).

Rodeni u mjestu boravka Rodeni drugdje

ili u nekom drugom u Hrvatskoj ili

mjestu u Zupaniji u inozemstvu
U(;}E):ce Donekle Izrazito Uopée Donekle Izrazito

Velika uloga tradicije 26,6 41,6 31,8 18,5 29,2 52,3

UgroZenost Zivota
onedi$¢enim okolisem 13,0 19,8 67,2 18,9 24,1 57,0

p<0.01

Razlika u ocjeni ovih karakteristika vlastita naselja
ima jo§ vie kad se ispitanici razdijele u dvije skupine po
jezi¢nom kriteriju (Tablica 16).

romani chib ljimba d' bjas

Uopce

Donekle Izrazito

Uc;llzce Donekle Izrazito

Velika uloga tradicije 11,7 28,4 59,9 28,4 43,8 27,9

Ugrozenost Zivota
onecis¢enim okolisem 24,0 30,0 46,0 10,8 19,5 69,7

Moguénost da se u
kratkom roku stekne
dobar standard 57,1 14,8 28,1 53,4 25,3 21,4

p<0.01

Kao “mjesto razlike” medu Romima koji govore raz-
licitim dijalektom pojavila se 1 “moguénost da se u krat-
kom roku stekne dobar standard”, koja je - premda u cjeli-
ni - mala, ipak nesto izglednija za pripadnike dijalektne
skupine romani chib. Ipak, dvostruko veéi udio ispitanika
1z skupme romani chib pokazuje da se u njithovim nasehl-
ma Zzivot odvija tradicionalnije, a 1 ugroZenost onecisée-
nim okoliSem istaknuta je u man]em udjelu. Razlike u od-
nosu spram tradicije mogucée su i zbog povezanosti je-
zi¢nih skupina s vjeroispovijedi ispitanika, koja u nekim
segmentima, s viSe ili manje uspjeha, odreduje i nacin
Zivota.

Sliku Zivota u romskim naseljima svakako upotpunjuje
1 ocjena najvaznijih aspekata kvalitete Zivota (Tablica 17).

Anka Miseti¢
Sociokulturna obiljeZja
romskoga stanovnistva

Tablica I5.

Karakteristicna obiljezja nacina
Zivota u naselju (%), po
mijestu rodenja

Tablica 16.

Karakteristi¢na obiljezja nacina
Zivota u naselju (%), po
dijalektu
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Tablica 17.

Srednja ocjena pojedinih aspekata kvalitete Zivota

s g . £
) ERRE *2 2 58 ¢ £ g o
g S5 % e 2E 2 E o g
% 9§86 & EES B2 og & kst s 25
8 .2 5 ©£0o 28¢ s 8 S 2 & 2
N ZE§ f £p 808 = = © D5
Zdravlje ¢lanova obitelji 3,7 39 40 37 3,9 41 3,6 37 3,6 3,8
Ugled medu osobama iz blize okoline
(susjedima, kolegama s posla) 3,9 37 3,7 42 3,9 40 3,8 35 33 3,7
Prehrana 3,8 3,4 3,7 3,6 3,8 3,7 3,7 3,4 3,4 3,6
Osobno zdravlje 3,3 3,5 37 35 3,5 3,7 36 34 35 3,5

Zivotna perspektiva mladih ¢lanova

obitelji

Osobna zivotna perspektiva

3,5 37 38 34 33 34 36 35 35 3,5
3,3 32 34 30 32 30 33 31 32 3.2

Mogu¢nost biranja nacina Zivota prema

vlastitim Zeljama i mjerilima
Uvijeti stanovanja

Op¢e Zivotne prilike u naselju
Materijalno stanje kuc¢anstva

Radno mjesto

3,1 29 36 31 33 34 31 31 31 32
28 26 28 25 33 31 29 27 26 238
29 24 24 22 30 29 30 25 27 27
24 22 26 23 25 25 25 21 22 23
6 16 18 23 17 18 25 16 13 17

Ponudene su bile ocjene kao u $koli: od 1 (nedovoljno) do 5 (odli¢no)
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Zdravlje, ugled perspektivu osobnu slobodu - ispita-
nici su na bolje ocijenili. No vi$e od vrha ovoga popisa za-
nima nas njegovo zacel)e Gledaju¢i od najlosije sastavmce
kvalitete Zivota - u ovom slucaju od “radnog m]esta pre-
ko materijalnoga stanja, uvjeta stanovanja, pa 1 opce ocjene
prilika u naselju - vidi se da se Zivot u romskim naseljima
ocjenjuje vrlo niskom ocjenom. I takva ocjena tek se u ni-
jansama mijenja po Zupanijama. Opéi je dojam da se Zivi
loSe, a najslabije ocijenjen aspekt Zivota (radno mjesto) vje-
rojatno je 1 klju¢ za izlazak iz opisane situacije. Premda se
u naseljima u kojima Zivi njih 92,3% smatra domaéima, a
ne dosljacima, zbog promjena uvjeta Zivota i rada veéina je
spremna 1 na selidbu. No intenzitet spremnosti na promje-
nu mjesta boravka smanjuje se s povetanjem udaljenosti
“novog doma” od mjesta sadasnjega Zivljenja (slika 2), pa
sve upucuje na potrebu da se sada$nja naselja 1 lokacije
urede kako bi se priblizila razini prihvatljiva Zivotnog
standarda.

Unato¢ opcenito pesimisti¢noj slici, ni u ovom pogle-
du stanje se ne ogjenjuje “podjednako lo§im” u svim pod-
skupinama uzorka. Statisti¢ki znacajne razlike pokazale su
se u svim testiranim skupinama: grupiranjem u dvije dija-
lektne skupine statisticki znacajna razlika dobivena je na
dva pitanja, pri ¢emu su u oba sluc¢aja zadovoljniji stanjem
pripadnici dijalekta romani chib. Oni su zadovoljstvo rad-
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nim mjestom ocijenili prosje¢nom ocjenom 2, za razliku
od pripadnika dijalekta Jimba d’ bjas, koji su tu prosje¢no
dali ogjenu 1,7; opée prilike u naselju kod prve skupine
dobile su ocjenu 2,80, a kod druge 2,55. Starosjedioci pak
viSom ocjenom od doseljenika vrednuju osobno zdravlje
(3,61 prema 3,33), zdravlje ¢lanova kuéanstva (3,89 prema
3,57) 1 materijalni polozaj (2,34 prema 2,28). Muskarci su
viSom ocjenom od Zena vrednovali radno mjesto (1,81 pre-
ma 1,61), osobno zdravlje (3,64 prema 3,35), osobnu Zivot-
nu perspektivu (3,32 prema 3,04) 1 Zivotnu perspektivu
mladih (3,60 prema 3,41).

Jo$ je veéi broj pojedinosti na kojima se statistic¢ki
znacajno razlikuju ocjene zaposlenih i nezaposlenih (Ta-

blica 18).
Zaposleni Nezaposleni Tab"c.a '8. L
Srednja ocjena pojedinih
Osobno zdravlje 3,89 3,47 aspekata kvalitete Zivota
Zivotna perspektiva mladih ¢lanova obitelji 3,78 3,48
Osobna zivotna perspektiva 3,53 3,16
Uvijeti stanovanja 3,21 2,76
Materijalno stanje kucanstva 2,79 2,29
Radno mjesto 3,39 1,55

Ponudene su bile ocjene kao u $koli: od 1 (nedovoljno) do 5 (odli¢no)

Zaposleni ispitanici su, ofekivano, zadovoljni u svim
pojedinostima koje su ocjenjivali, a osobito se to vidi u
onima koje su najizravnije vezane uz radno mjesto 1 mate-
rijalni status. Statisti¢ki znadajne razlike u ocjeni pokazale
su se u najveem broju pojedinosti (prikazanih u Tablica-
ma 19 1 20) kada smo usporedili ispitanike razli¢ite dobi 1
razli¢itoga stupnja naobrazbe. 129



Anka Miseti¢
Sociokulturna obiljeZja
romskoga stanovnistva

Tablica 19.

Srednja ocjena pojedinih
aspekata kvalitete Zivota,
po dobi

Tablica 20.
Srednja ocjena pojedinih

aspekata kvalitete Zivota, po
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naobrazbi

18-29 30-39 40-49 501 vise

Zdravlje ¢lanova obitelji 3,95 3,87 3,85 3,00
Mogu¢nost biranja nac¢ina Zivota

prema vlastitim Zeljama i mjerilima 3,23 3,13 3,40 2,76
Prehrana 3,65 3,69 3,65 3,08
Osobno zdravlje 4,06 3,48 3,25 2,27
Zivotna perspektiva mladih ¢lanova

obitelji 3,62 3,54 3,70 2,95
Osobna Zivotna perspektiva 3,38 3,22 323 2,51
Uvjeti stanovanja 2,79 2,90 2,98 2,42
Materijalno stanje ku¢anstva 2,38 2,36 2,51 1,86
Radno mjesto 1,65 1,75 2,00 1,50

p<0.01

U vecini pojedinosti mladost donosi 1 veéi stupan;j za-
dovoljstva, no zanimljivo je da su u slu¢aju ocjene radnoga
mjesta ispitanici u ¢etrdesetim godinama Zivota najzado-
voljniji, dok su se pribliZile ocjene najmladih i najstarijih.
S tim je povezana i najveca ocjena zadovoljstva materijal-
nim stanjem u istoj dobnoj kategoriji (40-49 godina), kao
1 u slucaju radnoga mjesta. Opéenito se moze reéi da je ta
skupina ne$to optimisti¢nija od drugih i kada je rije¢ o
Zivotnoj perspektivi mladih, uvjetima stanovanja i mogu-
¢nosti da se zivi po vlastitu izboru.

nepotpuna .
bez skole o?nosna osnovna  srednja sko-
<kola $kola la
Zdravlje ¢lanova obitelji 3,51 3,89 3,90 4,00
Ugled medu osobama iz blize
okoline (susjedima, kolegama
s posla) 3,63 3,69 3,93 4,11
Prehrana 3,35 3,62 3,74 4,02
Osobno zdravlje 3,02 3,66 3,79 4,04
Zivotna perspektiva mladih
¢lanova obitelji 3,31 3,54 3,73 3,65
Osobna Zivotna perspektiva 2,88 3,25 3,40 3,70
Uvjeti stanovanja 2,58 2,80 3,00 3,36
Materijalno stanje ku¢anstva 2,12 2,35 2,53 2,76
Radno mjesto 1,57 1,63 2,10 2,26
p<0.01

Iz Tablice 20 vidi se da su pojedinostima u vlastitu
Zivotu, u prosjeku, najzadovoljniji obrazovaniji ¢lanovi
romske populacije. No kako je njih u ukupnom broju vrlo
malo, zaklju¢nu ocjenu o kvaliteti Zivota odreduju u naj-
ve¢oj mjeri manje uspje$ni i manje zadovoljni Romi.



Sociokulturni profil romskoga stanovnistva analizirali smo
na temelju nekoliko indikatora: identitet, drustveni po-
lozaj, vrijednosti 1 kvaliteta Zivota. Premda je nesumnjivo
da su Romi specificna drustvena skupina, po mnogim
obiljeZjima i nadinu Zivota prepoznatljiva u drustvu, ipak
valja imati na umu da nije rije¢ o homogenoj sociokultur-
noj grupaciji, nego da se unutar romske populacije do-
gadaju mnogovrsna raslojavanja. Ovo istraZivanje pokaza-
lo je da se ta raslojavanja zbivaju 1 u kulturnoj sferi, obli-
kujuéi tako neke podskupine s posebnim identitetima, na-
¢inom Zivota 1 vrijednostima. Ponekad one nisu sasvim ja-
sno definirane, naprotiv, ostaju natkriljene nezaobilaznim
kulturnim specifi¢nostima koje romska drustva oblikuju 1
razlikuju spram drugih drustava. No ve¢ je nekoliko anali-
za kojima smo “naceli” ispod povriine, usporedujuci ih po
spolu, dobi, naobrazbi, povezanosti s mjestom, pripadno-
sti jezi¢nom/dijalektnom krugu - pokazalo da se unutar
romske populacije diferenciraju vise ili manje razli¢ite sku-
pine. O tome bi, svakako, trebalo voditi rac¢una kada se
pristupa unapredenju razvoja njihovih naselja.

Nekoliko je velikih problema s kojima se romske za-
jednice suocavaju i koji posljedi¢no opteretuju sve aspekte
Zivota, pa tako 1 onaj sociokulturni. Objektivno nizak stu-
panj naobrazbe, koji smanjuje izglede za zaposlenje i po-
bolj$anje Zivotnoga standarda, nije kod samih Roma pre-
poznat kao uzrok ili klju¢ rjeSenja njihovih problema.
Unato¢ svemu, na vrijednosnoj ljestvici “zavrSena $kola”
nalazi se pri samome dnu, a siromas$tvo se prihvaca kao
obiljezje skupine i upisuje se u identitetsku bilancu, gura-
ju¢i u pozadinu tipi¢na kulturna obiljezja Roma kao $to
su folklor, obicaji, jezik, obrti 1 sl.

Uz siromas$tvo, u najvec¢oj su mjeri skloni svoj nadin
Zivota opisati kao “ugroZenost oneci§¢enim okoli§em”, $to
se dodatno argumentira 1 niskim stupnjem zadovoljstva
uvjetima stanovanja, opéim Zivotnim prilikama u naselju,
materijalnim stanjem kudanstava i, osobito, radnim mje-
stom.

Opcenita je ocjena, $to pokazuje 1 ova analiza, da tra-
dicionalni sociokulturni identitet Roma blijedi te da se
Romi u najve¢oj mjeri socijalno legitimiraju 1 predstavljaju
kroz negativna obiljeZja ili manjkavosti: siromastvo 1 ugro-
zenost. U drustvu koje se okre¢u k multikulturalnosti 1 oh-
rabrivanju ravnopravnoga Drugog, manjak i nedostatak ne
mogu dugoro¢no biti temelj identitetske razlike na kojoj
pociva subjektivitet skupine. Za oblikovanje prepoznatlji-
voga sociokulturnog profila Roma, kao i za revitalizaciju
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njihova socijalnog identiteta, ima mnogo vise izgleda ako
uporiste vlastite legitimacije naslone na jo$ uvijek Zive sa-
stavnice kulturne bastine. Podsje¢amo, gotovo polovica is-
pitanika smatra da Rome najbolje opisuju njithovi obicaji,
folklor, jezik, stari obrti. Je li postotak onih koji tako mi-
sle velik ili je malen - moZda 1 nije pravo pitanje. On je,
svakako, dovoljan da bude uporidte optimisti¢nijih razvoj-
nih scenarija za romsku populaciju.



y Zgran
SUCUR

SIROMASTVO KAO
SASTAVNICA
SOCIOKULTURNOG
IDENTITETA ROMA






Obijektivni i subjektivni pokazatelji romskoga siromastva

Postoji tijesna veza izmedu Roma 1 siromastva 1 ona traje

stolje¢ima. Romi su zasigurno skupina s najveéim rizikom

siromas$tva u svim dru$tvima u kojima Zive. Romsko je si-

romastvo specifi¢no u odnosu na siromastvo drugih et-

ni¢kih ili socijalnih skupina. Prije svega, siromastvo je

medu Romima znatno rasirenije nego u drugim skupina-

ma. Stope romskoga siroma$tva mogu biti desetak puta

vete nego stope siromastva u drugim skupinama. U Ru-

munjskoj, Bugarskoj 1 Madarskoj (zemljama koje su ¢lani-

ce ili kandidati za ulazak u EU) izmedu 40-80% Roma Zivi

ispod granice siromastva od 4,3 americka dolara po osobi

na dan (Ringold i sur., 2003.). S druge strane, Romi lako

upadaju u siromastvo 1 duZe vrijeme ostaju u siromastvu g |.

(mnogi 1 cijeli Zivot). To znadi da je romsko siromas$tvo  Stope siromastva Roma i
nerijetko po svom karakteru dubinsko i permanentno. drugh skupina (2004.)

(medunarodna linija siromastva od 4,3 $ dnevno po osobi, izraZzena u PPP - paritetu kupovne moc¢i)
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Izvor: http://vulnerability.undp.sk

Napomena: Prilikom izracuna visine dohotka po ¢lanu kucanstva, upotrijebljena je OECD-ova ekvivalentna lje-
stvica (prvi odrasli=1, ostali odrasli=0,5, djeca ispod 14 g.=0,3). To zna¢i da se dohodak po ¢lanu kucanstva ne
dobiva tako da se ukupni dohodak podijeli s brojem ¢lanova kué¢anstva, nego s “ekvivalentnim brojem ¢lanova
kuéanstva”. Npr. ako ukupni dohodak kuéanstva u kojem Zivi bra¢ni par i dvoje djece iznosi 1200 kn, ekviva-
lentni dohodak po ¢lanu kucanstva ne bi iznosio 300 kn (1200+4), nego 571,43 kn (1200+2,1).
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Golema ve¢ina Roma u Hrvatskoj takoder je zaokup-
ljena problemima siromastva, o ¢emu svjedoce 1 objektivni
1 subjektivni pokazatelji siromastva. Kao §to se vidi iz slike
1, stopa siromas$tva Roma u Hrvatskoj otprilike je dva i po
puta veéa nego stopa siromastva neromske populacije koja
Zivi u istim naseljima s Romima ili u blizini romskih na-
selja. Sigurno da bi razlika izmedu siromastva Roma 1
opcenito neromske vecine bila znatno ve¢a. U usporedbi s
drugim zemljama, Hrvatska pripada skupini zemalja koje
imaju manje razlike izmedu stopa siromastva Roma 1 osta-
lih zajednica koje Zive u romskom susjedstvu.

Razvidno je da su materijalne i1 financijske prilike
romske populacije daleko gore nego materijalne prilike sta-
novnistva koje Zivi u apsolutnom siromastvu (Tablica 1).

Ukupno . . .
. . Siromasni Romi
Pokazatelji Zivotnoga standarda stanovni$tvo
(%) (%)
(%)

Manje od 10 kvadrata stana po osobi 8,1 25,0 67,2*
Nema struje 0,3 2,1 26,0
Nema WC u kuéi 8,8 37,2 66,0
Nema kupaonicu u kuéi 7,9 38,1 63,3
Nema tekuée vode 5,7 22,0 48,9
Nema kanalizacije 24,0 45,2 78,8
Nema telefona 10,7 40,1 61,1
Nema hladnjaka ili $krinje 5,9 16,6 20,9
Nema stroj za pranje rublja 8,9 32,6 49,9
Nema automobil 37,0 89,2 67,5

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

Napomena: Pokazatelji Zivotnoga standarda za ukupno stanovnistvo 1 siromas$ne
preuzeti iz Luttmer (2000.). Granica siromastva odredena na temelju minimalnih
izdataka za prehranu 1 ostale potrebe.

* S obzirom na to da nismo imali precizan podatak o povrni stana Roma, jer
su odgovori ispitanika svrstavani u odredene razrede u pogledu veli¢ine stambe-
noga prostora, da bismo izrac¢unali veli¢inu stambenoga prostora po ¢lanu ku-
¢anstva, posli smo od toga da sva kucanstva u odredenom razredu imaju pro-
sje¢nu vrijednost doti¢noga razreda. To znacdi da podatak o veli¢ini stambenoga
prostora po osobi nije posve precizan.

Kada se usporeduju odredeni elementi infrastrukture i
stambenoga standarda, na koji odlazi velik dio kuc¢anskih
izdataka u Hrvatskoj, onda vidimo da ¢ak vise od 1/4 Ro-
ma nema elektri¢nu energiju, dok je udio ovakvih kucan-
stava medu ukupno siromasnima oko 2%. Gotovo polovi-
ca romskih kucanstava nema stroj za pranje rublja, koji se
smatra dijelom minimalno pristojnoga Zivotnog standarda
u Hrvatskoj. Romi imaju znatno viSu razinu deprivacije
na svim elementima Zivotnoga standarda u odnosu na
opcenito siromasne, osim kada je rije¢ o automobilu. Do-



sada$nja su istrazivanja siromastva pokazala da je posjedo-
vanje automobila relativno dobar grubi indikator siroma-
$tva u Hrvatskoj. Otprilike 90% siromasnih i oko 95% ko-
risnika socijalne pomoéi ne posjeduje automobil (Sucur,
2001.; World Bank, 2000.). Cini se da automobil za Rome
ima dodatne funkcije. Za velik dio romskih obitelji auto-
mobil je vazan prilikom priskrbljivanja sredstava za Zivot,
ako se imaju na umu aktivnosti kojima Romi osiguravaju
sredstva za Zivot (prikupljanje sekundarnih sirovina, sitna
trgovina i preprodaja). Za druge gradane osobni automo-
bil nije u toj mjeri egzistencijalno nuZan.

Kada usporedimo trenuta¢ni Zivotni standard rom-
skih kucanstava s onim prije 6 ili prije dvadesetak godina,
onda je evidentno da se dogodilo pobolj$anje materijalnih
uvjeta zivota (mjereno posjedovanjem odredenih trajnih
potro$nih dobara) (Tablica 2).

Trajna potrosna dobra Istrazivanje iz Istrazivanje iz Istrazivanje iz
1982. 1998. 2004.
Nema struje 48,1 14,3* 26,0
Nema hladnjaka 72,9 40,0 37,1
Nema TV 61,9 20,2 15,0
Nema perilice rublja 92,2 65,9 49,9
Nema automobila 83,1 72,9 67,5

Izvor: Hodzi¢, 1985., 30-31 (za istrazivanje iz 1982.), Stambuk, 2000., 307 (za
istrazivanje iz 1998.) i terensko istraZivanje 2004.

Napomena: Obuhvat uzorka u ovim istraZivanjima bio je razli¢it, §to je moglo ut-
jecati na dobivene rezultate. IstraZivanjem iz 1982. obuhvaceno je bilo 20 rom-
skih naselja, istrazivanjem iz 1998. godine 5 naselja, a istrazivanjem iz 2004. go-
dine 43 naselja.

* Od pet naselja obuhvacenih istraZzivanjem u Cetiri je postotak kuéanstava bez
struje iznosio izmedu 0 1 11,5%, dok je u petom naselju bez struje Zivjelo vise od
polovice kucanstava.

Broj kucanstava bez struje viSe je nego prepolovljen u
dvadesetak godina. U odnosu na 1998. godinu, najvise se
smanjio postotak kucanstava bez perilice za rublje (iako je
jo$ uvijek prili¢no visok). Ipak, dobivene podatke treba
uzimati s oprezom, jer mogu postojati velike razlike u
zivotnom standardu izmedu stanovnika pojedinih rom-
skih naselja.

Subjektivne romske percepcije vlastita materijalnog
poloZaja ne razlikuju se bitno od onih objektivnih (Tabli-
ca 3). Na ljestvici od 1 do 5 vise od treéine ispitanika ocije-
nilo je svoj materijalni poloZaj ocjenom 1, odnosno kao
nezadovoljavajuéi. Ako tome pridodamo i one koji su svo-
ju materijalnu poziciju ocijenili ocjenom 2, onda nesto
manje od 60% kudanstava Zivi u nezadovoljavajuéim ili
jedva prolaznim materijalnim prilikama. Ovdje treba uzeti
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Promjene u Zivotnom
standardu Roma
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Tablica 3.

Materijalno stanje kucanstva
prema progjeni ispitanika*
(N=962)

Tablica 4.

Najveci problemi romskih
kucanstava® (N=958)
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u obzir 1 standard s kojim su se ispitanici usporedivali pri-
likom ocjenjivanja svoga materijalnog poloZaja. Romske
su percepcije prihvatljiva ili pristojna Zivotnog standarda
vjerojatno skromnije nego percepcije drugih socijalnih ili
etni¢kih skupina.

%
35,1
24,3
22,6

8,4

9,6

[ B N S

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

* Ocjena je napravljena na skali od 1 do 5, identi¢no ogjenjivanju u skoli.

Iz Tablice 4 vidimo 1 to da je bez premca najveéi pro-
blem s kojim se suocavaju romska kucanstva, prema pro-
sudbama ispitanika, siromastvo i materijalna oskudica. S
obzirom na to da su ispitanici mogli navesti do dva pro-
blema, indikativno je da na ljestvici problema koje ispita-
nici spominju kao prve postoji golema razlika izmedu siro-
mastva i svih drugih spomenutih problema. Naime, 64,7%
ispitanika u prvi je plan istaklo problem siromastva, a
11,3% loSe stambene uvjete, koji su u pravilu vrlo usko po-
vezani sa siromastvom. Kada rangiramo probleme bez ob-
zira na to jesu li spomenuti kao prvi ili kao drugi po
vaznosti, siromastvo i dalje ostaje na prvom myjestu, a za-
tim nezaposlenost te losi stambeni uvjeti. Svi koji su kao
problem navodili siromas$tvo naveli su ga po redoslijedu
isklju¢ivo na prvom mjestu.

% ispitanika koji % ispitanika koji
Problem problem navode  problem navode kao
kao prvi prvi ili kao drugi

Lo$ materijalni poloZaj (oskudica i

siromastvo) 64,7 64,7
Lose zdravlje ¢lanova obitelji 8,6 19,9
Poteskoce sa $kolovanjem djece 44 8,1
Losi stambeni uvjeti 11,3 33,4
Velika udaljenost od posla za

zaposlene 1,3 2,6
Nezaposlenost 8,5 47,0
Velika optere¢enost Zena (posao,

obiteljske obveze) 0,3 4,0
Ostalo 1,0 1,8

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

* Moglo se navesti do dva problema.
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go je ono “zadtitni znak” ili prepoznatljivo obiljeZje Roma sociokulturnog identiteta
(Tablica 5). Vise od polovice ispitanika (52%) smatra da si- Roma
romastvo najbolje opisuje Rome kao etni¢ku skupinu.

Tablica 5.

% “ L o

Sto najbolje opisuje Rome
Siromastvo 52,0 (N=959)
Obicaji 17,0
Folklor 13,5
Jezik 11,1
Tipi¢ni obrti 4,0
Drugo 2,4

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

Romi i “kultura siromastva”

Romi se tradicionalno percipiraju kroz razne stereotipe.
Javnost ih percipira kao prosjake i skitnice ili kao lopove.
Cesto ih se oznatuje kao “nezasluzne siromahe” (Katz
1989.), 4. kao ljude koji su lijeni, 1zb]egava]u rad, imaju
nekontroliranu reprodukciju, neodgovorm su 1 nezreli, ne
prihvacéaju moderne vrijednosti, Zive od drZavne potpore 1
sl. Drugim rije¢ima, Rome se u pravilu okrivljuje za vlasti-
to siromas$tvo. Tako je raSirena slika Roma kao onih koji
Zive u bijedi 1 siromastvu, ali 1 kao onih koji pretjerano 1
neprimjereno iskoriStavaju drZavne sustave pomodi, po-
ti¢udi time frustracije i suparni$tvo s neromskim skupina-
ma. Stoga se moZe postaviti pitanje: je li romsko siro-
mastvo “situacijsko” ili “kulturalno™? Je li siroma$tvo in-
trinzi¢ni dio romske kulture, tako da $ira javnost u tom
pogledu ne moze udiniti nista ili vrlo malo?

Neki su autori u romskom siromastvu skloni vidjeti
elemente patologije 1 kulturalizma. “Patolo$ki” pristup su-
gerira da jedina odgovornost za siromastvo lezi na poje-
dincu, tj. siromastvo je rezultat socijalnih i osobnih nedo-
stataka pojedinca. Rije¢ patologija aludira na aktivnu ulo-
gu pojedinca u stvaranju siromastva, odnosno da pojedin-
ci aktivno 1 svjesno stvaraju vlastitu bijedu. Isto tako, iz
ovog bi se pristupa moglo zakljuc¢iti da su siromasni pre-
dodredeni da budu kriminalci i prijestupnici 1 da nikakva
drustvena intervencija nece imati uspjeha zbog samoga ka-
raktera tih ljudi.

Ipak, autori znatno ¢e$ée romsko siromastvo nastoje
objasniti teorijom “kulture siromastva” (Lewis, 1965.,
1968.), jer kulturalizam ne aludira na “genetske” crte Ro-
ma, nego na njihovu kulturu koja ih potice na to da, u
skladu sa stereotipima, izbjegavaju rad, imaju previse djece 139
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Tablica 6.
Obiljezja kulture siromastva

ili prihvacéaju prokriminalnu Zivotnu orijentactju. Prema
ovoj teoriji, siromasni se sluZe Zivotnim strategijama koje
su posljedica kulturno uvjetovane prakse. Oni razvijaju
vlastitu kulturu, posve razli¢itu od kulture drustva, s ose-
bujnim normama 1 vrijednostima. Obiljezja kulture siro-
mastva, prema Lewisovim nalazima, mogu se analizirati na
individualnoj, obiteljskoj i socijalnoj razini (Tablica 6).

Individualna razina

Obiteljska razina Socijalna razina

* marginaliziranost
* bespomoc¢nost

¢ fatalizam

* orijentacija prema sada$njosti specifi¢noga zati¢enog

¢ manjak kontrole impulsa
¢ slaba ego-struktura

¢ uvjerenost u musku
superiornost

* tolerantnost prema

* slobodne veze 1 “divlji” brakovi ¢ nepripadanje i nesudjelovanje u
* rani ulazak u spolne odnose dru-stvemm Institucyjama
(privredne organizacije, sindikati,

. djetinjstva k o .
nema gjetinjstva xao politicke stranke 1 sl.)

razdoblja e slaba upotreba drustvenih usluga
(zdravstvenih, kulturnih,
obrazovnih, bankovnih itd.)

nedostatak privatnosti

matrifokalna obitelj .. .
] * socijalna dezorganizacija i

kroni¢na nestabilnost

visoke stope razvoda
e muskarci napustaju obitelj

psihopatologijama svih vrsta

140

Krade, prosjadenja, sitne prijevare, prostitucija, zele-
nastvo, droge, maloljetnicke trudnoée 1 druge devijacije ta-
koder se prihvacaju kao obiljeZja kulture siromastva. Siro-
masni su uhvaceni u endemiéni samoodrzavajuéi zadarani
krug jer nemaju snage zaustaviti procese koji uzrokuju 1
odrzavaju njihovo siromastvo.

Na prvi pogled, teza o intergeneracijskoj transmisiji
siromastva “lako” se moZe ilustrirati primjerima iz rom-
skoga Zivota. Lewis je smatrao da se kultura siromastva in-
ternalizira 1 u¢i u socijalizacijskom procesu, zbog ¢ega ima
velik utjecaj na djecu. Lewis (1968., 50) kaze: “Do svoje
Seste ili sedme godine djeca iz slama obi¢no usvoje osnov-
ne vrijednosti i stavove svoje supkulture 1 nisu psihologki
pripremljena iskoristiti sve prednosti promijenjenih okol-
nosti ili povecanih Sansi koje se mogu pojaviti u njihovu
zivotu”. I novije teorije isti¢u da siroma$ni prenose uvje-
renja, prakse, ambicije 1 odekivanja s generacije na genera-
ciju kao oblik “naslijeda”. Na primjer, ako je siroma$na
(romska) obitelj razvila praksu prosjacenja 1 varanja, ova ce
se “vjeStina” prenijeti na mlade ¢lanove obitelji, jer pred-
stavlja mehanizam kojim siroma$ni nastoje izai na kraj sa
socijalnom 1 ekonomskom marginalizacijom. Kao $to boga-
ti prenose svoje bogatstvo potomcima, tako 1 siroma$ni
transferiraju svoje obiteljsko “naslijede” mladima, koji ga in-
ternaliziraju i kasnije rabe u Zivotu. Na isti bi se na¢in mo-
gle objasniti niske obrazovne aspiracije ili Zivotne ambicije
mladih u takvim okolnostima. Ovo bi znadilo da siromasni
pridonose svom osiromasivanju prikupljanjem, oéuvanjem 1
prenoSenjem ponasanja povezanih sa siroma$tvom.



Ako postoji romska kultura siromastva, $to je njezin
sadrzaj? Istina je da su neka obiljezja Lewisove kulture siro-
mastva prisutna medu Romima (osje¢aj marginaliziranosti
1 bespomoénosti, orijentacija na sada$njost, slobodne veze,
rani ulazak u spolne odnose, nedostatak djetinjstva kao
zadticenoga razdoblja, slabo sudjelovanje u dru$tvenim in-
stitucijama 1 sl.). Medutim, neke sastavnice kulture siro-
mastva danas su postale karakteristi¢ne ne samo za Rome 1
siromasne nego 1 za druge socijalne slojeve u Hrvatsko;.
Mnogi imaju osje¢aj bespomoénosti 1 nesigurnosti u situa-
ciji ekonomske recesije 1 ograni¢enih moguénosti zaposlja-
vanja. Kako je uopée moguce planirati buduénost u situa-
ciji kada pojedinci nemaju nikakva utjecaja na drustvenu
okolinu? Kohabitacije 1 visoke stope razvoda nisu speci-
fi¢nost siromasnih, nego opéenito trendovi u suvremenom
drustvu. Isto se moze kazati 1 za izvanbra¢no radanje dje-
ce. U najrazvijenijim zemljama vise od polovice broja dje-
ce rada se izvan braka. Ni rano stupanje u spolne odnose
nije posebnost siromasnih ili Roma. Nakon seksualne re-
volucije mladi iz razli¢itih drustvenih slojeva ranije ulaze
u spolne odnose, s tim da ipak postoji velika razlika iz-
medu Roma i ostalih u pogledu razdoblja ulaska u prvi
brak. “Macho kultura” ili vjerovanje u superiornost mu-
$karaca nisu specijalno povezani s Romima, nego s patri-
jarhalnom kulturom, koja je jo§ prisutna i u hrvatskom
dru$tvu. Doduse, istina je da romski roditelji o¢ekuju od
svoje djece da znatno ranije “odrastu” (udaju se/oZene,
po¢nu zaradivati ili se osamostale) nego neromska djeca
(Sucur, 2004.), ali se Rome istodobno “optuzuje” da imaju
prezastitni¢ki odnos prema djeci (preblag 1 spontan od-
80))-

Kada bi Romi podrzavali kulturu siromastva, to znadi
da bi prihvaéali drugadije vrednote od onih u drustvu.
Medutim, Tablica 7 pokazuje da se njihova ljestvica vred-
nota vjerojatno ne razlikuje bitno od ljestvice ostalih (na-
Zalost, nemamo kontrolni uzorak neromske populacije da
bismo to provijerili).

Na vrhu ljestvice nalaze se obiteljske vrijednosti, osob-
ne vrednote i slobode (zdravlje, djeca, postenje, sloboda,
prijateljstvo, ljubav, brak), zatim dolaze radno-materijali-
sticke vrijednosti (rad 1 novac), dok su na dnu ljestvice tra-
dicionalne i politicke vrijednosti (politika, nacija, vjera). Iz
predstavljene hijerarhije vrednota moze se zakljuditi kako
Zivot u siroma$tvu nije nadin Zivota koji Romi preferiraju.
Rad takoder zauzima visoko mjesto na vrijednosnoj ljestvi-
ci, kao sredstvo ostvarenja mnogih drugih vrednota. Dak-
le, vrijednosni sustav Roma nije bitno drugadiji od vrijed-
nosnoga sustava drustva kao cjeline. Medutim, pitanje je u
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Tablica 7.
Ljestvica vrednota Roma*
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V. Uopce nije y . Rang prema
rednote vaino Vrlo vazno Prosjek . kategogl]l .
vrlo vazno
Brak 1,6 82,0 4,71 7
Djeca 1,3 95,2 4,90 2
Rad 1,3 79,5 4,70 8
Znanje 0,8 67,8 4,52 13
Obrazovanje 4,6 68,2 4,40 12
Postenje 0,4 88,6 4,85 3
Prijateljstvo 0,4 85,1 4,80 5
Slobodno vrijeme 1,0 59,0 4,38 16
Ljubav 1,6 83,6 4,72 6
Seksualni Zivot 43 70,7 4,40 10
Zastita okolisa 2,5 68,4 4,49 11
Politika 48,3 11,7 2,14 18
Vjera 6,0 62,9 4,26 15
Nacija 12,9 49,7 3,85 17
Novac 1,2 79,0 4,69 9
Sloboda 02 88,4 485 4
Spolna ravnopravnost 3,0 67,1 4,43 14
Zdravlje 0,1 96,6 4,96 1

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

* Vaznost svake vrednote procjenjivana je na ljestvici od 1 do 5 (1 - uopée nije
vazno, 2 - uglavnom nevazno, 3 - nisam siguran, 4 - uglavnom vazno, 5 - vrlo
vazno).

kojoj su mjeri dobivene vrijednosne orijentacije Roma re-
zultat njihova nastojanja da svoje odgovore usklade s op-
¢im drudtvenim ocekivanjima. Kod Roma je prisutna di-
skrepancija izmedu tzv. eksplicitnih 1 implicitnih vrednota
(Zupanov, 1995.). Eksplicitne (javno priznate) vrijednosti
mogu biti puke deklaracije po kojima se ljudi ne ponasaju
u stvarnom zivotu, dok su implicitne vrijednosti stvarne
vrijednosti, iz kojih proizlaze ponasanja. Ova diskrepanci-
ja izmedu eksplicitnih 1 implicitnih vrednota nije navlasti-
ta samo za Rome, ali je ona kod Roma vjerojatno izraZeni-
ja, jer Romi Cesto ne mogu ostvariti vrijednosti koje dekla-
rativno podrzavaju. Kako Romi nisu kadri ostvariti ciljeve
mati¢ne kulture, stvaraju norme koje su primjerenije situa-
ciji u kojoj zive (“vrijednosna rastezljivost”) (Mitrovié,
1990.). Svojim akcijama i pona$anjima Romi ili siromasni
mogu krsiti vlastite moralne norme 1 vrijednosti.

Kako protumaditi prisutnost nekih crta kulture siro-
mastva medu Romima? Treba kazati da je sam Lewis isti-
cao kako je kultura siromastva istodobno 1 adaptacija 1 re-
akcija siroma$nih na njthovu marginalnu poziciju u viso-
ko individualiziranom kapitalistickom drustvu. Kultura si-



romastva predstavlja pokusaj siromasnih da se uhvate uko-
$tac s osjecajima beznada i olaja, koji proizlaze iz spoznaje
o nemogucénosti postizanja uspjeha, u skladu s vrijednosti-
ma i ciljevima $irega drustva. Ono $to neki nazivaju “kul-
turom” zapravo predstavlja mehanizme prezZivljavanja, od-
nosno adaptaciju siromas$nih na Zivotne neprilike. Je li, re-
cimo, socijalna dezorganizacija ili nestabilnost zaista obi-
ljezje romskih zajednica? Iz brojnih istrazivanja proizlazi
da uvjeti Zivota u svim romskim zajednicama nisu isti:
negdje su stabilni, neke se zajednice bore protiv Zivotnih
problema 1 “nesreca”, neke su slabije organizirane 1 nesta-
bilne. Romi mogu uspjesno organizirati svoje zajednicke
aktivnosti na nacin koji je drugacm od onoga medu ne-
romskom populacijom. Romi imaju svoje modele rjeSava-
nja problema. Tako se srodnicke mreze mogu shvatiti kao
“kulturni kapital”, a ne kao nesto $to onemogucuje surad-
nju 1 poduzetnost. Visegeneracijske obiteljske mreze pred-
stavljaju sredstvo preZivljavanja za razli¢ite generacije, jer
osiguravaju redovito pritjecanje financijskih sredstava (dje-
Gi doplatak, obiteljske naknade, mirovine, naknade za ne-
zaposlene). Te obiteljske mreZe sluze i kao informacijske
mreZe o trzi$tu rada, moguc¢nostima zarade, dobicima i gu-
bicima napustanja lokalne sredine 1 sl.

Treba prihvatiti ¢injenicu da Zivot u siromastvu pogo-
duje razvoju onih oblika ponasanja koji su vise situacijsko-
ga karaktera, ali ne treba iskljuciti ni moguénost da siro-
mastvo stvara trajnije obrasce ponasanja (Gans, 1968.) koji
mogu negativno utjecati na brzinu promjena nakon pre-
stanka siromastva. Usvojeni obrasci ponasanja mogu dove-
sti do “kulturnoga zaostajanja”, tj. mogu sprjetavati ili
otezavati lagan 1 brz “povratak” u drustvo, iako se vjeruje
da je kulturno zaostajanje privremenoga karaktera. Stoga je
bitno i prilikom istraZivanja romskoga siromastva utvrditi
koji su obrasci njihova ponasanja situacijski, a koji su in-
ternalizirani 1 imaju obiljezja “kulture”. Situacijska se po-
nasanja mijenjaju u skladu s promjenom Zivotnih okolno-
sti (bez drustvenih 1ntervenc11a) dok se internalizirana po-
nasanja mogu mijenjati poglavito organiziranim aktivno-
stima.

Nedostatak teorije kulture siromastva leZi u tome $to
ona implicira da siroma$ni 1 Romi nemaju “svoju kultu-
ru”, ve¢ da njihova ekonomska pozicija odreduje njihove
vrijednosti na predvidljiv nacin. Zatim, nije jasno imaju li
Romi jednu kulturu ili dvije: svoju etni¢ku kulturu 1 kul-
turu siromas$tva. U kojoj se mjeri etni¢ka kultura Roma
dopunjuje kulturom siromastva? Romi su etni¢ka manjina
u Hrvatskoj i drugim zemljama, $to znadi da imaju i od-
redene kulturne specifi¢nosti u odnosu na ve¢insku skupi-
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nu. Tako su npr. rani brakovi karakteristi¢ni za romsku et-
nic¢ku skupinu. Oni su dio romske tradicije 1 romske soci-
jalizacije (Suéur, 2004.). Rani brakovi ne moraju, sami po
sebi, voditi k siromastvu. Oni su vise indikator slabih
obrazovnih aspiracija, ranog ispadanja iz obrazovnoga su-
stava, §to je povezano s niskim kvalifikacijama i slabo raz-
vijenim radnim vjeStinama, koje u krajnjem slucaju sma-
njuju izglede da se pronade posao na trzistu rada.

Ovdje je vazno pitanje koji tradicionalni obrasci rom-
ske kulture sprjecavaju ili otezavaju modernizaciju rom-
skih zajednica. Materijalni poloZaj Roma moZe se pobolj-
Sati a da se zadrze dosadadnji kulturni obrasci. Vasecka 1
Radicova (2001.) isti¢u sljede¢a obiljezja romskih obitelji,
po kojima se Romi razlikuju od neromske veéine, a koji
mogu biti povezani s problemima modernizacije 1 siro-
mastva:

e Zivot u proSirenim obiteljima (jo§ nema dominantne
orijentacije prema nuklearnim obiteljima)

e kolektivisti¢ki stil Zivota usmjeren prema zajednici

* nepostojanje granice izmedu privatnog i javnog (privat-
nost ne postoji ne samo zbog nadina Zivota nego 1 zbog
odnosa prema vlasni$tvu)

e shvaanje stani$ta kao privremenog i provizornog

¢ jasna podjela spolnih uloga u obitelji (mugkarac kao hra-
nitelj obitelji, a Zena kao skrbnica 1 podizateljica djece)

e specifitna demografska obiljeZja (mlado stanovnistvo i
velik broj djece).

Ipak, treba primijetiti da kultura siromastva polazi od
nedokazane pretpostavke da postoji samo jedan funkcio-
nalni model adaptacije na stanje dugoroéne deprivacije.
Medutim, medu Romima 1 siroma$nima nalazimo kom-
pleksne i raznolike strategije adaptacije na sli¢ne socijalne
okolnosti. Tako Romi mogu planirati masovno iseljavanje
u inozemstvo kao oblik politickoga prosvjeda protiv di-
skriminiraju¢ih lokalnih uvjeta ili mogu individualno od-
laziti u inozemstvo kao ilegalni migranti ili mogu migrira-
ti u zemlje u kojima su povoljniji uvjeti za razvoj “sitnoga
biznisa” (Stewart, 2002.).

Uzroci romskoga siromastva
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romastva nego druge socijalne ili etnicke skupine. Neki za-
stupaju tezu o “rasijalizaciji siroma$tva” (Emigh, Fodor 1
Szelenyi, 2000.), tj. da pripadnici etnic¢kih 1 rasnih skupina
pocinju prevladavati medu siroma$nima, mijenjajuéi tako
profil siromastva. Prije svega, siromastvo je opéenito pove-
zano s nekim sociodemografskim obiljezjima, kao $to su



spol, dob, zaposlenicki status, obrazovanje, veli¢ina 1 struk-
tura kucanstva i sli¢no. Medutim, povezanost siromastva s
ovim obiljeZjima varira izmedu drustava te izmedu Roma
1 ostalih.

Nekoliko je ¢imbenika koji utje¢u na poveéanu ranji-
vost romske populacije. Prvo, poznato je da Romi imaju
niZe obrazovanje i slabo razvijene profesionalne vjestine,
$to odreduje njihov poloZaj na promijenjenom (tranzicij-
skom) trzi$tu rada. Rizik siromastva opéenito je visok ako
je kuéedomacin nezaposlen ili bez obrazovanja, a ima troje
1 viSe djece. Veza izmedu siromastva i ovih triju obiljezja
(nezaposlenost, nisko obrazovanje, velik broj djece) kod
Roma je znatno snaznija nego kod ostalih. Neromska ku-
¢anstva sa spomenutim obiljeZjima ne moraju nuzno pre-
vladavati medu siroma$nima. Tako veéina siroma$nih u
Hrvatskoj, s obzirom na zaposlenicki status, nisu nezapo-
sleni, nego umirovljenici (Suéur, 2004.; World Bank, 2000.).
Prema jednom istrazivanju (Ringold 1 sur., 2003.), nerom-
ske obitelji kojima je na ¢elu osoba bez ikakva obrazovanja
imaju nekoliko puta viSe stope siromastva nego obitelji u
kojima glava kucanstva ima srednjoskolsko obrazovanje.
Sli¢an je omjer izmedu stopa siromastva neromskih kucan-
stava koje vodi nezaposlena i zaposlena osoba. Nasuprot
tome, medu romskim obiteljima siromas$tvo je relativno vi-
soko bez obzira na obrazovni ili zaposlenicki status glave
kucanstva. Rizik siromastva za Rome visok je 1 onda kada
je kuéedomacéin zaposlen. Podatci o procjeni materijalnoga
statusa pokazuju da se subjektivne ocjene materijalnih pri-
lika statisticki znacajno ne razlikuju s obzirom na obra-
zovni 1 zaposlenicki status ku¢edomacina te s obzirom na
strukturu kucanstva (Tablice 8, 9 i 10).

Obrazovanje 1 2 3 4 5 Ukupno
bez $kole 77 48 37 11 14 187
41,2% 25,7% 19,8% 5,9% 7,5% 100,0%
1-4 razr. OS 54 47 30 15 15 161
33,5%  2920%  18,6%  9,3% 93%  100,0%
nepotpuna OS 41 29 29 13 7 119
34,5% 24,4% 24,4% 10,9% 5,9% 100,0%
oS 31 19 25 6 8 89

34,8% 21,3% 28,1% 6,7% 9,0% 100,0%

srednja $kola 9 6 16 3 2 36
25,0% 16,7% 44,4% 8,3% 5,6% 100,0%

212 149 137 48 46 592
35,8% 25,2% 23,1% 8,1% 7,8% 100,0%

hi*=20,94 df=16 p=<.207

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

Ukupno

Zoran

Sudur

Siromastvo kao sastavnica
sociokulturnog identiteta

Tablica 8.
Subjektivna ocjena

materijalnoga stanja kucanstva

(na ljestvici od | do 5) s
obzirom na obrazovanje
ku¢edomacina
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Zoran Suéur Zaposlenicki status 1 2 3 4 5 Ukupno
Siromastvo kao sastavnica
sociokulturnog identiteta zaposlen 16 14 18 4 4 56
Roma 286%  250%  321%  71%  7,0%  100,0%
nije zaposlen 196 135 119 44 42 536
36,6%  252%  22,2% 8,2% 7,8%  100,0%
Tablica 9.
Subjektivna ocjena Ukupno 212 149 137 48 46 592
materijalnoga stanja kuéanstva 358%  252%  23,1% 8,1% 7,8%  100,0%
(na Ij‘estvwcw od | do 5)s hi*=3,17 df=4 p=.529
obzirom na zaposlenost .
kucedomacina  1zvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.
Struktura kucanstva 1 2 3 4 5 Ukupno
samacko kucanstvo 21 12 6 3 2 44
47,7% 27,3% 13,6% 6,8% 4,5% 100,0%
bra¢ni par bez djece u 26 12 10 2 2 52
kucéanstvu 50,0% 23,1% 19,2% 3,8% 3,8% 100,0%
bra¢ni par s neozenjenom ili 163 121 108 52 53 497
neudanom djecom u kuéanstvu 32,8% 24,3% 21,7% 10,5% 10,7% 100,0%
deficijentna jednoobiteljska 33 14 17 4 7 75
kucéanstva 44,0% 18,7% 22,7% 5,3% 9,3% 100,0%
“potpuna” viSeobiteljska 23 23 22 6 12 86
kucéanstva 26,7% 26,7% 25,6% 7,0% 14,0% 100,0%
deficijentna vi$eobiteljska 17 12 16 5 8 58
kucéanstva 29,3% 20,7% 27,6% 8,6% 13,8% 100,0%
ostala viseobiteljska 45 35 35 7 6 128
kucanstva 35,2% 27,3% 27,3% 5,5% 4,7% 100,0%
Ukupno 328 229 214 79 90 940
34,9% 24,4% 22,8% 8,4% 9,6% 100,0%

hi*=32,27 df=24 p<.121

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

Tablica 10.

Subjektivna ocjena
materijalnoga stanja kucanstva
(na ljestvici od | do 5) s
obzirom na strukturu
kucanstva

Tablica I1.

Ukupan broj ¢lanova obitelji
koji priskrbljuju sredstva za
zZivot i udio Zena medu njima
(N=968)
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Povetanom romskom siroma$tvu pridonosi jednohra-
niteljski model romske obitelji (uloga je muskarca da pri-
skrbljuje sredstva za Zivot, dok je Zeni rezervirano mjesto u
kuéi s puno djece). Razvidno je iz Tablice 11 da u gotovo
polovici romskih kucanstava samo jedna osoba priskrblju-
je sredstva za Zivot, s tim da u 64% kucanstava nema Zena
medu “zaradiva¢ima”. Ako zbrojimo kucanstva u kojima
zaraduje samo jedna osoba (49,2%) i kucanstva u kojima
nitko ne priskrbljuje sredstva za Zivot (15,6%), onda u
65% kucanstava najviSe jedna osoba osigurava sredstva za
prezivljavanje.

Broj Zena medu ¢lanovima

Broj ¢élanova koji priskrbljuju koji priskrbljuju sredstva za

y: %
sredstva za Zivot

%

Zivot
0 15,6 0 63,8
1 49,2 1 32,2
2 25,6 2 ivise 4,0
31 vise 9,6

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.



Drugo, postsocijalisti¢ka tranzicija povecala je stare i
stvorila nove probleme s kojima se suoc¢avaju Romi. U
procesu formiranja novih nejednakosti Romi se pojavljuju
kao “gubitnici tranzicije”. Osim ve¢ spomenutih problema
vezanih za trziSte rada, u mnogim je zemljama tranzicija
negativno utjecala na stanovanje Roma. Jasno je da Romi
nisu imali koristi od privatizacije ili od vlasnicke restituci-
je. Isto tako, fiskalni problemi postsocijalisti¢kih drzava
imali su za posljedicu redukciju javnih sredstava za grad-
nju ili odrzavanje socijalnih stanova, a znano je da jedan
dio Roma Zivi u socijalnim stanovima. Opéenito, kretanja
na stambenom trziStu nisu olaksala pristup stanovanju za
siromasnije 1 dohodovno slabije skupine.

Trete, politi¢ka transformacija u postsocijalistickim
zemljama rezultirala je poveanom diskriminacijom 1 na-
siliem prema Romima. Politi¢ka je liberalizacija predstav-
ljala za Rome “podijeljeni blagoslov”. Naime, stvorene su
$anse za slobodno izrazavanje etni¢kog i kulturnog identi-
teta te za sudjelovanje u drustvu. Medutim, pojavili su se
novi izazovi 1 poteSkoce, jer su na politi¢ku scenu dosle 1
ekstremisti¢ke skupine, ¢ime su otvoreni novi kanali za iz-
raZavanje nesnosljivosti prema Romima. Proturomsko na-
silje intenziviralo se gotovo u svim tranzicijskim zemljama
(kod nas su poznati napadi skinheada na Rome).

Cetvrto, Romi su se suocili s ograni¢avanjem pristupa
socijalnim uslugama zbog opéega rasta potraznje za njima
1 stezanja budzeta. U socijalizmu je veéina usluga bila bes-
platna. Danas koriStenje socijalnih usluga cesto iziskuje
formalno ili neformalno plaéanje, a dolazi i do smanjenja
kvalitete usluga. Geografski izolirane romske zajednice da-
leko su od sluzbi koje pruZaju usluge. S obzirom na uda-
ljenost od socijalnih sluzbi i nelegalno stanovanje, dio Ro-
ma nema dokumenata potrebnih za upis u $kole ili za ko-
riStenje zdravstvenih usluga. Prezastupljenost Roma u ne-
formalnoj ekonomiji takoder smanjuje njihova prava u su-
stavu socijalnog osiguranja (naknade za nezaposlene).

Romska etnoekonomija, izvori priboda i promjene
na trziftu rada

Romi su kroz povijest uglavnom bili iskljuceni iz formal-
nih oblika zapo$ljavanja. Jedino su u socijalizmu (posebice
u nekim zemljama) Romi imali visoke stope formalne za-
poslenosti, $to je bilo uvjetovano ¢injenicom da je socijali-
sticka 1deologija nezaposlenost smatrala oblikom patologi-
je (Human Rights Watch, 1992. 1 1993.). No 1 kada su bili
zaposleni, Romi su najce$e obavljali niskostatusne, fizicki
zahtjevne i slabo placene poslove. Danasnja zanimanja Ro-
ma takoder su niskostatusna 1 bez nekoga drustvenog ugle-
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Slika 2.
Stope nezaposlenosti Roma i

ostalih prema dobnim
kategorijama (2004.)

da. Vrlo je malo Roma u onim zanimanjima koja su viso-
koprestiZzna, odnosno koja su povezana s visokim ekonom-
skim nagradama ili modi.

Promjene na trzi§tu rada sigurno nisu isle u prilog
Romima. Romi u pravilu medu prvima ostaju bez posla
(ne samo zbog niskih kvalifikacija) 1 susre¢u se s velikim
problemima u pokusajima da se ponovo vrate na trzifte
rada, $to utjeCe na njihovo materijalno blagostanje. U soci-
jalisti¢ckom razdoblju Romi su bili zaposleni na radno in-
tenzivnim 1 nekvalificiranim poslovima koji su se odrzava-
li jedino zbog egalitarno-redistributivne politike socijali-
sticke ekonomije. Mnoga su radna mjesta na kojima Romi
rade ugrozena zbog tehnoloskoga napretka, jer znanstve-
no-tehnoloski razvoj smanjuje opéenito potraznju za ni-
skokvalificiranim radom. S obzirom na nisku razinu ljud-
skoga kapitala, Romi imaju vrlo visoke stope (dugotrajne)
nezaposlenosti (slika 2). Sve ovo upucuje na kroni¢nu ne-
stabilnost romskoga formalnog zaposlenja. Podatci u Ta-
blici 12 pokazuju smanjenje uloge formalne zaposlenosti u
osiguravanju egzistencije nakon 1998. godine. Bitno je is-
taknuti da odsutnost formalnoga zaposlenja zna¢i odsut-
nost dru$tvenoga statusa koji prioritetno izvire iz formal-
noga pla¢enog rada, ali to, osim toga, implicira 1 isklju-
enost iz sustava socijalne sigurnosti (Su¢ur, 2000.).

60
50
40

52 52

24
P 15
T T
15-24 25-45 55 1 vide
O Neromi koji Zive u blizini Roma B Romi

Izvor: http://vulnerability.undp.sk

Napomena: Stopa nezaposlenosti ovdje oznacuje udio nezaposlenih u radnoj snazi, s tim da pojam “radne snage”
obuhvaca sve osobe u radno aktivnoj dobi (starije od 15 godina), isklju¢ujuéi umirovljenike, osobe na $kolova-
nju i osobe koje se bave ku¢anskim poslovima.

S druge strane, Romi su u svojoj povijesti bili poveza-
ni s nekim tradicionalnim zanimanjima (Clébert, 1967.),
ali te su veze danas gotovo i$¢eznule. Poznato je da Romi
tradicionalno nisu bili zemljoposjednici, §to znadéi da su se



slabo bavili zemljoradnjom ili stoarstvom. Romske ne-
agrarne zajednice ne mogu se uzdrZavati iz vlastitih resur-
sa. Isto tako, Romi su kao neagrarna kultura imali indife-
rentan odnos prema zemlji$tu, tako da nisu nikada uspo-
stavili mehanizme 1 institucije povezane s agrarnim tipom
vlasni¢kih odnosa. Romi uglavnom nisu “pripadali” odre-
denom teritoriju niti su pridavali vaZznost stjecanju vla-
sni$tva. Naprotiv, njihovi su im tradicionalni obrti davali
fleksibilnost u odnosu na teritorij. Oni su esto pribjega-
vali onim poslovima koji su im jamdili nezavisnost u od-
nosu na ve¢insko stanovni$tvo 1 koji su se uklapali u nji-
hov nacdin Zivota. Kao $to je slucaj s nekim drugim no-
madskim narodima, Romi su imali drugadiji odnos prema
radu i drugadiji odnos prema vremenu. Radili su toliko da
bi zadovoljili trenutaéne potrebe. Medutim, mnoga su rom-
ska tradicionalna zanimanja nestala u pro§lom stolje¢u ili
su ozbiljno oslabljena zbog industrijalizacije (obradba me-
tala ili drveta), pa se Romi okre¢u drugim ekonomskim
aktivnostima. Iz Tablice 5 vidi se da tek 4% ispitanika vidi
u nekada$njim romskim obrtima simbole romske prepoz-
natljivosti, $to zna¢i da ta zanimanja nisu viSe vazna ni
kao i1zvor prihoda.
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Tablica 12.

lzvori prihoda Roma*

IstraZivanje

IstraZivanje

21998, iz 2004

Poljoprivreda 4.8 1,1
Stocarstvo 2,4 0,2
Radni odnos 23,0 17,6
Rad u inozemstvu 1,3
Ku¢na radinost 3,6
Povremeni, sezonski rad 31,0 26,9
Prijevoznistvo (kamionom, konjem i sl.) 0,3
Skupljanje sekundarnih sirovina (metal, staklo, papir 1 sl.) 20,6 19,7
Sitni usluzni poslovi (pranje automobilskih stakala, prodaja robe po ku¢ama 1 sl.) 2,4 6,4
Renta (iznajmljivanje poslovnoga prostora, stana, imanja, dionice 1 sl.) 0,2
Mirovina 15,9 4,8
Socijalna pomo¢ 46,3 74,2
Pomo¢ rodbine 6,3 2,9
Prosjacenje 11,1 4,1
Gatanje 0,5
Nesto drugo 4,2
Izvor: Stambuk, 2000., 309 (za istraZivanje iz 1998.).
* Moguce je bilo navesti dva izvora **N=697

Stanje na formalnom trzi$tu rada oslikava samo jednu
stranu materijalnoga poloZaja Roma. Za Rome su aktivno-
sti u neformalnoj (“sivo;j”) ekonomiji vrlo vazan izvor pri-
hoda, $to se moze 1 ocekivati ako se 1ima na umu njihova
sporadi¢na prisutnost u formalnoj zaposlenosti. Odnos
prema neformalnom sektoru nije identi¢an u svim zemlja-
ma niti u svim razdobljima. U razdobljima ekonomske 149
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stagnacije ili recesije ovaj sektor moze ¢ak imati ulogu so-
cijalnog amortizera. Medutim, s obzirom na to da ga nisu
regulirale institucije dru$tva, neformalne aktivnosti katka-
da ulaze u podrugje “crne ekonomije”, kojom dominiraju
kriminalne ili devijantne aktivnosti. Javnost je uvjerena u
to da se ¢ak dobar dio ekonomskih aktivnosti Roma odvi-
ja na granici dopustenog ili s onu stranu granice legalno-
sti. Cesto Romi ne mogu dobili dozvole za trgovanje ili za
druge poslove kojima se bave (Danova i Russinov, 1998.).

Romi na razli¢ite nacine priskrbljuju sredstava za Zi-
vot 1 t1 nadini osiguravanja egzistencije mogu se osjetno
mijenjati ¢ak 1 tijekom Zivota pojedinca. U osiguravanju
svoje materijalne egzistencije Romi kombiniraju vise izvo-
ra prihoda. Cak i kada imaju zasnovan formalni radni od-
nos, Romi pla¢e dopunjuju drugim prihodima. Treba ka-
zati da 1 druge skupine u pravilu dopunjuju svoje formal-
ne zarade radom u fusu ili proizvodnjom na vlastitu ima-
nju. S obzirom na neagrarno obiljezje romske kulture, Ro-
mi rijetko zadovoljavaju prehrambene potrebe vlastitom
proizvodnjom hrane (jer nemaju zemlji$ta i/ili nemaju tra-
diciju obradivanja zemljidta). Stoga ne iznenaduje da se
Romi, u situaciji kada zajednica u kojoj Zive tesko moze
osigurati podmirenje njihovih potreba, odlu¢uju za drzav-
ni paternalizam.

Rasirena su zanimanja Roma sitna trgovina i prepro-
daja, rad u inozemstvu, povremeni i sezonski rad za nad-
nicu u poljoprivredi, sitne usluge (koje su pretezno pove-
zane s popravcima), skupljanje i prodaja otpadnih materi-
jala, prikupljanje ljekovitoga bilja (Tablica 12). ZadrZzana
su 1 neka stara zanimanja, u prvom redu kao izvor dodat-
ne zarade (glazba, zabava, gatanje, prosjacenje 1 sli¢no).
Sklonost Roma prema odredenim zanimanjima 1 poslovi-
ma (koji u pravilu imaju nizak ugled) navela je neke auto-
re na ideju o postojanju romske “etnoekonomije” (Sucur,
2000.).

I podatci iz Tablice 12 potvrduju ¢injenicu da je soci-
jalna pomo¢ Romima najée$¢i izvor prihoda (u gotovo
3/4 kucanstava socijalna pomo¢ predstavlja prvi ili drugi
izvor prihoda). U usporedbi s istrazivanjem iz 1998. godi-
ne, znacajno se povecao broj kucanstava koja se oslanjaju
na socijalnu pomo¢ kao na jedan od izvora prihoda. Kada
govorimo o drzavnim socijalnim davanjima, znadajan broj
Roma dobiva djedje doplatke, $to se ne vidi iz Tablice 12.
Djegji doplatak 1 socijalna pomoé¢ nisu u koliziji, jer se
dje¢ji doplatak ne smatra dohotkom prilikom ostvarivanja
prava na socijalnu pomo¢. Cinjenica da je udio Roma
medu korisnicima socijalne pomoéi nerazmjerno veéi od
njihova udjela u stanovnistvu stalno izaziva pozornost jav-



nosti. Ovaj se podatak desto tumaci kao indikator ovi-
sni¢koga mentaliteta i besramnoga iskori$tavanja drzavnih
sredstava. Opcenito vlada misljenje da se ljudi srame biti
siromasni ili dobivati socijalnu pomo¢, ali to ne vrijedi za
Rome, koji su uvijek spremni zatraziti drzavnu pomot.
Prevladava stereotip da su Romi besramni jer traze sve $to
se moze izvudi od drZave, dok ostali traze pomo¢ jer Zive u
lo$im Zivotnim uvjetima. Po tome bi se moglo zakljuciti
da Romi ne Zive uvijek u nezavidnim Zivotnim uvjetima
ili da namjerno Zive u siromastvu kako bi dobivali pomo¢.
Rome se optuzuje da Zive “od naknade do naknade”, iako
se priznaje da te naknade nisu dostatne da bi se pokrili
osnovni zivotni tro$kovi. Ovakva okrivljavanja Roma do-
gadaju se u situaciji kada velik dio stanovni§tva sebe perci-
pira kao siromasne, odnosno kada se “Zrtve” natje¢u za
oskudna drzavna sredstva (“kompetitivna viktimizacija”).
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Romi kao “potklasa”

Romi su uvijek bili siromas$ni i zauzimali su najniZze po-
loZaje na stratifikacijskoj ljestvici. Nakon pada socijalizma,
u oslikavanju drustvenoga poloZaja Roma sve se edce rabi
anglosaksonski koncept “potklase” (vidi Katz, 1993.; Mincy,
1996.; Wilson, 1987.; Gans, 1995.). Neki autori nastoje po-
kazati da je tzv. tranzicija dovela do pogorsavanja drustve-
noga poloZaja Roma i do njihova konstituiranja kao “pot-
klase” (Emigh i Szelenyi, 2000.; Szelenyi, 2001.; Vasecka 1
Radicova, 2001.). U predsocijalistickom razdoblju Romi su
oznacavani kao “pod-kasta”, “parije” ili “nedodirljivi”. Bili
su siroma$ni 1 diskriminirani, ali su Zivjeli u svojim tradi-
cionalnim zajednicama 1 obavljali socioekonomske funkcije
koje nisu bile prestizne ili drustveno “nagradivane” (svi-
ranje, zabavljanje, popravci 1 sl.), ali su smatrani nuznim
dijelom dru$tvenoga funkcioniranja. Socijalizam je, $to-
vide, htio integrirati Rome u drustvo, ali ostavljajuéi ih 1
dalje na dnu drustvene ljestvice. Uz diskriminaciju koja se
nastavila, Romi su morali obavljati fizi¢ke, prljave i slabo
pla¢ene poslove. Cinili su sastavni dio drustva (najnizi sloj
u stratifikacijskom sustavu), iako su neki pozitivni rezulta-
ti u socijalizmu postignuti prisilnim mjerama, bez rom-
skoga sudjelovanja i prihvacanja. Postsocijalisti¢ka tranzi-
cija gurnula je Rome “izvan” granica drustva 1 intenzivira-
la procese njihova socijalnog iskljuc¢ivanja. Romi vise nisu
samo siromas$ni, oni su sada postali “beskorisni” 1 drustve-
no “suvi$ni”.

Upotrebom koncepta potklase Zeli se istaknuti izolira-
nost Roma od ostatka drustva, ali 1 njithova diskriminira-
nost, 1 to tako da oni u potklasi nemaju gotovo nikakvih
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izgleda pronaéi svoje uloge u novoj podjeli rada ili imati
“normalan” posao, dohodak, stan, socijalnu sigurnost ili
pristup boljem obrazovanju za svoju djecu (Stewart, 2002.).
Potklasu bi, dakle, ¢inile osobe za koje je vrlo vjerojatno
da Ce ostati nezaposlene i siromasne cijeli Zivot zbog nedo-
statka obrazovanja 1 radnih vje$tina te ¢ija su djeca “zarob-
ljena” u sli¢nom dru$tvenom svijetu, postajuéi tako odvo-
jena od ostatka drustva kao “nezasluzni siromasi”, “otpisa-
ni” ili “beznadni”.!

Objedinjujuéi razne definicije potklase, MacDonald
(1997., 3-4) shvaéa potklasu kao “drustvenu skupinu ili
klasu ljudi smje$tenih na dnu klasne strukture, koji su s
vremenom postali strukturalno odvojeni i kulturno raz-
li¢iti od regularno uposlene radnicke klase, 1 drustva opée-
nito, kroz procese socijalnih i ekonomskih promjena (oso-
bito deindustrijalizacije) i/ili kroz procese kulturnog po-
nasanja, a koji se sada ustrajno oslanjaju na drzavnu po-
mo¢ 1 koji su gotovo neprestano primorani Zivjeti u siro-
masnim uvjetima 1 susjedstvima”. Iz ove definicije proizla-
zi: 1) da je potklasa sloj ispod najnize klase u populaciji
zaposlenih, 2) da je nepovoljna situacija pripadnika pot-
klase dugotrajna ili permanentna (traje cijeli Zivot ili gene-
racijama), 3) da je potklasa socijalno, kulturno ili prostor-
no odvojena od nezaposlenih ili drugih siroma$nih skupi-
na i 4) da “kultura” potklase mozZe biti zapreka ponovnom
uklju¢ivanju u redovitu radnu snagu.

J. Wilson (1987.) takoder ustraje na razlici izmedu
“donje klase” 1 “potklase”. Wilson kaze da ono $to razliku-
je ¢lanove potklase od drugih ekonomski depriviranih sku-
pina jest to $to njithova zajednica ili socijalni milje prido-
nosi njihovoj marginalnoj poziciji ili slaboj povezanosti s
trzitem radne snage. Drugim rije¢ima, problemi marginal-
ne ekonomske pozicije 1 socijalne izolacije u podrudjima
koncentriranoga siroma$tva predstavljaju disfunkcije koje
se ne mogu objasniti standardnim konceptom “donje kla-
se”. Podrud¢ja koncentriranoga siromastva imaju drasti¢no
visok stupanj ovisnosti o socijalnim davanjima (“kultura
ovisnosti”), velik udio onih koji su iskljudent iz radne sna-
ge 1 visok postotak onih koji napustaju obrazovni proces
(Hajnal, 1995.). Sva ova tri obiljeZja prisutna su u mnogim
romskim zajednicama. Pristup potklase apostrofira socijal-
nu izolaciju kao jedan od klju¢nih problema romskoga
Zivota.

Povijesno gledajuéi, koncept potklase sli¢an je Marxo-
vu pojmu lumpenproletarijata (Stewart, 2000.), kao agrega-
ta pojedinaca na marginama socijalne strukture koji nisu
integrirani u drustvenu podjelu rada, nemaju sistematski
pristup profesionalnoj izobrazbi, uglavnom obavljaju se-



zonske 1 marginalne poslove koji ne jamée sigurnost pri-
manja ili karijere, Zive na rubovima drus$tva 1 oslanjaju se
na pomo¢ socijalnih sluzbi. Osim toga, dok se ostale klase
konstituiraju kroz odnose (sukobljavanja ili suradnje) s
drugim klasama, potklasa se formira zbog odsutnosti od-
nosa s drugim klasama.

Neki upozoravaju na opasnosti koje su povezane s
upotrebom pojma potklase kada se govori o Romima
(Stewart, 2002.). Prije svega, postoji strah da se ¢lanove
potklase napadne kao “socijalne parazite” 1 osobe “ogrez-
le u kriminal”, $to nerijetko ¢ine pripadnici desnice. Isto
tako, postoji trend medu znanstvenicima da izbjegavaju
koncepte koji bi mogli pridonositi “okrivljavanju Zrtve”
(Wilson, 1987.). No treba upozoriti da je G. Myrdal, tvo-
rac termina potklasa, rabio ovaj koncept u strukturalnom
smislu (potklasa kao skupina pojedinaca koji nisu sudje-
lovali u poslijeratnom ekonomskom rastu jer nisu stekli
obrazovanje i vjeStine potrebne u modernoj ekonomiji).
Kulturologke i bihevioralne komponente nisu u sredi$tu
strukturalnoga pristupa potklasi. Apsolutno je neprimje-
reno automatski vezivati pojam potklase s pojmovima
“asocijalnosti” ili “kriminogenosti”. Termin potklase (u7-
der-class) sam po sebi ne asocira na patologiju. Tako, za
razliku od potklase, termin “polusvijeta” (under-world) vise
upucuje na patoloski socijalni prostor koji ima svoja pra-
vila i norme.

Mozda potklasa prenaglasava stvarnu dru$tvenu odvo-
jenost Roma 1 postoji opasnost da se Rome optuzi za sta-
nje u kojem jesu. To je jedan od razloga zasto M. Stewart
(2002.) daje prednost konceptu “socijalne isklju¢enosti” pred
pojmom potklase. Termin socijalne iskljucenosti svakako
je blazi. Medutim, treba li se odre¢i nekoga koncepta samo
zato §to postoji moguénost njegove drugacije upotrebe ili
zloupotrebe? Pristup potklase sugerira da klju¢ni teorijski
koncept “nije kultura siromastva, nego socijalna izolacija”
(Wilson, 1987., 6). Kultura siromastva implicira da se os-
novne vrijednosti 1 stavovi te kulture internaliziraju 1 tako
utjeu na ponasanje siromasnih. To znaéi da poboljSanje
zivotnih izgleda siroma$nih pretpostavlja socijalnu politi-
ku koja je usmjerena prema promjeni ovih supkulturnih
obiljezja. S druge strane, socijalna izolacija ne podrazumi-
jeva samo odsutnost kontakata izmedu klasnih ili etnic¢kih
grupa nego 1 stav da priroda ovoga kontakta utjee na
Zivot onih koji Zive u podru¢jima koncentriranoga siro-
mastva. Socijalna izolacija implicira ogranicene izglede u
pogledu ekoloskih uvjeta Zivota, pristupa poslovima 1 in-
formacijama koje se ti¢u trZiSta rada, izbora partnera prik-
ladnih za Zenidbu/udaju, ukljucenosti u kvalitetne skole,
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usvajanja konvencionalnih modela uloga. Za razliku od si-
romasnih pripadnika donje klase, ¢ije je siromastvo rezul-
tat niskih zarada, obiteljskih obiljezja, kraceg 1 duzeg izbi-
vanja s trzi$ta rada, za ¢lanove potklase (Rome) siromastvo
1 nezaposlenost nerijetko su permanentna stanja (dogada
se da mnogi Romi cijeloga svoga radno aktivnoga razdob-
lja ne udu u formalnu zaposlenost). Osim toga, kada su 1
prijavljeni kao nezaposleni, postoje sumnje oko motiva
njihova registriranja (registriranje kod sluzbi za zapo$lja-
vanje moze biti motivirano nastojanjem da se ostvari odre-
deno socijalno pravo, kao $to je socijalna pomo¢, a manje
Zeljom da se posao zaista 1 pronade). Koncept potklase ne
moZe se primijeniti na sve Rome, nego na neke romske za-
jednice ili na dijelove tih zajednica.

“zacaranoga kruga” siromastva?

Prilikom planiranja mjera ublaZavanja romskoga siromastva

treba imati na umu vi$edimenzionalne korijene romskoga

siromastva i heterogenost romske populacije (Romi se raz-

likuju po svojim etni¢kim, profesionalnim, religijskim 1

ekonomskim karakteristikama). Razli¢iti uzroci romske

deprivacije utje¢u jedni na druge u zafaranu krugu siro-

mastva 1 socijalne isklju¢enosti. Romsko siromastvo jest di-

jelom povezano s niskim obrazovanjem, ograni¢enim mo-

gu¢nostima radne participacije 1 velikim obiteljima, ali je

povezano i s manjinskim statusom, odnosno s brojnim di-

menzijama socijalne iskljucenosti. Za Rome biti siromasan

ne znac¢i samo biti bez novca nego imati lo$u radno trzi-
$nu 1 obrazovnu situaciju, neadekvatno stanovanje, du-
gacku povijest problemati¢nih odnosa s ve¢inskom gru-
pom. Razina siroma$tva nerijetko je povezana s marginali-
zacijom romskih naselja (problem prostorne segregacije).

Romi koji Zive u udaljenim 1 segregiranim zajednicama

imaju znatno manje izgleda da sudjeluju u formalnoj eko-

nomiji ili da se koriste socijalnim uslugama (obrazovnima,
zdravstvenima). Geografska 1 socijalna iskljucenost vazni
su korelati romskoga siromastva.

Djelotvorna borba protiv romskoga siromastva nuzno
je upucena na razna podrudja 1 ukljucivala bi Siroki skup
aktivnosti, medu kojima treba izdvojiti sljedele:

e poboljiati stambene uvjete izgradnjom infrastrukture i
razvojem javnih usluga, posebice u udaljenim 1 izolira-
nim romskim naseljima (razvoj cesta i telekomunikaci-
ja). Unapredenje stambenih uvjeta takoder pretpostavlja
razja$njenje vlasni¢kih prava oko zemljista na kojem
Romi Zive i poticanje lokalnih vlasti da pruZaju usluge
u samim romskim zajednicama.



povecati $anse zaposljavanja 1 zaradivanja Roma njiho-
vim uklju¢ivanjem u trening programe, dosljedno anti-
diskriminacijsko zakonodavstvo 1 poticanje poslodava-
ca da zaposle Rome. Sigurno da e se visoka romska ne-
zaposlenost te$ko smanjiti, ne samo zbog nesklonosti
poslodavaca prema romskim radnicima nego i zbog
motiva dijela Roma da se registriraju kao nezaposleni.
Poznato je da se dio Roma registrira u zavodima za za-
posljavanje kako bi ostvarili odredena socijalna prava.
poticati $kolovanje romske djece ublazavanjem ili uki-
danjem zapreka koje obeshrabruju romsku djecu da udu
ili ostanu u obrazovnom procesu (ponekad romska dje-
ca nemaju dovoljno hrane, odjece ili podrske da nastave
obrazovanje). Povecati ukljucenost romske djece u pred-
$kolske institucije 1 olak$ati pohadanje srednje skole.
poboljsati pristup zdravstvenoj skrbi zdravstvenim in-
formiranjem, zdravstvenim kampanjama, ¢e$¢om pri-
sutno$¢u zdravstvenih sluzbi u romskim naseljima. S
obzirom na uvjete Zivota, Romi su izloZeniji nekim bo-
lestima od ostalih, $to znaci da treba sustavnije pratiti
njihovo zdravstveno stanje. Uostalom, prosje¢no traja-
nje Zivota Roma za jednu je tre¢inu kraée od prosje¢no-
ga Zivotnog vijeka ostalih skupina. Nuzno je poveéati
svijest o vaznosti zdravlja, posebice reproduktivnog. Ak-
tivnosti povezane sa zdravljem treba provoditi poglavi-
to medu djecom.

baviti se problemima socijalne iskljucenosti Roma anti-
diskriminacijskim zakonodavstvom i praksom. Upoz-
nati neromsku javnost sa Zivotnim problemima Roma
kroz multikulturno obrazovanje i ucenje o romskoj po-
vijesti 1 kulturi. Sociokulturni faktori utje¢u na pristup
Roma socijalnim uslugama ili na njihovu komunikaci-
ju s pruzateljima usluga. Zbog slabijega poznavanja jezi-
ka ili izraZzavanja Romi mogu imati poteskoc¢a u komu-
nikaciji s uciteljima, lije¢nicima, lokalnim ili drZavnim
sluzbenicima. Slaba komunikacija 1 ukorijenjeni stereo-
tipt - 1 medu Romima 1 medu ostalima - pothranjuju
medusobno nepovjerenje. Gotovo da nema Roma koji
rade u javnim sluzbama, koji b1 na taj nacin pridonosili
premoséivanju jaza izmedu kultura.

transformirati programe socijalne pomod¢i tako da ne
stvaraju “kulturu socijalne ovisnosti” 1 “zamku siro-
mastva” (da ne obeshrabruju radnu inicijativu korisni-
ka). Ve je istaknuto da je socijalna pomo¢ vazan izvor
prihoda Roma i da su Romi prezastupljeni medu kori-
snicima socijalne pomod¢i. Treba u vetoj mjeri ugraditi
komponentu rada u programe pomo¢i (javni radovi),
kako b1 se poboljsale 1 stekle radne vjestine te kako bi se

Zoran Suéur

Siromastvo kao sastavnica
sociokulturnog identiteta
Roma

155



Zoran Suéur

Siromastvo kao sastavnica
sociokulturnog identiteta
Roma

156

podigla razina uposljivosti. Isto tako treba voditi racu-
na o namjenskom troSenju sredstava socijalne pomodi,
jer je u mnogim romskim naseljima sa siromastvom po-
vezan alkoholizam 1 drugi oblici neprihvatljiva pona-
$anja.

* integrirati Rome u institucije $irega drustva (obrazovne,
ekonomske, socijalne, politicke). Kao Sto neki autori
upozorava]u (Sporer 2004.), treba razlikovati iskljuce-
nost iz zajedmce i grupa kojima po;ed1nc1 prlpadaju od
iskljucenosti iz drustva 1 drustvenih institucija. Partici-
pacija u dru$tvenim institucijama temel;j je dru$tvenoga
statusa 1 osiguravanja materijalnih pretpostavki Zivota.
Osim toga, ukljuenost u institucije $irega drustva omo-
gucuje interakciju s ¢lanovima neromskih i drugih rom-
skih skupina, participaciju u dominantnim vrijednosti-
ma drustva. Intervencije trebaju biti usmjerene na pru-
Zanje viSe Sansi za inicijativnost Roma te za smanjenje
njihove 1zolacije 1 drustvene iskljucenosti. Razli¢it odnos
1 odgovornost prema vlasni$tvu 1 razli¢iti kulturni obra-
sci stvorili su specifi¢nu socijalnu strukturu koja se te-
melji na srodni¢ckim vezama. Specifi¢ni normativni 1 kul-
turni sustav Roma Vagecka i1 Radi¢ova (2001.) nazivaju
“strategija permanentnog provizorija”. Obrazovanje u in-
stitucionalnom obliku protivi se strategiji provizorija.
Kao $to autori isti¢u, obrazovne 1 ekonomske institucije
nemaju ekvivalenta u institucionalnoj strukturi romske
zajednice. Posrijedi su dva tipa organizacije 1 socijalnoga
funkcioniranja. Uklju¢ivanje u domenu rada 1 obrazo-
vanja znadi “asimetri¢an” proces, jer se od Roma trazi da
se prilagode institucijama u ¢ijem uspostavljanju uopce
nisu sudjelovali. Tradicionalni (prevladani) obrasci po-
nasanja stvaraju probleme viSe u urbanim sredinama.

 osigurati uklju¢ivanje Roma u projekte koji utje¢u na
njihov Zivot. Nuzno je aktivno sudjelovanje Roma u
projektima koji su namijenjeni njima. “Izbavljenje” iz
siromastva 1 izolacije te$ko se mozZe ostvariti iskljucivo
izvana, bez angazmana samih Roma.

Socijalna iskljucenost Roma otituje se, prije svega, u
izostanku materijalne sigurnosti, pod ko;om se razumijeva
dostupnost hrane, odjete, stanovanja i druglh osnovnih
potrepstma Medutim, postizanje materijalne s1gurnost1 sa-
mo je preduVJet za ostvarenje socijalne sigurnosti i za is-
punjavanje sekundarnih potreba (obrazovnih, kulturnih,
potrebe za samopotvrdivanjem itd.). Procesi modernizacije
romskih zajednica ne mogu biti usmjereni samo na mate-
rijalne aspekte Zivota. Temeljna pretpostavka za socijalnu
sigurnost jesu socijalni kontakti, kao jedini nacin uklju-
¢ivanja u socijalnu organizaciju drustva. Romi, koji su si-



lom prilika orijentirani na materijalnu sigurnost, nisu ka- Lo oran sudr
Siromastvo kao sastavnica

dri sami osigurati sudjelovanje u neformalnim socijalnim sociokulturnog identiteta
mrezama, stoga im je potrebna pomo¢ raznih drustvenih Roma
aktivista.

! Vage¢ka i Radi¢ova (2001.) navode sljede¢a obiljezja potklase: dugo- B”_J ESKA
trajna nezaposlenost, isprekidana ili nepostoje¢a radna karijera, isklju-
¢iva prisutnost na sekundarnom trZitu radne snage, ovisnost o soci-
jalnim naknadama 1 aktivnostima sive ekonomije, opéa rezignacija,
nizak stupanj postovanja autoriteta, nizak stupanj socijalne samokon-
trole, slabo izgradena radna etika.
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Marginalnost kao temeljno obiljezje drustvenoga poloZaja
Roma problem je koji, viSe ili manje, ti$ti gotovo sve rom-
ske zajednice na europskom kontinentu. Pritom je margi-
nalnost pojam koji oznacuje iskljuéenost Roma iz naj-
vaznijih dru$tvenih procesa - ekonomskih, kulturnih, po-
litickih (Sucur, 2000.). Vrlo je tesko razluditi §to je tomu
uzrok - ¢ini se da je rije¢ o svojevrsnom “zacaranom” kru-
gu u kojemu posebni kulturni obrasci prijece obrazovanje,
§to pak zatvara pristup radnim mjestima te potie margina-
liziranost 1 stigmatiziranost, koja opet rezultira stvaranjem
posebnih kulturnih obrazaca i tako u krug (Macura i sur.,
1997.). Dakle, prostor unutar kojega se odvija zivot Roma
uvelike je odreden siromastvom, socijalnom iskljucenos$¢u
te kulturalnom specifi¢no$éu - rezultat je Zivot koji je vrlo
Cesto ispod razine svakoga ljudskog dostojanstva.

I u Hrvatskoj mnogi elementi upuéuju na drustvenu
marginalizaciju Roma (Stambuk, 2000.). NuzZnost promje-
ne takva stanja potaknula je 1 drzavu da ulozi dodatni na-
por te se aktivnije uklju¢i u rjefavanje nagomilanih rom-
skih problema. Tako je pokrenut Nacionalni program za Ro-
me, koji Zeli “na sustavan nadin pomo¢i Romima u po-
bolj$anju uvjeta Zivljenja te da se ukljuce u drustveni Zivot
1 procese odlucivanja u lokalnoj i $iroj zajednici, a da pri-
tom ne izgube vlastiti identitet, kulturu i tradiciju” (Na-
cionalni program za Rome, 2003., 3). Uspjeh programa
moZe se ocekivati samo ako se usporedno pristupi rje-
$avanju svih triju dimenzija (ekonomske, prostorne i so-
ciokulturne) marginalizacije (Sucur, 2000.). U tome kon-
tekstu i prostorno uredenje lokacija naseljenih Romima
postaje jedan od prioritetnih ciljeva.

A osnovni problem, koji je ujedno i temeljno obiljezje
lokacija naseljenih Romima, vrlo dobro izraZava sintagma
“divlje stanovanje”. Rogi¢ tim terminom obuhvacéa dvije
inacice stanovanja “izvan zakona”; s jedne strane, rijec je o
stanovima/ku¢ama koje odgovaraju civilizacijskim standar-
dima, ali nisu uskladeni s pozitivnim pravnim propisima;

Uvod
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s druge strane, rije¢ je o stanovanju koje je prije svega
ispod postojec¢ih civilizacijskih standarda (Rogi¢, 1990.).
Stanovanje na lokacijama naseljenim Romima objedinjuje
obje inadice “divljega” - rijec je najée$ce o kombinaciji raz-
nih oblika bespravne gradnje te neodgovarajuega stambe-
nog sklopa.

Stanovanje u takvu okruzenju koje je daleko od civili-
zacijskih standarda, posebice treba naglasiti nehigijenske
uvjete Zivota, proizvodi mnogo rizi¢nih situacija za okolis,
ali 1 za zdravlje samih stanovnika naselja. Upravo taj pro-
blem, zdravstveni rizik, vrlo je ¢esto podloga stigmatizacije
1 marginalizacije te sluZi kao argument npr. za razdvajanje
romske 1 neromske djece ukljuene u obrazovne programe.
Stoga se rjesavanje u prvom redu manjkavosti na razini na-
selja, ali 1 unaprjedivanje stambenoga standarda romskih
domadinstava, ¢ini prioritetnim. Jer, na kraju krajeva, stan
je mjesto odvijanja veéine ¢ovjekovih nuznih aktivnosti i
kao takav mora primjereno ispunjavati svoju funkciju, a
na prvom je mjestu svakako osiguravanje zdravlja te do-
brobit pojedinca i njegove obitelji (King, 1996.; prema
Clapham, 2002.). Rjesavanjem naseljskih 1 stambenih pro-
blema ubrzalo bi se pribliZavanje prosje¢nom Zivotnom
standardu vecéinskoga stanovnistva - drugim rije¢ima, Ro-
mima bi se podizanjem kvalitete Zivota otvorili putovi
lakSe integracije u mati¢no drustvo.

Dakle, socijalnu integraciju te$ko je ocekivati bez ur-
banistickog uredenja podrudja naseljenih Romima, pa su
urbanizacija i podizanje kvalitete stanovanja dobili vazno
mjesto u Nacionalnom programu za Rome. U tu svrhu nu-
zno je dobiti 1 uvid u posto;ece stanje lokacija naseljenih
Romima. Na tome su tragu i ciljevi ovoga rada. Zelja nam
je prikazati osnovna obiljezja postojee stambene prakse
romskih domadinstava, primarno obiljezja stambenoga fon-
da, sagledavanjem pojedinih objektivnih pokazatelja, ali 1
osvrnuti se na stambene aspiracije Roma, odnosno na nji-
hov subjektivni doZivljaj stambene problematike.

Kao izvor posluzit ¢e nam podatci dobiveni anketnim
istrazivanjem provedenim u okviru znanstvenoga projekta
“Lokacije naseljene Romima - Stanje 1 unaprjedenje razvo-
ja naselja 1 aspiracije za oblike stanovanja”. IstraZivanje je
provedeno u ljeto-jesen 2004. godine, usmenom anketom
u desetak Zupanija na slu¢ajnom uzorku punoljetnoga rom-
skog stanovnistva koje Zivi na izdvojenim lokacijama na-
seljenim preteZito ili isklju¢ivo Romima (N=968). U anali-
zi ¢emo posebno izdvojiti rezultate za Zupanije sa znat-
nom prisutno$¢u neurednih i neopremljenih prostora bes-
pravno naseljenih Romima, a koja ujedno imaju veéi udio
romske populacije u ukupnom stanovni$tvu. Rije¢ je o Sisa-



¢ko-moslavackoj, Varazdinskoj, Primorskoj-goranskoj, Brod-
sko-posavskoj, Osje¢ko-baranjskoj, Istarskoj, Medimurskoj
zupaniji te Zagrebu.'
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Obiljezja stambenoga fonda

Vrsta stambenoga prostora. Kako pokazuju podatci dobi-
veni anketnim istraZivanjem, veéina ispitanika Zivi u sta-
novima 1 kucama, objektima koji bi nominalno trebali
jam¢iti adekvatni standard stanovanja (vidi Tablicu 1). Ba-
rake, kolibe/da¢are te oni objekti koji su u kategoriji osta-
lo dom su za oko 20% anketiranih romskih domadéinstava.
Rije¢ je o objektima koji po svojoj naravi ne odgovaraju
dostignutim civilizacijskim normama stanovanja, $to znaci
da vrlo tesko mogu domadinstvu pruziti okruZenje u ko-
jem ¢e primjereno zadovoljavati barem osnovne ljudske
potrebe (zastita, prehrana, san). Analiza pokazuje da je sta-
novanje u takvim objektima (barakama, dag¢arama/koliba-
ma 1 onima podvedenim pod ostalo) znatno ce$c¢e u Zagre-
bu i Zagrebackoj Zupaniji, gdje u njima Zivi 33% domadin-
stava anketiranih na tome podruéju, te posebice u Primor-
sko-goranskoj Zupaniji, gdje u barakama i da¢arama/koli-
bama zivi 36% ispitanika.

s g . £
. T g '% 2 sz & E o
5 25 % Bz 2% 3EF £ E £
B $8 £ EfEZ 2S5 % Oz
N GF 5 &880 2 = DS
Stan 8,9 ,0 2,5 ,0 2,0 16,0 26,5 9 6,0
Kuca 58,0 88,5 788 62,2 96,0 80,0 50,0 77,9 745
Baraka (napustena
na gradilistu) 14,3 52 50 167 1,0 40 23,5 83 91
Dascara - koliba
(od lima, drva,
kartona) 16,1 4,2 10,0 20,0 1,0 ,0 0 129 9,5
Ostalo 2,7 2,1 3,8 1,1 ,0 ,0 ,0 ,0 9

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

S druge strane, u individualnim kuéama Zivi 75%, a u
stanovima 6% anketiranih domadéinstava; u Brodsko-po-
savskoj 1 Osjec¢ko-baranjskoj Zupaniji stanovanje u takvim
objektima znatno je ¢e$ce, u obje Zupanije vise od 95% an-
ketiranih domacdinstava Zivi u stanu ili kuéi. Kako smo
rekli, domadinstva koja Zive u kudi ili stanu trebala bi biti
u povoljnijem polozaju. No uvid u stanje na terenu poka-
zao je da razlike u stambenom standardu izmedu diferen-
ciranih vrsta stambenoga prostora i nisu onakve kakve
smo ocekivali. Sli¢no je 1 s vrstom materijala od kojega je

Tablica I.
Vrsta stambenoga prostora (%)
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Tablica 2.

Povrsina stambenog
prostora (%)

kuca gradena - iako je velika veéina gradena od trajnoga
materijala (cigla, kamen, betonski blokovi), sama izvedba
vrlo je Cesto upitne kvalitete. Tako bolji materijal nuzno
ne jamdi 1 bolje stambene uvjete.

Prostorni standard. S obzirom na povrsinu korisno-
ga stambenog prostora, moze se re¢i da je prostorni stan-
dard romskih domacinstava vrlo nizak (vidi Tablicu 2).
Gotovo polovica anketiranih domadinstava Zivi u ne vise
od 35 m? a od toga 11% domaéinstava Zivi na deset i
manje Cetvornih metara stambene povrsine. Situacija je da-
leko najlo$ija u Medimurskoj 1 Varazdinskoj Zupaniji, u
kojyima oko 45% anketiranih domacdinstava Zivi u stambe-
nom prostoru povriine manje od 20 m% a najpovoljnija je
u Istarskoj, gdje ni jedno anketirano domadéinstvo ne Zivi
u tako malom prostoru.

g £ £
S £ 2% sz 4% ER

g £E 3 £ 4% 2EF £ E i

» g8 £ ES B2 2% 5 B Zg

N &S§ 5 £9 4% 0% 2 = B3
do 10 m’ 20,5 53 263 33 7,0 3,0 0 171 113
10-20 m’ 10,7 242 188 56 80 17,2 0 286 17,6
20-35 m’ 152 263 188 122 17,0 343 9,2 253 204
35-50 m’ 17,0 147 125 222 12,0 172 31,6 10,6 16,6
50-75 m’ 205 189 11,3 156 380 81 245 83 166
75miivise 161 10,5 12,5 411 180 202 347 101 176

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

Vazno je napomenuti da znanstvene studije upucuju
na negativne zdravstvene, psiholoske i socijalne efekte sta-
novanja u tijesnom prostoru (primjerice Housing-health
indicators, 2004.; The social report, 2004.). Spomenute stu-
dije sugeriraju da se kao donji, patoloski, prag uzima po-
vr$ina od 14 m* stambenoga prostora po stanaru, dakle sve
ispod toga vrlo je esto povezano sa spomenutim negativ-
nim efektima (Housing-health indicators, 2004.). Govoriti
pak o nekim optimumima na ovom mjestu i ne ¢ini se
previe primjerenim, ali, ilustracije radi, povecanje prostor-
noga standarda na 20 m? po osobi za svakog stanovnika
Hrvatske sugerirano je kao dugoro¢ni cilj stambene repro-
dukcije (Rogi¢, 1990.).

U Tablici 3 prikazano je kolika je prosje¢na veli¢ina
domacdinstva s obzirom na povr$inu stambenoga prostora
u kojemu Zivi. Prosje¢no domaéinstvo obuhvaéeno uzor-
kom ima oko 6 ¢lanova, a istodobno domadinstvo koje
7ivi u objektu povriine do 10 m® prosje¢no ima 5 ¢lanova.



Podatak je to koji zastrasuje, dakle rije¢ je o prosje¢noj rela-
ciji 2 m? po osobi - u takvim okolnostima tesko da su ter-
mini stanovanje, stan ili pak stambeni standard 1 dalje adek-
vatni. Supstandardnost nije dovoljno dobra oznaka, jer je ri-
je¢ o uvjetima stanovanja koji su daleko od humanih.

Povrsina stambenoga prostora Prosjecan broj ¢lanova domacéinstva

do 10 m’ 5
10-20 m’
20-35 m’
35-50 m’
50-75 m’

75 m’ i vise

(S B e e Y S T N

Ukupno uzorak

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

Iako smo apostrofirali samo skupinu domacinstava
koja Zivi na manje od 10 m? ni velika ve¢ina ostalih do-
macdinstava ne Zivi u uvjetima u kojima se raspolaZe nu-
znom stambenom povriinom po osobi (14 m?). Tek oko
17% anketiranih domacinstava koja su u ku¢ama/stanovi-
ma veéim od 75 m* donekle su svojim ¢lanovima osigurala
prostorni standard koji prelazi spomenuti patoloski prag.

O sku¢enom stambenom prostoru govori i podatak
da u 21% slucajeva govorimo o stanovanju u prostorima
koji nemaju ni minimalnu funkcionalnu podjelu, ti objek-
ti nemaju odvojenih spavacih soba - nije razdvojena funk-
cija boravka od spavanja (vidi Tablicu 4). Preostali objekti
imaju naj¢e$¢e samo jednu do dvije spavace sobe, tako je u
64% anketiranih domadinstava, a tri i viSe spava¢ih soba
ima tek 14% domacinstava. I podatak da u 45% anketira-
nih domadinstava svaki ¢lan nema vlastitu postelju dodat-
na je potvrda nehumane skucenosti stambenoga prostora
u kojem obitavaju Romi (vidi Tablicu 5).

Ni jedna 21,6
Jedna 38,5
Dvije 25,9
Tri 8,6
Cetiri 1 vide 5,5

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

Ne 45,0
Da 55,0

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.
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Tablica 3.

Prosjecna veli¢ina domacinstva
s obzirom na povrsinu
stana/kuce u kojoj Zive

Tablica 4.
Broj spavacih soba (%)

Tablica 5.

Ima i svaki ¢lan domacinstva
svoju postelju (%)
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Slika I.

Dinamika izgradnje/adaptacije
stambenih objekata

Starost stambenoga fonda. Godina izgradnje ili po-
sljednje adaptacije pokazuje da je rije¢ o relativno mladom
stambenom fondu, dvije tre¢ine objekata izgradeno je ili je
imalo zadnje veliko preuredenje nakon 1990. godine, od
toga gotovo 30% u posljednjih pet godina (vidi sliku 1).
Noviju gradnju najcesée susreCemo u Istarskoj Zupaniji,
83% objekata izgradeno je ili temeljno renovirano od 1990.
godine, dok je najstariji stambeni fond u Osjecko-baranj-
skoj Zupaniji (vidi Tablicu 6). No zabrinjava teznja da se
ta novija gradnja dobrim dijelom odnosi na objekte sa
stambenom povr$inom manjom od 20 m% na takve otpa-
da gotovo tre¢ina novogradnje (vidi Tablicu 7).

40,0%

/.

35,0%

/T

30,0%

25,0%

20,0%

15,0%

10,0%

5,0%

/

0,0%
1950. - 1959.

1960. - 1969.  1970. - 1979.  1980. - 1989.  1990. - 1999.  2000. - 2004.

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

Tablica 6.

Godina izgradnje (ili zadnjega
preuredenja) stambenog
objekta (%)
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do 1949. 8,2 2,2 0 0 0 5,5 5,0 0 2,2

0 11,0 1,7 0 21
10,8 25,3 0 20 6,4

1950. - 1959. 2,1
1960. - 1969. 8,2
1970. - 1979. 4,1 7,7 53 103 8,6 12,1 0 5,4 7,0
1980.-1989. 19,6 12,1 10,7 26,9 183 154 10,0 144 154
1990.-1999. 41,2 385 30,7 269 323 154 51,7 43,6 365
2000. - 2004. 16,5 352 49,3 30,8 30,1 154 31,7 34,7 304
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Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.



Povr$ina stambenoga prostora

%

do 10 m’
10-20 m’
20-35 m’
35-50 m’
50-75 m’

75 m’ i vise

11,9
19,8
18,8
16,0
16,3
17,2

Lzvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

Opremljenost stambenoga prostora. Govoreéi o op-
remljenosti stanova, na prvom mjestu u hijerarhiji vazno-
sti sigurno je posjedovanje komunalnih priklju¢aka kojima
se pristupa elektri¢noj struji, tekucoj vodi 1 kanalizaciji.
Telegrafski: 74% domacinstava ima prikljucak na elektri-
¢nu struju, 51% domacdinstava ima tekuéu vodu, a regulira-
nu odvodnju ima tek 21% anketiranih domacinstava (vidi
Tablicu 8). Sto se tice kanalizacije, treba re¢i da kanalizacij-
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Tablica 7.

Izgradnja od 1990. godine s
obzirom na povrsinu
stambenoga prostora

Tablica 8.

Razina opremljenosti
domacinstva po
Zupanijama (%)

<
I B PR ER
2 £z T &% 2% 2% & E g
b s 8 e EE TYE <o s 8 R
S &8 f £% &8 82 & 2 S5
Elektri¢na struja 79,5 67,7 51,3 91,1 80,0 91,9 76,5 61,8 73,9
Vodovod 57,1 60,4 13,8 82,2 59,0 52,5 76,5 24,9 51,1
Bunar ili crpka u dvoristu 25,2 42,7 60,0 4,4 32,0 45,5 13,4 51,6 35,3
Kanalizacija 53,6 6,3 8,8 13,3 8,0 25,0 77,6 3,7 21,2
Kuhinja 67,0 65,3 57,5 85,6 63,6 85,0 86,7 52,5 66,8
Kupaonica 589 229 175 656 320 380 77,6 180 367
WC u kuéi 571 16,7 75 700 320 410 760 124 339
WC u dvoristu 33,9 72,9 60,0 41,1 88,0 86,0 36,5 59,5 59,4
Hladnjak 76,8 40,6 49,4 95,5 81,0 83,0 90,8 34,7 63,0
Ledenica 46,4 66,7 58,8 48,9 66,0 51,0 67,0 66,8 58,7
Perilica rublja 58,9 16,7 25,0 73,3 62,0 55,0 71,4 48,8 50,1
Televizor 83,9 81,3 80,0 96,7 96,0 90,0 87,8 79,3 85,0
Video ili DVD 53,6 25,0 12,5 59,6 55,0 31,0 62,2 14,3 36,0
Bicikl 47,3 74,0 63,8 20,2 90,0 74,0 44,8 73,7 63,5
Motorkotat 5,4 2,1 2,5 22 6,1 2,0 82 28 3,6
Automobil 464 469 350 371 320 220 398 194 325
Kuéa za odmor 9 ,0 5,1 ,0 3,0 5,0 8,2 ,0 2,2
Osobno ra¢unalo 9,8 0 0 57 7,1 3,0 15,6 5 4.4
Satelitska antena 30,4 52 15,0 65,2 31,0 14,0 57,1 6,5 23,5
Telefon 36,9 40,6 43,8 58,9 37,0 52,0 30,2 27,6 38,8
Mobilni telefon 68,8 25,0 28,8 65,6 41,0 39,0 79,6 21,7 42,4
Radijski prijamnik 64,9 60,4 62,5 73,0 81,0 85,0 84,5 55,8 69,1

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.
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Tablica 9.

Udio domacinstava s obzirom
na to imaju li prikljucke na
elektri¢nu struju, tekuéu vodu

168

te kanalizaciju (%)

ski prikljucak nije precest dio opreme ruralnih naselja u
Hrvatskoj, a dobar dio lokacija na kojima su obavljena an-
ketiranja upravo su ruralnoga karaktera. U takvim situaci-
jama sastavni dio opreme ruralnoga domacdinstva jest sep-
ti¢ka jama, no takva kompenzacija nije preesta na lokaci-
jama koje su naseljene Romima, a kada i postoji, vrlo je ri-
jetko izgradena kako treba.

Opskrba vodom vrlo je losa, 49% anketiranih do-
macinstava nema dovod vode u ku¢u. Neka domacéinstva
taj nedostatak, to¢nije: polovica od 471 koji su izjavili da
nemaju priklju¢ak na vodovod, nadomje$taju bunarom ili
crpkom u dvori$tu. No stanje okolisa, koji je na lokacija-
ma obuhvadenima uzorkom izrazito onec¢i$éen, ¢ini to vrlo
rizi¢nim za zdravlje ¢lanova obitelji.

Sva tri priklju¢ka posjeduje samo 18% anketiranih do-
mova - dakle, Zive u uvjetima za koje se moze reéi da
pruZaju higijenski minimum (vidi Tablicu 9). S druge stra-
ne, ¢ak 21% anketiranih domadinstva Zivi u uvjetima koji
su, najblaZe receno, anakroni - nemaju ni jedan od navede-
nih elemenata komunalne opreme. Domacéinstva bez ijed-
noga prikljucka najcedce se susre¢u u Varazdinskoj (oko
42% anketiranih domadinstava u toj Zupaniji) i Medimur-
skoj (oko 34%) Zupaniji.
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Domacinstva sa sva

tri prikljucka 46,4 42 38 13,3 80 232 704 28 18,6

Domacinstva bez
ijednoga prikljucka 152 21,9 42,5 67 170 61 163 346 209

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

Podatci o opremljenosti domaéinstva upucuju na lose
higijenske uvjete u kojima Zivi znatan broj anketiranih
romskih domacinstava. Dodatna potvrda tomu jesu i slje-
de¢i pokazatelji: tek 36% domacdinstava ima kupaonicu, a
33% WC u kudi. Poljski WC je ¢e$¢i 1 ima ga 56% do-
macinstava. No takvi WC-i veéinom su improvizirani te
Cesto postizu suprotan ucinak od ocekivanoga - ugrozava-
ju okoli§ do te mjere da nije rijetkost da postaju izvor zara-
ze. No ono §to svakako treba istaknuti jest da 17% do-
macinstava nema WC ni u kuéi ni u dvoritu - nuzdu
obavljaju oko kule. Sve to pokazuje nedostatak sanitar-
no-higijenskih uvjeta nuznih za normalan Zivot. Opetova-
no se pokazalo da su takvi najgore opremljeni domovi u
Medimurskoj 1 Varazdinskoj zupaniji.



Treba istaknuti da je analiza pokazala kako tek 4%
domadéinstava obuhvaéenih uzorkom ima opremu koja jam-
& higijenski standard potreban za normalan Zivot - dakle,
opremljena je svim nuznim prikljuécima, onima za tekucu
vodu, elektri¢nu struju, kanalizaciju te posjeduje kupaoni-
cu 1 WC u kudi.

Imajuéi na umu iznesene rezultate, znatan udio - iz-
medu 50% i 63%, domacinstava - posjeduje hladnjak, le-
denicu i perilicu rublja. Televizijski prijamnik ima 85%
anketiranih domadinstava, ¢ak viSe njih nego §to ima 1
priklju¢ak na elektri¢nu struju. Situacije u kojima se poje-
dina romska domacinstva produznim kabelom kod susje-
da priklju¢uju na elektri¢nu mreZu nisu rijetkost. Najce$ci
razlozi neimanja vlastita prikljucka na elektri¢nu struju
jesu ili nemoguénost redovita podmirenja racuna ili pak
bespravnost gradnji, pa stoga 1 manjak nuzne dokumenta-
cije na osnovi koje se ostvaruje pravo na prikljucak.

Od prijevoznih sredstava najzastupljeniji je bicikl, ima-
ju ga u 63% domadinstava, dok automobil ima 32% anke-
tiranih domacdinstava. Zanimljiv je podatak da se mobilni
telefon susrece ¢e$ce, imaju ga u 42% domacdinstava, nego
fiksna telefonska linija, ¢iji prikljuc¢ak ima 38% domova.
Kuca za odmor, motorkota¢ 1 osobno rac¢unalo nepozna-
nice su najvetem broj ispitanika.
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Stambeni uvjeti u percepciji anketiranih stanovnika

Subjektivni doZivljaj vlastite situacije, poglavito u ovom
slucaju kada je rije¢ o specifi¢noj zajednici, koja - kako
smo rekli - ima posebne kulturne obrasce, aspekt je koji
nam se ¢ini vaznim izdvojiti. Prethodna analiza objektiv-
nih pokazatelja pokazuje da je zateCeno stanje stambenoga
fonda obuhvacéenog uzorkom porazno te je tesko olekivati
da bi takvi uvjeti mogli ispitanicima pruZiti razlog za za-
dovoljstvo postoje¢om stambenom situacijom. No na pi-
tanje koji su najve¢i problemi domaéinstva tek na treCem
mjestu dolaze lo$i stambeni uvjeti (vidi Tablicu 10). To sa-
mo po sebi 1 ne bi trebalo previSe iznenaditi, jer su naj-
Cedce izdvajani siromastvo 1 nezaposlenost kao najveéi pro-
blemi domacinstva, $§to objektivno 1 jesu, te kao takvi u
mnogoc¢emu generiraju sve druge probleme. No ono §to iz-
nenaduje jest podatak da tek 33% ispitanika lose stambene
uvjete percipira kao velik problem njihova domadinstva.
Posebice ako se sjetimo da oko 95% domadinstava Zivi u
stambenim uvjetima koji su 1li prostorno ili pak opremlje-
no$¢u ili na neki drugi nadin supstandardni.
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Tablica 10.

Najveci problemi
domacinstva (%)?

Slika 2.

Kako je rijeSeno stambeno

pitanje ispitanika

Tablica 1.

Kako je rijeSeno stambeno

170

pitanje domacinstava s
obzirom na povrsinu
stambenoga prostora u
kojemu Zive (%)

%

Slab materijalni poloZaj (oskudica, siromastvo) 64,1
Slabo zdravlje ¢lanova obitelji 19,6
Poteskoce u $kolovanju djece 8,0
Losi stambeni uvjeti 33,1
Velika udaljenost od posla za zaposlene ¢lanove 2,5
Nezaposlenost 46,5
Velika optere¢enost Zena (poslom, obiteljskim obvezama) 3,9

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

Vrlo lose, uopce

Vrlo dobro 7.8% nije rijeseno 26,5%

Dobro
35,1%

Lose 30,6%

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

Na izravno pitanje kako je rijeSeno njihovo stambeno
pitanje, 57% ispitanika ocijenilo ga je losim ili vrlo lo$im.
Dakle, iako je procjena da samo 17% domadinstava ima
odgovarajucu povr$inu stambenoga prostora, a tek 4% op-
remljeno je dostatno da svojim ¢lanovima mozZe osigurati
nuzan higijenski standard, gotovo 43% ispitanika smatra
da je njthovo stambeno pitanje dobro ili vrlo dobro ri-
jeSeno. Iz toga se moze zakljuditi da je za zadovoljstvo vrlo
Cesto dostatan 1 samo krov nad glavom. Potvrdu daju i po-
datci u Tablici 11, a pokazuju da medu domacéinstvima ko-
ja Zive u manje od 20 m* gotovo Cetvrtina njih smatra svo-
je stambeno pitanje dobro rijeSenim.

Povrsina stambenoga prostora Dobro i vrlo dobro
do 10 m* 24,1
10-20 m’ 23,6
20-35 m’ 33,0
35-50 m’ 42,5
50-75 m’ 65,4
75 m’ i vise 65,7

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

Ras¢lamba uvjeta stanovanja na pojedine elemente po-
kazuje da anketirana domacinstva naj¢es¢e navode oprem-



ljenost stana kao velik problem; slaba opremljenost izrazit
je problem za 63% ispitanika (vidi Tablicu 12). No izuzev
spomenutoga nezadovoljstva opremljeno$éu stana, glavne
stambene poteskoce ispitanici znatno CeSCe povezuju sa
Zivotnim ambijentom u njihovu naselju nego s obiljeZjima
stambena sklopa. Tako se oneli$¢enost zraka 1 okolice,
ruzan izgled naselja te njegovo slabo odrZavanje, zatim losi
uvjeti za rubne skupine (djecu, starije...) percipiraju puno
Ce$¢e kao izraziti problemi nego pojedini stambeni uvjeti.
Samu pak lokaciju naselja 36% ispitanika smatra izrazito
problemati¢nom, no s obzirom na uzurpaciju tudih posje-
da, prostornu izoliranost te estu lociranost uz razne gene-
ratore rizi¢nih stanja, moglo se ocekivati i vece nezado-
voljstvo.
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Tablica 12.
Sto su ispitanicima  izrazite
stambene poteskoce

S 2 5 e
s 22 4 TEgist g 2oz
5 3¢ 5 EEBZ 2R 5 8 Zg
N &8 5 £»a504 2 = D3
Premalen stambeni prostor 47,3 49,0 62,5 544 41,0 47,0 43,9 645 536
Neprikladan stambeni raspored 44,6 453 575 633 41,0 34,0 429 53,0 49,0
Slaba opremljenost stana (nedostatak vode,
plina, struje) 51,8 684 788 733 60,0 530 296 77,0 629
Vlaznost ili oronulost stana 46,8 36,8 475 67,8 43,0 49,0 46,9 51,6 49,1
Teska pristupa¢nost stana (nezgodna lokacija) 25,0 18,9 250 66,7 33,0 293 16,7 29,0 304
Ruzna ili zapustena stambena zgrada 30,4 20,0 288 622 13,1 26,0 286 249 289
Veliki izdaci za stan (visoka stanarina, reZije) 42,9 46,3 225 46,7 33,0 41,0 582 386 41,6
Neugodni susjedi 155 11,6 228 67 170 7,0 144 157 147
Slaba opremljenost naselja potrebnim objektima
(trgovine, kole) 259 77,1 650 556 69,0 490 153 56,7 51,9
Ruzan izgled i slabo odrzavanje naselja 40,2 77,1 875 76,7 71,0 43,0 21,4 521 572
Oneciséenost zraka 1 okolice 50,9 88,5 86,3 556 750 380 194 56,5 58,1
Neodgovarajuéa lokacija 25,0 41,7 46,8 56,7 41,0 253 144 363 36,6
Losi uvjeti za zivot djece u naselju 42,0 771 775 71,1 740 77,0 268 61,1 624
Losi uvjeti za Zivot Zena 36,6 71,9 72,5 70,0 64,6 56,0 255 50,0 54,7
Losi uvjeti za zivot starijih osoba 43,8 76,0 77,2 70,0 69,0 71,7 27,8 553 60,1
Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.
Osim lose opremljenosti, najces¢i nedostatci stambe-
noga sklopa jesu premali stambeni prostor, 53% ispitanika
to percipira kao izrazit problem, zatim vlaZnost ili oronu-
lost stana te neprikladan stambeni raspored, $to je velik
problem za polovicu ispitanika. Nesto rjede, oko 40% ispi-
tanika, navodi 1 visoke rezije kao izrazit problem. Teska
pristupa¢nost stana (unutar naselja) te sam vanjski izgled
zgrade/kuée znatno su rjede problem, kao problem koji iz- 171
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razito priti§¢e njihovo kucanstvo izdvaja ga tek 30-ak po-
sto ispitanika. Pote$koca u vezi sa stanovanjem s kojom se
ispitanici najrjede susretu jesu neugodni susjedi - tek za
15% ispitanika ponasanje susjeda zna¢i velik problem. S
obzirom na izdvojene Zupanije, pote$kole povezane sa
stambenim sklopom znatno su ¢e$¢e u Primorsko-goran-
skoj 1 Medimurskoj Zupaniji, dok su u Sisa¢ko-moslava-
¢koj 1 Varazdinskoj Zupaniji glavne stambene poteskoée ve-
zane uz obiljeZja naselja.

Stambene aspiracije ispitanika

Tablica 3.
Gdje bi ispitanik radije
stanovao s obzirom na
Zupaniju (%)

Analiza stambenih aspiracija pokazuje da je najpoZeljniji
oblik stanovanja individualna kuéa s okuénicom, za 93%
ispitanika to je prvi izbor (vidi Tablicu 13). Sto se tice
dvojbe bi li radije Zivjeli na selu ili u gradu, ispitanici su se
raspodijelili gotovo ravnomjerno, neznatno je prevagnuo
ruralni ambijent, 55% ispitanika sklonije je Zivotu na selu.
Gledajuéi razdiobu po Zupanijama, uodava se da je izbor
seoskog ili gradskog ambijenta povezan s trenuta¢nim pre-
bivali$tem. Zupanije u kojima je znatno e$ée izraZena
sklonost prema Zivotu u gradu jesu Istarska, Primorsko-go-
ranska te Zagreb, a upravo su u njima anketiranjem ponaj-
vi§e obuhvadene lokacije unutar gradskih naselja.
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Dalje od gradskoga sredista* 16,9 139 143 32,8 16,7 225 224 182 209
U starijem dijelu grada s klasi¢cnom
(tradicionalnom) arhitekturom® 31,7 389 214 355 146 32,5 222 279 285

U novijem naselju, s modernom

arhitekturom™

683 61,1 786 645 854 675 778 721 715

U kuéi s okuénicom i dvori§tem 945 96,9 949 964 90,0 96,0 879 935 935

U stambenoj zgradi ili obiteljskoj kuéi bez

okuénice i dvori§ta

U velikom gradu™

U manjem ili malom gradu™

U romskom naselju

55 3,1 51 36 100 40 121 65 65
90,4 91,7 929 969 80,9 925 851 841 904
96 83 71 31 191 75 149 159 96
22,9 458 57,0 553 47,0 460 192 48,1 443

U nekom drugom (neromskom) naselju 77,1 542 43,0 44,7 53,0 540 808 51,9 557

Na selu

U gradu

245 62,5 823 57 520 60,0 17,0 792 548
755 37,5 17,7 943 480 40,0 83,0 208 452

* U obradbu su ukljuceni samo ispitanici koji su izjavili da bi radije Zivjeli u gradu.

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.



Ispitanici koji su skloniji Zivotu u urbanom okruzenju
ne$to CeS¢e, njih 58%, izabrali bi veliki grad nego mali.
Dok postoje dvojbe oko izbora Zivjeti u malom ili veli-
kom gradu, to se ne moZe re¢i za izbor: stanovati na peri-
feriji ili u centru - gotovo 80% ispitanika koji bi Zivjeli u
gradu preferira Zivot blize srediStu. Takoder urbanofili bi
znatno Ce$ce Zivjeli u novijem naselju, tako tvrdi 72% ispi-
tanika. Iz potonjih ocjena moze se zakljuciti da medu Ro-
mima postoji skupina, iako manjinska, ¢ije nam stambene
aspiracije govore da je u njihovoj predod’bi pozeljno mje-
sto Zivljenja bitno drugacije od onoga gdje sada Zive. Po-
tvrda postojanja Zelje za promjenom jest 1 podatak da bi
nesto vise od polovice (55%) ispitanika s lokacija naselje-
nih pretezito Romima radije zivjelo u nekom neromskom
naselju. Grad, neromsko naselje, novije naselje s moder-
nom arhitekturom, blize sredistu grada - sve su to slike 1
motivi iz kojih se moze i§¢itati da ta skupina ispitanika
Zeli Zivjeti na nekom drugom mjestu, mjestu gdje se Zivi
na potpuno drugadiji na¢in od onoga na koji su oni na-
vikli. Pokazalo se da su takve stambene aspiracije, iz kojih
se moze i8¢itati Zelja za promjenom nacdina Zivota te time i
za socijalnom integracijom, povezane sa stupnjem obrazo-
vanja - y’testom utvrdeno je da Zivjeti u neromskom na-
selju, zatim u gradu te u novijem naselju s modernom ar-
hitekturom statisticki znacajno ce$ce Zele ispitanici sa za-
vr§enom osnovnom i srednjom $kolom (vidi Tablicu 14).
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Tablica 14.

Razlika u preferencijama gdje
bi ispitanik radije Zivio s
obzirom na stupanj
obrazovanja

1-4 Nepotpuna Osnovna Srednja Ukupno

Bez Skole razred osnovna $kola  $kola $kola  uzorak
Blize gradskom sredistu 65,7 59,6 69,0 72,7 71,2 66,4 7
Dalje od gradskoga sredista 34,3 40,4 31,0 27,3 28,8 33,6 ’
U starijem dijelu grada s klasi¢cnom
(tradicionalnom) arhitekturom 44,0 41,3 29,6 31,6 28,8 37,2 004
U novijem naselju s modernom ’
arhitekturom 560 587 70,4 684 712 628
U romskom naselju 54,7 46,7 46,0 26,0 25,9 44,4
U nekom drugom (neromskom) ,000
naselju 453 533 54,0 740 741 55,6
Na selu 60,0 67,3 51,7 37,2 38,5 54,9 000
U gradu 40,0 32,7 48,3 62,8 61,5 45,1 ’

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

Zaklju¢ne napomene

Provedena analiza pokazala je da su stambeni uvjeti na
lokacijama preteZito naseljenima Romima vrlo lo$i. Na
prvom je mjestu manjak stambenih jedinica, na $to upu-
¢uje velik udio domacinstava koja Zive u barakama 1 koli-

173



Geran — Marko Mileti¢
Uvjeti stanovanja i stambene
aspiracije Roma

174

bama. Oskudica se moze i$¢itati 1 iz podatka da je 29% an-
ketiranih domacdinstava viSeporodi¢nih, pa valja pretposta-
viti da vedina njih ne moZe realizirati osnovnu aspiraciju,
osobito mladih skupina, na individualnost vlastita doma
(Bezovan, 1987.). No osim §to je postoje¢i stambeni fond
nedostatan, vrlo je nizak i prostorni standard; manjka stam-
bene povrsine, a 1 sobnost je nedostatna. Sami stanovi vrlo
su lose opremljeni, o¢it je nedostatak osnovnih komunal-
nih prikljucaka (el. struja, tekuca voda), ali i namjenskih
prostorija (kupaonica, WC). Unutar stambenih objekata
vrlo je Cesto zemljani pod; zidovima, ako su i gradeni od
¢vrsta materijala, manjka izolacija. Sve u svemu, uvjeti sta-
novanja toliko su losi da su vrlo ¢esto znatno ispod razine
svakoga ljudskog dostojanstva.

Pokazalo se da, s obzirom na analizirane parametre
stambenoga sklopa, stambeni fond u Varazdinskoj 1 Medi-
murskoj Zupaniji ima znatno ce$e obiljeZja koja nisu u
skladu s civilizacijskim standardima. O¢ito je da su lokaci-
je naseljene Romima u tim Zupanijama slabije opremljene
1 u ve¢oj mjeri zapustene. Po tome se posebno isti¢u nase-
lja Donja Dubrava (u Medimurskoj Zupaniji) te Sveti Purd
(u Varazdinskoj Zupaniji).

Zaklju¢imo! Sadasnji je stambeni fond nedostatan, pro-
storni je standard vrlo nizak, a opremljenost domacinstava
vrlo losa. Sve to upucuje na zakljucak da je rije¢ o praksi
stanovanja koja domadinstvu u veéini slucajeva ne omo-
gucuje odgovarajuée obavljanje Zivotno nuznih funkcija,
primjerice prehrane ili spavanja. Rije¢ je o stanovanju u
nastambama, koje, uza sve spomenute nedostatke, vrlo ce-
sto ne pruzaju ni ono najosnovnije - sigurnost - a time ne
ispunjavaju uvjete da bi bili skloniSte, a kamoli stambeni
prostor.

S druge strane, subjektivna procjena ispitanika, iako
postoji znatno nezadovoljstvo postoje¢om stambenom si-
tuacijom, Cesto nije tako dramati¢na kakvom bi se ocekiva-
la s obzirom na spomenuta obiljeZja stambenoga fonda.
To upuluje na stanovitu rezignaciju medu ispitanicima.
No isto tako, kroz izrazene stambene aspiracije, nocava se da
medu anketiranima postoji skupina koja Zeli Zivjeti drugacije.
Predodzba o poZeljnom Zivotu koju oni grade suprotnost je
stambenoj praksi i krajobrazu $to ih nudi romsko naselje.
Pokazalo se da su takve aspiracije vrlo Cesto povezane s
veéim stupnjem obrazovanja.

Time se potvrduje da je podizanje stupnja naobrazbe
imperativ i jedino jamstvo modernizacije romske zajedni-
ce. Napustanje tradicionalnih obrazaca pona$anja nuzno
je, jer se njima toleriraju navike koje ugroZavaju zdravlje i
dobrobit pojedinca, obitelji, ali 1 cijele zajednice. Sioga je



tesko olekivati da se bez promjena unutar romskoga kulturnog =~ Ceran - Marko Mietic
. Lo R Uvjeti stanovanja i stambene

koda moZe olekivati poboliSanje Zivotnoga standarda; dakle, aspiracije Roma

nuzno je ukljuciti Rome u modernizacijske procese i na taj nacin

osigurati nuzne preduvjete za podizanje opce kvalitete Zivota u

naseljima gdje Zive.

! Obuhvaéene su lokacije koje se nalaze u Gradu Zagrebu i u Zagre- B“_J ESKE
backoj Zupaniji.

2 Moguca su bila dva odgovora.
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Prihvaéajuéi ¢injenicu kako je povezanost nadina Zivota 1
oblika stanovanja Roma u uskoj vezi s odnosom prema
obrazovanju ($kolovanju), u ovoj je studiji naglaena va-
Znost sustavnoga pristupa obrazovanju.

Romi su 1 nakon vise od tisu¢u godina seoba' zadrzali
osebujnu kulturu te nadin Zivota i stanovanja, ali se 1 ma-
nje ili vide uspjesno prilagodavali lokalnoj socijalnoj, go-
spodarskoj 1 vjerskoj okolini. Dva su karakteristi¢na oblika
suzivota uvjetovala dana$nji polozaj Roma. Ako su Zivjeli
izolirani u zasebnim ruralnim (ili suburbanim) naseljima,
oluvali su izvornu etni¢ko-kulturnu samosvijest, ali uz
permanentno zaostajanje i siromastvo u odnosu na ok-
ruzje. Ako su pak Zivjeli zajedno ili pomijefani s veéin-
skim, lokalnim, stanovni$tvom, pomalo su gubili odredni-
ce etni¢kog identiteta, bili gotovo asimilirani, ali i po-
boljali Zivotni standard.’

Romski je narod do danas zadrzao temeljne oznake
nadina zivota s pocetka seoba. Postojanje manjih razlika
izmedu pojedinih plemenskih skupina upucuje na zajed-
nicke karakteristike socijalnih relacija. Nac¢in Zivota Roma
skup je osebujnoga prlstupa stila izgradenog u stalnom
sukobu izmedu izolacije i asimilacije. Zivot u skup1n1 zna-
¢io je za Rome stvarnu socijalnu, gospodarsku i psihicku
sigurnost, bez obzira na nizak Zivotni standard. Nezavi-
snost od socijalnoga konteksta uvjetovala je uzajamnu soli-
darnost unutar skupina, no 1 globalni opozicijski stav pre-
ma vanjskim faktorima (lokalno stanovni$tvo, okruZje).

Ovakav nadin zivota, tipi¢an za pradomovinu Indiju,
pokazao se kao tesko prihvatljiv za Europljane, koji su Ro-
me od dolaska Zeljeli protjerati ili prilagoditi uobi¢ajenom
sjedilatkom nacinu Zivota, negdje na rubu sela i gradova.

Nomadski stil Zivota nije za Rome samo stvarnost ne-
go 1 stanje duha, $to uvjetuje 1 neke prednosti: moguénost
izbora 1 obavljanja poslova, prostornu mobilnost (dinami-
ku), prilagodljivost, povezanost s radnom i Zivotnom za-
jednicom.

Polazista
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stvarno ili formalno izvan procesa odgoja i obrazovanja.

Romi kao nomadski narod — socijalna struktura i oblici stanovanja

Romi su nastanjeni u Republici Hrvatskoj vise od Sest
stolje¢a. Prvi pisani dokument u kojem se spominju Romi
potjece iz 1362. godine iz Dubrovnika. Desetak godina ka-
snije (1373. godine) Romi se spominju u Zagrebu, kako
navodi . K. Tkal¢i¢ u “Poviestnoj spomenici slobodnog kraljev-
skog grada Zagreba” iz 1885. godine. Prvi hrvatski Romi do-
laze kao dio najbrojnije skupine koja je u Europu pristigla
od X. do XIV. stoljeca preko Male Azije i jugoisto¢ne Eu-
rope.

O polozaju Roma u austrijskom carstvu u XVIII. sto-
lje¢u govore uredbe carice Marije Terezije, prva iz 1761.
godine (13. XL.) 1 druga “a(ller) h(6chste) Entschliessung”
od 28. studenoga 1767. godine, te uredba cara Josipa II. iz
1783. godine (a odnose se i na podru¢je Hrvatske).

Uredba cara Josipa II. iz 1783. godine govori o ustro-
ju svakodnevnoga Zivota Roma.> Uz zabranu nomadskoga
seljenja (osim na sajmove), Romi moraju prihvatiti no$nju
sela, sluZbeni jezik, jedno osobno ime i1 prezime i kuéne
brojeve u naseljima. Daje im se pravo bavljenja kovackim
obrtom (“koji kod oblasti dokazu da je to korisno i po-
trebno”) te, ograniceno, glazbom. Romima se zabranjuje
prosjadenje, medusobne Zenidbe, a napustena djeca Cergara
imaju se zbrinuti kao sirocad (Matasovi¢, 1928.). Velike
romske skupine dolaze u Hrvatsku u XIX. stolje¢u iz Ru-
munjske (1855. ukinuto je ropstvo Roma u Rumunjskoj).
Pripadali su romskoj skupini Koritara, obraduju drvo, a
naseljavaju podruéje Medimurja i Podravine. Govore Jjim-
ba d'" bjas, jedan od rumunjskih dijalekata (vlax-dijalekti)
romani chibe, te uz ve¢ prisutne Kalderase 1 Lovare ine jez-
gru dana$njega romskog stanovnistva u Hrvatskoj.*

Romi su autohtona nacionalna manjina u Hrvatskoj,
no kako su Zivijeli pojedina¢no u gradovima (Dubrovnik,
Zagreb, Sibenik) i brzo se integrirali u srednjovjekovni
zivot obavljajuéi za ostalo stanovnistvo korisne obrtnicke
poslove, ve¢ za stotinjak godina gube osnovne romske ka-
rakteristike - ne govore romski jezik, napustaju izvorne
obilaje, gotovo “nestaju”. Prve romske skupine koje su
dosle u Hrvatsku nisu se odrzale kao zasebna zajednica
(romska nacionalna oznaka istie se tijekom stoljeca vrlo
rijetko u povijesnim izvorima), a slian proces karakteri-

180 sti¢an je 1 danas u urbanim sredinama 1 mjestima gdje Ro-



mi Zive u boljim Zivotnim uvjetima. Romske skupine koje ob Neven Hrvatic
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su zivjele u izoliranim naseljima, teSkim nomadskim Zivo- Hrvatskoj: pretpostavka

tom, uspjele su sacuvati svoj etnicki identitet. za bolju kvalitetu Zivota?
Iako je broj Roma prema popisima stanovni$tva od

1948. do 2001. rastao, u skladu sa situacijom u Europi

(procjene se kreu od 7 do 8,5 milijuna Roma) moze se

pretpostaviti kako je i u Hrvatskoj broj Roma znatno veéi

od broja utvrdenoga popisom (2001. godina - 9463 Roma

- Tablica 1), negdje izmedu 30.000 i 40.000, iako se progcje-

ne, s obzirom na razli¢itu metodologiju, prili¢no razlikuju.

Tablica I.

GODINA 1948. 1953. 1961. 1971. 1981. 1991. 2001. Broj Roma prema

POPISA . o
popisu stanovnistva

BROJ od 1948. do 2001.
ROMA 405 1261 313 1257 3858 6695 9463

Popis stanovnistva, domacinstva, stanova i poljoprivrednil gospodarstava 1991., Za-
greb, Republi¢ki zavod za statistiku (1992.); Statisticki letopis hroaiskib Zupanija,
Zagreb, Drzavni zavod za statistiku (1995.); Statisticki ljetopis, Zagreb, Drzavni za-
vod za statistiku (1995.); Popis stanovnistva, kucanstava i stanova 2001., Zagreb,
Drzavni zavod za statistiku.

Slika I.
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Nastanak i formiranje plemenskoga i gospodarskoga
sustava kod Roma tekao je paralelno sa seobama. Iako so-
cijalna struktura ima ishodi$te u obitelji, upravo je pleme
bila karakteristi¢na forma za Rome. Nomadski nacin Zivo-
ta uvjetovao je ¢vrst osjetaj pripadnosti Romima, koji bez
obzira na rasprienost ¢ine homogenu cjelinu. Plemenska
zajednica bila je povezana srodni¢kim vezama, obi¢ajnim 1
jezi¢nim korpusom, a i gospodarskim interesom (Barthé-
1émy, 1990.), kao 1 na¢inom Zivota i stanovanja.

Prikaz sloZenoga procesa nastajanja socijalne strukture
zavisi od unaprijed postavljenih kriterija, no sredi$nja sa-
stavnica zajednicka je 1 karakteristi¢na:

1. obitelj (inokosna) - otac, majka i manja djeca. Pandan je
Cerga (pokrivena kola), dom za romsku obitel;
2. proSirena obitelj - vitcha (familija) - srodnicka zajednica
od nekoliko obitelji (bra¢a sa svojim obiteljima) 181
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3. obiteljska zadruga - velika vitcha - obi¢no ima nekoliko
desetaka ¢lanova 1 zajednickoga pretka po kojem se na-
ziva. Prezimena su ista bez obzira na odlaske pojedinih
¢lanova iz velike vitche 1 prostornu rasprienost

4. plemenska skupina - sastoji se od dvije ili vise velikih vit-
cha, a moZe brojiti od desetak do viSe stotina Cergi.
Obiéno priznaje “vlast” plemenskoga vode (Lovari, Kal-
derasi, Arlige...). Rijetko dugo opstaje u ovom obliku ako
je mobilna, zbog organizacijskih poteskoca i gospodar-
skih razloga (obavljanja obrtni¢kih poslova na nekom
podrudju).

Romi koji Zive u naseljima donekle se razlikuju od
nomada (kako je u najve¢oj mjeri u Hrvatskoj), no elemen-
ti ustroja 1 danas postoje. To se najbolje moZe uoditi u
Medimurju, gdje Romi Zive u detrnaest satelitskih naselja
prema srodni¢kim pravilima, a broj se kre¢e od nekoliko
desetaka do nekoliko stotina (naselje Trnovec).

Romi danas Zive kao “starosjedioci” u stalnim nase-
ljima (vise od 50% Roma u Europi Zivi sedentarno), kao
polunomadi koji privremeno zimuju ili kao nomadi u
Cergi. Romska naselja poprimaju urbaniziraniji oblik, ali
jedan dio nije se mijenjao stolje¢ima.’

Migracije Roma 1i/ili oblici stanovanja u velikoj su
mjeri ovisile 0 dominantnim zanimanjima unutar plemen-
ske skupine. Budu¢i da su obrti bili osnovna gospodarska
djelatnost koja je Rome “odrzala” stolje¢ima, njihova je
uloga bila presudna za strukturiranje na¢ina Zivota (stano-
vanja). U novije vrijeme, kada obrti nemaju svoje prvotno
znacenja (kovacki, izradba predmeta od drva, trgovina ko-
njima, glazba, prikupljanje sekundarnih sirovina...), Romi
sve viSe prihvacaju i druge poslove, §to donekle uvjetuje 1
drugadiji nadin stanovanja. Ako su obrti presudni za go-
spodarsko odrzavanje Roma, treba istaknuti kako je obav-
ljanje poslova uvjetovalo i raspriivanje plemenskih skupi-
na, jer su potrebe pojedinoga podrudja (sela 1 gradova) bile
ogranidene, a potraga za poslom stalna. Neke romske sku-
pine, koje su se specijalizirale za odredena zanimanja 1
prihvatile sjedilacki na¢in Zivota, u stalnom kontaktu s lo-
kalnim stanovni$tvom gotovo da su potpuno izgubile neke
od bitnih odrednica etnickog identiteta (jezik, obicaji...).

Migracije, kao globalni svjetski proces, posebno su ka-
rakteristi¢ne za Rome 1 formiranje njihova stila Zivota.
Apsurdan je polozaj nekih romskih skupina koje su toliko
siroma$ne da ih neimastina onemogucuje da se prikljuce
selilackim pokretima, tako da ostaju zaboravljene, iako su
migracije temelj njihova Zivota.

Romske su migracije jedinstvene, specifi¢ne i izvorne,
jer su Romi, za razliku od drugih nomada kojima je pro-



stor za ekspanziju suZen 1 ogranilen, jedini narod koji “lu-
ta” svijetom, a unutar koherentne 1 jasno ustrojene civili-
zacije. Romski nadin Zivota proizlazi iz sloZenih povije-
snih i drustvenih prilika na pocetku seoba, Sto je kasnije
ostao 1 postao stil Zivota, ¢ak 1 za skupine polunomada i
Roma stalno nastanjenih na nekom podrudju.

Mjesto i poloZaj Roma u pojedinim drZzavama zavise
1 od mnostva drugih ¢initelja, osim migracijskih procesa,
kao $to su: apsolutni 1 relativni broj Roma u odnosu na
ve¢insko stanovni$tvo, dostignut stupanj demokracije, po-
vijesna iskustva suzivota, duljina boravka Roma u zemlji.
Jasno je kako ¢e tek potpuno ostvarivanje ljudskih i ma-
njinskih prava biti osnova za modeliranje specifi¢noga
$kolskog sustava za Rome, ali i odgoj i obrazovanje po-
stati dio cjelokupne afirmativne politike prema romskoj
populaciji.
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Polozaj, nadin zivota i stanovanja Roma u Hrvatskoj i odnos prema
odgoju i obrazovanju — rezultati istrazivanja

Stvarna situacija Roma u Hrvatskoj 1 marginalni poloiaj

(demografsk1 podatc1 soc1]aln1 1 gospodarski ustroj, na¢in

Zivota i migracije, Ong] 1 obrazovan]e romske djece...) ne

moZe se jednoznadno i8¢itati iz statisti¢kih podataka. Na

ovom podruéju ostvaren je projekt “Drustveni i razvojni
polozaj Roma u Hrvatskoj” (1998.-1999.) u Institutu dru-

Stvenih znanosti Ivo Pilar iz Zagreba. U ovom projektu,

“Lokacije naseljene Romima - stanje i unapredenje razvoja

naselja 1 aspiracije za oblike stanovanja”, naglasak je na sta-

novanju kao bitnoj komponenti za odredivanje poloZaja i

nacdina Zivota Roma (soc1]alno ekoloska obiljezja romskih

nasel]a) a dio rezultata znacajan je 1 za podruqe obrazo-
vanja. Naime, niska razina obrazovanja, nadin Zivota koji
je bio (ili je jo$ uvijek) preteZzno nomadski, obicaji, nebriga

ili dugogodi$nja nedovoljna briga vlasti za Rome - sve je

to uvjetovalo da Romi u Hrvatskoj, bez obzira na razlike u

zanimanjima, jeziku, vjeri te nekim drugim karakteristika-

ma, budu vise ili manje socijalno i dru$tveno marginalizi-
rani.

Prostorna marginalizacija Roma u komplementarnom
je odnosu s ostalima: ekonomskom, kulturnom 1 poli-
ti¢kom.

* Romi su uglavnom nastanjeni na periferijama gradova
(ali 1 sela) dijelom kao posljedica bavljenja odredenim
zanimanjima
dio romskih naselja u gradovima jasno je izdvojen 1
prostorno izoliran, $to uvjetuje slab kontakt s nerom-
skom okolinom (prostorna segregacija)
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e vetina romskih naselja nema osnovnu tehni¢ku infra-
strukturu, a kvaliteta socijalnih usluga vrlo je niska
(manjak vrtic¢a, $kola, zdravstvenih ustanova, javnoga
prijevoza...).

Posljedice prostorne marginalizacije vide se na raznim
podru¢jima i u velikoj mjeri otezavaju integraciju Roma u
dru$tvo (zajednicu).

Ako znamo da svaka suvisla strategija pobolj$anja po-
loZaja Roma u Hrvatskoj obuhvaca vise relevantnih dijelo-
va, podrudje vezano za stanovanje predstavlja pocetnu, ali
1 permanentnu, aktivnost u nekoliko smjerova:

e osiguravanje stalnoga zaposlenja radno aktivnim Ro-
mima

* omogucavanje zajedni¢koga boravka romskih skupina
(urbanizirana naselja, mjere protiv nasilne i prikrivene
asimilacije), uz postupno ukljuéivanje u lokalnu zajed-
nicu i poticanje socijalnih mjera

e odrzavanje kulturnih i tradicijskih dostignuéa Roma
(odgoj i obrazovanje, jezik, umjetni¢ko izraZavanje).

Na polozaj romske nacionalne manjine u Hrvatskoj
uvelike utjecu, kako je ve¢ refeno, njihovi specifi¢ni stam-
beni uvjeti. Romi uglavnom Zive izolirani na periferiji na-
selja, ali 1 kada stanuju blizu nekih naseljenih mjesta, na-
stoje da ih neka zapreka - kao potok, rijeka ili Zeljeznicka
pruga - odvaja od susjeda.

U nasem istrazivanju obuhvadene su 43 lokacije naselje-
ne Romima (968 ispitanika) u 10 Zupanija u kojima Zivi
znadajniji broj Roma.

U kontekstu odgoja i obrazovanja romske djece po-
sebno su vazni rezultati koji se odnose na: karakterisitke
romske obitelji, Skolsku spremu, koji romski dijalekt govore, naj-
vece probleme domacinstva i naselja, percepciju potreba (najpo-
trebniji sadrZaji) naselja i socijalnu distancu.

Obiljezjima romskih obitelji/kuéanstava posveéeno je
posebno poglavlje u studiji, pa Citatelje upuéujemo na taj
dio, a ovdje navodimo samo neke karakteristike romskih
obitelji vazne za konceptualizaciju specifi¢nih odrednica
odgojno-obrazovnoga sustava.

Struktura postojanja i funkcioniranja romske obitelji
povezana je s praindijskom tradicijom, originalnim ele-
mentima nastalim tijekom seoba, arhetipskim ponasanji-
ma koja su prihvatili isto¢ni narodi i narodi medu kojima
su duze obitavali te suvremenim odnosima. Za formiranje
obitelji kod Roma postojala su dva ve¢ pomalo prevladana
nacina: kupnja (razmjena) i otmica djevojke, ali sve vise
simboli¢no. Pravilo je da se brak sklapa izmedu pripadni-
ka iste plemenske skupine, a jedna od karakteristika rom-
ske obitelji jest veéi broj djece, iako se pobolj$anjem Zivot-



noga standarda taj broj smanjuje. Djeca su u obitelji glav-
na Zivotna preokupacija, a o njima se brine uglavnom maj-
ka, koja vodi 1 domadinstvo. Kroz obiteljske odnose reguli-
ra se status u plemenu, a rodaci su povezani bez obzira na
to Zive li na istom podru¢ju ili ne. PoloZaj Zene Cesto je
marginaliziran, $to stvara stvarne i psihicke probleme u
funkcioniranju obitelji. Problem je $to djeca od 10 do 12
godina ve¢ zauzimaju vazno mjesto u aktivnostima svojih
roditelja, §to ih onemogucuje u redovitu $kolovanju. No
treba istaknuti kako je dijete bez obzira na dob zasti¢eno 1
sigurno u obitelji. Suvremena romska obitelj ima viSestru-
ku funkciju: sigurnost (bioloska funkcija), odgojnu funkei-
ju, gospodarsku funkciju, kulturalnu funkeiju, povezanost
(kohezija).

GOSPODARSKA
FUNKCIJA

\ KULTURALNA /

FUNKCIJA

Nema sumnje da je obitelj temeljni element socijalnog
ustroja Roma, uz specifi¢nosti koje proizlaze iz tradicije
nastanka plemenske vlasti 1 zakona. Odnosi izmedu poje-
dinih obitelji unutar plemenske skupine regulirani su “pra-
vosudnim” sustavom, koji se naziva kriss, $to znadi pravdu,
ali 1 instituciju, vijeée, savjet, kojem je kompetencija $iro-
ka: rjeSavanje nesuglasica, svada, otmica djevojaka, neposti-
vanje romskih zakona... Socijalni ustroj (plemenski i go-
spodarski sustav), kao 1 funkcioniranje romske obitelji,
osnova su za oblikovanje etni¢koga romskog identiteta:
imena, svjetonazora, povijesnih simbola, kulturnih obilje-
Zja 1 jezika. Promatrajuéi sastavnice socijalnog ustroja kod
Roma, uocava se bogatstvo oblika, ali i jasna struktura
odredena odredbama posebnih zakona, tradicionalnih nor-
mi i kodeksom ponasanja, kao i skupom obi¢ajnoga prava.

Nova odgojna (obrazovna) funkcija romske obitelji
obuhvaca i aspiraciju na $kolovanje. Ranije je (obavljanje
obrtni¢kih poslova, stalne promjene mjesta boravka) obi-
telj bila jedino mjesto ucenja i poudavanja, dok se danas
prevladavanjem sjedilackoga nacina Zivota i ta njezina ulo-
ga mijenja u smislu stvaranja povoljnih uvjeta za ucenje 1
suradnju sa $kolskim institucijama.
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Prosirene funkcije suvremene
romske obitelji
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Tablica 2.
Koji romski dijalekt
govorite? (%)

Nepohadanje $kole i/ili rano napustanje jedan je od
temeljnih problema u odgoju i obrazovanju Roma u Hr-
vatskoj (i Europi), §to pretpostavlja inauguriranje novoga
pristupa 1 izvedbenih modela. Budu¢i da je standard stano-
vanja 1 urbaniziranost romskih naselja jedan od vaznih
¢imbenika u osmisljavanju prosvjetne politike na ovom
podrudju, intervencije su potrebne.

Poznavanje hrvatskoga jezika i romskih dijalekata

Poznavanje hrvatskoga jezika jedan je preduvjeta za uk-
lju¢ivanje romske djece u vrti¢/osnovnu $kolu. Iako je broj
¢lanova domacinstva koji govore hrvatski jezik relativno
visok (93,8%), podatak ne govori o stupnju i razini znanja
jezika.

Kod Roma je najéesce rije¢ o bilingvizmu,® jer gotovo
svi govore neki od dijalekata romskoga jezika (romani chib,
limba d’ bjas), a 1 hrvatski jezik. Iskustva $kola u kojima
ima udenika Roma pokazuju da je poznavanje govornoga
romskog jezika relativno dobro, a pisanoga slabo. Na hr-
vatskom se jeziku Romi mogu sporazumijevati, no ne go-
vore ga dobro, $to je izrazit problem u uklju¢ivanju djece
u osnovnu $kolu.
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& Romanichib 482 80 0 38 500 80 61 87,6 23 223
U
= Ljimbad'bjai 4,5 523 56,0 875 1,1 390 636 0 77,8 454
ae]
Z Ostalo 7,1 284 133 25 44 31,0 152 93 16,7 14,6
§ Ne govori ni
jedan 40,2 11,4 30,7 63 44,4 220 152 3,1 32 178

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

Na pocetku osnovne $kole (prvi 1 drugi razred) uceni-
ci Romi doseZu receptivni stupanj bilingvizma, a tek dio
populacije na kraju Cetvrtoga razreda svladava reproduktiv-
ni stupanj (osamostaljivanje misljenja na nematrinskom
hrvatskom jeziku, upotreba velega broja rije¢i 1 grama-
tickih pravila, ponavljanje sloZenijih receni¢nih oblika).
Kako je preduvjet za uspje$no pracenje 1 usvajanje nastav-
nih sadrzaja u vi§im razredima produktivni stupanj dvoje-
zi¢nosti, jedan je od razloga neuspjeha ocit. Buduéi da su
Romi dvojezi¢ni (viSejezi¢ni) u cijeloj Hrvatskoj, §to su po-
kazali rezultati istraZivanja (Tablica 2), to svakako treba
uzimati u obzir.



Najvedi problemi kucanstva i naselja

Odgoj 1 obrazovanje (3kolovanje) Roma neprijeporno je
vazno podrudje u funkcioniranju romske obitelji, a 1 cije-
loga naselja, jer su djeca predskolskog i skolskog uzrasta
najbrojnija dobna skupina. Jedna od moguénosti ublaza-
vanja problema jest 1 osnivanje/izgradnja vrti¢a 1 $kola u
okviru (veéih) naselja. Nije realno ocekivati da ¢e u zbroju
svih (mogucih) egzistencijalnih, zdravstvenih, stambenih...
prilika upravo odgoj i obrazovanje zauzimati mjesto koje
mu realno pripada. Rezultati istrazivanja, u segmentu pro-
cjene vaznosti pojedinih problema u naselju, pokazuju da
oko polovice broja ispitanika smatra kako su dje¢ji vrti¢
(54,7%) 1 osnovna $kola (48,0%) izrazito vaZzni, a samo
manji dio da to nije problem. Izrazite razlike u pojedinim
Zupanijama (u usporedbi Zagreba, Istre i Medimurja) (Ta-
blica 3) proizlaze iz razli¢ita stupnja dostupnosti, razvije-
nosti 1 blizine $kolskih institucija, kao i stanja opremljeno-
sti naselja.
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Tablica 3.

Procjena vaznosti rjesavanja
pojedinih problema u
naselju (%)

Istarska Medimurska Zagreb Ukupno uzorak
Djedji vrti¢ 536 21,6 247 20,0 18,1 61,9 49,1 12,5 384 240 21,2 547
Osnovna $kola 57,3 11,5 31,3 296 185 519 52,7 9.8 375 33,5 185 48,0
Zdravstveni dom ili
ambulanta 458 94 448 190 144 667 455 89 455 265 144 59,1
Drustveni dom 49,5 299 20,6 255 389 356 393 268 339 256 32,0 424

Otvaranje radnih
mjesta 125 94 781 69 11,1 819 54 116

Uredeno naselje 354 323 323 1,9 194 78,7 196 17,9

Vjerska institucija
(crkva, dZamijaisl.) 42,7 13,5 438 288 30,2 40,9 52,7 196

830 52 89 859
625 75 160 765

27,7 381 248 371

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

Buduéi da najveéi problemi romskih obitelji proizlaze
upravo iz slabih materijalnih prilika (siromastva), u ovom
kontekstu kao prioritetni problemi naselja isticu se otva-
ranje radnih mjesta (85,9%) 1 uredenje naselja (76,5%). S
tim su u vezi 1 lo$i uvjeti stanovanja 1 komunalni standard
(postoji prostorna segregacija). Jedno od najvaznijih Zivot-
nih pitanja Roma jest losa 1 teZe dostupna zdravstvena
za$tita 1 zdravlje (posebno djece) - 59,1% ispitanika smatra
izrazito vaznom izgradnju doma zdravlja ili ambulante.
Nes$to manji broj smatra izrazito vaznim drustveni dom
(42,4%) 1 vjerske institucije (37,1%). Iako su se Romi u
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Tablica 4.
Najvedi problemi
domacinstva (%)*
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istrazivanju dominantno opredijelili kao vjernici (49,0%
katolicke, 27,9% islamske i 15,6% pravoslavne vjeroispovi-
jedi), Cesto je rije¢ o “povremenim” 1 “prigodnim” vjernici-
ma. Razlog je svakako u romskom prihvaéanju religije sre-
dine, pa ¢ak 1 spajanja elemenata pojedinih religijskih vje-
rovanja.

Jo$ su indikativniji rezultati kod najveéih problema
domacdinstva, gdje poteskoce sa $kolovanjem djece istice sa-
mo 4,3% Roma (Tablica 4).

Odgoj i obrazovanje - djedji vrti¢ 1 osnovna $kola, u si-
tuaciji kad romska djeca postizu slabe rezultate u nastavi,
esto izostaju, prekidaju $kolovanje, tesko se zaposljavaju...
- nije kod vecine roditelja prepoznata kao izrazito vazna potre-
ba ni stvaran problem. A posebno ne kao promocijska uloga
u socijalnom 1 gospodarskom smislu, $to bi moglo imati
odlu¢ujuéu ulogu u integrativnim procesima.
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Slab materijalni
polozaj (oskudica,
siromastvo) 47,3 69,8 82,5 72,2 60,0 50,0 55,1 71,0 68,0 64,0
Slabo zdravlje
&anova obitelji 51,8 27,1 125 23,4 27,0 32,0 36,7 212 20,0 28,0

Poteskoce u
$kolovanju djece 27 63 25 00 50 100 1,0 55 40 43

Losi stambeni uvjeti 23,2 28,1 21,3 20,0 22,0 18,0 11,2 29,0 18,7 224

Velika udaljenost od
posla za zaposlene
¢lanove 27 63 38 66 70 30 51 46 53 48

Nezaposlenost 41,0 33,4 21,3 544 23,0 21,0 38,8 22,6 24,0 30,3

Velika opterecenost

zena (poslom,

obiteljskim

obvezama) 00 00 25 1,1 1,0 20 40 18 13 15

Ostalo 24,1 27,1 48,8 21,1 54,0 60,0 29,6 39,7 52,0 39,1

moguca su bila dva odgovora
Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

Socijalna distanca’

Integracija Roma u Hrvatskoj (kulturna = strukturna =
gradanska) susrece se s nizom specifi¢nih poteskoca. U in-
tergracijskom procesu pojedini dijelovi kulture imaju raz-
li¢ite utjecaje. Ekstrinzi¢na kultura (na¢in odijevanja, obra-
sci izrazavanja emocija, ustaljene navike, govorni dijalekt...)
kod Roma je ¢e$¢e zapreka integraciji od intrinzi¢ne kultu-



re (jezik, vjerovanja, tradicijske vrijednosti, glazbeni ukus...).
Kod Roma se dogodila obrnuta akulturacija; oni su prih-
vacali obicaje, religiju, tradiciju, ponekad 1 jezik velinske
skupine, a zadrzavali specifican nacin Zivota (plemensku
organizaciju) 1 vanjske simbole razliditosti.

Zbog toga Romi nisu imali izgleda ni za selektivnu in-
tegraciju (kulturni pluralizam), ni za asimilaciju. Dok se, s
jedne strane, (do danas) vr$io na njih pritisak u smjeru odri-
canja od vlastite kulture, s druge se strane istodobno sprje-
Cavala ili ogranicavala njihova strukturna integracija (zbog
socijalne distance, izoliranosti, predrasuda, stereotipa...).

[Iako je socijalna distanca prema razli¢itim nacional-
nim 1 etni¢ckim skupinama u Hrvatskoj longitudinalno
pracena u posljednjih 15 godina, ovo je jedno od prvih
istrazivanja socijalne udaljenosti Roma prema - neromi-
ma. Dobiveni rezultati pokazuju minimalnu socijalnu di-
stancu - kada uzmemo zajedno tvrdnje brak i blizak prija-
telj, onda bi ¢ak 78,9% Roma prihvatilo osobe koje nisu
romske nacionalnosti (Tablica 5).
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Bra¢noga partnera 57,1 43,8 40,5 46,1 38,0 34,0 25,5 38,4 64,0 42,2

Bliskoga prijatelja 27,7 43,8 354 43,8 41,0 44,0 37,8 347 227 367
Susjeda 10,7 7,3 152 9,0
Nista od navedenoga 4,5 52 89 1,1

15,0 18,0 27,6 12,5 10,7 13,9
60 40 92 144 2,7 73

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.
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Tablica 5.

Osobu koja nije romske
nacionalnosti prihvatio
bih kao: (%) (socijalna
distanca)

Slika 2.

Osobu koja nije romske
nacionalnosti prihvatio bih kao:
(%) (socijalna distanca)
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Tablica 6.

Socijalna distanca prema
nacionalnim i etnickim
skupinama

Buduc¢i da ispitanici u socijalnoj distanci 1znose stavo-
ve koji se temelje na konkretnim Zivotnim situacijama o
kojima imaju osobno iskustvo, a u skladu s normama sku-
pine kojoj pripadaju i opéega shvacanja ugleda neke nacio-
nalne 1 etni¢ke skupine (stereotipi, predrasude...), dobiveni
rezultati mogu biti 1 znakovit indikator interkulturalne
orijentacije.

Socijalna distanca ucenika srednjoskolaca prema Ro-
mima, u ranijim istraZivanjima,® bila je izrazito velika u
odnosu na neke druge nacionalne i etnicke skupine (Tabli-
ca 6), §to je mogao biti rezultat vie faktora: smanjenih kon-
takata romskoga 1 neromskoga stanovnistva, postojanja pre-
drasuda prema Romima (najc¢eséi susreti s Romima prosja-
cima i preprodavadima), slabijega poznavanja romske kul-
ture (neznatna zastupljenost u medijima i nastavnim pro-
gramima).

Ucenici - 1998. godina ~ N=3970

s £ g 2 £ =
NACIONAINET 25 B F EE € gz 2
ETNICKE 2§ ¢ ¢ 2§ B fﬁ =
5% A A At A2 A’ Ax
1. Albanci 102 548 479 521 502 361  11.2
2. Amerikanci 62,8 80,7 681 652 615 273 2,7
3. Bonjaci (Mus.) 10,8 47,7 42,0 47 41,6 358 203
4. Crnogorci 10,3 39,2 35,3 37,5 34,9 36,9 24,1
5. Hrvati 87,7 83,9 79,1 78,4 78,7 17,0 2,7
6. Madari 213 635 553 520 484 336 57
7. Nijemci 486 761 658 612 561 302 39
8. Romi 91 401 334 373 380 362 220
9. Rusi 162 500 429 432 393 381 150
10. Slovenci 324 662 580 543 500 315 83
11. Stbi 113 330 281 305 279 269 454
12. Talijani 52,7 73,7 628 696 542 303 46
13. Zidovi 157 56,1 482 47,7 460 33,6 14,1

Izvor: Istrazivanje 1991.-2001.

Prema regionalnoj pripadnosti socijalna je distanca bi-
la manje izraZzena u podrudjima gdje Romi dulje obitavaju
1 zastupljeniji su u ukupnom broju stanovnistva (Medi-
murje), kao 1 podru¢jima gdje su bolje integrirani (Podra-
vina, Istra). U naSem istrazivanju situacija je obratna. Soci-
jalna blizina prema neromima najmanja je u Istri, Medi-
murju i Osjecko-baranjskoj Zupaniji, $to upucuje na sloze-
nost socijalnih relacija 1izmedu Roma 1 ostalih.



Osim mogu¢ih intervencija u medijskom prostoru (ut-
jecaj na roditelje) i oblikovanja drustvenog ozradja u ko-
jem e se posebno vrednovati meduetnic¢ki (i medukonfe-
sionalni) dijalog, suradnja, interkulturalni odnosi, prema
punom postivanju ljudskih, nacionalnih 1 vjerskih prava,
kao 1 kulturi mira, vazni zadatci nesumljivo se postavljaju
1 pred $kolu.

Cjeloviti rezultati istraZivanja u okviru znanstveno-
istraZivackoga projekta “Lokacije naseljene Romima - sta-
nje 1 unapredenje razvoja naselja 1 aspiracije za oblike sta-
novanja”, a pogotovo oni koji su usmjereniji prema odgo-
ju 1 obrazovanju, daju realnu osnovu za konceptualizaciju
specifi¢nih $kolskih/nastavnih oblika 1 modela za romsku
djecu.
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Obrazovanje Roma u Hrvatskoj — pretpostavka
za bolju kvalitetu zivota?

Multikulturalna obiljezja europskih drustava karakteristi-
¢na su i1 za Hrvatsku. Za odnos prema Romima interkultu-
ralni pristup posebno je vazan jer su dosada$nji kontakti bi-
li optereceni stereotipima, nedovoljnim poznavanjem rom-
ske kulture 1 rijetkim susretima.
Mjesto Roma u Europi (i Hrvatskoj) mozemo sagleda-

vati na dva nac¢ina: kao manjine u znadenju stila Zivota ili
kulture dru$tveno marginalizirane skupine kojoj zbog spe-
cifiénoga stila Zivota 1 poloZaja nije omoguceno ravnoprav-
no sud]elovan]e u raspodjeli drustvemh nagrada (Ogbu
1978.) ili kao “nacionalne manjine” ¢iji pripadnici ne pri-
padaju po podruetlu dominantnoj (mat1cn01) skupini, a
kojima su Ustavom i zakonima zajamdcena sva gradanska
prava (i pravo na kulturnu samostalnost) (Spaji¢, 1996.,
288). Polozaj manjine (etnicke zajednice) za Rome u Hr-
vatskoj znadi 1 disperziju na cijelom drZzavnom podrudju,
periodi¢ne, sezonske migracije zbog obavljanja poslova, Zi-
vot u malim, izoliranim zajednicama u zasebnim naselji-
ma ili neuredenim predgradima. Migracije Roma imale su
1 drugacije posljedice od seoba nekih drugih naroda i nisu
dovele do osjetnijih promjena u kulturnom ozradju imi-
grantskih dru$tava. Jedna od posljedica takva poloZaja Ro-
ma (kulturnog i etni¢kog identiteta) 1 stava prema Romi-
ma u Europi jest i relativno niska razina tolerancije plural-
nosti grupa i kultura (Castles, 1995., 294-301) i postojanje
raznih modela:
a) potpuno iskljucenje (sprje¢avanje ulaska migranata u

zemlju)
b) diferencijalno iskljucenje (formalnim i neformalnim me-

hanizmima participiranje etni¢kih skupina i migranata
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u sveukupnosti drustvenoga Zivota svedeno je, najcesce,
samo na trZiSte rada) ili pronalaZenje nalina premje-
$tanja Roma u druge zemlje (povratka), uz financijsku
potporu otvaranju tamo$njih trziSta rada Romima

¢) asimilacijski model: ukljuéenje u drustvo uz gubitak
kulturnih, jezi¢nih 1 socijalnih posebnosti, gdje se ve-
¢ina aktivnosti vezanih uz kulturnu autonomiju i obra-
zovanje Roma usmjerava na njithovo §to brze uklju-
¢ivanje u redovit obrazovni sustav, bez intervencija us-
mjerenih na njegovu prilagodbu ili dopunu sadrzajima
1 oblicima specifiénim za romski identitet

d) pluralisti¢ki model: uz prihvaéanje temeljnih vrijedno-
sti domace sredine, etnicke zajednice zadrzavaju svoje
specifi¢nosti u svim elementima identiteta, prema odu-
vanju romske kulture i etnicke posebnosti interkultural-
nim pristupom.

Rezultati brojnih istrazivanja pokazali su kako samo
povecani broj u¢enika Roma u $koli ne pobolj$ava kvalita-
tivno adaptaciju na okolinu. Jedan od temeljnih problema
u objektivizaciji pristupa $kolovanju romske djece jest ne-
moguénost uspostavljanja veza:

uspjeh u $koli = bolji gospodarski ili drustveni status.

Tradicionalna romska zanimanja ne zahtijevaju dugo-
trajno $kolovanje (obrti), nego ranu specijalizaciju uz uce-
nje od starijih (roditelja) u plemenskoj skupini. Izdvajanje
1z okruzja, zbog $kolovanja, narusava unutarnju skupinsku
integrativnu dinamiku.
Konceptualizacija ustroja sustava odgoja 1 obrazovanja
za Rome svakako treba prihvatiti zahtjeve okruZja (u okvi-
ru redovitoga $kolskog sustava) i Roma, u smjeru gradnje
nove integrativne $kole, a ne mehanicke rekonstrukceije po-
stojeCe. Pojava dvostrukoga marginaliziranja romske djece
u skoli 1 sredini te neznatni rezultati ¢esto dovode do za-
mora i kod ucitelja i kod djece. Skolovanje romske djece
imanentno je drus$tveno (u sociopolitickom kontekstu), a
ne usko pedagosko pitanje. Naglasak na postivanju obvez-
nosti, veéi broj djece Roma u $koli, stvara i povoljniju
drustvenu klimu te smanjuje moguce konflikte (agresiv-
nost ili odbijanje) izmedu sredine i Roma.
Za razliku od drugih manjina u Hrvatskoj, kod Roma
postoji 1 specifi¢an dio sociokulturnib &mbenika koji oteZava-
ju procese konceptualizacije odgojno-obrazovnoga sustava:
e za dio Roma u Hrvatskoj osiguravanje egzistencije pri-
marni je zadatak, pa i ne razmisljaju o moguéim pozi-
tivnim dosezima $kolovanja svoje djece

 urbanizacija naselja - romska su naselja uglavnom smje-
$tena na periferiji gradova ili izvan sela (prostorna se-



gregacija). Pitanje urbanizacije obuhvada stvaranje pri-
mjerenijih uvjeta za Zivot, ali i prihvacanje Zelja Roma

* zaposljavanje Roma - budu¢i da gotovo polovica broja
romskoga stanovnistva pripada dobnoj skupini do dva-
deset godina, zaposljavanje je presudan korak u procesu
gospodarskog osamostaljivanja mladih roditelja, $to sva-
kako utjece na obiteljski odgoj i $kolovanje djece. Kako
relativno malen broj u¢enika Roma zavr$ava osnovnu
$kolu, a samo pojedinci nastavljaju skolovanje u sred-
njoj $koli, Romi nemaju ni formalnu moguénost pro-
nalaZenja posla. Tek manji broj Roma uspio se prilago-
diti promjenama (ili su ve¢ obavljali sli¢ne poslove u
zemlji 1z koje su se doselili) 1 potpuno rijesiti egzistenci-
jalna pitanja. Jedna od realnih moguénosti za dio Ro-
ma (uz veéi broj ucenika koji ¢e zavr$avati osnovnu i
srednju $kolu 1 tako imati veéi izbor za pronalaZenje za-
poslenja) jest poticanje starih obrta, kuéne radinosti na
novim osnovama (izradba suvenira, rukotvorina, upo-
rabnih proizvoda koji se industrijski ne proizvode...),
kako bi se omogucdilo stjecanje prihoda na naéin na ko-
ji su navikli. Mozda ¢ée u sljede¢em razdoblju biti po-
trebna 1 tzv. pozitivna diskriminacija Roma pri zapo-
§ljavanju, kako bi se ubrzala integracija 1 ublazila margi-
nalizacija.

* program socijalne zastite - uz dio postoje¢ih mjera koji-
ma se Romi sluze, programe socijalne zastite valjalo bi ci-
lano usmyeriti na pomoc u skolovanju i projekte urbanizacije
naselja

* samoorganiziranje Roma - iako vi§e od Sest stoljeca
Zive u Hrvatskoj, Romi nisu (potpuno) izgradili svoju
nacionalnu zajednicu, $to otezava realizaciju dijela pra-
va, a nisu prona$li ni zajedni¢ku sastavnicu programa
djelovanja. Vedna Roma u Hrvatskoj i dalje je stvarno i
Sformalno izvan wudruga i organizacia.

Socijalna integracija Roma (koja ne podrazumijeva za-
borav vlastita identiteta, kulture, tradicije 1 pro$losti) pret-
postavlja, prije svega, sprijeavanje getoizacije romske popu-
lacije. T sami su Romi, izabravsi socijalnu distancu kao
na¢in “komuniciranja” s neromskom okolinom, sacuvali
svoju posebnost 1 relativno uspjesno odgadaju ili usporava-
ju asimilacijske procese prema ubrzavanju procesa integra-
cije u hrvatsko drustvo. Povrsni 1 rijetki kontakti Roma s
pripadnicima vecinske skupine ¢esto pridonose stvaranju 1
odrzavanju predrasuda i stereotipa o Romima, kao 1 iz
razenoj socijalnoj distanci. Jedan je od drustvenih ciljeva 1
pomo¢ Romima da izidu iz getoiziranih marginalnih za-
jednica. Socijalna integracija nije negacija romskih poseb-
nosti 1 brisanje njihova socijalnokulturnog identiteta. Kon-
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cept integracije trebalo bi shvatiti kao prihvacanje 1 uk-

lju¢ivanje u uobicajene procese koji se dogadaju u drustve-

noj okolini. U ovom kontekstu vrlo je vazno i poboljsanje
socioekonomskoga statusa Roma, a posebice stambenoga,

§to se ne moze ostvariti bez pomoéi 1 potpore drzave i

drustva (urbanizacija i izgradnja tipiziranih romskih nase-

lja). Iskustva nekih zemalja pokazuju i korisnost osnivanja

zajednickih tijela (predstavnici vlade/lokalne samouprave 1

Roma), koja bi analizirala 1 pratila stanje na pojedinim po-

dru¢jima Zivota romske populacije (stanovanje, zdravstve-

na i socijalna skrb, zaposljavanje, odgoj i obrazovanje...) 1

poticala pozitivne procese. Koncept socijalne integracije

podrazumijeva prije svega prihvaanje prava i obveza iz
postoje¢ih zakonskih dokumenata, ukljudivanje u odgoj—

no-obrazovni sustav (formalno i stvarno), zaposljavanje 1

ostvarivanje specifiénih manjinskih prava (Stambuk, 2000.,

198).

Kod koncipiranja elemenata 1li ustroja specifi¢nih ob-
lika odgoja i obrazovanja Romi i prosvjetne vlasti moraju
postovati sljedece:

1. posebnosti romskog etni¢kog 1 kulturnog identiteta (je-
zik, plemenski i gospodarski ustroj, kulturu i umjet-
nost, vjersku pripadnost, stil Zivota...)

2. teorijske okvire pojedinih aspekata pristupa odgoju 1
obrazovanju Roma u svijetu 1 Hrvatskoj

3. stvaran broj, raspr§enost, nacin Zivota/stanovanja rom-
skoga stanovni$tva u Hrvatskoj

4. smjernice 1 modele europsk1h asocijacija (kao i1 nacio-
nalne programe odgoja 1 obrazovanja Roma u svijetu),
moguc¢nosti unutar zakonske regulative u Hrvatskoj te
iskustva drugih etni¢kih i nacionalnih manjina u Hr-
vatskoj s razvijenijim specifi¢nim elementima $kolskoga
sustava

5. realne moguénosti unutar postojecega $kolskog sustava
1 organizacijskih oblika nastave na jeziku manjina

6. interkulturalni pristup na temelju rezultata istraZivanja
1 provedenih pojedinih specifi¢nih $kolskih 1 nastavnih
oblika za Rome

7. procjenu bududih kretanja na podrudju stanovanja Roma
1/1li aspiraciju prema odredenim oblicima stanovanja.

Jedan od mogucih pokazatelja Jest 1 percepcija/mi-
§ljenje o stanovan]u buduéih generacija u okviru sada$njih
naselja. Ako 1izuzmemo faktor nerealnih ocekivanja il lije-
pih Zelja za vlastitu djecu, a uzrokovan generalnim neza-
dovoljstvom sada$njim na¢inom stanovanja (57,1% ispita-
nika smatra da im stambeno pitanje ili nije rijeSeno ili je
rijeSeno vrlo lose i lose), moZe se pretpostaviti da ¢e takva
situacija ostati jo$ neko vrijeme. Barem tako misli 38,7%



roditelja Roma za svoju djecu, a 31,3% ne zna ili ne moze
ocijeniti. Promjene (odlazak djece iz naselja) predvida 18,9%
roditelja Roma, dok se u samo 3,8% obitelji ve¢ jedno ili
viSe djece odselilo (Tablica 7).

< S , ]
5 4 9 7z
. E g 2882 é-g - =} o
2 23§ ¢EFéss 2 £ 9o i
38 ¢ ESB3L2S E B £ 25
N 88 5 £2ncds 2 5 S 58
Vjerujem da ¢e ostati 42,0 42,7 31,6 47,2 43,0 24,0 51,0 28,7 53,3 38,7
Mislim da ¢e se
odseliti 14,3 10,4 29,1 27,0 6,0 23,0 14,6 27,3 9,3 18,9
Ve¢ se jedno dijete ili
vide djece odselilo 36 31 13 1,1 0 80 42 65 2,7 38
Ne znam, ne mogu
ocijeniti 33,0 41,7 29,1 18,0 32,0 36,0 19,8 34,3 32,0 31,3
Nemam djece 71 21 89 6,7 190 9,0 104 32 2,7 73

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

Postojeéi sustav odgoja 1 obrazovanja u Republici Hr-
vatskoj, 1ako pruZa jednake moguénosti za svu djecu, nije
dovoljno fleksibilan za specifi¢ne potrebe romskih uéenika
niti respektira romski naéin Zivota 1 oblike stanovanja.
Prihvacajuéi ¢injenicu kako je malen broj romske djece uk-
lju¢en u predskolski odgoj, kako nisu utemeljene skole na
romskom jeziku 1 pismu (dvojezi¢na nastava, sadrzaji u ve-
zi s posebno$¢u Roma), u redovitom $kolskom sustavu ne-
ma uditelja Roma ili onih koji bi poznavali romski jezik,
kako je prolaznost vrlo niska u osnovnim $kolama (a sred-
nje $kole polazi zanemariv broj uc¢enika Roma), kako ne-
ma udZbenika i priru¢nika za nastavu na romskom jeziku
(osim romske pocetnice na romani chibu), dolazimo do
zakljucka kako su prijeko potrebne inovacije 1 postupno
utemeljenje cjelovitoga i specificnoga sustava odgoja i obrazo-
vanja za Rome. Iskustva drugih zemalja u Europi’ svaka-
ko mogu biti znakovita 1 na podrudju stanovanja i skolo-
vanja Roma.

Postujuéi razliditosti u pristupu, odgoj i obrazovanje
Roma u Europi ima i neke zajednicke karakteristike. Uz
upoznavanje 1 medusobni odnos romske 1 europske kultu-
re, bitan element u koncipiranju obrazovanja Roma jest
odnos i priprema za komunikaciju u multikulturalnom
okruzju, §to podrazumijeva ostvarivanje suradnickih veza:
ucenici, roditelji, $kola, (lokalne) vlasti, znanstvene institu-
cije, nevladine udruge, romska zajednica. Poucavanje 1 dje-
lovanje prema o¢uvanju ljudskih prava i demokratskih vri-
jednosti temelj je interkulturalnom pristupu $koli.
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Tablica 7.

Mislite li da ¢e vasa djeca
ostati Zivjeti u naselju ili ¢e se
odseliti? (%)
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Shema 2.

Prijedlog hrvatskoga modela
sustava odgoja i obrazovanja

Cjelovit prijedlog svakako bi trebao maksimalno po-
$tovati polazne pretpostavke, kako bi anticipirao bududi
razvoj (shema 2). U ovom kontekstu Sire ¢emo prikazati
samo rani odgoj 1 osnovnu $kolu, dok bi cjelovit sustav
obuhvacao sve segmente: srednju $kolu, Skolovanje rom-
skih odgajatelja 1 uditelja, osposobljavanje romskih poma-
gaca (mentora), razli¢ite dopunske oblike odgoja 1 obrazo-
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Predskolski odgoj - Romski djecji vrti® (u okviru rom-
skoga naselja ili izvan njega) u kojem bi romski, uz hrvat-
ski, bio govorni jezik, mogao bi biti temeljni tip ustanove
za odgoj romske djece predskolske dobi. S obzirom na tre-
nutaénu nemogucnost znatnijeg obuhvata romske djece u
vrtice (3 - 7 godina), rjeSenja su moguca u dva pravca: inten-
ziviranja aktivnosti oko izgradnje djecjih vriica u romskim nase-
Lima, prosirivanja odgojnih skupina u mjestima u blizini
naselja (dvojezi¢ne skupine) ili dosljedno provodenje odgor-
no-obrazovnoga programa predskole (kao obveznoga za svu dje-
cu koja nisu obuhvacena temeljnim vrtickim programom).

Osnovna $kola najvazniji je segment (u sada$njim uv-
jetima) za Rome, jer je velik dio uc¢enika Roma ne zavrsava
1 tako ne mozZe nastaviti $kolovanje, niti se kasnije zaposli-
ti, osim na jednostavnijim, sezonskim 1 slabije cijenjenim
poslovima. Za ucenike Rome nisu ostvareni predvideni or-
ganizacijski oblici nastave na njihovu jeziku i1 pismu. Po-
§tujuéi realno jezi¢no stanje, za ucenike Rome trebalo bi
ustrojiti tri temeljna tipa modela (oblika) realiziranja na-
stave na romskom jeziku.

Tip A osnovne skole: predviden za podrudja, sredine sa
znatnijim brojem ucenika Roma, gdje je romski jezik domi-
nantan u komunikaciji romske djece, a nepoznavanje (ili
nedovoljno poznavanje) hrvatskoga jezika predstavlja izrazi-
tu poteskocu u ostvarivanju nastavnog programa. Cjelokup-
na nastava odrZavala bi se na romskom jeziku i1 pismu. Do-
datni nastavni sadriaji u vezis posebnostima romske manji-
ne (romski jezik 1 knjiZevnost, povijest, zemljopis...) realizi-
rali bi se tijekom cijeloga trajanja osnovne $kole.

Uz realizaciju programa na romskom jeziku i pismu,
ucenici Romi obvezno ude hrvatski jezik. Tip A osnovne
$kole pogodniji je za niZe razrede, podrucne $kolske odjele
u okviru romskih naselja, gdje bi nakon zavrSetka mogli
nastaviti $kolovanje prema tipu A ili u vi§im razredima
prijeci na tip B osnovne $kole. Vaznost organiziranja $kole
s nastavom na romskom jeziku 1 pismu (Cetiri 1li osam raz-
reda) u velikim romskim naseljima ili pri njima ($to bi
pratlo 1 proces urbanlzacue) izvanredna je kao mjesto od-
goja 1 obrazovan]a, ali 1 njegovanja 1 ¢uvanja romskoga je-
zika 1 kulture. “Romsku” osnovnu $kolu dopunjuje d]elo-
vanje romskih kulturnih centara, kao mjesta okupljan]a 1
provodenja slobodnoga vremena ucenika: knjiZnica, ¢itao-
nica, sjediste klubova, udruga...

Tip B osnovne skole: realizirao bi se u sredinama gdje
ima vise u¢enika Roma (kao kod tipa A u romskim naselji-
ma ili uz veée gradove), gdje uéenici Romi poznaju romski
1 hrvatski jezik u dovoljnoj mjeri da mogu pratiti nastavu
na oba jezika. To su dvojezi¢ne ili viSejezi¢ne sredine.
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Dvojezi¢nu nastavu mogu polaziti ucenici Romi 1 os-
tali, $to je posebno vazno u mjeSovitim sredinama za medu-
sobno razumijevanje i bolju integraciju Roma.

Tip C osnovne Skole: realizacija tipa C osnovne $kole 1
pripadajuéi organizacijski oblici omoguéuju $iru primjenu
u razlicitim sredinama: s veéinskim romskim stanovni-
$tvom (romski jezik - govorni), u mjeSovitima, medu rom-
skim stanovni$§tvom (romski jezik nije u dnevnoj upotre-
bi), u pojedinim $kolama u ve¢im gradovima u koje bi na
dio nastave dolazili uéenici Romi (i neromi) iz $kola Sireg
okruZja. Nastavni program jednak je kao za nastavu na
hrvatskom jeziku, a uéenici Romi polaze izbornu (fakulta-
tivnu) nastavu iz dodatnih nastavnih sadrzaja u vezi s po-
sebnostima romske manjine (romski jezik i knjiZevnost,
povijest, zemljopis...), u funkciji oluvanja etni¢kog i kul-
turnog identiteta.

Ne umanjujuéi vaznost cjelovitoga, sustavnog istrazivanja
brojnih fenomena vezanih za Rome: jezik, kultura 1 umjet-
nost, socijalni 1 gospodarski ustroj, marginalizacija, socijal-
na integracija..., upravo je stanovanje, kao i podrudje odgo-
ja 1 obrazovanja, svojevrsna sinteza razli¢itosti polaznica i
jedinstvenosti u pristupu.

Za Rome u Hrvatskoj presudno je, uz pobolj$anje so-
ciogospodarskoga poloZaja, integriranje u sve segmente dru-
§tva, ali 1 neprijeporna potreba ocuvanja kulture, tradicije 1
stila Zivota.

Kvalitativan napredak u socijalnoj integraciji 1 kultur-
noj autonomiji Roma u Hrvatskoj moZe se posti¢i samo
promptnom, ali sustavnom, aktivno$¢u prema dosljednoj
primjeni dostignutih standarda drugih etni¢kih i nacional-
nih manjina, postujuéi sve posebnosti. Pocetni rezultati
obvezuju i institucije drzave i romsku nacionalnu zajedni-
cu na kooperativnost i realnost u pristupu, kako bi hrvat-
ski Romi ocuvali etni¢ki identitet i ostvarili manjinska
prava, ali 1 prestali Zivjeti u getoiziranim, neurbaniziranim
naseljima, bez zaposlenja 1 od socijalne pomoéi. U ovom
kontekstu uredenje prostora te urbanizacija i uredenje nase-
lja (lokacija naseljenih Romima) prioritetan je zadatak, to
vide §to su romska naselja/lokaliteti naseljeni Romima naj-
Cedce izvan gradevinskih podrudja naselja, na tudem zemlji-
$tu 1 u pravilu neodgovarajuce/lose komunalno opremljeni.

Svako dalje improviziranje i nedostatak inicijative po-
novo marginalizira Rome, koji u Hrvatskoj, na temelju po-
vijesnih iskustava i zbilje, mogu biti vrijedan i prepoznat-
ljiv dio multikulturalnog okruzja.



lako je konceptualizacija ustroja specifiénih $kolskih 1
nastavnih oblika na romskom jeziku i pismu na samom
pocetku, na temelju istrazivanja teorijskih okvira, rezultata
znanstvenoistrazivackih projekata, eksperimentalnih pro-
grama... moze se pretpostaviti kako ¢e 1 proces ustroja spe-
cificnih oblika odgoja 1 obrazovanja za Rome biti ostvaren
na znanstvenoj osnovi i pedagoski kompetentno.

! Pocetak seoba Roma datira iz vremena perzijskoga $aha Ardashira L.
(224.-241.). Kao razlozi seoba isti¢u se nesigurnost u sjevernoj Indiji,
gdje su Romi Zivjeli, te unutarnje socijalne razlike (kaste), $to se moze
potvrditi usporedbom religijskih simbola 1 vjerovanja koje su Romi
donijeli u Europu s indijskima i perzijskima toga vremena (Kenrick,
1994., 17).

% Tijekom povijesti migracije Roma redovito su pratili nepovjerenje,
odbojnost, razne vrste diskriminacije i stradanja, u prvom redu kao
neprijeporni stav okoline, a ne kao odraz romske nepoc¢udnosti, tradi-
cionalnoga nadina Zivota u zatvorenim romskim naseljima ili stalnih
(povremenih) migracija.

3 “Ciganska naselja nijesu dopustena u $umama (partibus sylvosis) pod
Cergama, nego Cigane valja smjestiti u krajeve, gdje nema $uma, u
predjele oranica, da se priviknu ratarstvu. Cigani ne trebaju nikakvih
drugih poglavica osim mjesnih starje$ina, iza kako ve¢ prije izgubise
pravo na svoje vojvode (cassatis jam alioquin Vajvodis). Cigansku dje-
cu treba iza navriene Cetvrte godine bar svake dvije godine porazdije-
liti u obliznja mjesta (per gremialia loca). Zupnici ¢e se naravno
skrbiti za njihovu prosvjetu. Lutanje cigansko je zabranjeno, a 'reguli-
ranim' (sjedila¢kim) Ciganima moZe se iznimno u slucaju potrebe da-
ti putnice, da idu na sajmove, ali je opreznost 1 u tom potrebna” (Ma-
tasovié, 1928., 3).

Posljednja vaznija doseljenja Roma u Hrvatsku bila su prije dvadese-
tak godina: s Kosova (894), iz Bosne i Hercegovine (421), Srbije (202)
i Makedonije (178), kada dolaze skupine Arlija, Gurbeta i Cergara, koji
danas ¢ine uglavnom gradsko stanovniStvo (Zagreb, Rijeka, Pula).
Ukupno je doselilo 1888 Roma, dok se jo§ 1180 selilo unutar Hrvat-
ske. Za Domovinskog rata neke romske skupine dolaze iz Bosne i
Hercegovine u Hrvatsku, krace se zadrZavaju i odlaze u druge europ-
ske zemlje.

IS

* Jo§ donedavno mogle su se u Hrvatskoj (romsko naselje Stiska -

Durdevacki pijesci, neka naselja u Medimurju) vidjeti nastambe, koli-
be napola ukopane u zemlju, s gornjim dijelom od ilovace i drveta.
Kolibe su pokrivene priru¢nim materijalom (limom, kartonima), a ve-
licine su 3 x 3,5 m. U njima se nalaze prostirke za spavanje, oskudni
“namjestaj”, ognjiSte ili pe¢. U takvoj se kolibi odvija sav obiteljski
zivot, u kojem sudjeluje viSe generacija i mnostvo djece. Razina 1 higi-
jena stanovanja vrlo su niske, kao i u ¢ergama, gdje se spava u kolima
ili Satorima. Uz ovakav nadin Zivota Cesto je “zanimanje” prosnja,
skupljanje plodova 1 otpada.

Bilingvizam - (dvojezi¢nost - uZe: govorna osoba koja viSe ili manje
slobodno vlada s dva jezika; - $ire: socijalna pojava kad pojedinac,
dio ili cijela nacionalna manjina sustavno upotrebljava, sluZi se mate-
rinskim jezikom 1 jezikom kojega drugog naroda (Rosandi¢, 1983.,
15).
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Socijalna distanca pojam je kojim se mjeri na$ osobni stav prema pri-
padnicima drugih skupina: nacionalnih, vjerskih, spolnih... (skupina
koje se drugacije ponasaju od skupine kojoj mi pripadamo). Socijalna
distanca, “drustveni razmak”, govori o tome koliko su nam neke sku-
pine blize ili dalje od drugih (Mijatovié¢ 1 Previsié, 1999., 18).

Dio istrazivanja u okviru znanstveno-istraZivackih projekata “Genea-
logija i transfer modela interkulturalizma” i “Skolski kurikulum i
obiljeZja hrvatske nacionalne kulture” (od 1991. do 2001.) u kojem su
sudjelovali: Vlatko Previdi¢, voditelj projekta, Vlatka Domovi¢, Zlata
Godler, Stjepan Jagi¢, Purda Juresa-Persoglio, Vjeran Katunarié, An-
tun Mijatovié, Elvi Pirsl, Koraljka Posavec, Gordana Uzelac, Dijana
Vican, Vinko Zidari¢, Amzi Zimberi, Ante Zuzul i Neven Hrvati¢.

Zanimljiv je primjer lialije, gdje se odgoju 1 obrazovanju Roma prilazi
s razlic¢itih stajali$ta, izmedu tradicionalnoga pristupa i novih peda-
goskih projekata. Prema podatcima Centra za nomade, neke od prvih
$kola za djecu Roma otvorene su u okolici Torina 1973./74. godine.
Romsku su djecu morali prikupljati po logorima u okolici 1 prevoziti
u $kolu. Osnovni preduvjet uspjeha bilo je stvaranje povijerenja i sta-
lan kontakt s roditeljima (ucitelji su poceli uéiti romani chib). Mali su
Romi u pocetku usvajali higijenske navike, sudjelovali u pripremanju
hrane (tradicionalna romska jela), a nastava je bila individualizirana i
bez ocjena. Vrednovalo se dostignuce, aktivnost, uz postovanje spo-
sobnosti 1 razli¢ita predznanja. Udenici Romi udili su ¢itati 1 pisati,
¢itaju se romske novine, a zbog intenziviranja procesa socijalizacije
Cestl su posjeti drugim $kolama 1 ustanovama. Nastava se odrZavala
periodi¢no (u jesen su obitelji Roma Sinta na putu), a u proljece su
uditelji izvodili nastavu u romskim logorima, na otvorenom, u kon-
tekstu Zivota romske skupine. IstraZivanje o moguénostima organiza-
cije osnovne $kole u Piacenzi, koju polaze romska djeca iz $est okol-
nih naselja, potvrdila su potrebu interkulturalnoga pristupa u nastavi.
Marginaliziranost, specifi¢an nadin Zivota i sociokulturna odredenost
uvjetuju i program, oblike obrazovanja i nastavne metode. Naime,
obuhvat romske djece samo je u prva dva razreda bio veéi od 30%, do
petog (Cesto) pada 1 na 7,5%, a od upisanih ucenika redovito je pola-
zilo nastavu samo 55% ucenika Roma, dok je tek 25% uspijevalo svla-
dati propisani nastavni program (Novara, 1990., 10-11).

10U posljednjih pet godina, od primjene Zakona, obuhvat romske dje-

ce predskolskim odgojem i raznim programima sve vide raste. Tako
je 2002. godine u programe predskolskog odgoja bilo ukljuceno 512
romske djece smjestenih u 21 odgojnu skupinu.
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Romi su opisivani kao “ljudi na rubu”, ¢iji se Zivotni stil
znatno razlikuje od njihove kulturne i socijalne okoline. S
obzirom na to da oni ¢&esto Zive na rubu drustva, u eko-
nomski uskra¢enim i dru$tveno izoliranim naseljima, naj-
vjerojatnije ¢e njihova ranjivost biti puno veta nego osta-
loga dijela populacije. Studije dosljedno pokazuju da su
Romi “prezastupljeni” u svim kategorijama kojima je po-
trebna drustvena zastita: vrlo siromasni, dugoro¢no neza-
posleni, bez stru¢ne spreme, neobrazovani, ¢lanovi velikih
familija, osobe bez boravka, drZavljanstva itd. Jedan od ci-
ljeva ove studije jest analizirati rodne razlike u uvjetima
Zivota 1 nastojanje da se razumiju priroda 1 uzroci tih raz-
lika. Romi su kao skupina ugroZeni, medutim, Romkinje
esto trpe trostruku diskriminaciju: §to su siromasne, $to
su Romi i $to su Zene. Rana udaja, viSestruko radanje 1
njihova sredi$nja uloga u domaéinskim poslovima, ¢uvanju
djece, u reproduciranju tradicionalnih romskih kultural-
nih normi, ¢esto prerano odreduju sudbine mnogih rom-
skih Zena. Dakle, Romkinje su zbog toga inferiorne u pri-
stupu razli¢itim oblicima kapitala,' §to zapravo odreduje i
njihov marginalan polozaj.

Iako Romi imaju zajedni¢ko podrijetlo, povijest 1 za-
jedni¢ku kulturu, oni nisu homogena skupina. Cesto su
pogre$no percipirani kao jedinstvena skupina, a ne kao
mnogo razli¢itih skupina. Drugim rije¢ima, romske su
zajednice neosporivo razli¢ite i ta se razliditost odnosi 1
na iskustvo Romkinja. Bitu (1999., 6) razli¢itosti Rom-
kinja pridaje razlic¢itost iskustava zajednica kojima one
pripadaju:

Cijela je rasprava komplicirana zbog Cinjenice da se isku-
stva Romkinja mogu supstancijalno razlikovati, ovisno o tome
kojoj skupini pripadaju, kojoj zemlji (specificnosti kulture glavne
populacize) i u kojim drustvenim wvjetima Zive (nomadski/sta-
ticno, urbani ili ruralni prostor, drustvena skupina itd.) i/ili ko-
Ju vjeroispovijed slijede (Romi mogu biti katolici, pravoslavni ili
muslimanti).

Uvod
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Romkinje

Dakle, moja namjera u ovom radu nije generalizirati i
pretpostaviti da su uloge Zena i njihova iskustva u svim
romskim zajednicama identi¢ne, jer su 1 romske zajednice
vrlo razlidite.

Ipak, Romkinje su u zaista teSku poloZaju, jer su na sje-
ci$tu tradicionalne kulture 1 moderniteta. Izvjestaji upozo-
ravaju da su Romkinje Cesto iskljudene iz prilika za $kolo-
vanje - ili izravhom socijalnom diskriminacijom ili zato
$to tradicionalne romske vrijednosti nameéu druge priori-
tete romskim djevojkama (Report on Romani Women from
Central and Eastern Europe, 2002.). Studije su pokazale da
Romkinje, kao Zene 1 majke, nose punu odgovornost za
ocuvanje romske kulture 1 identiteta (vidi Fonseca, 1995,
Pomykala & Holt, 2002.).

Biti majka smatra se jedinim i najvaZnijim Zeninim
zadatkom; ako nema djecu, misli se da ona nije odrasla
Zena. Sa snaznom obiteljskom orijentacijom dolazi do uva-
zavanja velikoga broja djece u obitelji, koja je sretnija $to
ith ima vide. Smatra se da su djeca znak prestiza 1 srece. Po
izvjestaju “Refugee Women’s Resource Report” (2002.), ode-
kuje se da su Zene kad se udaju djevice i da su vjerne muzu
do smrti. Obrazovanje za djevojke Cesto je ograni¢eno kao
nac¢in kontroliranja Zenske seksualnosti 1 odmah nakon
ulaska u pubertet Romkinje se Cesto udaju da bi se spri-
jecili seksualni eksperimenti. Romske djevojke 1 Zene ima-
ju slabu mo¢, slabu kontrolu nad svojim seksualnim 1
bra¢nim Zivotom, odludivanjem o broju djece 1 vremenu
izmedu porodaja. Bilo koji pokusaj promjene uloge s nji-
hove strane (npr. vi$a razina obrazovanja, formalno zapo-
slenje, kontracepcija) ponekad se doZivljava kao odricanje
od romskog identiteta. Neki predvidaju potpuno i$¢eznuce
romske kulture ako njihove Zene budu Zivijele kao sve dru-
ge zene.

Istrazivanje s Romkinjama

204

Istrazivanje za ovu studiju ukljucuje intervju s dvadeset
Zena 1 terensko istrazivanje u pet hrvatskih Zupanija.” Isto-
dobno su koristeni rezultati nacionalne ankete, koja uk-
lju¢uje 968 domadinstava u romskim naseljima po Hrvat-
skoj. Iako su Zene sudjelovale dobrovoljno, nisam uvijek
mogla razgovarati s njima nasamo, bez njihovih muZeva.
Takoder je bilo gotovo nemogude imati “privatni” intervju
ili razgovor bez prisutnosti drugih Zena i djece, koji su
¢esto ulazili/izlazili 1 sudjelovali u raspravi.



Prije rasprave o uvjetima Zivota Romkinja ukratko su
opisane njihova pozadina, rodne uloge i terenske opserva-
cije.

Analize materijala dobivenih intervjuima pokazuju da
rana udaja i/ili socijalne odgovornosti (¢uvanje djece i
kuéni poslovi) pridonose visokoj razini nepismenosti medu
romskim djevojkama i Zenama. Intervjui s Romkinjama
pokazuju da njihove godine “udaje” variraju izmedu 12. 1
21. godine (prosje¢no 16,5). Medutim, manje od tre¢ine
sluzbeno su vjendane, ostale su u izvanbra¢noj zajednici u
kojoj se koriste svojim prezimenom i daju ga djeci. U skla-
du s obicajem (virilocal residence), samo Sest Zena sada Zivi
u mjestu rodenja u odnosu na njih éetrnaest, koje su prese-
lile k muzu. Kao $to se i ocekivalo, ima prvorotkinja ve¢
sa dvanaest godina, a samo su dvije Zene prvi put rodile sa
21 godinom (prosje¢no 17,5).> Veéina Zena (12) u ovom
uzorku ima troje ili ¢etvero djece, dok je jedna imala Seste-
ro,* tri Zene nisu uopée imale djecu (jedna je bila trudna, a
druge to namjeravaju). U velini slucajeva one su bile djeca,
u svakom pogledu, kad su pocele radati.

Zastra$ujuce, njithova je razina obrazovanja izrazito
niska: devet Zena nije uopée pohadalo $kolu: sedam ih je
8lo od prvog do Cetvrtog razreda; tri nisu uspjele zavrsiti
osnovnu $kolu, a samo su dvije zavrsile srednju skolu. To
je bilo vrlo odito prilikom intervjua, jer su mnoge imale
poteskoca sjetiti se vaznih godina (rodenja njihove dje-
ce...). Neke su priznale da se znaju samo potpisati 1 izvadi-
le su sve dokumente ¢im sam pocela postavljati pitanja.
Mnoge nisu mogle odgovarati bez prevoditelja i pomagaca
koji bi im pojasnio pitanje. Veéina je izjavila da nisu isle u
$kolu 1li su rano prestale i1 jer su morale ¢uvati bracu 1 se-
stre dok su njihove majke radile ili su one same morale ra-
diti (npr. skupljanje bilja, prosenje...). Ove socijalne odgo-
vornosti zna¢e da je mnogim djevojkama bilo uskraceno
$kolovanje, $to odrazava snaznu patrijarhalnu kulturu rom-
ske zajednice 1 olekivanje od Zenske djece da rade, a ne da
idu u $kolu. Mnoge djevojke prihvacaju te nejednakosti i
opravdavaju to rije¢ima da tako i tako nisu Zeljele iéi u
$kolu 1 da im je to bilo dovoljno nakon nekoliko razreda.
Iznimno, jedna tridesetogodi$njakinja, majka cetvero djece,
pricala mi je kako se Zarko Zeljela $kolovati i uspje$no je
uz pomo¢ Skole zavriila dvije godine srednje. Potjece iz
obitelji s osmero djece 1 roditelja alkoholidara, koji su je s
petnaest godina prodali za gajbu piva muzevljevim rodi-
teljima.

Razgovori s tim Zenama otkrili su da rodne uloge u
ovim zajednicama, gdje vladaju patrijarhalne norme, znace
da su uloge Zena i muskaraca jasno podijeljene: jos se uvi-
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Trudnica, |15 godina, bez
skole...

jek ocekuje da Zene ispune tradicionalne funkcije, kao $to
su kuéni poslovi i ¢uvanje djece, iako one znatno pridono-
se ku¢nom budZetu. Stoga su Romkinje, bez obzira na to
§to njithovi muzevi rade, presudno odgovorne za brigu o
djeci 1 hranjenje. One se duboko protive odvojenosti od
djece u bilo kakvim okolnostima. Stoga rijetko napustaju
domacdinstvo i kuéni prostor, pa zato preferiraju neregular-
ne, neredovite poslove u sivoj ekonomiji. Cesto rade se-
zonske poslove na obiteljskim gospodarstvima ili skupljaju
biljke 1 sekundarne sirovine, ali samo Romkinje 1 djeca
prose, jer za njih prosenje nije sramota kao za muskarce.

Zene na mnoge nacine slie ugovorom vezanim slu-
$kinjama, bez svoga mjesta, koje rijetko izlaze ili napustaju
domacdinstvo. Rijetko, a pogotovo Zene s kojima sam raz-
govarala, smatraju da je na bilo koji na¢in nepravedno §to
one rade veéinu poslova. Samo se 1,5% Roma, koji su su-
djelovali u nacionalnoj anketi, slaze da je to $to su Zene
vrlo optereéene (poslom, obiteljskim obvezama) glavni pro-
blem domacéinstva. Ta nesposobnost priznavanja diskrimi-
natornih praksi, s jedne strane, odrazava snagu patrijarhal-
nih normi u tim zajednicama, ali upucuje 1 na to kako Ro-
mi smatraju da je to nevazno u usporedbi s problemima
koji njih tidte. Dakle, veéina je ispitanika nacionalne anke-
te (64%) objasnila da je slab materijalni poloZaj (oskudica,




siroma$tvo...) glavni problem domacinstva, §to jasno poka-
zuje da su optereceniji potesko¢ama vezanim uz opstanak,
a one proizlaze iz siromastva, diskriminacije - i ne ostav-
ljaju dovoljno prostora za specifi¢ne probleme (kao $to su
rodna pitanja).’

Tipi¢no, najreprezentativnije imuéne kuce, koje ostav-
ljaju dojam, najce$¢e su na prednjem dijelu ili na sre-
di$njem mjestu romskih naselja (npr. Kur$anec, Piskorovec
u Medimurskoj Zupaniji) 1 one na zgodan nacin skrivaju
prave “slumove” u pozadini.® Namjerno, obi¢no bih se
uputila prema skrivenom dijelu, koji se raspada u prljavsti-
ni, no svejedno prema prostorima u kojima se stalno vrte
djeca. Unutra$njost tih kucéa koje sam posjetila bila je rela-
tivno uredna (s obzirom na broj ljudi koji Zive zajedno u
tim skucenim prostorima i rijeke blata vani). Izvan ovih
Zivotnih prostora, scenu iza kuénoga praga redovito ¢ini
smetlidte s hrpom smeca, razbijenoga namjestaja 1 odba-
Cenih stvari iz kude, golemo brdo sekundarnih sirovina,
otpada...
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Romkinje i uvjeti njihova zivota

Temeljna pretpostavka ovoga rada jest da su uvjeti Zivota
multidimenzionalni. To znadi da se stanje koje proZivljava-
ju osobe (posebno Zene) i domaéinstva mora gledati kao
vise istodobno djeluju¢ih ¢imbenika. Ti ¢imbenici uklju-
¢uju stanovanje, obrazovanje, pristup infrastrukturi, doho-
dak, socijalnu podrsku, prava itd. - sve to ¢ine komplek-
snu sliku 1 mozZe se ocijeniti ako se posluzimo mjerama
kvalitete Zivota (well-being). Uvjeti Zivota mogu znatno ut-
jecati na nacine na koje se Romkinje mogu brinuti za svo-
je obitelji 1 za sebe.

Mjere kvalitete Zivota (well-being)’

1. Posjedovanje uobicajenih tipova kudanskih elektri¢nih
uredaja u domacdinstvu je vazna mjera kvalitete Zivota (npr.
hladnjak, TV, perilica rublja, stroj za pranje posuda, tele-
fon, kompjutor...). O¢ito, romska kucéanstva najcesc¢e ne-
maju sve ono $to bi u svakom slucaju olaksalo poslove u
ku¢i. Mnogim domacinstvima nedostaju obi¢ni aparati,
kao $to su strojevi za pranje rublja (47%), hladnjaci (35%)
i ledenice (40%), koji bi znatno olaksali Zeni obavljanje
kuénih poslova, $to ¢esto znadi pranje i hranjenje velikoga
domadinstva.® Uz to, veéina domaéinstava nema osobno
rac¢unalo (94,7%) ni (mobilne) telefone (56,2% 1 59,4%),
§to se pokazuje kao njihova osnovna i kompjutorska nepi-
smenost, a to takoder pridonosi njihovoj izolaciji.
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Slika 1.

Postotak domacinstava kojima nedostaje pojedini kucanski aparat N=968
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2. Uvjeti stanovanja takoder su vazna mjera kvalitete
Zivota (well-being); sigurna i udobna kuc¢a osnovni je uvjet
za svaki obiteljski Zivot (McLoyd i Wilson, 1991.). Rezulta-
ti pokazuju da sudionici nacionalne ankete ve¢inom Zive u
ku¢ama (74,5%) koje su uglavnom od cigle, kamena, be-
tonskih blokova (85,7%). Na prvi pogled, ovi podatci iz-
gledaju optimisti¢no, ali treba napomenuti da mogu vrlo
lako zavesti na pogresan zaklju¢ak. Puno “kuca” koje sam
vidjela gotovo se raspadaju i ispod svakoga su Zivotnog
standarda. Ljudi u njima Zive, iako su mnoge gotovo neu-
potrebljive za stanovanje: prozori su razbijeni, kuce pro-
ki$njavaju, staticki su nestabilne (vidljiv su vanjski dokaz
napukli zidovi), vlazne, pune gamadi (Stakori, Zohari), ne-
ma odgovarajucega grijanja’/osvjetljenja, ventilacije 1 vodo-
vodnih instalacija, odvoda - §to otezava obiteljski Zivot.
Gotovo polovica ispitanika nacionalne ankete (49,1%) kao
izrazit problem uvjeta stanovanja navodi vlaznost 1 oronu-
lost stana.

Skucenost je drugi vje¢ni problem; gotovo polovica
kucanstava (45%) nacionalnoga uzorka izjavila je da njiho-
vi ¢lanovi nemaju vlastitu postelju. Istodobno 21,6% istog
uzorka nema vie od jedne prostorije, §to znaéi da se sve
aktivnosti domadinstva (kuhanje, jedenje, kupanje, spavanje,




$kolske obveze, slobodno vrijeme itd.) najvjerojatnije pro-
vode u jednoj sobi. Nesumnjivo, takva situacija remeti i
komplicira uglavnom sve ono $to Zene moraju raditi kao
“supruge” 1 majke. Ispitanici takoder navode kao izrazit
problem premalen stambeni prostor (53,6%) i1 neprikladan
stambeni raspored (49%).

Rezultati pokazuju da kanalizacija, vodovod i elek-
tricna struja nisu dostupni mnogim domacinstvima u rom-
skim naseljima (vidi sliku 2). Oc¢ito, nedostatak pristupa
javnim i komunalnim sluZzbama velik je problem u mno-
gim romskim naseljima - $to sami Romi navode kao pro-
blem; 62,9% sudionika nacionalne ankete nezadovoljno je
slabom opremljeno$¢u svoga stana (voda, plin, struja).
Osim tih poteskoca, u 30% domacdinstava Zene nemaju ku-
hinju (uklju¢ujuéi sudoper s teku¢om toplom i hladnom
vodom), gdje bi mogle pripremati i kuhati obroke za broj-
nu obitelj. Velik broj domadéinstava nema kupaonicu
(56,1%), zadovoljavaju¢u koli¢inu tople i hladne vode, $to
uglavnom ugroZava Zene koje su odgovorne za pranje dje-
ce.!” U 60,7% domacinstava nema WC-a u kuéi, dok 17,5%
kucéanstava nema WC ni u kuéi ni izvan nje.

Svi ovi nedostaci (osobito ako se uzimaju u obzir nji-
hovi kumulativni efekti) nesumnjivo utjetu na zdravlje i
sigurnost svih ¢lanova, $to je neizbjeZno povezano i s
Romkinjama. Domacdinstvo je Cesto srediste rada, ¢uvanja

Burdevac — Stiska
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Sveti Burd, dom za Sestero  djece 1 dru$tvene interakcije Romkinja, a sve aktivnosti ko-
je se odvijaju u tom prostoru njezina su odgovornost (npr.
ona je jedina duZna paziti da su djeca lista, nahranjena,
naspavana 1 da su ispunila sve $kolske obveze itd.) Sher-
@) N=9%8 man (1994.) uocio je da skucenost, iskljucenje struje ili

Slika 2.
Neopremljenost domacinstva
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drugih komunalija, neadekvatno grijanje 1 drugi problemi
u vezi s kvalitetom stanovanja mogu remetiti dje¢ju spo-
sobnost da se odmore ili piSu zadace, ali 1 da proizvodi
stres 1 depresiju u odraslih. Romi svakako trpe vise ek-
stremnih poteskoca kao plod siromasnih Zivotnih uvjeta,
$to neizbjezno uzrokuje anksioznost 1 beznadnost popula-
cije. Opisali su mi u Svetom Purdu, romskom naselju koje
nema struju, ni sanitarije, u obitelji (s troje djece, svi mladi
od pet godina, s jo§ jednim djetetom na putu) uZasan
strah spavanja nocu, u mraku, kad neobuzdano trée $tako-
ri 1 grizu djecu. Druga mi je Zena, koja Zivi u Capraskim
Poljanama, objasnila da moraju spavati s upaljenim svjet-
lom, jer je njezin dom preplavljen Zoharima. Na terenu je
bilo vrlo o¢ito da mnoga djeca nemaju prikladne uvjete
(stolove, rasvjetu, mir i ti§inu) za ucenje u domacoj okoli-
ni. Dakle, pristupiti problemati¢cnom ponasanju romske
djece u $koli (pospani, nekoncentrirani, u prljavoj odjeéi...)
moze biti uzaludno bez uodavanja mnogostrukih ¢imbeni-
ka u njihovoj obiteljskoj okolini (nema kreveta, nema mo-
guénosti pranja, nema asfaltiranih cesta...) koji pridonose 1
odrzavaju to problemati¢no pona$anje. Stoga je slaba uspje-
$nost romske djece povezana s njihovim kué¢nim ambijen-
tom: nedostatkom namjestaja, prikladnog osvjetljenja i sku-
¢enoscu. Jasno, odgovarajuéi uvjeti stanovanja nuzni su za
kvalitetu Zivota svih ¢lanova domadinstva.

Odito, o1 uvjeti stanovanja jedna su od vaznijih ma-
nifestacija siromastva, ali problemi vezani uz okoli§ ta-
koder ga zao$travaju. S obzirom na to da su im “bolje” lo-
kacije financijski nedostupne, romska naselja Cesto se nala-
ze u vrlo zagadenim, nesigurnim podrudjima koja granice
sa zeljeznickom prugom, deponijima za otpad ili su usred
industrijskih zona, drugima neprivla¢nih." Tako mnogima
opstanak ovisi 0 ovim prostorima, 63,3% ispitanika nacio-
nalne ankete izjavilo je da su izrazito ugroZeni okoli§em 1
poZalili se na zagadenost zraka i okolice (58,1%). Me-
dutim, iako je kod Roma koji Zive na marginalnim prosto-
rima manji strah od deloZacije, oni su (ukljucujuéi i djecu)
Cesto izloZeniji opasnostima (nesreée na Zeljeznickim pru-
gama, na deponijima...).”* Ne iznenaduje da su ovi prosto-
ri Cesto preplavljeni gamadi svake vrste (Capraske Poljane,
Sveti Purd, Purdevac - Stiska) ili muljem (Londarevo) 1
zbog toga je nemoguce da se Zene bave vrtlarstvom, ¢ime
bi svojim obiteljima obogatile doista siromasan jelovnik.
Mnoge su mi Zene rekle da ne mogu priustiti voce svojim
obiteljima 1 da Zive od jeftinije hrane (krumpir, grah...).
Domadi uzgojeni proizvodi popravili bi kuéni budzet i bi-
lo bi jednostavnije 1 lakSe hraniti toliko djece, koja inace
izgledaju neishranjeno. U svakom slucaju, zajednic¢ki pro-
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stor u naselju, Cesto stisnut i nepodijeljen, bez grani¢nih
markera, neiskoristiv je za vrtlarstvo, jer je najée$ce pre-
trpan odbac¢enim komadima namjestaja, aparata 1 sekun-
darnih sirovina.

3) Uvjeti zajednice i susjedstva takoder su vazni aspek-

ti kvalitete Zivota (well-being). Uvijeti zajednice ukljuéuju:
pristup 1 kvalitetu $kola, dostupnost medicinskih usluga 1
drugih lokalnih javnih usluga; ¢imbenici kvalitete susjed-
stva: prijetnja kriminaliteta, prometni problemi, susjedski
odnosi, policijska i vatrogasna zastita. Vise od polovice su-
dionika nacionalnog uzorka (51,9%) izjasnilo se da su ne-
zadovoljni manjkom usluga 1 ustanova u njihovu naselju
(trgovine, $kole...). Uostalom, mnogi su izjavili da su uvjeti
zivota losi za djecu (62,4%), Zene (54,7%) 1 starije osobe
(60,1%). Istodobno su u svim Zupanijama potvrdili da bi
kvaliteti Zivota u njihovu naselju, iduéi po vaznosti, prido-
nijeli: $kola 1 vrti¢; ambulanta/ljekarna; trgovina mjeSovi-
tom robom; sportsko-rekreacijski sadrzaji..."> Obrazovne i
zdravstvene ustanove potrebne su romskim zajednicama i
te sugestije mozda upucuju na njihov slab obrazovni 1
zdravstveni status.'* Neizbjezno, manjak ovih ustanova upu-
¢uje 1 na nepostojanje pozitivne uloge (role models) lijeéni-
ka, nastavnika, odgajatelja, koji bi radei medu njima poti-
cali na vi$u kvalitetu Zivota. Efekt nedovoljnoga zdravstve-
nog 1 obrazovnog standarda za Rome, naravno, daleko



vi§e utjee na Romkinje, koje &esto snose punu odgovor-
nost za zdravlje 1 obrazovanje obitelji. Romkinje su ujedno
tocka kontakta romske zajednice s javnom zdravstvenom
uslugom 1 obrazovnim ustanovama. Poboljfavanje pristupa
Romkinja zdravstou i obrazovanju osnazilo bi skrb za cijelu
romsku zajednicu. Sto se ti¢e kvalitete susjedstva, mnoge se
Zene Cesto boje za sigurnost svoje djece, jer u susjedstvu ne-
ma zona bez prometa ili s igraliStem za djecu. Ocaj, kao
rezultat izolacije, Cest je glas Zena (npr. hitna pomo¢ odbija
pozive iz Piskorovca jer je put neasfaltiran, zbog rupa dug 1
mukotrpan, skup zbog popravaka na kolima hitne pomo¢i).
Medutim, iako su romske zajednice daleko od nekog ideala
1 uvjeti susjedstva 1 zajednice, na nekim lokacijama, ozbiljno
ugroZavaju kvalitetu njihova Zivota (well-being), ipak 70,4%
njih u bliskoj buduénosti ne Zeli promijeniti mjesto stano-
vanja.

4) Sastavljati kraj s krajem sredisnji je izazov kvalitete
Zivota (well-being), jer je financijska nestabilnost izravno iz-
vor stresa.’® Samo 17,6% sudionika nacionalne ankete iz-
javljuje da redovito zaposlenje u sluzbenoj ekonomiji do-
nosi glavne izvore prihoda u njthovo domacinstvo, dok
vide od 50% zaraduje radom u sivoj ekonomiji. Nesumnji-
vo, kvaliteta zaposlenja (sigurnost i dugovjecnost poslova)
u sivoj ekonomiji daleko je manja nego u formalnom sek-
toru. Medutim, oni (osobito Romkinje s velikim brojem
djece) preferiraju samozaposlenje (fleksibilnije poslove) vise
od kruto uniformiranoga rada, jer su slobodnije u obav-
ljanju poslova koji se od Zene oc¢ekuju. Alarmantno velik
broj njihovih domac¢instava (74,2%) oslanja se na socijalnu
pomo¢, $to ne ukljucuje i dje¢ji doplatak. Neki su mi Ro-
mi na terenu objasnili da ih je drZava pretvorila u “ovisni-
ke” od socijalne pomodi, jer se mnogi mladi Romi oZene,
racunaju na djedji doplatak koji se povecava s brojem dje-
ce, a onda idu u “mirovinu”. Medutim, u ovom sludaju
Romkinje su nemoéne i ne mogu tako brzo oti¢i u “Zivot-
nu mirovinu”, jer djevojke/Zene uglavnom su odgovorne
za biolosku i kulturnu reprodukciju romske tradicije 1 nje-
zinih vrijednosti. Stoga, uz njihove beskrajne obveze rada-
nja i ¢uvanja djece te kuéne poslove, kao “Cuvari kulture”
one su, takoder, duzne prenositi romske vrijednosti djeci.

Ovo je mozda njihova jedina alternativa, jer majke
Cesto ne mogu intelektualno dati djeci stimulirajuéa isku-
stva, $to je plod njihova tmurnoga obrazovnog zaleda.
Alarmantno je da je gotovo polovica broja Zenskih sudio-
nika (iznad 18 godina) u ispitivanom uzorku nepismena
(45,8%), dok vise od tre¢ine (39,7%) nisu zavr$ile osnovnu
$kolu. Destimulirajuéih 12,3% zavrsilo je osnovnu, a samo
2,2% srednju $kolu, dok ni jedna Zena u ovom uzorku nije
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iznad 18 godina (%)

zavrsila visu Skolu ili fakultet. Ove statistike pokazuju da
Romkinje ¢ak u odnosu na muskarce, Rome, imaju slabije
obrazovanje (vidi Tablicu 1), $to im Steti u pristupanju
ekonomskim (prilike za zaposlenje) 1 drugim oblicima ka-
pitala.

1-4 Nezavr§ena Osnovna  Srednja

Bez skole razreda  osn. $kola $kola $kola Ukupno
zene 45,8 21,5 18,2 12,3 2,2 456
muskarci 18,9 26,9 238 21,4 9,0 509

Izvor: Terensko anketiranje 2004.

NaZalost, iako sada njihova djeca imaju vise mogu-
¢nosti Skolovanja u usporedbi s vremenom kad su one bile
mlade, siromastvo utjeCe i na njihovu sposobnost ucenja,
jer im roditelji ne mogu priustiti igracke, knjige, kvalitet-
nu predskolsku skrb, $kolski pribor, izvannastavne aktiv-
nosti ili privatne satove. Siromastvo ograni¢ava 1 obiteljske
izbore za rekreaciju 1 slobodno vrijeme, §to je takoder
vazno za kvalitetu Zivota (well-being). Ovo Cesto potice vi-
sokorizi¢ne i1 nezdrave navike, kao §to su pusenje i konzu-
miranje alkohola, jer imaju preveliku zalihu nestrukturira-
noga vremena (Park, Turnbull & Turnbull, 2002.). Gotovo
u pravilu Romkinje ne napustaju svoja susjedstva, sigurno
se ne bave sportom i ne sudjeluju ni u kojem tipu rekreaci-
je, §to je povezano s dru$tvenim ocekivanjima, tradicional-
nim normama, ograni¢enom mobilno$¢u i njihovim veli-
kim siromastvom. Ovo je zasigurno poticalo $tetne i viso-
korizi¢ne navike, jer je pusenje medu Romkinjama vrlo
rasireno, ¢ak kod trudnica 1 dojilja.

S obzirom na to da je vecina prihoda u domacinstvi-
ma neregularna/neredovita (sekundarne sirovine ovisno o
vremenskim prilikama skupljaju se izmedu ozZujka 1 pro-
sinca, rad na farmama je sezonski...), jedva zadovoljavaju
osnovne obiteljske potrebe u najnizim slojevima, a §to se
ti¢e distribucije prihoda, ne mogu $tedjeti. Stoga ne mogu
dobiti zajam 1 Zive u strahu od delozacije. Vrlo visok broj
ispitanika (57,1%) ocijenio je svoje stambeno pitanje kao:
vrlo loSe, uopée nije rije§eno, lose. Izgon iz kuce znadi gu-
bitak fizickoga kapitala, odvojenost od dotadasnje mrezZe
podrike, prekid dnevne rutine, odvojenost djece od obitelji
1 slom postojee veze sa zdravstvenim i obrazovnim usta-
novama, §to se sve ozbiljno odrazava na Romkinje."

5) Drustveni kapital'” ¢ini pomo¢ obitelji, prijatelja, iz
drugth izvora 1 mjera je kvalitete Zivota (well-being). Oceki-
valo bi se da Romkinje prolaze bolje u rodbinskim i prija-
teljskim odnosima, ali ovo je jo$ jedan nacin na koji su
one marginalizirane. Njihove odnosne mreze obi¢no su




male, jer je ve¢ina morala napustiti rodna domacinstva/
mjesta kad su se “udale”.'® Uz to, dobivanje potrebne po-
mo¢i od obitelji, prijatelja u njithovu susjedstvu Cesto je ne-
moguce, jer su i druge Zene u istom $kripcu (npr. mnoge
su mi rekle da ne mogu pitati druge Zene (svekrva, prijate-
ljice, rodbina) za pomo¢ u ¢uvanju djece jer su ve¢ dovo-
ljno zauzete svojom. Uostalom, drustveni kapital pojedin-
ca odreduje suma kumuliranih resursa (kulturni i ekonom-
ski kapital), u ¢emu Romkinje prolaze vrlo slabo. Nesum-
njivo, reproduktivno i drustveno olekivanje od Romkinja
1 mehanizmi socijalne kontrole (tracanje, fizicko kaZnja-
vanje...), koji su aktualni u romskim zajednicama, ogra-
ni¢ava njithovu mobilnost 1 vrijeme - 1 na taj nadin znatno
smanjuju njihove odnosne mreZe, koje gotovo uvijek Cine
Zene, s najvjerojatnije smanjenim kumuliranim kulturnim
i ekonomskim resursima. Uglavnom, ispitanici nacionalne
ankete odgovorili su da su njihov glavni izvor informacija
razgovori s ¢lanovima obitelji ili prijateljima (84,3%). lako
vie od tre¢ine Zena (36,1%) sudjeluje u radu izvan kude,
ne pro$iruju mreZe, jer pribavljaju sredstva za Zivot u ne-
formalnom sektoru, radeéi sezonski na farmama, poma-
7uéi u seoskim domacinstvima, skupljajuéi bilje 1 sekun-
darne sirovine, prosedi... Sira podrika, od lokalne zajedni-
ce, javnih usluga do obrazovnih 1 religioznih institucija,
nije u dohvatu Romkinja, $to je rezultat njihova niskog
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obrazovanja 1 manjka zaposlenja u formalnoj ekonomiji,
1zvan romske zajednice.

Sve u svemu, Romi prolaze slabo prema svim mjera-
ma kvalitete Zivota: posjedovanje uobicajenih tipova ku-
¢anskih elektri¢nih uredaja, uvjeti stanovanja, uvjeti zajed-
nice 1 susjedstva, sastavljanje kraja s krajem 1 drustveni ka-
pital - sve to Romkinjama ¢ini Zivot uvelike oteZanim.
Ovi siromasni Zivotni uvjeti loe utje¢u na moguénost da
Romkinje ¢uvaju 1 brinu za sebe 1 svoje obitelji.

Upadljiv je manjak starijih osoba u romskim zajednicama,
§to svjedodi o poteskotama romskog Zivota; 88,8% kucan-
stava u nacionalnoj anketi nema ¢lanove starije od 60 go-
dina. Siromasni uvjeti Zivota (neadekvatni uvjeti stanovanja,
slaba infrastruktura, niski prihodi 1 slabo razvijen drustve-
ni kapital) zacijelo negativno utje¢u na njihovo zdravlje.
Ne treba argumentirati da populacija koja ima nisku razi-
nu obrazovanja najvjerojatnije nije stekla alate da moze
kontrolirati svoje zdravlje, jer skole su klju¢ni izvor infor-
macija o higijeni i vrijednosti hrane, prevenciji bolesti 1
pristup zdravstvenim uslugama. Romkinje ¢esto ne steknu
pismenost i vje$tinu vezanu s kritickim misljenjem da se
mogu brinuti za sebe 1 za obitelj. Trebalo bi modificirati
kulturne prakse koje $tete njihovoj kvaliteti Zivota (Pomy-
kala & Holt, 2002.). Mnoge su Zene izrazile osjetaj bespo-
mo¢nosti: odnosilo se to na njthovu nesposobnost ¢itanja
uputa na medicinskim boc¢icama, desifriranje racuna, razu-
mijevanje dje¢jih zadaca, prometnih znakova, shvacanje bi-
rokratske procedure... Ljudi koji ne mogu ¢itati bespo-
mo¢ni su, ugrozeni u svakodnevnom Zivotu, ali su ne-
mo¢ni 1 diskvalificirani 1 pred vlastima.

e S obzirom na to da su Romi polupismena populacija i
imaju ograni¢ene prilike da sebe zastupaju pravilno,
nevladine organizacije, s ciljem pobolj$avanja socijal-
nih, kulturnih i ekonomskih prilika za Rome, trebaju
osigurati da svi Romi budu uklju¢eni u njihove progra-
me. Posebno mjesto u razmatranju trebaju dobiti Rom-
kinje, da ih se ne zanemari u kreiranju politike 1 strate-
gije za Rome na nevladinoj i vladinoj razini.

¢ Djeci koja Zive u razli¢itim Zivotnim uvjetima trebalo
bi omoguditi i poticati ih da jednako sudjeluju u obra-
zovnom sustavu. Da bi se u Hrvatskoj razvijao humani
kapital, pozornost bi trebalo obratiti na bitna kriti¢na



o

razdoblja za marginalizirane populacije: predskolsko 1
srednjoskolsko. Predskolski programi vazni su da bi uk-
lonili jezi¢ne barijere 1 upoznali djecu sa skolskom oko-
linom. Nakon osnovne $kole, vie su razine obrazovanja
vazne zbog razvijanja dje¢jega pristupa razli¢itim oblici-
ma kapitala 1 popravljanja njihova marginaliziranoga
polozaja. Romkinje su vaZne za tu integraciju jer su
uglavnom odgovorne za djecu 1 imaju vaznu ulogu kao
medijatori izmedu svoje djece 1 $kole (roditeljski sastan-
ci, $kolski dogadaji 1 obrazovni programi).

Programi za ulenje kod kude, ciljano za Romkinje u
Hrvatskoj, mogli bi se razvijati tako da obogate njihove
vjestine, jer ith je vedina uskra¢ena u obrazovanju. Po-
bolj$avanje njihova znanja popravilo bi zdravlje, obra-
zovanje 1 skrb cijele romske zajednice.

Postoji takoder jaka potreba da se povecaju svijest, obra-
zovanje 1 razumijevanje, infrastruktura i programi da bi
se pristupilo problemima koji izravno i neizravno ut-
jec¢u na Zene da ne budu tako ranjive: zastitit1 Romkinje
u siromasnijim drustvenim 1 ekonomskim situacijama
od obiteljskog nasilja,”’ jer su tome izloZenije 1 zbog vi-
soke nezaposlenosti 1 zbog problema koji proizlaze iz
alkohola.

Po Bourdieu (1986.), kojeg je zaista zanimala reprodukcija nejednako-
sti, individualni poloZaj u dru$tvenom prostoru ne definira klasa, ne-
go koli¢ina kapitala kojem imaju pristup. On je razlikovao ¢etiri obli-
ka kapitala (ekonomski, kulturni, drustveni i simboli¢ni), koji su
medusobno povezani, kontekstualno specifi¢ni i svi zajedno konstitu-
iraju prednost/korist 1 nedostatak u drustvu.

Romska naselja uklju¢ena u istrazivanje o Romkinjama: Capraske
Poljane, Palanjak, Kutina-Radi¢eva (Sisacko-moslavacka Zupanija); Lud-
breg, Sveti Purd (Varazdinska Zupanija); KurSanec, Lon¢arevo, Pisko-
rovec (Medimurska Zupanija); Purdevac - Stiska (Koprivnicko-kri-
Zevacka zupanija) 1 Pugkariéi, Ostarije (Karlovacka Zupanija).

Ove brojke pokazuju da su procesi tradicionalizacije medu romskom
populacijom u toku. Za usporedbu, prema popisu stanovnistva iz
2001. godine, Zzene u Hrvatskoj udaju se kasnije (25,1 godine) i imaju
prvo dijete sa 25,4 godine.

Ispitanici u ukupnom uzorku izjavili su da su im djeca jedna od naj-
vaznijih vrijednosti u Zivotu.
Mrsevi¢ (2000.) biljezila je sli¢ne prakse u Srbiji.

Iako me ova romska naselja nikada nisu uspjela $okirati, na neki
nacin, ostala sam zaprepaStena u malom siroma$nom naselju Sveti
Durd u Varazdinskoj Zupaniji; pravi “slum”

Ove su mjere u osnovi sli¢cne mjerama Kurta J. Baumana (2003.).

Na osnovi statistike nacionalnog uzorka vi§e od polovice domaéin-
stava imaju izmedu pet 1 osam ¢lanova.

Lynette Siki¢-Micanovi¢
Romkinje i uvjeti njihova

BILJESKE

Zivota

217



Lynette Siki¢-Micanovi¢
Romkinje i uvjeti njihova
Zivota

218

® U mnogim kuéama bilo je dovoljno mokro i hladno da vidi§ svoj
dah. Tako su Romi kao skupina najranjiviji $to se ti¢e hladnih unu-
tra$njih temperatura (vlaZnost, kondenzacija), oni si ¢esto ne mogu
priustiti odgovarajuce grijanje.

10" Slabi uvjeti Zivota, ukljucujuéi skucenost i nedovoljno sanitarija, ¢ine
romsku zajednicu izloZenom zaraznim bolestima, kao $to su hepati-
tis, tuberkuloza i koZne bolesti, npr. ekcem; Ringold (2002.).

Ovo ne ukljucuje samo skupljanje sekundarne sirovine nego skup-
ljanje svega §to ima vrijednost, uklju¢ujuéi hranu za svinje. Jedna
Zena (majka troje djece u ranim tridesetima) iz Ludbrega rekla mi je
da Cesto ide na deponij u njihovu dvoristu traze¢i hranu 1 odjecu jer
bi profenje bilo sramno.

U proteklih godinu dana mediji su objavili reportaze o nekoliko ne-
sre¢a na vrlo pogibeljnim mjestima. Trinaestogodi$nji Rom smrtno
je stradao kad je na njega naletio kamion “Komunalca” dok je skup-
ljao tzv. sekundarne sirovine na kutinskom odlagalidtu smeca (Nowvi
list, 17. 2. 2004.). Romi, otac (50) i sin (17), poginuli su u sudaru lo-
komotive i kamiona na pruznome prijelazu. Jo§ dvije osobe koje su
bile u kamionu u kriti¢nom su stanju. Nesre¢a se dogodila dok su
8li traziti staro Zeljezo (Vecernji list, 4. 11. 2004.).

Poticajno, ugostiteljski objekt na posljednjem je mjestu na popisu
zelja.

Ispitanici u nacionalnoj anketi ocijenili su zavrSenu $kolu (4,96) i
zdravlje (4,40) kao vrlo vazne na skali od 1 do 5.

Studije su pokazale da su adekvatni financijski resursi vezani uz sa-
mopostovanje kod majke (vidi Brody i Flor, 1997.).

Nekoliko romskih zajednica trenuta¢no je suoceno s deloZacijom: 1.
Tristotinjak djece 1 odraslih gradana romske nacionalnosti iz Plinar-
skog naselja nakon 15 godina prijeti deloZacija bez osiguranoga zam-
jenskog smjestaja, a ¢ija bi djeca, odvojena od obitelji, zavriila u do-
movima za nezbrinute (Nowz list, 14. 12. 2004.). 2. Preseljenja Roma
iz Rujevice, koje oni grade ve¢ 40-ak godina i ne Zele se getoizirati u
barake, u kojima, za razliku od njihovih sadasnjih kuéa, nema mini-
malnih uvjeta za Zivot (Nowi list, 2. 3. 2004.). 3. Iseljenje prognanih
Roma iz raznih dijelova Hrvatske, koji ve¢ 14 godina obitavaju u
romskom naselju u Lukavcu kod Velike Gorice (Jutarnji list). 4. Na-
kon vi§e od 50 godina Romima u Novom prijeti deloZacija u Pri-
morsko-goranskoj zupaniji (Now: list, 4. 11. 2004.).

Bourdieu isti¢e da drustveni kapital pojedinca odreduje veli¢ina mrezZe
odnosa, suma kumuliranih resursa (kulturnih i ekonomskih), koliko
ih uspje$no i brzo individua moZe pokrenuti. Ove se mreZe moraju
neprekidno odrZavati, da bi se moglo pozvati na njih u budu¢nosti.

Rezultati nacionalne ankete pokazuju da Romi viSe Zive u mjestu
rodenja (60,6%) u odnosu na Romkinje (39,4%), koje su napustile
rodno mjesto.

Na terenu je bilo o¢ito da ¢ak izmedu dvije susjedne Zupanije postoji
razlika (Medimurska i1 Varazdinska), da Romi u prvoj imaju vise pri-
vilegija (npr. imaju bonove za hranu, lokalni vrti¢) i da su njihovi in-
teresi mozda zastupljeniji.

2 Samo mi je jedna Romkinja pri¢ala otvoreno o obiteljskom nasilju,
koje je bilo potaknuto njezinim odbijanjem da sudjeluje u dva una-
prijed dogovorena vjencanja u njezinoj mladosti. Muzevi koji su pri-
sustvovali intervjuima nerijetko su ih, usprkos mojem trudu i potica-
nju Zena da govore, besramno prekidali i poniZavali, govore¢i im da
ne znaju nista!
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Oskudno znanje o nadinu i uvjetima Zivota Roma

Prethodno je vazno naglasiti, odnosno ponoviti, sljedece:

Rome wvalja dobro upoznati da bi im se pomoglo. Stoga svako

istraZivanje 1 svaka akcija na poboliianju kvalitete njihova

Zivota mora voditi racuna o mnogo Sirem spektru uvida u sve-

ukupni drustveni, gospodarski i kulturni aspekt obilja problema

i mepoznanica njihova polozaja wuopce, a osobito u hrvatskom

drustvn. Unato¢ ¢injenici da je provedeno nekoliko (dru-

$tvenih) istrazivanja, jo§ smo daleko od dobra poznavanja
romske populacije.’

Koje su neposredne posljedice manjka dobra uvida?
* Lako se moze dogoditi da aktivnosti §to ih poti¢e drza-

va (i civilne udruge koje se bave identificiranjem 1 rje-
$avanjem problema koji tiSte 1 Rome) te zajednicke ak-
tivnosti s (brojnim) romskim udrugama ne uspiju ili ne
uspiju u ocekivanom opsegu jer nisu prikladno pri-
premljene.

* Nije nemoguce ni da pojedine aktivnosti, poduzete u
najboljoj vjeri, naprave vise Stete nego koristi upravo za-
to $to su previdjele, jo$ prilikom priprema, ocekivane,
ali i neocekivane, posljedice.

Osim dobra poznavanja prilika, vazno se s populaci-
jom o kojoj je rije¢ zajednicki 1 od pocetka dogovarati o
svakom razvojnom koraku. Naime, mnoga istraZivanja i
analize razvojnih projekata u manjim dru$tvima ili zajed-
nicama (poput ruralnih) pokazala su da je napredak bio
najuspje$niji ondje gdje je od samoga pocetka bilo ukljuceno
domace stanovnistvo, koje je dugoroéno znalo Sto moZe ocekivati
od pojedinih aktivnosti ili projekata te kakva je i kolika njegova
uloga u tome.

1. Istrazivanje Roma u Hrvatskoj oteZava ¢injenica $to se
znatan dio pripadnika ove etni¢ke manjine prilikom
popisa stanovni$tva izja§njava kao neromsko stanovni-
$§tvo, pa je tako 2001. godine njihov sluzbeni broj izno-
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sio 9463 stanovnika. Prema popisnim podatcima proiz-
lazi da nesto vise od 50% Roma Zivi u tek dvije Zupani-
je (Medimurskoj i Gradu Zagrebu), dok je u devet Zupa-
nija njithov broj gotovo zanemariv. Od svih etnic¢kih i
nacionalnih skupina u Hrvatskoj upravo Romi imaju
najveci porast pripadnika od 1991. do 2001. “Popisnoj
situaciji” dobrim dijelom prilagoden je i uzorak u ovom
1strazivanju.

. Medu narodima u Europi Romi su jedan od najnomad-

skijih naroda. Medutim, primjetuje se njihova sve veca
vezanost uz prostor, pa su oni danas mnogo manje no-
madi nego §to su to donedavno bili. Svoju drustvenu
organizaciju temelje oduvijek na obitelji 1 time se bitno
razlikuju od drugih lutajuéih skupina. Danas ih je vise
prostorno stabiliziranih nego onih bez adrese. Proces
sedentarizacije Roma na djelu je 1 u Hrvatskoj. Romi
nisu jedinstvena skupina. Razlikuju se po mnogim obi-
ljezjima. Nazalost, istrazivanja hrvatskih Roma u tom
smislu nije bilo, pa o razlikama medu njima moZemo
tek nagadati. Sve vi$e ih stalno Zivi u naseljima i ku-
¢ama (barakama, da$¢arama) ili stanovima.

. Cesto se 0 Romima misli da njihova “nomadska” sa-

stavnica identiteta olak$ava seljenje, pa i onda kad za to
nema osobita razloga. Medutim, rezultati ovog istra-
Zivanja pokazuju da se oni itekako vezuju uz prostor,
da njihove eventualne prostorne aspiracije ne sezu dale-
ko od postojece lokacije. Taj nalaz neprijeporno kazuje
da je (iz razli¢itih razloga) preseljenje Roma vrlo trau-
mati¢no iskustvo 1 da bi valjalo koliko god je to mo-
guce sprijeciti u zaletku nastanak novih divljih “rom-
skih naselja”.

. Tradicionalni sociokulturni identitet Roma blijedi, pa

se Romi u najveoj myjeri socijalno predstavljaju nega-
tivnim obiljeZjima: siroma$tvom 1 ugrozeno$éu. U dru-
$tvu koje se oslanja na multikulturalnost 1 ohrabrivanje
ravnopravnoga Drugog, manjak 1 oskudica ne mogu du-
goro¢no biti temelj identitetske razlike na kojoj pociva
subjektivitet skupine. Za oblikovanje prepoznatljivoga so-
ciokulturnog profila Roma, kao i za revitalizaciju njibova
socijalnog identiteta, ima mnogo vise izgleda ako uporiste
vlastite legitimacije oslone na joS uvijek Zive sastavnice kul-
turne bastine.

. Tranzicijsko razdoblje nije pogodovalo romskoj popula-

ciji. Jasno je da Romi nisu imali koristi od privatizacije
ni od vlasnicke restitucije. Isto tako, fiskalni problemi
postsocijalistickih drzava smanjili su javna sredstva za
gradnju ili odrZavanje socijalnih stanova, a znano je da
dio Roma Zivi u socijalnim stanovima. Politi¢ka trans-
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pove¢anom diskriminacijom 1 nasiljem prema Romima.
Politi¢ka je liberalizacija stvorila $anse za slobodno iz-
razavanje etni¢kog 1 kulturnog identiteta te za sudjelo-
vanje u drustvu. Medutim, pojavili su se novi izazovi 1
poteskoce, jer su na politicku scenu izbile 1 ekstremi-
sticke skupine, ¢ime su otvoreni novi kanali za izraZa-
vanje nesno$ljivosti prema Romima. Nadalje, Romi su se
suocili s ograni¢avanjem pristupa socijalnim uslugama,
zbog opcega rasta potraznje za njima 1 stezanja budzeta.
6. Unato¢ ¢injenici da je rije¢ o marginalnoj skupini koja
se u mnogim dimenzijama (ekonomska, politicka, soci-
jalna) opasno priblizava granici socijalne iskljucivosti,
vecina ispitanika (84,7%) iz osobnog iskustva odgovara
da se kao pripadnik romske manjine u drustvu osjeéa
postovanim.

Struktura zajednice

7. Premda nema sumnje da su Romi specifi¢na drutvena
skupina, po mnogim obiljezjima 1 na¢inu Zivota pre-
poznatljiva u drutvu, ipak valja imati na umu da nije
rije¢ o homogenoj sociokulturnoj grupaciji, nego da
unutar romske populacue dolazi do mnogovrsnih raslo-
javanja. Ovo istraZivanje pokazalo je da se ta raslojavanja
zbivaju 1 u kulturnoj sferi, oblikuju¢i tako podskupine
s posebnim identitetima, na¢inom Zivota i vrijednosti-
ma. Katkada one nisu sasvim jasno definirane, napro-
tiv, ostaju natkriljene nezaobilaznim kulturnim speci-
fi¢nostima $to romska drustva oblikuju i razlikuju spram
drugih drustava.

8. Izostanak istaknute autohtone socijalne, kulturne elite
koja bi posredovala u odnosima izmedu “globalnoga”
drustva i njihova maloga, manjinskoga sloja (ini teZim
svaki oblik suradnje u rjeSavanju svakovrsnibh problema ma-
njinskoga naroda. Postojanje posrednika koji pripadaju
jednoj 1 drugoj strani olaksalo bi komunikaciju izmedu
romske lokalne zajednice 1 drZave, odnosno njezinih in-
stitucija.

9. Romska je populacija mlada. Tomu su najmanje dva
razloga: rada se vedi broj djece i Zivotna dob romskoga
stanovni$tva kraca je od dobi okolne populacije. Podat-
ci o velikom broju mladih, ne$to manje onih u aktivnoj
dobi i gotovo odsutnost starijth od 60 godina u istra-
Zivanim kuéanstvima jasno pokazuje opéu vrlo sloZzenu
sliku romske populacije.

10. Modernizacijski procesi u okolnom veéinskom dru-

$tvu (valja naglasiti industrijalizaciju i vaznost obrazo- 223
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vanja) stvaraju sve vece razlike na socioprofesionalnoj
razini izmedu Roma i veéinskoga naroda. Slab interes
za njihove tradicionalne usluge 1 proizvode, a oni sami
nisu se na vrijeme i uspjeSno “prekvalificirali”. Dakle,
tradicionalni obrti postupno izumiru. Ostaje snazni
utjecaj tradicije na svim drustvenim podru¢jima Zivo-
ta, pa neprilagodba na novo vrijeme dodatno drustve-
no, kulturno 1 gospodarski ugrozava romske skupine.
S obzirom na nisku razinu $kolske naobrazbe 1 nisku
struénu kompetenciju romskoga stanovnistva, unutar
ove populacije nezaposlenost je visoka, ali je 1 velika
radirenost sporadi¢nih, povremenih, sezonskih aktiv-
nosti koje donose neki prihod.

Nizak stupanj naobrazbe nije kod samih Roma prepoz-
nat kao uzrok ili klju¢ rjesenja njihovih problema. Na
vrijednosnoj ljestvici “zavrSena $kola” nalazi se pri sa-
mome dnu, a siromastvo se prihvaca kao obiljezje sku-
pine 1 upisuje se u identitetsku kartu, gurajuéi u pozadi-
nu tipi¢na kulturna obiljezja Roma kao $to su folklor,
obicaji, jezik, obrti 1 sl. Romsko siromastvo nerijetko je
po svom karakteru dubinsko i permanentno.
Visedimenzionalni su korijeni romskoga siromastva 1
heterogenost romske populacije. Razliéiti uzroci rom-
ske deprivacije utjecu jedni na druge u zacaranom kru-
gu siromastva 1 socijalne iskljucenosti. Romsko siro-
mastvo jest dijelom povezano s niskim obrazovanjem,
ogranienim moguénostima radne participacije i veli-
kim obiteljima, ali je povezano i s manjinskim statu-
som, odnosno s brojnim dimenzijama socjjalne isklju-
¢enosti. Razina siromastva nerijetko je povezana s mar-
ginalizacijom romskih naselja (problem prostorne se-
gregacije). Romi koji Zive u udaljenim i segregiranim
zajednicama imaju znatno manje izgleda sudjelovati u
formalnoj ekonomiji ili sluZiti se socijalnim uslugama
(obrazovnima, zdravstvenima). Geografska i socijalna is-
kljucenost vazni su korelati romskoga siromastva.

Glavni izvor prihoda u romskim naseljima jest socijal-
na pomo¢, dakle, nikakva “profitna” djelatnost, nego -
nije neto¢no reéi - ne/djelatnost. Na drugom je mjestu
povremeni sezonski rad. On je ogranicen na pojedina
godi$nja razdoblja. S obzirom na slabu naobrazbu i ni-
sku profesionalnu kompetenciju romskoga stanovni-
$tva, posrijedi su slabo placeni poslovi. Lokacije naselje-
ne Romima prije svega su 1 gotovo iskljuéivo okwvir Zivo-
la, jer naselje najce$¢e nije - ili je to u zanemarivom
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broju slucajeva - prostor rada. Ondje se Zivi, ali se ne
radi, 1 utoliko su “romska naselja” “zakinuta” za jedan
oblik drustvenosti.

Uvidanje ovog obiljezja - lokacija naseljenih Romima -
moze posluZiti za usmjeravanje aktivnosti pobolj$anja
uvjeta stanovanja prema instalaciji prikladnih djelatno-
sti unutar lokaliteta ili na rubu lokaliteta, osobito onih
s veéim brojem stalnih stanovnika. Naime, odsutnost
svake mogucénosti zaposlenja/rada u naselju ili u blizi-
ni tjera pogotovo one obrazovanije i poduzetnije da se
upute drugamo u potrazi za poslom, §to takoder sma-
njuje sposobnost zajednice da oblikuje sloZeniju na-
seljsku socijalnu strukturu, potrebnu da bi se dinami-
zirao zivot lokalne zajednice 1 stvarala nadobiteljska
razina solidarnosti 1 zajednistva. U romskim naseljima
nedostaju uloge koje se temelje na “poloZaju u zani-
manju” ili nekoj posebnoj funkeiji.

Romska obitelj odrzala je veéinu svojih tradicionalnih
funkcija (medu njima i1 odgojne i obrazovne) i tako
oc¢uvala visok stupanj autonomije, samostalnosti, ¢ak 1
ekonomske samostalnosti, uza svu visoku ukljucenost
osobito u sustave socijalne skrbi. Dakle, 1 kad se siro-
mastvo pojavljuje kao jedan od nosivih sociokulturnih
elemenata romskoga (samo)identiteta, obitelj uspijeva
ocuvati svoj tradicionalni znadaj. Ili mozda upravo za-
to. Cini se da je kod Roma na djelu svojevrsna prilagodba
gospodarskih aktivnosti i izvora prihoda do granice koja ne
narusava postojeci obiteljski sustav. Odabiru se aktivnosti
u koje ¢e se ukljuditi $to vise ¢lanova obitelji, od naj-
mladih do najstarijih, kao 1 Zene.

Romi vole Zivjeti u velikim obiteljima s mnogo djece.
Vole se druZiti, pa veliku vaznost pridaju upravo obi-
teljskim svecanostima. Kuca je (kod sedentarnih Ro-
ma) jedina to¢ka stabilnosti, mjesto na kojem se obitel;
sastaje. PozZeljno je da i neposredna socijalna sredina,
vanjski prostor, pripada rodacima.

Proces smanjivanja obitelji do razine bra¢noga para s
neudanom ili neoZenjenom djecom veé se “uselio” u
romsku sredinu. Gotovo 53% ispitanih kucanstava up-
ravo su takve obitelji. Samacka su kucanstva rijetkost
medu romskim stanovni$tvom.

Na vrhu ljestvice nalaze se obiteljske vrijednosti, osob-
ne vrednote 1 slobode (zdravlje, djeca, postenje, slobo-
da, prijateljstvo, ljubav, brak), zatim dolaze radno-ma-
terijalisticke vrijednosti (rad i novac), dok su na dnu
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ljestvice tradicionalne 1 politicke vrijednosti (politika,
nacija, vjera). Iz predstavljene hijerarhije vrednota mo-
ze se zaklju¢iti kako Zivot u siromas$tvu nije nacin
Zivota koji Romi preferiraju. Rad takoder zauzima vi-
soko mjesto na vrijednosnoj ljestvici, kao sredstvo os-
tvarenja mnogih drugih vrednota. Dakle, vrijednosni
sustav Roma nije bitno drugadiji od vrijednosnoga su-
stava dru$tva kao cjeline. Medutim, pitanje je koliko
su Romi kadri ostvariti vrijednosti koje deklarativho
podrzavaju.

Visegeneracijske obiteljske mreZe znace sredstvo preZiv-
ljavanja, jer osiguravaju redovito pritjecanje financij-
skih sredstava (dje¢ji doplatak, obiteljske naknade, mi-
rovine, naknade za nezaposlene). Te obiteljske mrezZe
sluze 1 kao informacijske mreze o trzi$tu rada, mo-
gu¢nostima zarade, dobicima i gubicima napustanja
lokalne sredine 1 sl.

Rani brakovi karakteristi¢ni su za romsku etnic¢ku
skupinu. Sami po sebi, ne moraju voditi siromastvu.
Vise su indikator slabih obrazovnih aspiracija, ranog
ispadanja iz obrazovnoga sustava, §to je povezano s
niskim kvalifikacijama i slabo razvijenim radnim vje-
§tinama.

Pitanje svih pitanja romskoga stanovni$tva jest nao-
brazba. I dva vrlo konkretna potpitanja: zasto Romi
toliko izbjegavaju $kolu (kad su i1 sami svjesni da je bi-
lo kakav socijalni i gospodarski pomak nabolje gotovo
nemogu¢ bez naobrazbe) 1 zasto drzava nije kadra pro-
vesti svoj Zakon o obveznom osnovnom $kolovanju
kad je rije¢ o Romima. Brojna romska obitelj tako
ostaje bez kvalitetnijega prikljucka u gospodarski Zivot
zemlje. Broj potencijalno aktivnih je velik, mnogo je u
aktivnoj romskoj populaciji mladih ljudi, koji ostaju
tek marginalno iskoristeni.

Predodzba o poZeljnom Zivotu suprotnost je stambe-
noj praksi 1 krajobrazu $to ih nudi romsko naselje. Po-
kazalo se da su takve aspiracije vrlo ¢esto povezane s
ve¢im stupnjem obrazovanja. Stoga je podizanje stup-
nja naobrazbe imperativ i jedino jamstvo modernizaci-
je romske zajednice. Napustanje nekih tradicionalnih
obrazaca ponasanja nuzno je, jer se njima toleriraju
navike koje ugroZzavaju zdravlje 1 dobrobit pojedinca,
obitelji, ali i cijele zajednice. Stoga je tesko olekivati da se
bez promjena unutar romskoga kulturnog koda moze postici
poboljsanje Zivotnoga standarda.
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Odgoj i obrazovanje nije kod vecine roditelja prepoznato
kao izrazito vazna potreba ni stvaran problem. A posebno
ne kao promocijska uloga u socijalnom 1 gospodar-
skom smislu, $to bi moglo imati presudnu ulogu u
procesima integracije u drustvo.

Konceptualizacija ustroja sustava odgoja i obrazovanja
za Rome treba prihvatiti zahtjeve okruzja (u okviru re-
dovitoga $kolskog sustava) i Roma, 1 to prema stvaranju
nove integrativne $kole, a ne mehanic¢ke rekonstrukcije
postojece. Pojava dvostrukoga marginaliziranja romske dje-
ce u Skoli i sredini te neznatni rezultati Cesto dovode do za-
mora i kod ucitelja i kod djece. Skolovanje romske djece ima-
nentno je drustveno pitanje.

Najce$¢i izvori informiranja jesu Hroatska televizija i
obitely/prijateliski krug.

Analizom romskih naselja teSko je otkriti elemente
nuzne za njihovu vjerodostojnu i prakti¢no uporablji-
vu tipologiju. Ipak valja upozoriti na sljede¢a obiljezja:
prvo je poloZajno. Ono nam dopusta razlikovati gdje su
romske tvorbe smjestene: u gradu, na selu ili na seo-
skom podruéju. Drugo je obiljezje stupanj odwvojenosti.
Jasno se razlikuju romske naseobine kao dijelovi po-
stoje¢ih naselja 1 romske naseobine kao samostojece
tvorevine. Trece je obiljezje geneticko. Po njemu razliku-
jemo nastambe prvotno izgradene za druge svrhe 1 na-
stambe podignute za obiteljsko stanovanje.
Predodzba o pozeljnom naselju oslanja se na distocu i
srodne ekologijske pridjeve i na ne/romsku razliku, to¢nije,
na sli¢nost romskoga naselja s drugim, ne/romskim,
naseljima. Uporaba rije¢i: romska i ne/romska naselja
oznaduju razlike izmedu naselja komunalno 1 gospo-
darski “normalnih” i naselja komunalno i gospodarski
supstandardnih, koje se u istrazivanju operativno kva-
lificiraju romskima. Aspiracijsko posezanje anketira-
nih za “neromskim” naseljima, dakle, upucuje na Zelju
anketiranih za opremljenijim i nezapustenim naseljem.
To je Zelja za naseljem-koje-je-kao-svako-drugo. Ono ti-
me ne prestaje biti romsko, ako mislimo na odrednice
romskog identiteta.

Sustavnom aktivno$¢u valja nastojati aktivirati Rome 1
motivirati ih da se zajednic¢ki napravi $to vise. Poslo-
vi¢na nebriga za naseljski okoli§ posve je ocita. Utjecaj-
ni ¢imbenik na fizionomiju romskih naseobina ima
korijen u ¢injenici da su romski graditelji veéinski
“divlji” graditelji. Stoga je nuzna njihova transformacija
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u zajednicu kojoj nece biti svejedno kako 1 gdje Zivi 1
stanuje.

Smatramo zanimljivim upozoriti drZavne aktere raz-
voja da je nesto viSe od polovice broja anketiranih
istaknulo Zelju za Zivotom u naselju gdje romske za-
jednice nema, barem ne kao mjerodavna ¢imbenika u
upravljanju 1 usmjeravanju razvitka naselja. Doduse,
na drugoj strani, nesto manje od polovice broja anke-
tirane skupine pozeljnost naselja izravno wveze s prisut-
no$éu romske zajednice u takvu naselju. Ovaj se podatak
moze proditati kao znak da se u romskoj populaciji
pojavljuje podskupina koja akumulaciju Zivotnih i
drudtvenih uspjeha veZe i sa slabljenjem “primarnih”
veza s ostalim ¢lanovima romske skupine. Odabir ne-
romskoga naselja kao poZeljnoga povezan je nesum-
njivo s orijentacijom na socijalni uspjeh. I ovo upu-
¢uje na ¢injenicu da romska skupina nije homogena u
odnosu na sredi$nje razvojno pitanje skupine: kako
prekoraciti sjenu ruba 1 postati uspjesnom skupinom,
a pritom ne potisnuti tradicijske odrednice romskoga
identiteta?

Izrazit utjecaj na Zivot zajednice razdijeljen je u troku-
tu: stanowvnici naselja - romske udruge - gradsko/opcinsko
poglavarstvo. Civilne udruge, politicke stranke, stru¢nja-
ci, vlada 1 ostalo, po misljenju ispitanika, posve rubno
utje¢u na stanje u romskom naselju. Medutim, odgo-
vor na pitanje o tome $to sama naseobinska zajednica
moze udiniti svodi se tek na rubne poslove, kakvi su od-
voz smeca, ¢i$cenje, uredivanje 1 sli¢ni. Na drugom je
mjestu po broju anketiranih odgovor da zajednica ne
moze udiniti nista.

Sadasnji je stambeni fond nedostatan, a vrlo je nizak 1
prostorni standard; manjka stambene povrsine, a i sob-
nost je nedostatna. Sami stanovi vrlo su loSe opremlje-
ni, evidentan je nedostatak osnovnih komunalnih pri-
kljucaka (el. struja, teku¢a voda), ali 1 namjenskih pro-
storija (kupaonica, WC). Stambeni objekti vrlo esto
imaju zemljani pod; zidovima, ako su 1 gradeni od
¢vrsta materijala, manjka izolacija. Sve u svemu, uvjeti
stanovanja toliko su lo$i da su vrlo ¢esto znatno ispod
razine ljudskoga dostojanstva.

Subjektivna procjena ispitanika, iako postoji znatno
nezadovoljstvo postoje¢om stambenom situacijom, e-
sto nije tako dramati¢na kakvom bi se ocekivala s ob-
zirom na spomenuta obiljeZja stambenoga fonda. No
isto se tako izraZenim stambenim aspiracijama nocava da
medu anketiranima postoji skupina koja Zeli Zivjeti dru-
gadije.



Protiv romskoga siromastva moguce se boriti $irokim sku-

pom aktivnosti, medu kojima treba izdvojiti sljedece:

1. Poboljsati stambene uvjete izgradnjom infrastrukture 1 raz-
vojem javnih usluga, posebice u udaljenim 1 izoliranim
romskim naseljima (razvoj cesta i telekomunikacija). Una-
predenje stambenih uvjeta takoder pretpostavlja razjagnje-
nje vlasnickih prava oko zemljista na kojem Romi Zive
1 poticanje lokalnih vlasti da pruzaju usluge u samim
romskim zajednicama.

2. Povecati izglede Roma za zaposljavanje i zaradivanje nji-
hovim uklju¢ivanjem u trening programe, dosljedno
antidiskriminacijsko zakonodavstvo 1 poticanje poslo-
davaca da zaposle Rome. Sigurno je da ¢e se visoka
romska nezaposlenost tesko smanjiti, ne samo zbog
nesklonosti poslodavaca prema romskim radnicima ne-
go 1 zbog motiva dijela Roma da se registriraju kao ne-
zaposleni. Poznato je da se dio Roma registrira u zavo-
dima za zapo§ljavanje kako bi ostvarili odredena soci-
jalna prava.

3. Poticati skolovanje romske djece ublaZavanjem ili ukida-
njem barijera koje obeshrabruju romsku djecu da udu
ili ostanu u obrazovnom procesu (ponekad romska dje-
ca nemaju dovoljno hrane, odjece ili obiteljske podrike
da nastave $kolovanje). Vazan je cilj povecati ukljude-
nost romske djece u predskolske institucije 1 olak3ati
pohadanje srednje $kole. Jedna od realnih moguénosti
za dio Roma (uz veéi broj ucenika koji ¢e zavriavati
osnovnu 1 srednju $kolu 1 tako imati veéi izbor za pro-
nalaZenje zaposlenja) jest poticanje starih obrta, kuéne
radinosti na novim osnovama (izradba suvenira, ruko-
tvorina, uporabnih proizvoda koji se industrijski ne
proizvode...), kako bi se omogucilo stjecanje prihoda na
na¢in na koji su navikli.

4. Poboljsati pristup zdravstvenoj skrbi zdravstvenim informi-
ranjem, zdravstvenim kampanjama, ¢e§¢om nazo¢noséu
zdravstvenih radnika u romskim naseljima. S obzirom
na zivotne uvjete, Romi su izloZeniji nekim bolestima
od ostalih, $to zna¢i da treba sustavnije pratiti njihovo
zdravstveno stanje. Uostalom, prosjecno trajanje Zivota
Roma za treéinu je krae nego prosjeéni Zivotni vijek
ostalih. Nuzno je povecati svijest o vaznosti zdravlja, posebi-
ce reproduktionog. Poticanje aktivnosti povezanih sa zdrav-
ljem potrebno je poglavito medu djecom.

5. Bawiti se problemima socijalne iskljucenosti Roma kroz anti-
diskriminacijsko zakonodavstvo i praksu. Upoznati ne-
romsku javnost sa Zivotnim problemima Roma multi-
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kulturnim obrazovanjem 1 ucenjem o romskoj povijesti
1 kulturi. Sociokulturni faktori utje¢u na pristup Roma
socijalnim uslugama ili na njihovu komunikaciju s pru-
Zateljima usluga. Zbog slabijega poznavanja jezika ili iz-
razavanja Romi mogu imati potesko¢a u komunikaciji
s uliteljima, lije¢nicima, lokalnim ili drZavnim sluzbe-
nicima. Slaba komunikacija i ukorijenjeni stereotipi na
strani Roma 1 neroma pothranjuju medusobno nepo-
vjerenje. Gotovo da nema Roma koji rade u javnim
sluzbama, koji bi na ovaj nacin pridonosili premos¢i-
vanju jaza izmedu kultura.

Transformirati programe socijalne pomoéi tako da ne stva-
raju “kulturu socijalne ovisnosti” 1 “zamku siromastva”
(da ne obeshrabruju radnu inicijativu korisnika). Soci-
jalna je pomo¢ vazan izvor prihoda Roma 1 oni su pre
zastupljeni medu korisnicima socijalne pomodi. Valjalo
bi u vecoj mjeri ugraditi komponentu rada u programe
pomodi (javni radovi), kako bi se poboljsale 1 stekle rad-
ne vjestine te kako bi se podigla razina uposljivosti. Isto
tako, treba voditi ra¢una o namjenskom troSenju sred-
stava socijalne pomodi, jer je u mnogim romskim na-
seljima sa siromaStvom povezan alkoholizam i drugi
oblici neprihvatljiva ponasanja.

. Integrirati Rome u institucije Sirega drustva (obrazovne,

ekonomske, socijalne, politicke). Kao $to neki autori
upozoravaju, treba razlikovati iskljuéenost iz zajednice i
grupa kojima pojedinci pripadaju od iskljucenosti iz
drustva 1 drustvenih institucija. Participacija u drustve-
nim institucijama temelj je drustvenoga statusa i osigu-
ravanja materijalnih pretpostavki zivota. Osim toga, uk-
lju¢enost u institucije Sirega drustva omogucuje interak-
ciju s ¢lanovima neromskih 1 drugih romskih skupina,
sudjelovanje u dominantnim vrijednostima drustva. In-
tervencije trebaju biti usmjerene na pruzanje vise $ansi
za inicijativnost Roma te za smanjenje njihove izolacije
1 drustvene iskljucenosti.

. Osigurati ukljucvz'wnj}z Roma u projekte koji utjecu na njihov

Zivot. Nuzno je aktivno sud]elomnje Roma u pm]ektzmd ko-
Ji su njima namyen]em “Izbavljenje” iz siromastva 1 izo-
lacije teSko se moze ostvariti iskljucivo izvana, bez an-
gazmana samih Roma.

. Programe socijalne zastite - uz dio postoje¢ih mjera koji-

ma se Romi koriste - ciljano usmjeriti prema pomodi u $ko-
lovanju i projektima urbanizacije naselja.

10. Pronaci prikladne nacine pomoci Romima da se samoorga-

niziraju. Oni, naime, nisu (potpuno) izgradili svoju na-
cionalnu za]edmcu §to otezava realizaciju dijela prava,
a nisu pronasli ni zajedni¢ki program djelovanja. Ved-



11.

12.

13.

14.

na Roma uw Hrvatskoj i dalje je stvarno i formalno izvan
udruga i organizacija.

Prijeko je potrebno obnroviti postojeci odgojno-obrazovni
sustav, kao 1 postupno utemeljiti cjelovit i specifiéan sustav
odgoja i obrazovanja za Rome (izgradnja djeljih vrtica u
romskim naseljima, bolja organizacija predskola...).
Pocetne rezultate imamo 1 oni obvezuju 1 institucije
drZave i romsku manjinsku zajednicu na kooperativnost
i realnost u pristupn, kako bi hrvatski Romi ocuvali svoj
identitet, ali 1 prestali Zivjeti u getoiziranim, neurbani-
ziranim naseljima, bez zaposlenja 1 uz socijalnu po-
mo¢. U okviru svih problema vezanih uz napredak
romske manjine, uredenje prosiora te urbanizacija i wure-
denje naselja u kojima Zive Romi prioritetni je zadatak. S
druge strane, romska su naselja ili lokacije naseljene
Romima naj¢e$ée izvan gradevinskih podruéja, ¢esto
na tudem zemljiStu i gotovo redovito neodgovarajuce/
lose komunalno opremljene.

Romkinje imaju sredisnju ulogu w dinamici kucanstva i
pobolisanju kvalitete Zivota. Kucanstvo je Cesto srediste
rada, ¢uvanja djece 1 drustvene interakcije Romkinja,
pa su sve aktivnosti koje se odvijaju u tom prostoru
njezina odgovornost (npr. ona je jedina duZna paziti
da su djeca ¢ista, nahranjena, naspavana i1 da su ispu-
nila sve $kolske obveze itd.). Svi komunalni nedostaci
1 manjkava opremljenost kucanstava (osobito ako se
uzimaju u obzir njihovi kumulativni efekti) utjeu na
zdravlje 1 sigurnost svih ¢lanova, $to posebno oteZava
Zivot Romkinjama. Istrazivadi su uocili da skucenost,
iskljucenje struje ili drugih komunalija, neadekvatno
grijanje 1 drugi problemi povezani s kvalitetom sta-
novanja mogu remeliti djedju sposobnost da se odmore ili
pisSu zadace, ali da proizvodi i stres i depresiju u odraslib.
Pristupiti problemati¢cnom ponasanju romske djece u
$koli (pospani, nekoncentrirani, u prljavoj odjeéi...)
moze biti uzaludno bez uodavanja mnogostrukih
¢imbenika u njihovoj obiteljskoj okolini (nema kreve-
ta, nema mogucnosti pranja, nema asfaltiranih ce-
sta...).

Nedostatak obrazovnibh i zdravstvenih ustanova upuluje
takoder na nepostojanje pozitivne uloge lije¢nika, na-
stavnika, odgajatelja koji bi poticali na vi§u kvalitetu
Zivota medu Romima. Efekt nedovoljnoga zdravstve-
nog i obrazovnog standarda za Rome, naravno, mno-
go vise utjede na Romkinje, koje ¢esto snose punu od-
govornost za zdravlje 1 obrazovanje obitelji. Romkinje
su takoder to¢ka kontakta romske zajednice s javnom
zdravstvenom uslugom 1 obrazovnim institucijama. Po-
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;";le jﬁi‘:“f’“:r;;z:idk'lc‘ boljSavanje pristupa Romkinja zdravstvu i obrazovanju os
nazilo bi skrb za cijelu romsku zajednicu.
15. Programi za wucenje kod kuce, ciljano na Romkinje u
Hrvatskoj, mogli bi se razvijati da bi obogatili njihove
vjeStine, jer je veéina njih uskraena u obrazovanju.
Poboljsavanje njihova znanja pobolj$alo bi zdravlje,
obrazovanje 1 skrb cijele romske zajednice.

B”_JESKA ! Tek usput kazimo da ni hrvatsko drustvo nije istraZeno.
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The European Roma Rights Centre (ERRC) based in Bu-
dapest estimates that two million Roma have become citi-
zens of the EU with its newest expansion. Moreover, in
2007, in the next expansion of the Union to Bulgaria and
Romania, an additional two million Roma will be a part
of Europe. Likewise, about thirty thousand more Roma
will join them from the Republic of Croatia.

The majority of Roma from Eastern and Central Eu-
rope incontestably live in poorer living conditions com-
pared to members of their people in richer countries of Eu-
rope. However, investment in improving their standard of
living will not only be a problem of a united Europe but a
political strategy of every member state on how to develop
its nation and raise the quality of life for its inhabitants.

In any case, regardless of Croatia’s status in relation
to the EU, the very humble and poor quality life standard
of the majority of Roma in Croatia is a problem that de-
mands continual, expert, and financially demanding wel-
fare of the state.

The World Bank implemented a “Decade of Roma In-
clusion”, which, in fact, started this year in 2005 and lasts
until 2015. Undoubtedly, this organised welfare for the
Roma will stimulate many states to use more quality mea-
sures to reduce poverty among the Roma. Prior to this de-
cade of Roma inclusion, the Government of the Republic
of Croatia implemented a National Programme for the
Roma in 2003, which is committed to improving the stan-
dard of their housing and settlements. In accordance with
these measures, the Ministry of Environmental Protection,
Physical Planning and Construction requested this study.
The study was conducted by a group of researchers from
the Institute of Social Sciences, [zo Pilar as well as two ex-
ternal collaborators. The research results from this study
are compiled in this book.

A specific objective of this research is to highlight the
problem and standard of housing among the Roma, their
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aspirations in view of family dwellings as well as the con-
ditions, aspirations, models and possibilities of a
long-term solution to problems related to level of equip-
ment and facilities in settlements that have a large concen-
tration of Roma. This research provides a scientific-expert
basis for the development of a plan of continual long-term
action that would improve the everyday life of Roma in
many aspects.

Sociological studies of marginal groups (Su¢ur, 2000)
in Croatia until now have not paid special attention to
minority groups. In research on interculturalism, principal
attention has been directed to attitudes and views of par-
ticular populations (youth, pupils, students, etc.) towards
marginal groups. Results show that the Roma do poorly
on these scales (Magdaleni¢, 1998).2

Problems related to researching the Romani popula-
tion, like other small numbered minority groups in
Croatia, have resulted in a relatively poor level of explora-
tion and mainly “incidental” engagement with them or
treatment of them.’ The emergence of the Croatian state
and participation of minority members in the Homeland
War contributed to an awareness of national roots on a
massive scale and reinforcement of self-awareness of one's
own origin as well as activity towards social and cultural
advancement. Even the Roma themselves, on their part,
organised in a (too)large number of ethnic associations
mainly encourage scientific and expert research to solve
problems related to their status, not negating the efforts
and successes of other social actors.* State institutions still
rely on empirical insights about the everyday life of indi-
viduals and Romani communities, their attitudes, opin-
ions and aspirations to find a suitable solution for the im-
provement of their life and work conditions.

The position of the Romani population is inferior in
every respect and bilaterally determined. On the one hand,
the Roma often have to fight against prejudices that most
members of other nationalities in their surroundings have
of them or those that they come across in other ways. On
the other hand, the Roma themselves in their social
self-containment do not make an effort to get to know
others better. Thus, the duty of the majority population is
clear: it must try to reduce prejudices in every way, by act-
ing through the school and media and by creating social
and economic space in which the Roma can exchange
their culture, knowledge and experiences with others.

Nomadic Roma surely live in Croatia and their prob-
lems are surely more complex. However, we did not re-
search them in this study.’ In our research with sedentary



Roma concepts such as space, territory, village and town ac-

quire special meaning. In any case, variants of these con-

cepts undoubtedly shape these Roma quite differently
from nomadic members of their minority community.

Sedentary Roma show signs of feeling domiciled and emo-

tional connection in relation to particular spaces. Concor-

dant with their social group in particular spaces, they simi-
larly link their individual and family needs and aspira-
tions. They are very allied and most often aware of their
heritage, culture and language. A settlement usually ac-
commodates families that are of a similar socio-economic
status. It is, in fact, this mutual similarity (of individuals

and families) together with the settlement density in a lim-

ited space that facilitates the continuation of the commu-

nity that constitutes an important precondition for its sur-
vival. Naturally, this is not the only prerequisite for a sed-
entary lifestyle of the Roma (Cifri¢, 1998).°

The causes and consequences of their social and eco-
nomic position are not always easy to establish. Neverthe-
less, it is beyond doubt that this ethnic group is in an un-
desirable “state of general need”. We can problematise the
position of the Romani minority in Croatia at two basic
levels:

1. The first is at the state level. Evidently, the existing insti-
tutional mechanisms cannot be (completely) effective in
situations where there is social exclusion of the Roma.
The insensitivity of mechanisms to specific problems of
the Roma and other marginal groups indicate the need
for their adaptation. Namely, they need to be responsive
to solving specific problems. Basic rights to employ-
ment, health protection, social welfare protection and
other rights for the Roma should also be included. This
is not (only) a discussion about the Roma as members of
an ethnic minority but as members of a minority whose
behaviour markedly differs from others. This is evident
because of traditional elements that are prevalent in their
everyday social, family and working life.

2. The second is at the level of the Romani minority.
They are inadequately organised and weakly connected
(even though there are a number of associations and
networks). For this reason, it is very demanding and ex-
pensive to ensure internal consent and articulation of
Romani minority demands. At this level, when this con-
cerns the Roma, it is difficult to solve problems which
can otherwise be solved within the minority. Another
problem is that they are spatially dispersed, which does
not create suitable conditions for the organisation of
local self-government.
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In fact, 1t 1s this “lack of condensation” that hinders
the systematic building and maintenance of a cultural
identity and this stands out as a special problem of the
Romani population. Therefore it is difficult to ensure ba-
sic institutional assumptions of identity shaping. The
Roma “on the outside” are usually experienced and treated
like an exceptionally recognisable, unique ethnic and cul-
tural whole while on the other hand, their image of them-
selves does not sufficiently identify all members. The
transnationality of their identity and the non-existence of
a Romani national state expose them to the dangers of as-
similation and gradual oblivion about themselves. How-
ever, considering this position from a different perspec-
tive, adequate stimulation for secure and more solidar-
ity-based linking of quite different subgroups among the
(Croatian) Roma can be found. Undoubtedly, this princi-
pal would be worth arguing for in their organisation. The
basic objective of every common action should be the de-
velopment of a greater “amount” of solidarity both out-
side and among the Roma (Avsec, 1998).”

A previous study conducted in 1998 on the Social Sta-
tus of the Roma in Croatia® (the results of which are also
presented in this book) can also be classified as empirical
research although it had different aims. Since the Roma in
Croatia have been poorly researched, this study is indis-
pensable to “provide” a wider perspective on the problems
of the Romani population.

The purpose of the mentioned study was to provide
an empirical base for state institutions to develop and
operationalise a concept to help the Romani population
in Croatia; to realise more suitable social, cultural and eco-
nomic roles within the framework of available possibili-
ties. Accordingly, the research was supposed to offer a
short and clear strategy of improving Romani status. The
obtained results were intended for governmental as well as
non-governmental institutions and associations for the
conceptualisation of applicable and more effective strate-
gies to solve problems within the Romani minority group
as well as the problems of their relation towards the social
environment.

Other aims of this field study were to obtain an in-
sight into their spatial dispersal and subsequently detect
prerequisites for a better quality of life and a more appro-
priate organisation of social “branch” institutions of the
state. Finally, in the long-term, it is worthwhile to identify
desirable actors among the Roma as well as outside the
constituted community, who are willing and want to be
involved in changing the existing social and economic cir-



cumstances of the Roma.” The following was anticipated
from the research: first, to contribute to enriching the in-
formation and data on marginal groups as well as the
methodology of their research with special emphasis on
small and spatially scattered ethnic communities. Second,
expectations were towards specific activities: how to in-
spire ideas on solving problems, including problems re-
lated to their ethnic-cultural identity.

The purpose of every study on the Roma (including
this one) is to show how their marginal social and eco-
nomic position can be attributed to some features of their
population. They also try to attribute this position to in-
appropriate long-term relations on the part of the govern-
ment. It is only possible to include the sedentary Romani
population in this type of research, even though it can be
assumed that at least some members of sedentary families
leave their “permanent address” for seasonal work or for a
few years. Clébert (1967) considers the Roma, first and
foremost, as nomads whose way of life shows a nomadic
character even when they are obviously sedentary. They
“always leave the impression that they are temporarily
camping”. Namely, their dwellings are always full of
boxes, suitcases, and bundles of all kinds. They sleep on
blankets, down quilts, and rugs. Nevertheless, spatial sta-
bilisation is the first prerequisite for the social integration
of the Roma. While they are nomads, they remain on the
margins of basic social institutions.

A number of attempts to stabilise and integrate the
Roma into the majority population have not succeeded.
As a rule, members of other ethnic groups avoid places or
quarters that are inhabited by the Roma. During our field
study, we noticed that there is always some physical barrier
that separates Romani settlements or quarters from other
neighbourhoods. Most often this is a creek, river or rail-
way tracks.

The low concentration of the Roma in comparison to
the majority population prevents them from obtaining a
more significant position, role or function in a develop-
mental sense. Thus, their contribution is more significant
if it 1s individual rather than collective. At the individual
level, well-known limitations are evident when it comes to
the Roma. There are incessant dangers that threaten them
“from the outside”, especially from different temptations
of assimilation or undesirable types of integration. More-
over, based on the internal organisation of their lives (par-
ticularly family structure that links the wider family
among the Roma) they readily accept inter-dependence in
which there is not much room for individuality. For ex-
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ample, a singles’ household 1s almost an unknown institu-
tion in the Romani community. On the other hand, very
low inclusion of Romani children in primary education
(not to mention higher levels of education) is discriminat-
ing already at the beginning and does not provide the
same starting points available to the rest of the population
in a professional sense. Today, this is noticeable more
than ever. This is because schooling in a contemporary
structured society is nearly the only channel of social pro-
motion for the individual. With reference to a community
(wide or narrow), it can be shown that a community is
more advanced, successful, richer, and promising inas-
much as the average level of education among its members
is higher. The insistence on education and shifs in this direction
are long-term, expensive and difficult but only this will give re-
sults in the future. In this sense, this is the most rational.

In pre-industrial times, the Roma did not differ sig-
nificantly from other populations with respect to formal
education. Many were competitive and required for their
traditional trades (as copper-smiths, basket-makers, pro-
ducers of wooden objects, musicians, horse traders, black-
smiths, shoeing smiths, bear tamers, etc.). However, mod-
ernisation of society (especially industrialisation and the
larger role of education) created greater distances between
the Roma and the majority population. The interest for
their services and products decreased and they themselves
did not capably “retrain” on time. Most of them have
held onto a nomadic or half-nomadic lifestyle until re-
cently. Thus, since traditional trades have died out, there
is not much reason for many Roma to lead a nomadic
way of life. Nevertheless, as a rule, the influences of tradi-
tion on the Roma are small. However, the influence of tra-
dition is stronger in socially, culturally and economically
threatened Romani groups compared to populations in
their surrounding environment. They are more or less
closed and only oriented towards their surroundings only
to survive.

With reference to the Roma, one can almost talk
about a tradition of “wild entrepreneurship”,'’ which is,
again traditional, tolerated and “understood” and includes
the good and bad services of this population." Namely,
the visibility of very poor life opportunities that character-
ises most of these “social” spaces where the Roma live like
their tendency to have temporary addresses and jobs as
well as the type of activities from which they obtain a
means of living make the Roma untouchable. It is an
enormous job to fix and “collect” their fiscal, social,
health, retirement and communal obligations and rights.



Even though this survey was exclusively conducted in

spaces where the Roma are settled, their opportunities are

far from optimistic. A “clearer” situation is found among
those that are employed full-time of which there are few.

[t is interesting that among non-Romani peoples,
modernisation processes of urbanisation and industrialis-
ation increased the general and social standard of life as
well as the distance to work (in kms) while among the old
nomadic Romani people this distance started to decrease.
Increasingly, by choosing a sedentary lifestyle they try not
to distance themselves too much from their permanent ad-
dresses. On the contrary, a larger concentration of the
population in towns facilitates begging as an additional
source of income.

The concentration of Roma increases other phenom-
ena as well. Data analysis within the framework of the pro-
ject “Socio-demographic and phenomenological character-
istics of delinquency among youth in the County of Me-
dimurje” established that the rate of delinquency among
Romani youth is far higher (15 to 20 times higher) than
the average rate for this county (Magdaleni¢, 1995; 1998)."
It would be fruitful to see if this type of data exists for
other areas and if the situation in these other spaces is
similar or different. This is certainly a sphere of activity
for particular services at the county and town level.

More than any other ethnic group, the Roma are
talked about as specific. And this is probably true. It is
possible to mention a number of different factors with re-
gard to the ways in which they are special. It should be
noted that it is possible to find each one of these factors
or these aspects among other peoples as well. However,
when we identify the majority of these special qualities
within one ethnic population, then it is really a special
and complex cultural, sociological, demographic and eco-
nomic phenomenon. Based on this framework, the
Romani people are incessantly confronted with difficult
problems especially related to their social, economic and
“settlement” position. A long-term attempt to preserve the
basic components of their ethnicity is linked to two com-
plex levels of their contemporary position:

1. On the one hand, they have preserved their ethnic iden-
tity by isolating themselves from the majority (and
other minorities) that they live among,"” and

2. On the other hand, they have “lost” many of their
members who following schooling or desired another
or different life framework through some other chan-
nels. These processes, that are not easily detectable in
surveys, hinder the Romani people from shaping their
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own elite that would besides knowledge and the neces-
sary measures of enthusiasm take on a great deal of re-
sponsibility for the “state of the nation”.

It is known that the Roma are a special people; that
they have their own history, culture, language and that in
their longterm migrations they left India relatively late
compared to other European peoples. Their current posi-
tion as a “non-territorial people” may be attributed to this
lateness and the toilsome journey that brought them to an
already inhabited and “occupied” Europe (Narodi Europe,
1997). In the consciousness of this unique traveller-people, a
memory of movement has been preserved and even today,
nostalgia for the nomadic lifestyle has remained among
those that are sedentary (Coupry, 1999). This is combined
with stronger feelings of domicile. Thus, the Roma have be-
come a people with two different aspirations with regard to
choice of lifestyle: as travellers and having a house and home.

We can add to this that they did not write about their
historical journeys because they were and still are a people
that rely on “oral” tradition. They are often experienced as
a very old legend that we are not familiar with yet, but
with a degree of considerate curiosity, without too much
personal effort, we learn it and retell it in our own way.

Many will say that the Roma are not connected to a
village, town or settlement; that their nomadic or half-no-
madic nature continually stimulates them to move so that
they can live freely. In this way, they can ignore the laws,
remain unattached to space and live their realities in their
myths. Moreover, that they do not show (enough) interest
in “our” reality so that misunderstanding and all the con-
sequences of this are inevitable in coexistence.

Their exact number is unknown; they are called differ-
ently in different countries (which is the result of a no-
madic history and contact with a large number of peoples
and languages). All those that declare themselves as Roma
largely do not integrate in the societies in which they live;
they are wary of assimilation processes that would un-
doubtedly weaken their identity.

The Roma (Gheorghe, 1991)!* are a “special non-terri-
torial people with their own history, language and culture”
(Narodi Europe, 1997). Their history is mainly unrecorded,
their language has many forms, and it is possible to recog-
nise influences of the peoples that they had contact with
during migration in their culture. Linguistic analysis has
established that the Roma are from India (Arayici, 1998)"
and that they left more than a thousand years ago
(Arayici, 1998).'



Among the peoples of Europe, the Roma are the most
nomadic. However, their greater connection to space and
that they are less nomadic than they were in the past can
be observed."” Their social organisation has always been
based on the family and in this way they differ greatly
from other nomadic groups. Today, there are more seden-
tary Roma than those without addresses. This process has
had an impact on the Roma in Croatia as well."* More live
permanently in settlements and houses (barracks, huts) or
flats while less ceaselessly move and survive in a tradi-
tional Romani way.

However, it 1s important to bear in mind that the
Roma are not a homogeneous group. They differ accord-
ing to many features. Unfortunately, research on the
Roma in Croatia has not explored their heterogeneity, so
we can only speculate on their differences. We can only
mention that during our research we learned about lin-
guistic research currently being conducted as well as work
on a Romani dictionary and grammar. This is a possible
difference of Romani (sub)groups.

Do we have to completely understand or do we have
to learn to be tolerant of differences? What and how much
does each side have to and want to learn as well as do to
qualitatively develop the relation between the Roma and
non-Roma (majority population)?

In research until now, problems such as: material
standard, especially housing standard as well as level of
equipment and facilities of localities predominantly set-
tled by Roma has been treated as an “independent vari-
able”. Namely, as a factor that influences the type, inten-
sity, form of some other problems and phenomena (a very
high correlation is often found), but not as an “autono-
mous” socio-cultural and economic acute phenomenon
that for more reasons has to be emphasised and a “suit-
able” framework for its solution needs to be found. For
this reason, it is important to determine the needs and as-
pirations of the Romani minority population - and all
their capacities to participate in solving problems and on
the other hand, the needs and possibilities of the state at
all levels from the Ministry of Environmental Protection,
Physical Planning and Construction to county offices for
spatial planning to the local communities in towns or in
municipalities."”

Based on research experience and data, it is clear that
the domiciliary status that the Roma express and show
with regard to their relation to a particular space where
they live together with their family and community with
other Roma 1is exceptionally important. Especially in
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towns, there are often other peoples in Romani areas so it
is difficult to talk about a “Romani settlement” (a syn-
tagm that we do not consider to be entirely accurate, but
one that we chose for its practicality and with this we
show that which is officially called “location of settled
Roma”). An attempt to provide a typology of locations
where the Roma have settled is the topic of a separate
chapter.

It is often thought that the “nomadic” component of
their identity facilitates change of address among the
Roma even when there is no special reason for this. How-
ever, results from this research (that deals with “the Roma
with addresses” as nomads are difficult to research and
this was not the objective of this research) show that they
are quite connected to space and that their eventual spatial
aspirations do not extend far beyond the existing loca-
tions. Relatively few of them would move from their cur-
rent settlement or region for better conditions of life and
work. Uncontroversially, this finding shows that shifting
the Roma for whatever reason, even if this is justified is an
exceptionally traumatic experience and that the com-
mencement of new wild “Romani settlements” should be
prevented.

This type of settlement, first of all, almost exclusively
constitutes their /ife sphere because most often this is not a
place of work for the Romani population. This is a place
to live but not to work and as a result “Romani settle-
ments” are “deprived” of one form of sociability that is
created in other smaller settlements whether this is in vil-
lages,”” or in smaller towns. This is applicable to all com-
mon forms of “Romani settlements”.

Insight into this feature of locations of settled Roma can
serve as a guide on ways of improving housing conditions
towards establishing suitable activities within or at the
margins of the locality, especially those with a greater
number of inhabitants. Namely, the absence of employ-
ment/work opportunities in the settlement or nearby
forces those who are more educated and entrepreneurial to
find work elsewhere. In this way, the potential of the com-
munity to shape a complex social structure in the settle-
ment is weakened. This is needed to make the life of the
local community more dynamic and would also create a
level of solidarity and unity that transcends the family.
There is an absence of roles that are based on “profes-
sional position” or some special function in Romani set-
tlements.”! Or they are not visible.

For this reason, fieldwork provides another possibility
to researchers; to acquire a wider insight into the social



structure than was planned. Namely, it is recommended to

all who deal with life problems in particular “territorial

and spatial communities” to spend more time in research
areas for access to this wealth of information.

Although our focus of interest was not the social
structure of Romani communities, these were evident. A
few of these insights are outlined in the following section:
1. The Romani community does not have its own

autochthonous socio-cultural elite that could mediate
in relations between “global” society and their small
minority society. Thus, there is no elite that is shaped
within the Romani population - based on social his-
tory, peoples’ culture, ways of organisation, the Roma
value system that is simultaneously integrated in the
system of the majority, especially in the promotional
system of education, work, politics as well as the rest
(health, retirement, etc.) Individuals exist, but there are
Sfew. In fact, the result of their involvement shows how useful
they are. The absence of this stratum makes every form of co-
operation with regard to solving all types of problems related
to minorities more difficult, and the socially active Roma
are too burdened with work for the benefit of their
people and as a consequence they do not have formal
(or usual) rights to mediate for or represent their com-
munity.

2. Besides this lack of prominent active individuals, there
are multiple problems that confront the Romani popu-
lation. For more successful resolution of this problem,
it is necessary to seek local Romani mediation, because
every “foreign” effort is less effective and (as much as
they would not like to admit to this) a little suspect
and under special scrutiny of the Romani community.

3. For this reason, individuals are found outside, i.e., the
state and its institutions or civil associations that are
willing (and who undoubtedly find their own legiti-
mate interest) to mediate between the Roma and these
institutions. In this way, a group of individuals who are
on the outside, not inside are shaped through school-
ing and work. They acquire a reputation among their
people and become in a way, “legimatised” to represent
the Roma. In this way, the traditional Romani struc-
ture that is based on a strong family hierarchy and the
result of a nomadic lifestyle is transformed out of ne-
cessity. Being closed to the surrounding society pro-
tected the Roma from changes brought about by mod-
ernisation processes but also contributed to a weaken-
ing of ties and an incompatibility of Romani and sur-
rounding development. Many Romani experiences have
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been lost. Less know the traditional Romani trades and
arts. We can no longer hear Romani music; there are
no shoeing smiths, pot and umbrella repairers, knife
sharpeners, and basket-makers. Their disappearance
from Croatian villages (especially) has meant that their
services have not as yet been replaced in many places.
The Roma have lost some elements of (higher) social
position, which they once had thanks to their tradi-
tional trades. They were integrated in their social envi-
ronment because they met many of the specific needs
of non-Romani and rural populations. They based their
social organisation on the family which differentiated
them from other nomadic groups. Today, there are
more sedentary Roma than those without addresses.
This same process is occurring in Croatia. They often
appear in smaller or larger groups (sometimes they are
very populated settlements) so a need for a new type of
social organisation is a necessity. The family per se is
too weak to be a “collocutor” in relations with main-
stream society and its institutions.

4. Dual membership of the mediator facilitates communica-
tion between the Romani local community as well as
the state and its institutions. This relation on both
sides must be clearly established to avoid misunder-
standings that would slow down the resolution of ev-
eryday problems of settlements and their poor inhabit-
ants. In any case, it would be worthwhile to agree to a
mechanism of choice and activity of the mediator.?

Many researchers have found that the way/nature of
belonging to a community determines the quality of social
participation and identities. “Belonging, in a social sense,
proceeds from the relation of the individual and collectivi-
ty. This in turn shapes sociability and essentially shapes
the way of existing within the group; symbolic exchange or
participation. The ferritory where the group, collectivity,
lives is most often is ‘the work of human hands’ so it indi-
cates a space of organised social life that contributes to its
understanding as an important component of all features
of culture, sociability and identity.” (Akoun and Ansart,
1999)

The position of the minority group is regulated le-
gally and is different in diverse political systems. Demo-
cratic systems that, as a rule, are tolerant towards differ-
ence offer a few models with regard to minority groups:
according to one, the emphasis is on the rights and duties of
the individual, a second model 1s more oriented towards
multicultnrality and a third stresses the cultural whole and ap-
proaches that shape and develop this social unit (Akoun and



Ansart, 1999). The model that is chosen depends on the
wider social and economic opportunities.

On the whole, the Croatian model is closest to the
third that emphasises development of the minority but
not to the detriment of individual rights.

Sociological interest has been in research on the rela-
tion between a minority and the majority as well as in re-
search on the shaping and functioning of the minority
and its positioning in society. Searching for suitable ways
for the minority to make their demands and for demands
to be exchanged is also of interest.

As it has already been mentioned this study was initi-
ated by the state with the aim of highlighting difficult
housing problems, settlement planning and aspirations of
the Romani population with regard to housing. On the
one hand, beyond doubt it is the desire and duty of the
state to ensure minimum housing and a technical and so-
cial standard of the settlement. On the other, most locali-
ties of settled Roma, have a low level of sanitation that is a
lasting potential source of disease. Evidently, following
this simplified account, it is evident that the state needs to
be actively involved in solving problems in localities of
settled Roma throughout the country. If we want to
emphasise the necessity of solving the mentioned prob-
lems, we can show that housing as a necessary prerequisite
of “civil” life is the material foundation of democratising
society.

It can be expected that every organised activity includ-
ing those connected to housing problems and settlement
planning activates the minority group to do more together.
In other words, a passive group, at least when this is re-
lated to housing and putting the settlement into order
transforms into an active community that is not indiffer-
ent to how and where they live.

“A settlement is... a reflection of the society that lives
in it” (Mendras, 1986). This statement is related to a peas-
ant soclety in which the author wants to show how they
mutually differ and how because of these differences
(linked to ecological conditions), in that a suitable (and
possible) system of production shapes different types of
settlements. Romani settlements do not differ (much).
Some are bigger, some are smaller some are on the edge of
a village; as a rule, they are not connected to a special type
of production, because their work is mainly outside of the
settlement.

As already mentioned it is intended that the results of
this study will outline the conditions of housing among
the Romani population as well as their aspirations with re-
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gard to housing their families. Insights on the models and
the potential of a long-term solution to problems related
to level of equipment and facilities in settlements that
have a large concentration of Roma will also be presented.
It is anticipated that this research will also provide the ba-
sis for the development of a plan for continual long-term
action that would improve the everyday life of the Roma
population in all spheres.

In this demanding task the belp of local leaders is neces-
sary who will within groups promote ideas about healthy,
tidy and sustainable housing. This work needs to be
well-planned and requires time. Moreover, it should not
be of the campaign type but continual work armed with
patience.

! Marginal groups are considered to be social groups that do not parti-
cipate in key social processes, first and foremost, economic, social,
cultural and political processes (Sucur, 2000: 214).

2 Magdaleni¢ (1998: 78) recently conducted research among a female
student population on the problems of social distance towards mem-
bers of 29 different nations. He found that the Roma “were at the
bottom of the scale with regard to the degree of proximity the re-
spondents were prepared to accept with ‘typical’ members of these na-
tions”.

3 The first social scientific research of the Roma in Croatia was con-
ducted by the Institute for Social Research in 1982.

* For example, the Committee for Pastoral Roma of the Croatian Bi-
shops' Conference recently organised a study of the Roma.

5 These problems that pertain to the empirical investigation of the Ro-
ma (e.g., spatial dispersal, non-existence of data, etc.) are elaborated in
the methodological remarks. To cite Clébert: “Gypsies are aware of
the age-long taboo that prohibits them from revealing most of their
rituals to the gadje. Believe me this is not some kind of joke that wo-
uld conjure up the gypsy myth into a ‘mystery’. In any case, this is
not a joke, not even to Gypsylogists that are continually confronted
with a wall of silence or, what 1s even worse, with deliberate lies. Pose
the same precise question to Gypsies twenty times and you will get
twenty different answers!” (Clébert, 1967: 157)

6 A right to a living space is one of the basic rights. This right contains

the duty to protect this space not according to narrow, local stan-
dards but according to global regulations. In this way, human respon-
sibility for living space is strengthened (See I. Cifri¢, 1998: 35-53).

This is achieved in different ways. One of the ways to overcome mu-
tual distrust between the Roma and the majority population was te-
sted by Slovene “activists”, who in 1990 established a project aimed at
integrating the Roma into the social environment, that is, the com-
munity. The starting point was that problems were on both sides and
that it was worth acting on both sides to reduce or eliminate prejudi-
ces, stereotypes and intolerance. See: Tatjana Avsec (1998: 93).
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This research was conducted a team of researchers at the Institute of
Social Sciences Ivo Pilar.

Researchers at the Institute of Social Sciences Ivo Pilar had discus-
sions with prominent individuals who are very familiar with circum-
stances in the settlement. In addition, we examined some data that
was collected in other studies that deal with the Roma from different
perspectives and needs. The settlements that were included in the rese-
arch are: Kozari putovi - Zagreb, Capraske Poljane - Sisak, Kotoriba,
Vodnjan and Bjelovar.

Of course, this type of tradition can be found among other peoples.

One needs to broadly understand the advocated “positive discrimi-
nation” and behaviour towards illegal forms of entrepreneurship so
that they can be subsumed.

It is worth noting that the author in a qualitative analysis of the
committed crimes established that “Romani” youth delinquency
“comprises mostly petty theft, forest theft and similar crimes, mainly
that which can be reduced to “delinquency out of necessity”.

To tell the truth, we must mention that many ethnic minorities that
have integrated into Croatian society have preserved their identity by
finding employment and accepting obligatory duties.

Rom (plural: Roma) is an endonym, a name they call themselves. All
other names are egzonyms, given to them by the Non-Romani.

The causes and details with respect to the beginnings of the great mi-
gration are still being researched. However, the Romani Indian roots
remain unquestionable.

“..in the post-Sanskrit period...” The causes of their movement are
still unknown. It is thought that they needed about hundred years to
get to the area of the Byzantine kingdom (XI century).

A particular fascination with the Roma as a “strange and inexplicable”
people, with their slow rate of change regardless of difference and ob-
jective strength of influence, has long interested non-Romani resear-
chers. See, for example, Francesco Predari: Origine e vicende dei Zin-
gari. Bologna: Torni Editore, published in 1841. The author mentions
sources that confirm that the Roma appeared near the Black Sea in
1417 (on their journey towards the north). A year later, Switzerland is
mentioned and then Italy in 1422 (p. 55). The author mentions the di-
scovery of documents according to which the Roma are mentioned in
Hungary in 1250 as soldiers (Cingarorum...) in a battle in which the
Czech king defeated the Hungarian King Bel (p. 56).

It is possible to notice an inter-level between the nomadic and seden-
tary way of life in Romani settlements. Namely, sedentary Roma can
move in large groups from one state to another or from one part of
the country to another more easily than others.

The problem of hygiene can be mentioned here; i.e., sanitation of
the Romani settlement that is essentially two-sided: on the one side
health and quality of life of the Roma, and on the other health and
quality of life of the immediate social surroundings. Of course, he-
alth reasons are not the only issue here but wider understood issues
related to protection and appearance of the surroundings.

Especially in traditional ones in which inhabitants predominantly
work in farming or trades.

Usually the “boss” is somewhere else. It would be interesting to inve-
stigate the system of social power in Romani populations. Even tho-
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Settle and Remain Romani that the “boss” is undisputedly an important social actor and that
developmental activities would be more successful if a suitably influ-
ential person was available in Romani settlements.

22 The Romani minority, due to their spatial dispersal, but most pro-

bably for other reasons, have (too) many associations that weaken
their negotiating status and reduce the possibility that someone
from their side is responsible for affairs within the community.
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Empirical investigation of the Roma, especially that which
is based on a representative sample is problematic. This is
not only because of their dispersion and the non-existence
of precise data on the Romani population but also due to
some of their lifestyle features according to which they dif-
fer from their social and culture surroundings. Two of the
most important are:

1. Many adult Roma are involved in activities that keep
them away from home for longer periods (e.g., collec-
tion of scrap materials, medicinal herbs, etc.) or sea-
sonal work (sale at fairs, in tourist places and similar)
so they are less accessible;

2. The Romani way of life characteristically exists in isola-
tion from the non-Romani population, which results in
distrust towards encroachment into their family and so-
cial life. Thus, it is only possible to go into their settle-
ments and get permission to talk with them through a
contact person who explains the purpose of research.

The survey was conducted in two phases:

1. A pilot study was conducted in July 2004 in Zagreb
and the County of Medimurje.

2. The field study was conducted in October, November
and December 2004 in the other planned areas.

The field study included a survey among the Romani
population in counties in which there are a larger number
of Roma and where the Roma are concentrated in particu-
lar settlements of a rural or urban type (Census 2001). The
sample, according to the demands of the Ministry that re-
quested this research was adapted based on the aims of the
study. In short, this included an insight into the social
and technical infrastructure of Romani settlements, level
of equipment and facilities in Romani households based
on elementary standards as well as the aspirations of the
Romani population with regard to quality of housing and
settlement.

It was planned that the sample would include between
900 and 1,000 respondents preferably with heads of the
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(Rujevica, Skurinje)

household over 18 years of age. Data from the Central Bu-
reau of Statistics (Census 2001) as well as data collected by
the Ministry of Environmental Protection, Physical
Planning and Construction through their county offices
was used for the purposes of this study. As there are a
small number of Roma in some counties or there are no
separate settlements where the Roma live in larger num-
bers, the sample only includes counties where representa-
tion of the Roma is larger and where settlements/localities
have a concentration of the Romani population that is
large enough for research to be conducted. In these coun-
ties, the participation of 100 respondents was planned
(200 in the County of Medimurje) so that the processing
of the data, analysis and interpretation would be lege artis.

Figure |

this study

Novakovec (Loncarevo)

Drzimurec (PiSkorovec),

- D Kotonba Donja Dubrava
Strmec Podravski?” /. %

{2

Zagreb

(Borongaj, Dubec, Ferenscica,

Kozari Bok, PetruSevec, Plinarsko
naselje, Pozarinje, Savica, Sopot, Struge)

TN €

L

!

b

N

8

L 1 '“ﬂ\g

A

(Capraske Poljane)

Slavonski Brod

/ ™. (Settlement *J. Rimac”)
l&‘&{ e

County of Zagreb

County of Krapina-Zagorje
County of Sisak-Moslavina
County of Karlovac

County of Varazdin

County of Koprivnica-Krizevci
County of Bjelovar-Bilogora
County of Primorje-Gorski kotar
County of Lika-Senj

County of Virovitica-Podravina
County of PoZega-Slavonia
County of Slavonski Brod-Posavina -
County of Zadar ‘
County of Osijek-Baranja

County of Sibenik-Knin e
County of Vukovar-Sirmium
County of Split-Dalmatia
County of Istria

County of Dubrovnik-Neretva
County of Medimurje

City of Zagreb

50 100 km
T ]

97% of the planned sample was realised: a total of
969 surveys were conducted with respondents. Data on the
number of Roma is unreliable; this number varies from



9,600 (Census 2001) to 30,000 (National Programme for
the Roma). Despite this, the sample can be considered as
adequately representative of the Romani population in
Croatia. In addition, the obtained sample data in all
“prominent” counties facilitates correct interpretations.

Counties Towns/municipalities Locations of settled Roma
County of Zagreb Velika Gorica/Lukavec ~ Lukavec
County of Sisak Palanjak
Sisak-Moslavina Kutina Capraske Poljane
Kutina/Radiéeva st.
County of Karlovac Ogulin Puskari¢i
Josipdol Ogtarije
County of Varazdin Petrijanec/Cestica Strmec Podravski
Sveti Purd Karlovec Ludbreski
Ludbreg Ludbreg (former abattoir)
County of Durdevac Stiska
Koprivnica-Krizevei
County of Rijeka Rijeka-Skurinje

Primorje-Gorski kotar

Rijeka-Rujevica

County of Slavonski Slavonski Brod Slavonski Brod
Brod-Posavina Settlement “J. Rimac”
County of Belisce Bistrinci
Osijek-Baranja Osijek Tenja
Bolman Bolman
Darda Darda
Tordinci Tordinci
County of Medimurje Kotoriba Kotoriba
Gori¢an Gorican
Donja Dubrava Donja Dubrava
Cakovec Kur$anec
Podturen Loncarevo
Mala Subotica Piskorovec
County of Istria Pula a few locations
Vodnjan in the town
Vodnjan
City of Zagreb Kozari Bok
Borongaj
Ferens¢ica
Plinarsko naselje
Struge
Sopot
Savica
Petrusevec
PozZarinje
Dubec

Besides the survey, an inventory of the settlement was
also taken in the localities included in the sample. Namely,
during this study, additional data on the state of the settle-
ment was collected through an interview with a competent
person as well as observation of localities where this re-
search was conducted.
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Under the provisions of Constitutional Law on human
rights and liberties as well as ethnic and minority rights in
the Republic of Croatia, Croatia protects the equality of
persons who belong to twenty-two ethnic minorities. Based
on the data of the Central Bureau of Statistics, a demo-
graphic analysis of the Roma, one of these ethnic minori-
ties, 1s presented in this chapter.

Census changes in the number of Roma

The number of Roma in Croatia could only be more accu-
rately followed after World War II, when the first popula-
tion census was conducted in 1948. For earlier periods, the
number of Roma was only based on evaluations because
the population was not recorded on the basis of ethnicity,
but according to religion and mother tongue; there is no
special account of the Romani language in the records. Ac-
cording to Zerjavi¢ (1989), about 17,000 Roma lost their
lives during NDH (Independent State of Croatia) so in
1948 there were only 405 Roma recorded in Croatia. In
1953, 1,261 Roma were listed while in 1961 their number
decreased to 313 (a decrease by 75.2%). The explanation
for such a census decrease in only five years can be found
in the simultaneous increase of Romanians. In 1953, there
were 418 Romanians while in 1961 there were as many as
1,053 (a 40% increase). Evidently, this is a census error or
a miscalculation in the statistical analysis of census data.
Consequently, in 1961, as in other years, the Roma “be-
came” Romanians. As evidence of this, the census data on
the number of Roma and Romanians in three settlements
in the County of Medimurje can be used. Namely, in the
settlements Pribislavec, Trnovec and Orehovica census data
shows that there were 118 Romanians in 1971, while in
1981 there were 684 Roma but not one Romanian.
After 1961, the number of Roma increased: in 1971
there were 1,257 Roma listed; in 1981 this number in- 265
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creased to 3,858 and in 1991 it reached 6,695. According
to the official data of the Central Bureau of Statistics in
the last census of 2001, 9,643 persons claimed to be Roma
which is 0.2% of the total population of Croatia. Between
1991 and 2001, censuses indicate that the number of Roma
increased by 41.3%, which is by far the largest increase of
an ethnic minority in Croatia. Only four other ethnic mi-
norities increased their numbers in the mentioned period:
Russians (28.3%); Albanians (25.3%); Austrians (15.4%);
and Germans (10.1%).

However, it needs to be mentioned that as in earlier
years, many members of this ethnic minority did not par-
ticipate in the census (i.e., they are not listed) and signifi-
cantly in part because they did not declare themselves as
Roma (but in some other way). For example, in 2001,
there was no record of any Roma in a settlement called
Pitomaca even though it is well-known that after Zagreb
this is probably the largest Romani hub in Croatia where
more than 900 Roma live (Hrvati¢ and Ivanci¢, 2000).
Moreover, based on the census results, it seems that not
one single Rom lived in Klostar Podravski (where about
350 Roma otherwise live) like in the nearby settlement of
Stiska with about 50 Romani families. Non-declaration of
actual ethnicity is not only characteristic among the Ro-
mani population in Podravina but also in the Romani set-
tlement of Homutno, Omisalj. There is no record of a
Romani population although there are about 150 Roma at
this location. A similar situation can be found in Pu-
$kariéi, near Ogulin where only one inhabitant declared
Romani heritage (even though there are about hundred in-
habitants of Romani descent that live there) just like in
Otok Ostarijski, Donja Dobra, etc.

Considering this, estimations that between 30,000 and
40,000 Roma live in Croatia are conceivable while some
even think that this number 1s around 60,000. In view of
this, every analysis of census data becomes disputable be-
cause only about a third (if not less) of Romani inhabit-
ants declare their Romani heritage at censuses. However,
since analysis of census data for 2001 is one of the tasks of
this project, this available data will be used even though
this does not relate to the actual number of Roma in
Croatia.

The Roma in Counties
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In the census of 2001, the Roma are represented in all
counties although they are least numbered in the Counties
of Krapina-Zagorje, Virovitica-Podravina, Zadar and Du-



Table |

The number of Roma in Counties 1991 and 2001

No. of members

Index of change

Share in the

Share in the

com ERE e M
Zagreb 129 231 179.1 0.07 24
Krapina-Zagorje 2 4 200.0 0.00 0.0
Sisak-Moslavina 315 708 224.8 0.38 7.5
Karlovac 16 7 43.8 0.00 0.1
Varazdin 333 448 134.5 0.24 47
Koprivnica-Krizevci 204 125 61.3 0.10 1.3
Bjelovar-Bilogora 144 140 97.2 0.11 1.5
Primorje-Gorski kotar 504 589 116.9 0.19 6.2
Lika-Senj 49 10 204 0.02 0.1
Virovitica-Podravina 86 4 4.7 0.00 0.0
Pozega-Slavonia 0 7 - 0.01 0.1
Brod-Posavina 223 586 262.8 0.33 6.2
Zadar 7 4 57.1 0.00 0.0
Osijek-Baranja 782 977 124.9 0.30 10.3
Sibenik-Knin 42 8 19.0 0.01 0.8
Vukovar-Sirmium 265 167 63.0 0.08 1.8
Split-Dalmatia 39 11 282 0.00 0.1
Istria 637 600 94.2 0.29 6.3
Dubrovnik-Neretva 5 4 80.0 0.00 0.0
Medimurje 1,920 2,887 150.4 244 305
City of Zagreb 993 1,946 196.0 0.25 20.6
g(F)Té\RLOIXITII{EPUBUC 6,695 9,463 1413 0.21 100
brovnik-Neretva. In each of the mentioned counties, only

four Roma are listed in the census. On the other hand,

most Roma lived in the County of Medimurje where 2,887

make up 2.4% of the total county population. This is the

only county where the Roma make up more 1% of the to-

tal county population. In comparison, the County of
Sisak-Moslavina is in second place where the Roma consti-

tute only 0.4% of the total county population. With re-

gard to the share in the total number of Roma, most

Roma (30.5%) live in the County of Medimurje according

to the 2001 census. If the Roma in the City of Zagreb

(20.6%) are added to this group - more than half of all

Roma in Croatia live in these two counties (51.1%). In

comparison, between 4 and 11 members of the Romani

ethnic minority were listed in as many as nine counties

which make an analysis of demographic features in these

counties statistically unreliable." It is interesting that all

four Dalmatian counties are among these nine counties,

where there are only 27 Roma. 267
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Analysis of the census data reveals that the highest in-
crease in the number of Roma between 1991 and 2001 was
recorded in the County of Slavonski Brod-Posavina (a
162.8% increase) and in the County of Sisak-Moslavina (a
124.8% increase). Such a high increase in the number of
Roma over a ten-year span is probably the result of high
natural growth rates and better organised census-taking in
the Romani settlement near Slavonski Brod and in Ca-
praske Poljane, Sisak.

The Roma in settlements

Romani households

268

While in 1991, the Roma lived in a total of 190 settle-
ments, ten years later this number decreased to 171 settle-
ments according to the censuses. This data also indicates
that the Roma in particular settlements no longer declare
their real ethnicity.

The only settlement in the 2001 census with more
than a thousand Roma is Zagreb, with 1,406 inhabitants
of Romani ethnicity. More than 100 Roma were found in
19 more settlements (the number of Roma is shown in
brackets) Kur$anec (722), Slavonski Brod (582), Trnovec
(523), Rijeka (478), Drzimurec (430), Sesvete (407),
Pribislavec (381), Donje Vratno (365), Crnac (357), Pula
(301), Orehovica (237), Darda (210), Podturen (173),
Vodnjan (168), Zebanec Selo (162), Kotoriba (156), Beli
Manastir (146), Bistrinci (133) and Vinkovci (114).> A ma-
jority population of Romani inhabitants was only found
in Donje Vratno where there are only 14 non-Roma inhab-
itants in the total population.

Division of Zagreb into town quarters shows that
most Roma live in Pe$¢enica-Zitnjak (726), which is more
populated than Kurfanec - the most populated Romani
settlement outside of Zagreb. More than a 100 Roma live
in the quarters Trnje (163), Gornja Dubrava (131) and
Donja Dubrava (126) of Zagreb.

In Croatia, the total number of Romani households
equalled 2,099 households in 2001. A total of 10,548 per-
sons lived in these households, which means that one
Romani household feasibly had exactly five members.
Since 9,430 Roma were listed in the same year, this means
that at least 1,118 non-Roma inhabitants lived in Romani
households which made up 10.6% of the total population
of these households.



Total number Average number Share in the total

COUNTY of Romani of membe{s in number Qf
households Romani Romani
households households

Zagreb 37 7.2 1.8
Krapina-Zagorje - - -
Sisak-Moslavina 152 5.0 7.2
Karlovac 3 3.3 0.1
Varazdin 85 5.3 4.0
Koprivnica-Krizevci 25 5.8 1.2
Bjelovar-Bilogora 48 3.9 2.3
Primorje-Gorski kotar 139 4.9 6.6
Lika-Senj 4 5.5 0.2
Virovitica-Podravina 1 4.0 0.0
Pozega-Slavonia - - -
Brod-Posavina 123 5.1 5.9
Zadar 1 4.0 0.0
Osijek-Baranja 314 3.6 15.0
Sibenik-Knin 3 3.0 0.1
Vukovar-Sirmium 32 5.7 1.5
Split-Dalmatia 6 32 0.3
Istria 116 5.8 5.5
Dubrovnik-Neretva 1 4.0 0.0
Medimurje 598 5.1 28.5
City of Zagreb 410 5.6 19.5

In table 2, where Romani households are divided into
counties, the data on the number of Roma somewhat differ
compared to table 1. Even though both tables are from the
Central Bureau of Statistics, it is unknown why the total
number of Roma amounts to 9,430 based on data in table
2 while the official number of Roma in Croatia is 9,463 (ta-
ble 1). The data also differs when Romani households are
divided according to counties. Table 2 does not show a sin-
gle inhabitant of Romani ethnicity in the Counties of Kra-
pina-Zagorje and Pozega-Slavonia (even though four and
seven Roma have been listed in each county respectively).
In the City of Zagreb, the difference is four persons while
in the County of Sisak-Moslavina it is two persons.

The total number of Romani households in the County
of Medimurje and the City of Zagreb amounts to 48% of
all households. Even though more than half of all the
Roma in Croatia (51.1%) live in these two counties (that
have the most numbered Romani populations), there are a
smaller share of households. This is because on average each
Romani household in these counties has more members
compared to the average across Croatia. Namely, across
Croatia, the average number of members in a Romani house-
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Table 2

The total number of Romani
households and members of
Romani households in
counties in 2001
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hold is 5.0 while in the County of Medimurje it is 5.1 and
in the City of Zagreb it is 5.6 persons in each household.
The County of Zagreb has the highest average (7.2), fol-
lowed by the Counties of Koprivnica-KriZevei and Istria
with 5.8 members in each Romani household. Excluding
the nine counties in which the number of Romani house-
holds is not pertinent, these indicators can reflect the wrong
conclusion. The least Roma per household is in the County
of Osijek-Baranja where the average number of members is
3.6, which is two times less than in the County of Zagreb.

The Roma by sex and age

Table 3

The Roma by sex and
age in 2001

270

In comparison to the total population of Croatia in which
the sex ratio reveals that females are predominant (51.9%),
the opposite situation is found among the Roma. Romani
females make up 49.5% while Romani males make up
50.5% of the Romani population. In other words, among
the Roma for every 1,000 men there are 981 females while
at the state level for every 1,078 females there are 1,000
males. Among the Roma, females are in the majority only
in the following age groups: 10 - 14, 55 - 59, 60 - 64, 70 -
74, 75 - 79 and 80 - 84 years.

Total Male Female
Age group

abs. rel. abs. rel. abs. rel.
0-4 1,769 18.7 901 18.9 868 18.5
5-9 1,390 14.7 704 14.7 686 14.6
10-14 1,105 11.7 534 11.2 571 12.2
15-19 976 10.3 510 10.7 466 9.9
20-24 834 8.8 438 9.2 396 8.5
25-29 727 7.7 363 7.6 364 7.8
30-34 609 6.4 297 6.2 312 6.7
35-39 543 5.7 283 5.9 260 55
40-44 421 4.4 223 4.7 198 4.2
45-49 306 3.2 154 3.2 152 3.2
50-54 209 2.2 112 2.3 97 2.1
55-59 156 1.6 63 1.3 93 2.0
60-64 138 1.5 65 1.4 73 1.6
65-69 67 0.7 36 0.8 31 0.7
70-74 54 0.6 19 0.4 35 0.7
75-79 20 0.2 5 0.1 15 0.3
80-84 6 0.1 1 0.0 5 0.1
85-89 3 0.0 3 0.1 - -

90 and over - - - - - -
Unknown 130 1.5 66 1.4 64 1.4
TOTAL 9,463 100 4777 100 4,686 100




It is evident from table 3 that not one person lived
past ninety in 2001 while only nine members of this eth-
nic minority were more than eighty years old. This only
confirms the generally known fact that the Roma rarely
live to an old age and that their lifespan is considerably
shorter than members of other ethnic groups.

Division of the population into five-year age groups
shows that most of the Roma are in the youngest age
group (0-4 years) and that their number gradually de-
creases as they get older. The progressive (expansive) pyra-
mid (with larger bars at the bottom of the pyramid) corre-
sponds to this population, which is characterised by a
large share of children and dynamic development as well
as a high rate of population growth, which is a result of
high rates of natality and a somewhat slower declining rate
of mortality.

Relative share of the population (%) Index of

County .

0-19 20 - 59 60 and over aging
Zagreb 51.9 37.7 43 3.3
Sisak-Moslavina 55.5 41.7 2.5 4.6
Varazdin 63.2 35.0 1.1 1.8
Koprivnica-Krizevci 64.8 34.4 0.8 1.2
Bjelovar-Bilogora 35.7 55.0 9.3 26.0
Primorje-Gorski kotar 46.9 49.4 2.7 6.6
Brod-Posavina 55.8 40.3 2.0 3.7
Osijek-Baranja 45.0 47.3 7.1 15.7
Vukovar-Sirmium 51.5 35.3 5.4 10.5
Istria 53.2 443 1.7 3.1
Medimurje 64.8 33.1 1.3 2.0
City of Zagreb 50.0 43.4 42 8.4
Total in Croatia 55.4 40.2 3.0 5.5

* Differences up to 100% relate to the population of an unknown age.

Clearly, among the Roma there is a distinctly expan-
sive type of age structure; in 2001, 55.4% were a part of the
young population (0-19 years) and only 3% were persons
older than sixty. Simultaneously at the state level, the young
population constituted 23.7% while the old made up 21.5%
of the total population. According to the index of aging,
which is a better indicator of the level of aging, it can be
noted that for every 100 Roma in the age group between
0-19 only 5.5 live to the age of sixty or more. This type of
age structure is not only convincingly younger than average
for the total Croatian population where the index of aging
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Table 4

The relative share of Roma

by large age groups and the
index of aging by counties in
which there are more than

100 Roma in 2001
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in 2001 was 90.7 but the Romani population is far younger
than any other ethnic minority in Croatia.

The youngest population was recorded in the County
of Koprivnica-KriZzevci where only one person was over
sixty out of 125 Roma (excluding the nine counties in
which less than twelve Roma lived in 2001). A very young
population also live in the County of Varazdin (index of
aging 1.8) and the County of Medimurje (index of aging
2.0). Undisputedly, the members of this ethnic minority
have the highest rate of natality (fertility). Comparatively,
the oldest Romani population was recorded in the County
of Bjelovar-Bilogora with an index of aging of 26.0. How-
ever, this is still a very young population since it is consid-
ered that a population enters the aging process once its in-
dex exceeds 40.0.

A considerable difference is noted in the age struc-
tures of three of the most northern and “youngest” coun-
ties (Medimurje, Varazdin and Koprivnica-KriZevci) in com-
parison to two of the most eastern counties (Osijek-Bara-
nja and Vukovar-Sirmium) where the index of aging ex-
ceeds 10 or when compared to Zagreb and its surround-
ings where the index of aging is 8.

Female Romani population by number of live-born children

272

Clearly, one of the reasons for the Romani population’s
young age structure is certainly their high natality, that is,
fertility. Table 5 shows the Romani female population
aged 15 and over by number of live-born children accord-
ing to census data in 2001. Analysis of this data shows
that 21.8% of all Romani women in this period had not
yet given birth to a live-born child. In the same year, at the
national level, that share amounted to 25.7%, which at
first sight does not appear to be a significant difference.
However, inasmuch as the number of women who have
given birth is multiplied by the number of live-born chil-
dren in every category, on average Romani women give
birth to four children while the rest of the female popula-
tion on average gives birth to 2.2 children.’ If the female
population in the fertile period i.e., in the most reproduc-
tive period (20-30 years) is considered separately, this aver-
age would be significantly larger in Romani women’s fa-
vour. Difference in favour of the latter is more marked if
the youngest age group (15-19) is considered. As many as
9.9% of all Romani women belong to this age group while
this share amounts to 6.3% among the total Croatian pop-
ulation. It is indicative that in 2001 Romani women with
two live-born children were the most numbered. Those



who gave birth to three live-born children were in second
place while at the national level 80.7% of women had one
live-born child.

Considering only the counties with statistically signif-
icant numbers of women aged 15 and over, it can be
noted that a relatively larger number of Romani women
did not yet give birth in the County of Zagreb (31.7%).
This is followed by the County of Primorje-Gorski kotar
(28.8%) and the City of Zagreb (27.6%). In comparison,
only 10.1% of Romani women did not give birth in the
County of Varazdin in 2001. Moreover, in this county,
there is record of 16.9% of Romani women who gave
birth to 10 and more children. The County of Medimurje
is in second place; 5.4% of Romani women in this county
gave birth to 10 and more children. However, there is a
significantly larger share of Romani women with 5, 6, 7,
and 8 live-born children than in the County of Varazdin.
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Table 5

Female Romani population
aged |15 and over by number
of live-born children by
counties 2001

Have not

Number of women by number of live-born children

County Total  given

10 and Unknown

birth 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 over

1 63 20 7 5 5 5 7 5 5 - 1 2 1
2 2 2 - - - - - - - - - - -
3 192 37 16 24 26 32 13 11 9 7 5 7 5
4 3 - 1 - 1 1 - - - - - - -
5 89 9 10 20 11 8 5 2 3 3 3 15 -
6 28 4 4 3 2 3 3 5 2 1 - 1 -
7 44 12 7 4 5 4 2 7 1 1 - -
8 191 55 22 24 24 21 14 12 5 3 2 4 5
9 2 - - - - 1 1 - - - - - -
10 1 - - 1 - - - - - - - - -
11 3 - - 1 - - - - - - - - 2
12 148 28 13 17 32 22 10 7 5 4 5 5 -
13 2 1 1 - - - - - - - - - -
14 312 47 52 65 46 37 24 10 9 7 5 5 5
15 2 1 - - 1 - - - - - - - -
16 49 13 6 9 7 3 3 1 3 - - 2 2
17 4 1 - 1 1 1 - - - - - - -
18 169 41 19 17 27 23 14 11 5 6 1 3 2
19 1 - - 1 - - - - - - - - -
20 666 124 90 98 61 59 60 43 43 31 14 36 7
21 590 163 69 81 77 58 41 20 26 21 8 11 15
Croatia 2561 558 317 371 326 278 197 134 1l6 84 45 91 44

The ordinal numbers of counties: 1 County of Zagreb, 2 County of Krapina-Zagorje, 3 County of Sisak-Mosla-
vina, 4 County of Karlovac, 5 County of Varazdin, 6 County of Koprivnica-KriZevci, 7 County of Bjelovar-Bilo-
gora, 8 County of Primorje-Gorski kotar, 9 County of Lika-Senj, 10 County of Virovitica-Podravina, 11 County
of PoZega-Slavonia, 12 County of Slavonski Brod-Posavina, 13 County of Zadar, 14 County of Osijek-Baranja,
15 County of Sibenik-Knin, 16 County of Vukovar-Sirmium, 17 County of Split-Dalmatia 18 County of Istria,

19 County of Dubrovnik-Neretva, 20 County of Medimurje, 21 City of Zagreb.



Table 6

Counties with more than 40 Romani women aged |5 and over by number of live-born children (share in %) 2001

County Total

Have not

Relative share of women by number of live-born children

10 and

given birth 4 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

over
1 100 317 1T 79 79 79 111 79 79 . 02 03
3100 193 83 125 135 167 68 57 47 36 26 36
5 100 10.1 112 225 124 90 56 22 34 34 34 169
6 100 143 143 107 71 107 107 179 71 36 - 3.6

7 100 27.3 159 91 114 91 45 159 23 23 23 -
8 100 28.8 115 126 126 110 73 63 26 16 10 21
12 100 18.9 88 115 216 149 68 47 34 27 34 34
14 100 15.1 167 208 147 119 77 32 29 22 16 1.6
16 100 26.5 122 184 143 61 61 02 61 . - 4.1
18 100 243 112 101 160 136 83 65 30 36 06 1.8
20 100 18.6 135 147 92 89 90 65 65 47 21 54
21 100 27.6 117 137 131 98 69 34 44 36 14 1.9
Croatia 100 218 124 145 127 109 77 52 45 33 18 36

The ordinal numbers of counties: 1 County of Zagreb, 3 County of Sisak-Moslavina, 5 County of Varazdin, 6
County of Koprivnica-KriZevci, 7 County of Bjelovar-Bilogora, 8 County of Primorje-Gorski kotar, 12 County
of Slavonski Brod-Posavina, 14 County of Osijek-Baranja, 16 County of Vukovar-Sirmium, 18 County of Istria,
20 County of Medimurje, 21 City of Zagreb.

The Roma according to marital status

274

Considering the Romani population aged 15 and over in
2001, it is evident that nearly half of the men and women
were married although this was by one percent more
among Romani men. Yet, there were more unmarried men
than unmarried women during this period. This is under-
standable since women generally, not only among the
Roma, enter marriages earlier than men. Thus, a larger
share of men than women in marriages is a result of the
relatively larger number of women that are widowed or di-
vorced, which can be seen in table 7. The share of the pop-
ulation who are presently married or were once married
among Romani women amounts to 58.9% and among
Romani men it is 52.8%.

At the county level, the County of Zagreb is the only
county where there is less than 30% unmarried persons,
while convincingly the largest share of the population in
this category lives in the County of Varazdin (72.5% of
men compared to 64.0% of women). In the latter county,
there is no record of one single widower or divorced man
while the share of widows and divorced women in this
county is the lowest of all counties (only one county has a
smaller share in each category respectively). It is worth
mentioning that comparatively the largest share of wid-



Table 7
The relative share of the Romani population aged |5 and over by marital status and sex in 2001

Male Female
County
Unmarried Married Widower Divorced Unmarried Married ~Widow Divorced

Zagreb 29.5 62.8 3.8 - 28.6 63.5 6.3 1.6
Sisak-Moslavina 47.6 48.6 2.7 1.1 41.1 48.4 7.3 1.6
Varazdin 72.5 27.5 - - 64.0 31.5 3.4 1.1
Koprivnica-KriZevci 323 67.7 - - 321 60.7 7.1 -
Bjelovar-Bilogora 30.8 59.6 5.8 3.8 31.8 45.5 20.5 2.3
Primorje-Gorski kotar 40.9 57.0 1.0 0.5 36.1 52.9 7.9 3.2
Brod-Posavina 49.2 48.6 22 - 33.1 57.4 8.8 0.7
Osijek-Baranja 45.1 46.4 3.8 3.5 36.9 44.9 11.9 5.4
Vukovar-Sirmium 44.0 48.0 6.0 2.0 30.6 51.0 14.3 4.1
Istria 46.4 51.6 1.0 0.5 37.3 58.6 3.0 1.2
Medimurje 58.7 39.3 0.6 1.1 52.4 39.6 6.3 1.5
City of Zagreb 33.6 60.0 2.7 2.8 33.7 52.7 7.5 5.4
Total Croatia 46.6 492 2.0 16 40.6 482 7.7 3.0

owed persons was recorded in the Counties of Bjelovar-
-Bilogora and Vukovar-Sirmium and the largest number of
divorced persons in the County of Osijek-Baranja. It is in-
dicative that the “oldest” Romani populations live in these
three counties and as a result it is more probable that
more members will break off their marriages or lose a
marital partner.

Migratory features of the Roma

The migratory features of the population based on census
2001 data are shown in table 7. According to this data, less
than a third of the total number of Roma live in the same
settlement from birth. According to this criterion, the
“most autochthonous” Romani population was recorded
in the County of Medimurje (84.6%) and the County of
Varazdin (79.5%) in which no one came from abroad. In
the same year, in the Counties of Zagreb and Istria, there
were more immigrants from other regions in Croatia and
abroad than autochthonous inhabitants. The main differ-
ence between these two counties is that a significant num-
ber of Roma immigrated to the County of Zagreb from
other regions in Croatia while the Roma who immigrated
to the County of Istria came from abroad, mostly from
Kosovo (Stambuk, 2000). A significant share of Roma im-
migrated from abroad to the County of Primorje-Gorski
kotar (from Serbia and Montenegro) and the City of
Zagreb (mostly from Bosnia-Herzegovina). 275



Table 8

The Romani population in 2001 in relation to migratory features in counties in which there are more than 100 Roma

Total From birth in Immigrated to the settlement from

number the same settlement  ¢per regions in Croatia Abroad

Roma’ abs. rel. abs. rel. abs. rel.
Zagreb 231 109 47.2 100 43.3 20 8.7
Sisak-Moslavina 708 467 66.0 137 19.4 104 14.7
Varazdin 448 448 79.5 91 20.0 - -
Koprivnica-Krizevci 125 71 56.8 45 36.0 9 7.2
Bjelovar-Bilogora 140 86 61.4 39 27.9 15 10.7
Primorje-Gorski kotar 589 308 52.3 35 4.2 246 41.8
Brod-Posavina 586 377 64.3 105 17.9 104 17.7
Osijek-Baranja 977 573 58.6 320 32.8 83 8.5
Vukovar-Sirmium 167 38 52.7 14 8.4 54 323
Istria 600 265 44.2 99 16.5 236 39.3
Medimurje 2,887 2,442 84.6 432 15.0 10 0.3
City of Zagreb 1,946 1,080 55.5 218 11.2 639 32.8
Total in Croatia** 9,463 6,236 65.9 1,665 17.6 1,534 16.2

* The difference to the total (horizontal) is related to unknown migration.

** The difference to the total (vertical) is related to the nine counties in which the Roma have less than 100

members.

The educational structure of the Roma
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The educational structure is usually, and here as well, ana-
lysed according two basic features: “literacy” and “educa-
tional qualifications”. It needs to be mentioned that data
on literacy is based on the population aged 10 and over
while data on educational qualifications is based on the
population aged 15 and over.

Out of 6,304 Roma aged 10 and over as many as
1,400 (22.2%) were illiterate in 2001. According to sex,
12.1% of Romani men compared to 32.4% of Romani
women were illiterate in 2001. The share of illiteracy can
also be differentiated according to age groups: 13.9% in
the 10-19 age group, 21.6% in the 30-39 age group and as
many as 57.6% in the over 60 age group were illiterate.
The range of illiteracy also varies between counties: in the
County of Istria it was 8.9% while in the County of Vu-
kovar-Sirmium it was 33.6% in 2001.

Out of the total number of Roma aged 15 and over,
nearly a third of this population (32.6%) have no school-
ing. There is a significant difference between the sexes
where Romani women are in a considerably worse posi-
tion: this percentage climbs up to 44.2% among women
while for men it is half as much (21.3%). Moreover, 41.7%
of Roma did not finish primary school and as many as



74.3% have no or the most minimal education. For com-
parative purposes, at the state level, the share of the popu-
lation with no schooling is 2.9% and the share that did
not finish primary school is 15.7%. Thus, only a quarter
of the Roma finish primary school while this share de-
creases to less than a fifth (18.1%) among the female Ro-
mani population. The number of Roma with two-year and
university qualifications is particularly unfavourable: only
14 persons (0.3%) attained these educational qualifications
(this is 11.9% at the state level). Among these 14 persons,
one completed a doctoral degree (in the City of Zagreb)
while no Roma obtained a Master’s degree in 2001.

Total Men Women

abs. rel. abs. rel. abs. rel.
No schooling 1,695 32.6 563 213 1,132 44.2
1-3 grades prim. 820 15.8 436 16.5 384 15.0
4-7 grades prim. 1,345 259 775 29.4 570 22.3
Primary school 979 18.8 596 22.6 383 15.0
Secondary school 308 5.9 232 3.8 76 3.0
Two-year college 5 0.1 5 0.2 - -
University 9 0.2 7 0.2 2 0.1
Unknown 38 0.7 24 0.9 14 0.5
TOTAL 5,199 100 2,638 100 2,561 100
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Table 9

The Roma aged 15 and over
by sex and highest educational
attainment in 2001

The Roma and employment

Although 42.4% of the total population aged 15 and over
was employed in 2001, only 17.7% of the Roma were em-
ployed. Among the Roma, there is also a very unfavour-
able relation of employment according to sex because men
make up 79.4% of the employed while that average is
56.1% at a state level. By far, most Roma are employed in
“Wholesale and retail trade” (38.8%). The Roma signifi-
cantly stand out compared to the average number of per-
sons employed in this activity (12.5%) at a state level.
10.8% of Roma were employed in manufacturing, the
main activity at a state level based on the number of em-
ployed in Croatia while 6.5% of the Roma were employed
in agriculture. In “other” activities 3.9% of Roma were
employed while in the total population 29.3% were em-
ployed in these activities. Such a small share of employed
Roma in tertiary sector activities such as public adminis-
tration and defence (where only 3 Roma are employed)
health care and social welfare (7 employed) or education
(6 employed) is especially unfavourable.
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Table 10

Activities in which there were
at least 10 and more
employed Roma aged |5 and
over in 2001

Employed Roma Total Emplo-

Activity

abs. rel. yed in Croatia

Wholesale and retail trade* 358 38.8 12.5
Manufacturing 100 10.8 18.5
Other community, social and

personal service activities™™ 81 3.8 33
Agriculture, hunting and

forestry 60 6.5 11.0
Construction 56 6.1 6.0
Hotels and restaurants 15 1.6 5.2
Real estate™™* 14 1.5 4.8
Work abroad 96 10.4 8.0
Other 36 3.9 29.3
Unknown 106 11.5 1.4
TOTAL 922 100 100

* The full title of this activity is “Wholesale and retail trade; repair of motor ve-
hicles, motorcycles and personal and household goods”

** The full title of this activity is “Other community, social and personal service
activities”. “Public administration and defence; Compulsory social security”,
“Education” as well as “Health and social work” are not included.

*** The full title of this activity is “Real Estate, renting and business activities”.
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The total number of dwellings with a Romani household
head in 2001 was 1,714 while the average size of these
dwellings was 56.8 m2. Just below 40% of these dwellings
had indoor toilets and bathrooms, exactly half had water-
works, 44.8% sewerage, 84.8% electricity and only 10%
had central heating.

Convincingly, the Roma in the County of Vukovar-
Sirmium had the largest average area of dwellings (111
m?2). Not counting the counties with a minimal number of
dwellings (less than 7) the dwellings in the County of
Zagreb and the City of Zagreb have the next biggest areas
while the smallest dwellings are in the Counties of Medi-
murje (34.2 m?). and Varazdin (38.6 m2). The most basic
facilities such as toilets and bathrooms can be found in
more than two thirds of the dwellings in the County of
Istria and City of Zagreb. In comparison, the Counties of
Medimurje and Varazdin are worse off because not even
10% of their dwellings have these facilities. A similar situa-
tion can be found with regard to the best installations in
dwellings. Besides the County of Istria and City of Zagreb,
the County of Primorje-Gorski kotar in which all Romani
dwellings have electricity as well as the County of Vuko-
var-Sirmium in which dwellings have more installations
than in the City of Zagreb can be included.



The most substandard dwellings can be found in the
Counties of Medimurje and Varazdin where less than 10%
of dwellings have sewerage. Only 16% that is 20.9% have
waterworks and 73.3% or 58.1% have electricity respec-
tively.

Table |1

Permanent dwellings of the
Roma in 2001

Total  Average Facilities in dwellings (%) Installations in dwellings (%)

number area of

COUNTY of'dwel— dwellings  bathroom toilet water- sewerage electricity centr al
lings (m?) works heating
Zagreb 32 923 68.7 65.6 68.7 81.2 93.7 25.0
Krapina-Zagorje - - - - - - - -
Sisak-Moslavina 140 483 27.9 30.0 30.0 31.4 87.9 3.6
Karlovac 3 84.0 100 100 100 100 100 0
Varazdin 43 38.6 9.3 9.3 20.9 9.3 58.1 47
Koprivnica-KriZevci 17 59.9 47.1 29.4 70.6 58.8 88.2 0
Bjelovar-Bilogora 48 76.0 41.7 41.7 47.9 45.8 93.7 20.8
Primorje-Gorski kotar 92 64.4 64.1 72.8 90.2 86.9 100 9.3
Lika-Senj 4 38.2 0 0 100 75.0 75.0 0
Virovitica-Podravina 1 70.0 100 100 100 100 100 0
Pozega-Slavonia - - - - - - - -
Brod-Posavina 97 56.5 25.8 22.7 433 31.9 77.3 1.0
Zadar 1 90.0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Osijek-Baranja 268 45.6 17.2 16.4 41.8 24.6 82.1 0.7
Sibenik-Knin 3 533 333 100 100 100 100 0
Vukovar-Sirmium 26 111.0 73.1 73.1 96.2 88.5 92.3 26.9
Split-Dalmatia 6 60.0 66.7 83.3 833 833 83.3 0
Istria 93 70.8 79.6 82.8 97.8 95.7 97.8 75
Dubrovnik-Neretva 1 80.0 100 100 100 100 100 0
Medimurje 468 342 6.8 7.3 16.0 8.3 733 2.1
City of Zagreb 370 83.9 75.1 77.3 81.9 85.1 95.7 29.7
TOTAL in CROATIA 1,713 56.8 37.2 383 50 448 34.8 10.0
Conclusion
A detailed (and valid) demographic analysis of the Roma in
Croatia is difficult because many members of this ethnic
minority at censuses declare themselves like the non-Roma
population. Thus, in 2001, officially the Roma population
was made up of 9,463 inhabitants. According to the avail-
able census data, more than 50% of the Roma live in two
counties (County of Medimurje and the City of Zagreb)
while in nine counties their number is insignificant. Out
of all the ethnic groups in Croatia, the number of Roma 279
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increased the most in the period between 1991 and 2001
mainly because of their exceptionally high natural growth
rates. The Roma have a distinctly young age structure in
which the population aged 0-19 years makes up more
than half of the total Romani population. In other words,
for every 100 young persons there are 5.5 old persons aged
over 60. With regard to schooling, the Roma are convine-
ingly the most uneducated ethnic group in which a third
have not finished not even one grade of school while only
few (0.3%) have completed tertiary education. The quality
of their dwellings is of special concern. Just over a third of
Romani families have an indoor toilet and bathroom
while half of their dwellings do not have waterworks and
sewerage yet.

In these nine counties, there were only 59 Roma in 2001 which made
up 0.6% of all listed Roma in Croatia

It needs to be noted that the Romani settlement known as Strmec sta-
tistically comes under the settlement Donje Vratno while data for the
settlement Capraske Poljane is statistically shown under the settle-
ment Crnac.

For women that gave birth to 10 or more children, it is assumed here
that they gave birth to the lowest number of children i.e., ten. In this
way, Romani women are more “shortweighted” because in this cate-
gory they make up 2.7% of the total population while in the total po-
pulation of women in Croatia aged 15 and over they only make up
0.1%.
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Introductory barrier. The compilation of a typological
scheme of Romani settlements comes up against two basic
difficulties.

The first difficulty is that existing Romani settle-
ments physiognomically differ very little. As far as it
can be seen, three groups of factors have influenced the
physiognomic “surface”. The first is rooted in the tradi-
tional Romani inclination of temporary residence at a
chosen place. Even though, this tendency was markedly
weakened in the second half of the 20" century, at least in
the everyday life traditions in Croatia, it has left a trace in
a kind of lack of concern towards the environment of the
settlement. Clearly, the Roma now live in permanent set-
tlements and that except for negligible examples, there is
no longer data that supports the survival of the nomadic
tradition (Pitomaca - only settlement with temporary resi-
dence). However, on the other hand, traditional lack of
concern for the environment of the settlement is clearly
evident. The second group of factors that influences the
physiognomy of Romani settlements is endemic poverty.
Even though examples of successful families and individu-
als can be found in Romani groups, it is unarguable that
the group, as a whole, are in the claws of endemic poverty.
Against this background, indifference towards the habitat
of the settlement is additionally amplified. The third group
of factors that influences the physiognomy of Romani set-
tlements 1s rooted in the fact the Romani builders are, in
the main, “wild” builders. The adjective “wild” is not
used here in passing (Rogi¢, 1990). This describes a method
of building that threatens building norms in two ways:
First, it breaks the laws that conventionally regulate build-
ing and property relations. When building is limited to
this kind of transgression it is usually, although euphemis-
tically called “irregular” building (or more precisely: ille-
gal). However, “illegal” building is substandard and refers
to the method of building. Thus, the used building mate-
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The most important sources
of income in Romani
households

rial and plan, functional organisation, access to infrastruc-
ture networks and similar determinants in this form of
“wild” building are substandard, or exceedingly below
building standards and so their constructions are “unlaw-
ful” or illegal. Thus, the tradition of lack of concern,
poverty and “wild” patterns of building crucially deter-
mine the physiognomic surface of the Romani settlement.
When applying measures of physiognomic difference, it is
almost impossible to separate particular types of Romani
settlement. Only one physiognomic type will be continu-
ally repeated.

The second difficulty is that it is not possible to con-
vincingly differentiate the economic basis, which deter-
mines the status of the settlement. As far as the data
shows, there is no special difference between the economic
basis of Romani settlements in cities and Romani settle-
ments in rural areas. Local differences are certainly pres-
ent. However, they are not adequate for a sound typologi-
cal scheme, compared to those that divide urban and rural
settlements, tourist and industrial, etc. It is useful here to
turn to the research results on the most important sources
of income in Romani households.

County in %

g 2 o o
. = 3 .g ) >
Source of income = O % g 2 o
¢ = ¢ g a4 E 5
5 3 % s, o5 3 . E 5 Z
N P3 > A2 & O 2 = O =
Agrarian economy (agriculture) 0.9 .0 3.8 .0 1.0 2.0 .0 1.8 .0 1.1
Breeding and sale of livestock .0 0 .0 .0 2.0 .0 0 .0 .0 0.2
Employment 7.1 167 25 611 120 6.0 592 6.0 0 176
Work abroad 2.7 1.0 .0 1.1 6.0 0 2.0 .0 .0 1.3
Cottage industry 1.8 4.1 3.8 7.8 5.0 3.0 5.1 2.8 .0 3.6
Temporary, seasonal work 241 20.8 288 33 230 340 214 387 333 269
Transport (truck, horse, etc.) 0.9 1.0 .0 .0 .0 1.0 .0 .0 .0 0.3
Collection of raw materials
(metal, glass, paper, etc.) 429 323 426 1.1 16.0 6.0 3.1 106 387 197
Odd jobs (washing windscreens,
selling door-to-door) 134 4.2 7.5 5.5 5.0 3.0 4.1 6.9 6.6 6.4
Rent (renting of office space,
flats, property, shares, etc.) .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 1.0 0.5 .0 0.2
Pension 2.7 5.2 2.6 1.1 150 20 112 3.2 1.3 4.8
Social welfare 59.8 792 888 456 690 89.0 520 834 973 742
Help from relatives 4.5 .0 1.3 10.0 1.0 1.0 3.1 2.8 2.7 29
Begging 4.5 .0 6.3 1.1 4.0 1.0 2.0 9.2 2.7 4.1
Fortune-telling .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 5.1 .0 .0 0.5

Source: Field study 2004



This distribution shows that the main source of in-
come is social welfare, if we consider the total sample. It
is well-known that this not a “profitable” activity, which
would help establish differences which are a consequence
of work activities. In other words, it is not incorrect to say
that the main source of income is non/activity. Tempo-
rary seasonal work is in second place. This is limited to
particular seasons of the year. Considering the poor educa-
tional qualifications and professional competencies of the
Romani population, it is evident that the work that they
do is at the bottom of the economic pyramid. In short,
these sources of income do not have the power to shape a
specific economic foundation of a settlement. Income
from formal employment and collection of waste and
“scrap” raw materials are in third place. Evidently, formal
employment is a more prominent source of income in
two counties only: the County of Istria and County of
Primorje-Gorski kotar. In other counties, it is noticeably
inconspicuous. In these counties, important sources of in-
come are from collection of raw materials (metal, glass, pa-
per, etc.) in contrast to employment. Evidently, this is the
most important source (except in the two counties men-
tioned above). The other sources of income are marginal,
and are mainly related to “odd jobs”, begging and similar.

In short, the economic practices of Romani groups
are not structurally connected to the use of specific devel-
opmental assets or with the shaping of a specific profes-
sional subculture. For this reason, there is no special gen-
erator of settlement differences according to which the
Romani settlement could be classified in terms of their
fixed connections with particular sectors of activity or par-
ticular professions. In this respect, on the contrary, they
are similar. These are settlements with economically de-
pendent populations. Dependency is, on the one hand,
tormenting. However, on the other it is the source of a
specific behaviour that is a result being a rentier. Since a
suitable expression is lacking, the term a rentier of pov-
erty is appropriate.

Thus far, it can be concluded that a conventional
physiognomic and functional base for a typological classi-
fication of Romani settlements is not especially useful.
Three secondary features remain. The first is positional.
This allows us to differentiate where Romani structures are
located: in the town, in the village, or in a rural area. The
second feature is the degree of separation. There are clear
differences between Romani settlements that are parts of
existing settlements and Romani settlements that are de-
tached structures. The third feature is genetic. According
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to this feature, premises initially built for other purposes
and housing built for family residence can be differenti-
ated. Needless to say, the unassuming physiognomic or
functional differences where they are indisputable need to
be taken into account. A few types of settlement are appar-
ent.

1. Town settlement structures. There are several set-
tlement subtypes in the town area. It is useful to differenti-
ate these types for basic orientation purposes in working
out a suitable programme of renovation and renewal

1.1. A small group of houses or individual houses.
There are many examples of this type. They are either a
group of separate family houses sometimes built in har-
mony with the ambient or small groups (ten structures at
the most). They can be found in Zapresié, Sveti Ivan Ze-
lina, Jastrebarsko, Karlovac, Bjelovar, Gare$nica, Grubisno
Polje, Delnice, Gospi¢, Otocac, Virovitica, Sibenik, Vodice,
Knin, Pula, Umag, Cakovec, Mursko Sredii¢e, and other
cities. Strictly speaking, they are not especially a settlement
phenomenon. Instead they are a conventional symbol of
town differences, without which even the smallest towns
cannot be imagined without these symbols.

1.2. Settlement structures that have come about by
taking over premises that were initially built for other
purposes. In the main, these are barracks or similar con-
structions. The Roma have taken over these premises grad-
ually, depending on the local opportunities. Some of the
well-known sites include the barracks in “Mario Gennari”
in Rijeka, occupied since 1968 after being abandoned by
construction workers; the barracks in Bakar, a similar out-
come; army barracks in Gerova, in the town area of Cabar;
the locality of Sijan in Pula; barracks in the suburb of
Sopot (in New Zagreb) as well as the barracks in Plinarsko
naselje, Zagreb. These are constructions with minimum
sanitary conditions made up small units that are approxi-
mately 15-30m?” in size. As a rule, roofs and walls of these
constructions are problematic. Electricity is not even avail-
able in the suburb of Sopot, New Zagreb. According to an
interviewer, the electricity pole is there, but they have no
access to electricity. At these addresses, living conditions
are markedly miserable. Moreover, it is apparent that the
town’s homeless persons, with the most modest needs, do
not compete for these addresses.

1.3. Romani fragments in town settlements. This
group is numbered. Well-known examples can be found in
Varazdin, Cakovec, Bjelovar, Ludbreg, Koprivnica, Crikve-
nica, Virovitica, Gare$nica, Slatina, Osijek, Beli Manastir,
Pula, and Zagreb. The settlements Fereni§¢ica, Kozari pu-



tovi, Savica, and Petrusevec are well-known in Zagreb. The
main feature of this group of Romani settlements is that
they are rooted in already existing or in structurally set
up parts of the town. Romani builders, as a rule, behave
similarly as when they build their “own” detached settle-
ments at the edge of the town or in an area outside town.
Thus, Romani fragments come about at the margins of ex-
isting town areas, on “no one’s” land (that is owned by the
town in the first place). Frequently, these sites are close to
rubbish dumps or an industrial zone where waste origi-
nates. The main building unit is the family house, which
cannot always be defined as such. The layout plan of the
settlement is usually chaotic. However, data shows that, in
these types of structures the basic technical infrastructure
1s better than in other Romani constructions. As a rule,
the Romani parts of already existing suburbs have access
to communal and social infrastructure like the rest of the
settlement. Of course, this equality is not so geometrically
balanced in all cases. The survey results obtained in this
field study show how Romani inhabitants inadequately
use the mechanisms of local government that are available
in their settlements. It is therefore reasonable to assume
that despite initial, normatively guaranteed possibilities,
there are asymmetrical patterns of infrastructural privi-
leges at work. Still, they are not endangered by this. Ro-
mani inhabitants, together with other inhabitants of this
type of settlement share a common “infrastructural fate”.
The statement of a local Romani inhabitant in Ferens¢ica
illustrates this well. In response to a survey question on
the quality of communal and social infrastructure, the re-
spondent concisely concludes: we have everything (refer-
ring to the main infrastructure network), but there is a
need to improve employment opportunities. The opportu-
nities, in the towns mentioned above, are not all similar.
However, it is evident that Romani fragments of an exist-
ing settlement have more difficulty aligning with the set-
tlement’s environment. In their aspirational schemes, aspi-
rations of an “average” citizen are most clearly reflected.

1.4. Detached Romani settlements in the town. Most
of these settlements emerged in the “golden” years of social-
ist industrialisation and urbanisation between 1960-1975.
This period is special according to many determinants
that have been analysed elsewhere (see Rogi¢, 1990). One
of these already mentioned determinants is “wild build-
ing”. This is not an exclusive building “style” of Romani
groups. On the contrary, as a type of “grey” right to pub-
lic assets (read as nationalised private land) the system gen-
erously divided this among the numerous participants of

Ivan Rogi¢

Some Socio-ecological
Determinants of Romani
Settlements

287



Ivan Rogi¢

Some Socio-ecological
Determinants of Romani
Settlements

2388

the “egalitarian union” (Zupanov, 1995), and in this way
shaped the legitimation of the system that “revolutionarily”
protected the future of “employed people and the working
class”. In different cyclical dramatisations of socialist so-
cial rights, always started subsequently, many of these set-
tlements and constructions were labelled lawful because
the “wild” builders had already carried out their plans.
However, it was easier for buildings that were not erected
in an extremely substandard way (i.e., buildings that were
“only” illegal but met acceptable building standards) to
change this label. It is not about resistance to the system.
The system was continually trying to legitimate the sys-
tem’s protector of society’s lowest stratum. Instead it is a
fact that the substandardness of many “wild” structures
was so evident that the most imaginative application of
law, not even in socialist times, could not turn it into any-
thing lawful. In the morphology of “wild” construction, at
least in the initial stage during this period, these struc-
tures are closest to the favella. The Romani group had
“bad luck” that structures were mainly built in this way.
This could not have been different since they were only
just marginally included in the newly formed group of in-
dustrial workers. It is worth asking: did the Romani “elite”
back then want anything else? In short, Romani builders
have remained the most consistent “wild” builders in
Croatia. Of course, over the past few decades, circumstances
have improved. Builders have obtained better building ma-
terials, houses have expanded, and the environment has
become more ordered. However, some features of “wild”
settlement have stubbornly “crossed” through time. There
are five basic features. These are: the chaoticness of the
settlement “plan” as a direct impression of the spontane-
ous approach used in building a settlement; detachment
from the rest of the town, as a rule, adjacent to heavy traf-
fic, industrial zones or rubbish dumps; reduction of infra-
structural networks: electricity, water, the eventual removal
of rubbish and telephone; unlawful house building, which
hinders law regulation and the improvement of housing
conditions; predominance of detached family houses,
Romani settlements do not typologically differ signifi-
cantly from other settlements with family builders, but
there is a great difference in quality to the detriment of
Romani houses. The term para-urban settlement is used
for this type of settlement in the analytical literature. One
more feature needs to be added: they emerged, as a rule, in
town spaces as negatively marked in earlier territorial
symbolic schemes of the town. (Or Romani “wild” build-
ers have strengthened this latent aspiration.)



The territorial “portrait” of such settlements 1s deter-
mined by two main features. The first feature is a clear as-
piration for separate, detached settlements. The second
aspiration is a marginal, peripheral position independent
of this or that side of sociality that describes and intersects
existing town reality. Seizure of the town’s margins in ur-
ban clashes between particular town groups is not an am-
biguous indicator of less or loss of social power.

The reason is simple: in the conception of many town
groups, the town’s margins are desired areas among other
groups e.g., the rich and powerful. In the struggle to ac-
quire these town areas the periphery is structurally di-
vided according to axles that determine contrasts: ecologi-
cal/cultural oasis - zone of accumulated risks. Detached
Romani settlements, in the main, are located where mar-
ginal town areas are predominantly risky. According to
the drafted scheme, the genesis of the described Romani
fragments in already existing town settlements can be ex-
plained. Respectively, the examples of Ferenicica or Kozari
putovi in Zagreb are instructive. The mentioned settle-
ments were not “model” settlements during the period of
intensive socialist urbanisation; they are Tre$njevka, Trnje
and Novi Zagreb. As a result, Feren$¢ica, Kozari putovi
and related settlements are pressed “towards the bottom”
on the hierarchical ladder of desirable/important settle-
ments. In this context, the territorial path of Romani
groups 1is predictable. Their work, professional and social
aspirations only marginally correspond to the central po-
litical and ideological figures of the system. The Roma
prefer to “wander about” than be under factory discipline.
They prefer to be occasional crafts persons rather than
full-time employees, etc. For this reason, they can only
compete for settlements on the margins, that is, beyond
the borders of “model” settlements. There, “no one’s” space
is suitable for “wild” usurpation. There, with more spill
over of “grey”, a specific informal union between the sys-
tem and participants from the margins is shaped. On this
basis, the models of settlement - peripheral hybrid are
established, where “wild” builders and dual family eco-
nomics, work on the side and craft initiatives, informer’s
optimism and inn “folk” subculture are directly con-
nected. In this wide circle, in which nuances determine
shadows of the system, extension is to the area of the
town’s margins. Undoubtedly, when socialist urbanisation
lost its momentum, various participants “down below”
who were not only the main favourites but considered ide-
ally and typically as unimportant, revolting, unappeal-
ing had more possibility and a more important role. The
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gradual improvement of these settlements is predominantly
the result of decades of residue success and non-success of
these participants. As a result there is a thin difference
that does not disappear between these types of settlement
and those that are more centred. In short, the presence of
Romani settlements in former established town settlements
can be interpreted using the same pattern of peripheral
separation. The difference between them and marginal town
areas with detached Romani settlements is that town settle-
ments with Romani fragments were no longer positioned
in the “strict” periphery. An almost exclusive form of
Romani migration into Croatian towns can be found in
places where detached Romani settlements are unmistak-
ably maintained.

Detached Romani settlements appear predominantly
in towns where other Romani settlements were set up be-
fore the formation of different town parts. Some of the
well-known are: Capraske Poljane in Sisak; Palanjak in
Sisak; Radiéeva street in Kutina; a locality in Varazdin;
Zlebic in Koprivnica; Rujevica and Mihaceva Draga, in
Rijeka; a settlement near Barutane, in Delnica; Glogovica
and “Josip Rimac” in Slavonski Brod; “At the Orthodox
church” in Beli Manastir. As a rule, these are structures in
groups that are the most numbered.

1.5. Conventional town settlements. Their main fea-
ture is that the Roma did not actively model them. They
did not model the settlement or the houses in which
they live. Moreover, the settlements and houses emerged
during the town’s evolution in which the Roma were not
even present. During a particular period, the Romani pop-
ulation moved into these settlements and acquired perma-
nent residence there. A settlement called Vodnjan in Istria
is a representative example of this group. Namely, a small
Romani group moved into deserted houses where Italians
and Croatians (who decided to be Italian citizens after
World War II) had lived until the end of the 1940s. The
Roma, of course, were not the only group that took over
these deserted houses. They are integrated in a larger mi-
gratory contingent. Field research shows that these Roma
have shaped their social survival according to patterns
used by other groups. For example, family structures, pro-
fessional styles, measures of personal and community wel-
fare, work aspirations and territorial behaviour are related.
For this reason, stereotypical misperceptions about the
Roma are not projected onto them as a group whose life-
style is incompatible with conventional styles of town/civil
life in Croatian towns. The survey report on Romani parts
of town settlements, where tendencies of forming detached



settlements have faded, shows that Romani aspirations are
most related to aspirations that are based on social sur-
vival of the Roma in Vodnjan and similar settlements.

1.6. “Black holes”. If the hygienic, communal and
building qualities of Romani settlements in their entirety
are compared to other settlements where other Croatian
inhabitants live, it is easy to see that only a small number
of Romani settlements can successfully avoid this depress-
ing label. Still, it is possible to separate some extreme ex-
amples. Clearly, most of them are outside of town and in
rural areas. However, they can also be found in town ar-
eas. According to the available data, there are more of
these examples; these are groups of Romani houses in
Popovacda, near the fairgrounds; a group of Romani houses
in Orlovac, in Karlovac; a Romani group in Sveti Durd; a
Romani group at the locality Vuéja jama, in Brod on the
Kupa; a Romani group in Slatina, in the settlement Ko-
zica; and a Romani group in Glogovica in Slavonski Brod.
A common definition of the mentioned places is not pos-
sible. The only thing that can be pointed out is that these
structures are at the margins of town areas. Their ‘black-
ness” is determined by two basic facts: the absence of tech-
nical and communal infrastructure, complete or partial
electricity, as well as markedly poor building materials
(sheet metal, cardboard, wood, trailers, nylon). At these
sites, there are no larger Romani groups. However, this
fact is not particularly comforting. Undoubtedly, their set-
tlement practices are conventional in homelessness.

2. Romani settlements in rural areas. It already has
been mentioned: from a structural perspective there is no
adequate reason to expect settlement types that are not in
town areas. The main difference, as in town settlements,
can be attributed to different positions, distances and “ge-
netic determinants of the settlement. Within this frame-
work, of course, a specific ruralisation of lifestyle needs to
be taken into account. However, it needs to be remem-
bered that this is manifested in a context that is mainly re-
sistant to profound differentiations according to the ur-
ban-rural scheme thanks to the manifold decline of condi-
tions and styles. Ruralisation is vaulted in limited and
marginal traces.

2.1. Small group of houses or individual houses.
They are visible in many municipalities. For example, in
the settlement Svinjarec, municipality of Dubrava; in the
settlement Brezine, municipality of Farkasevac; in the set-
tlement Pulska, municipality of Luka; in the settlements
Donja Kuptina, Lijevo Sredi¢ko, Dvoranci, Topolovec Pi-
sarovinski; in Lesovac, municipality of Sandrovac, in De-

Ivan Rogi¢

Some Socio-ecological
Determinants of Romani
Settlements

291



Ivan Rogi¢

Some Socio-ecological
Determinants of Romani
Settlements

292

zanovac and Ivanska in the same municipality; in the set-
tlement Domanku$ municipality of Roviice; in the settle-
ment Narta, municipality of Stefanje; Konjsko Brdo, mu-
nicipality of Perusié; Popovac; in the settlements KneZevi
Vinogradi; Pevrske; Hlapéina; Strukovec; Sveta Marija;
and elsewhere. They are either individual houses or a
smaller group of houses in the existing rural settlements.
Similar to the town areas, they are not structures that are
special phenomena as a result of their features. Simply,
they are a part of the conventional varying context of ru-
ral settlements in particular regional areas. Larger social
control, a characteristic of small settlements, certainly re-
duces the probability of scattered Romani inhabitation of
small settlements. However, there are examples, where de-
mographic exhaustion of these settlements has weakened
the mechanisms of social control so that those groups
with migratory intentions are more open than we think
they are.

2.2. Settlement structures that have come about by
occupying houses that were initially built for other pur-
poses. In the available documentation, we could not find
typical examples of this. It is reasonable to assume that
there are examples, but they have not been documented.
In a number of settlements, in different areas of Croatia,
groups of Roma have occupied abandoned houses. As a
rule, the state of these houses is problematic and it cannot
be said that they are suitable for use. Strictly speaking,
they do not completely belong to this group. However, it
still can be said that this entails occupying a house in-
tended for other purposes, more precisely, for demolition.
Where it was possible - the Roma “occupied” these dere-
lict houses.

2.3. Romani fragments in rural settlements. Exam-
ples of this have been noted in a smaller number of settle-
ments. Examples can be found in the settlement Karlovec
Ludbreski; in the settlement Ludice, in the town area
Delnica; in the settlement Pribislavec, in the town area
Cakovec; in the settlement Gori¢an in the municipality
area Gorican; in the settlement Tenja (also known as
Velika Bara or Sangaj).There are surely more, but the avail-
able data is limited to these examples. The relatively small
number allows us to hypothesise that this pattern of terri-
torial behaviour is less suitable for the Roma. Surely, the
main reason is related to the fact that Romani builders, as
a rule, build on land that does not belong to them, that is,
municipality or town land and then lastly on privately
owned land. In rural settlements, in between particular
parts, there is simply less of “no one’s” land, especially



larger areas, suitable for building Romani streets or larger
neighbourhoods. The “interpolation” of individual houses,
or smaller groups of houses is easier. The data shows that
there are more of these settlements. On the contrary, the
“building” of larger Romani parts in a settlement is much
harder, under the circumstances. The already mentioned
data on an analogous type in town areas shows that the
town area is more suitable for this type of territorial be-
haviour. There is a larger “offer” of “no one’s” /town land
and the informal forms of social control are not tight.

2.4. Detached Romani settlements in rural areas.
Based on the insights presented in the previous section, it
is reasonable to assume that the tendency of forming de-
tached settlements is strongest in the territorial behaviour
of Romani groups in rural areas. It is strong in the town
area as well. As a rule, those town margins are markedly
low on the ladder of desires. They are in fact sociofugal.
In rural areas, the choice of place for detached settlements
is not markedly connected to their sociofugalness, as in
towns. In other words, the adjective “separate” or “risky”
cannot be used to describe these locations as in towns.
However, on the other hand, the already drafted scheme
related to the economic behaviour of the Roma shows that
even in rural areas the Roma do not want to distance
themselves from important waste areas, especially indus-
trial as well as road and rail networks for different “initia-
tives” ranging from exchange to begging.

Orientating examples are the settlement Gracanica;
settlement in the municipality of Velika Ludina; Puskari¢i
near Ogulin; Gornje Selo near OStarija; Strmec Podravski;
Sveti Purd; Karlovec Ludbreski; Omisalj, on the island of
Krk; Brod on the Kupa; Donja Dobra; Candrliste; Pitoma-
¢a; Londarevo; Piskorovec; Kur$anec; Palanjak; Bistrinci;
Bolman; Sitnice; Parag I and Parag II, next to the settle-
ment Trnovec (along the border with Slovenia); Drzimu-
rec; Kotoriba; and others. Data shows that the patterns of
settlement formation and infrastructural difficulties in
these settlements are similar to those settlements in town
areas. However, the general advantages of town settlements
compared to rural ones needs to be taken into account.
These include greater possibility of using technical, social
and the communal infrastructure. If this contextual vari-
able is considered, then the living conditions in this group
of settlements are in the main of a dark grey spectrum col-
our.

2.5. Conventional Romani rural settlements. The
available data shows that there are in fact none of these
settlements. Nevertheless, the settlements in County of Vu-
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kovar-Sirmium should be mentioned. The Romani rural
population in this county is closest to the conventional
living conditions of an average village.

2.6. “Black holes”. When the living conditions in ru-
ral Romani settlements are compiled, the competition for
membership in this sad group would be more than harsh.
Nevertheless, it is possible to differentiate some com-
pletely marginal examples. According to our evaluations,
they are: Strmec Podravski and Donja Dubrava. The ground
is predominantly swampy in Strmec Podravski. The avail-
able data shows that a large number of “houses” have been
built in a small area: 19 made out brick and 45 huts. Elec-
tricity is available in the settlement but the quality of wa-
ter is a problem since it is pumped directly from the
swamp.

The settlement Donja Dubrava is situated between the
embankment and a bed of the Drava, on the border be-
tween the counties of Medimurje and Koprivnica-Krizevci.
Since this is a flood area, every water level change of the
Drava is risky. These inhabitants can use a telephone, but
there is no water or electricity. Even though the total num-
ber of “objects” is relatively small (about 15) this fact does
diminish the discomfort: the settlement is simply unsus-
tainable.

It is not incorrect to include a small Romani group
near Brod on the Kupa into this group. Out of the three
settlements, not one has basic technical infrastructure
(electricity, water). In addition one of these settlements is
built out of “cardboard barracks”, that is, material that is
characteristically found in favellas.

Three examples are on a list that is completely black.
However, identification does not imply that the unmen-
tioned examples deserve lighter coloured adjectives.

There are four basic groups that were differentiated in the
presented typological scheme that can reliably outline size.
They are settlements that emerged like parts/fragments of
town and rural settlements and those detached settlements.
The other groups are marginal in terms of size. The num-
ber of inhabitants in a discussion on size offers orienta-
tion. Data on the surface area of Romani dwellings can
also be found but this is unfortunately unsystematic. For
this reason, this data 1s not used. Moreover, data on the
number of inhabitants are based mainly on evaluations
As a rule, Romani settlements in town areas, like
other town parts, or detached settlements are the largest



according to number of inhabitants. On the other hand,
if the absolute size is taken into consideration a picture of
small /or smaller structures is evident. Among the peak
numbers, there are approximately 1,050 inhabitants in Fe-
renscica, a settlement in Zagreb. In the Romani settlement
“Josip Rimac”, in Slavonski Brod, it is estimated that there
are 1,150 Roma. In Capraske Poljane, a settlement in Si-
sak, the Romani population is approximately 600. Estima-
tions show that there are 650 Roma in Kutina. In other
town settlements, the estimations indicate lesser numbers,
in the range of 100-450 inhabitants. In smaller towns, the
number is frequently less than a 100.

Why is the presented data important? This generally
indicates the scarcity of Romani town settlements. In
other words, the Roma cannot compete by relying on
their statistical size. Small settlements such as these can
hardly get labelled: crucial case or something similar,
which would place them in a better position with regard
to priorities in programmes of infrastructural renewal. Re-
lated to this is the already mentioned professional and
economic base of these settlements; it is not difficult to
anticipate how miserable a settlement’s perspectives are in
their struggle for a better future. Thus, it is clearly antici-
pated that Romani parts in larger town settlements will
have better chances. To their benefit, (even though this is
limited) units of local government, where they are estab-
lished, are at work or the wider local lobby networks, ac-
cording to territorial needs, attempt to meet Romani needs.

Romani settlements in rural areas are smaller com-
pared to urban areas. Some examples include: Gracanica,
with a population of 270; Strmec Podravski with 420 in-
habitants; Kur§anec with 700 inhabitants; Parag I and
Parag II with a total of 900 inhabitants; Bistrinci with 500
inhabitants; and Piskorovec with a population of 700. The
range of settlement size is approximately between 100 -
700 inhabitants. Settlements with more than 700 inhabit-
ants are very rare. Still, there are a few settlements with less
than 100 inhabitants, but their number is relatively incon-
spicuous in the overall distribution. Thus, there are small
and very small settlements. Considered from a socio-eco-
logical perspective, it is more than evident that their size
per se - is limited. They are, simply too small for success-
ful and autonomous supervision of their own develop-
ment. Two more factors also need to be added. The first is
notorious: according to all measures in Croatian research
rural areas are “spaces beyond” (see Stambuk, Rogi¢ &
Miseti¢, 2002). Thus, as a whole, rural areas have difficult
access to development (if at all). The second factor is, the
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already mentioned professional and economic (in)compe-
tencies of the Romani group, especially in the village. This
is simply of poor quality. For this reason, it is improbable
that this type of settlement, even though there are clear as-
pirations to separate, as a whole, that they will be able to
support themselves as independent structures in the
long-term. The programmes of sanitation and regulation
of the living conditions will have, in the main, occasional
and limited effects.

Infrastructure in Romani settlements

Table 2

Evaluation of settlement
infrastructure quality

For discussion of the quality of the communal and social
infrastructure in Romani settlements the provided data in
the following tables is useful.

Evaluations in counties in %

Zagreb Sisak-Moslavina Varazdin

Infrastructure . 'é ‘é '5 . ‘é‘ ‘é '5 . ‘é‘ ‘é '5

$E 25 pE oz 2R i gz ER %

28 8E JE Zi 8EF JE Zi 8E JE
Electricity 39.3 8.0 52.7 219 9.4 68.8 12.5 7.5 80.0
Waterworks 36.6 7.1 56.3 333 16.7 50.0 13.8 5.0 81.3
Sewerage 34.8 8.9 56.3 2.1 12.5 85.4 2.5 3.8 93.8
Telephone network 49.1 18.8 32.1 46.9 30.2 22.9 475 30.0 225
Footpaths 31.3 19.6 49.1 .0 13.5 86.5 .0 17.5 82.5
Paved streets 30.4 19.6 50.0 1.0 42 94.8 .0 15.0 85.0
Grocery shop 55.4 14.3 30.4 20.8 26.0 53.1 26.3 37.5 36.3
Specialised shops 44.1 30.6 252 38.5 37.5 24.0 42.5 40.0 17.5
Kindergarten 49.1 12.5 38.4 9.4 20.8 69.8 18.8 36.3 45.0
Primary school 52.7 9.8 37.5 219 13.5 64.6 25.0 31.3 43.8
Health clinic or surgery 45.5 8.9 45.5 19.8 18.8 61.5 27.5 213 51.3
Social club 39.3 26.8 33.9 7.3 30.2 62.5 22.5 51.3 26.3
More jobs 5.4 11.6 83.0 3.2 10.8 86.0 5.2 14.3 80.5
Ordered settlement 19.6 17.9 62.5 1.1 15.8 83.2 0 11.3 88.8
Religious institutions
(church, mosque, etc.) 52.7 19.6 27.7 42.7 333 24.0 26.3 42.5 31.3
Cemetery 64.3 20.5 15.2 66.7 17.7 15.6 67.5 17.5 15.0
Public transport stop 58.9 8.9 32.1 38.5 24.0 37.5 213 30.0 48.8
Organised removal of
rubbish 50.9 7.1 42.0 57.3 15.6 27.1 22.5 25.0 52.5




Table 2

(continued)

Evaluation in counties in %

Primorje-Gorski kotar Brod-Posavina Osijek-Baranja
Infrastructure - é g é . é g é . é é g

«2 £ 5 <8 B3 ¥ <8 B3 5

£5 £Ea &o 8795 £Ea &oa 8795 £ a bBo

za RE SE zZ&i 8E 2E za RE SE
Electricity 21.1 11.1 67.8 33.0 3.0 64.0 46.0 5.0 49.0
Waterworks 18.9 8.9 72.2 29.0 5.0 66.0 24.0 10.0 66.0
Sewerage 3.3 4.4 922 4.0 1.0 95.0 17.0 18.0 65.0
Telephone network 25.6 28.9 45.6 29.0 21.0 50.0 39.0 26.0 35.0
Footpaths 6.7 26.7 66.7 5.0 27.0 68.0 19.0 24.0 57.0
Paved streets 5.6 13.3 81.1 14.1 11.1 74.7 18.0 19.0 63.0
Grocery shop 289 18.9 52.2 42.0 22.0 36.0 26.0 24.0 50.0
Specialised shops 38.9 45.6 15.6 52.0 36.0 12.0 49.0 31.0 20.0
Kindergarten 15.6 15.6 68.9 11.0 23.0 66.0 16.0 26.0 58.0
Primary school 24.4 26.7 48.9 12.0 15.0 73.0 36.0 21.0 43.0
Health clinic or surgery 18.9 12.2 68.9 9.0 12.0 79.0 17.0 17.0 66.0
Social club 21.1 30.0 48.9 15.0 22.0 63.0 21.0 30.0 49.0
More jobs 1.1 10.0 88.9 3.0 .0 97.0 1.0 4.0 95.0
Ordered settlement 0 12.2 87.8 0 2.0 98.0 9.0 19.0 72.0
Religious institutions
(church, mosque, etc.) 13.3 27.8 58.9 35.0 21.0 44.0 57.0 12.0 31.0
Cemetery 22.7 35.2 42.0 59.0 17.0 24.0 58.0 17.0 25.0
Public transport stop 28.9 333 37.8 15.0 15.0 70.0 33.0 19.0 48.0
Organised removal of
rubbish 31.1 21.1 47.8 36.0 14.0 50.0 40.0 14.0 46.0
Table 2
(continued)

Evaluations in counties in %
Istria Medimurje Other Total sample

Infrastructure . E g é . é é g - E é é . é é é

5f f.Edf £ .EgE fEiE ¢
Electricity 59.8 6.2 340 200 11.6 684 293 187 520 30.7 9.0 603
Waterworks 59.8 41 36.1 10.6 83 810 373 10.7 520 272 8.4 644
Sewerage 52.6 9.3 381 2.8 9.7 876 5.3 0 947 132 8.1 787
Telephone network 443 340 21.6 326 260 414 467 8.0 453 39.1 251 359
Footpaths 588 237 175 93 296 611 2.7 93 88.0 149 22,6 625
Paved streets 617 17.0 213 120 208 67.1 27 40 933 164 150 68.6




Evaluations in counties in %

Istria Medimurje Other Total sample

Infrastructure a :éx é g . E g é . :éx é g . E g é
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Grocery shop 66.7 11.5 219 394 213 394 267 293 440 379 221 400
Specialised shops 740 18.8 73 468 273 259 560 240 200 488 31.6 19.6
Kindergarten 53.6 21.6 247 200 181 619 227 253 520 240 212 547
Primary school 573 115 313 296 185 519 453 253 293 335 185 48.0
Health clinic or surgery 45.8 94 448 190 144 667 48.0 187 333 265 144 59.1
Social club 49.5 299 206 255 389 356 267 227 507 256 32.0 424
More jobs 12.5 94 781 69 11.1 819 6.9 6.9 86.1 5.2 89 859
Ordered settlement 354 323 323 1.9 194 787 2.7 6.7 90.7 75 160 765
Religious institutions
(church, mosque, etc.) 427 135 438 288 302 409 520 20.0 28.0 381 248 37.1
Cemetery 423 103 474 671 17.1 157 747 133 120 590 183 227
Public transport stop 515 237 247 316 265 419 440 187 373 358 223 420
Organised removal of
rubbish 52.6 227 247 247 116 63.7 373 173 453 379 155 465

Source: Field study 2004

298

Some of the given data in the tables is instructive.

(a) Considering the survey sample as a whole, con-
vincingly it can be seen how the smallest share of the sam-
ple (only a minor percent) stated that more jobs and an
ordered settlement are not a problem. On the other hand,
convincingly most expressed that more jobs (85.9%) and
an ordered settlement (76.5%) are markedly important.
The mentioned priorities hold a similar position in each
county. It can be concluded that there is a social poten-
tial on the basis of which a long-term and stable mobilisa-
tion of the Roma in these settlements could be shaped.
This possibility is challenged by a few relevant factors;
some of these have already been mentioned. However, we
should not “jump” to optimistic conclusions just on the
basis of the presented findings and then establish how the
mentioned potential can be linearly activated. In this re-
spect, local developmental policies are important. Just how
competent are local self-governing units (where there are
Romani settlements) is an issue outside the framework of
this analysis. It should be noted that towns - the size of
Sisak have difficulties formulating these types of policies
and more difficulty can be expected in smaller units in a
predominantly rural network of settlements.

(b) Out of the three basic public utilities (electricity,
waterworks, sewerage), most agreed that sewerage is clearly



important. Namely, as many as 79% claimed that this is
very important in terms of further development of the set-
tlement, while only 13.2% of the respondents claimed that
this is not a problem. It is well-known that sewerage is the
“torture” of many Croatian settlements. In comparison to
the other mentioned public utilities, sewerage is the slow-
est developed. On the other hand, a number of Croatian
addresses use septic tanks in the absence of a sewerage sys-
tem. Thus, it is not obvious why the absence of a sewerage
system, in view of the septic tank possibility, is a problem
in Romani settlements. It seems that this reaction implies
the expectation that this is someone else’s responsibility
rather than one’s own, ie., the use of a septic tank is a
widespread practice among the non-Roma population. Still,
the other two utilities are in a better state. Nearly a third
of the respondents (30.7%) stated that electricity is not a
problem in the settlement. On the other hand, as many as
60.3% respondents stated that electricity is an important
priority with regard to orderliness in the settlement. This
alludes to the fact that electricity is available in many
Romani settlements, but the Roma cannot pay their elec-
tricity bills so they are the “victims” of disconnection. The
available documentation shows that electricity is accessible
in most Romani settlements.

Considering the basic models of public utility facili-
ties, present in Croatian urbanisation, it is reasonable to
anticipate that the percentage wise share of respondents
that are satisfied with waterworks in the settlements will be
less than the percentage wise share of respondents that are
satisfied with electricity. The findings indicate that this is
the case. Less (even though this is insignificantly less)
27.2% of the respondents claimed that waterworks are not
a problem in the settlement. On the other hand, nearly
65% state that waterworks are very important and neces-
sary. This percentage indicates a clear lagging of Romani
settlements. This is also evident in the available town-plan-
ning documentation.

(¢) The three basic institutions of social infrastruc-
ture: the kindergarten, primary school and health clinic
are not a problem for 24-33% of the respondents. Approx-
imately, the same share of respondents claims that electric-
ity and water are not a problem. However, on the other
hand, significantly less express the importance and ur-
gency of their building - between 48-59%. The first per-
centage refers to a primary school. It can be concluded
that this network is “closer” to Romani settlements. How-
ever, the percentage that refers to the health clinic (59%)
and kindergarten (55%) indicates that the opportunities in
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this perspective are, to put it very mildly, substandard. Be-
sides the primary school network, the other networks of so-
cial infrastructure are completely unsuitable to meet needs
of the community.

(d) Paved footpaths, paved streets and similar improve-
ments are at the very initial stage. It is evident that their
shortage is visible not only in rural settlements, where it is
usual and more probable but also in town settlements.

(e) The telephone network is not a source of problems
for, approximately 40% of respondents while public trans-
port is not a problem for approximately 36% of respon-
dents. Even though both data show, like all the others pre-
viously mentioned, the obvious substandardness, it is evi-
dent that the “softer” forms of technical services, with less
obligatory investment in huge and expensive equipment,
break through Romani settlements more easily. The same
conclusion can be drawn for the share of respondents sat-
isfied with the organisation of rubbish removal.

(f) The bad news also extends to the data on the re-
maining municipal services. Responses suggest how respon-
dents have the least difficulty with - death. The respon-
dents have the “least problem” with burial places. Simi-
larly, they have the least difficulty with places of worship.
Evidently, that ‘a Romani perspective of the other side’ is
somewhat brighter than the perspective on this side.

(g) Thus, considered as a whole, Romani settlements
according to the respondents’ perception are markedly
substandard in terms of infrastructure. Of course, in
this sense, a town settlement 1s somewhat better. However,
just “townness” does not guarantee a better quality infra-
structure. Greater differences are evident between settle-
ments in particular county areas. Generally considered, the
better ones are in the Counties of Istria and Osijek-Bara-
nja as well as the City of Zagreb. However, despite this,
the paramount conclusion is that Romani settlements are
at the extreme margins as a result of their substandardness.
In essence, there is a simple paradox at work. It can be
schematically formulated in the following way: it is more
probable that settlements will be better equipped if they
are of less Romani origin. In the three mentioned areas,
there are more of these settlements that are less Romani so
the total picture has less black/grey tones.

Ideas about desirable settlements
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It is well-known that entirely precise ideas are usually evaded
in research of this kind based on surveys. This is not be-
cause of the methodological framework restrictions. Rather



simply, most of the respondents are not capable of clearly
defining more important territorial aspirations. This state-
ment does not only apply to the Romani group but also
to other groups that are present in Croatian settlements.
Nevertheless, it is possible to propose some basic ideas on
a desirable settlement. These ideas have been reduced to a
few orientation desires and thoughts. As they are, they
certainly cannot be used as a completed plan of action.
However, they undoubtedly contribute a clearer boundary
determination between particular possibilities that define
an action base of a renewal programme and settlement
revitalisation.

The main descriptor of the settlement. For its iden-
tification, 1t 1s useful to consider the distribution of data
in the following table.
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Table 3

Characteristic features of
lifestyle in the settlement

County in %

Zagreb Sisak-Moslavina Varazdin

Features = _‘é‘ = é = E

& é g 5 E =l E é g

S Y S LY S LY

Z A O Z. A O Z A O
Great role of tradition 23.1 33.7 433 31.8 43.5 247 299 35.8 34.3
Threatened by the polluted
environment 30.9 16.4 52.7 1.0 15.6 83.3 5.1 8.9 86.1
The possibility of acquiring a
good standard in a short time 51.4 21.9 26.7 58.2 32.9 8.9 56.8 27.0 16.2
Safe everyday life 29.7 30.6 39.6 19.4 35.5 45.2 13.9 46.8 39.2
The possibility of living
according to one’s own choice 252 31.8 43.0 205 46.6 33.0 16.0 36.0  48.0
Table 3
(continued)

County in %
Primorje-Gorski kotar Brod-Posavina Osijek-Baranja

Features = _;vs = J‘:&Z = _:‘r‘v

5 é 1 5 é el 5 é 1

IS} ) S kY 3 Y

Z A O z B O Z A O
Great role of tradition 3.8 282 67.9 26.6 40.4 33.0 29.3 34.8 35.9
Threatened by the polluted
environment 13.7 27.4 58.9 53 14.7 80.0 23.2 31.6 45.3
The possibility of acquiring a
good standard in a short time 81.8 7.8 10.4 59.1 204 204 57.6 217 207
Safe everyday life 39.2 22.8 38.0 10.3 41.2 48.5 13.0 37.0 50.0
The possibility of living
according to one’s own choice 333 240 427 226 2538 51.6 18.0 315 50.6




Table 3

(continued)
Counties in %
Istria Medimurje Other Total sample

Features = i = E = é = ;v
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z & O =z & O =z & O zZ & 0O
Great role of tradition 57 31.0 632 272 428 300 323 385 292 23.6 372 392
Threatened by the polluted
environment 323 398 280 122 183 695 9.6 288 61.6 150 21.7 633
The possibility of acquiring a
good standard in a short time 422 167 411 489 228 283 50.8 333 159 552 224 224
Safe everyday life 7.7 385 53.8 17.8 28.7 535 82 260 658 179 33.6 485
The possibility of living
according to one’s own choice 17.0 33.0 50.0 20.6 269 52.6 156 359 484 21.0 31.7 472

Source: Field study 2004

302

The given data shows in a convincing way that the
majority of the respondents agree that the main distin-
guishing feature of the settlement in which they live is
that their life is endangered by conditions. More than
60% of the respondents completely agree that this is a
characteristic feature of their lifestyle while an additional
20% claim that the threat is “somewhat” present. On the
other hand, only 15% of the respondents think that haz-
ard is not a feature of life in the settlement in which they
live. The polluted environment is the source of hazard in
most cases. This is also due to the chaotic availability of
municipal services. Moreover, many Romani settlements
were set up near larger industrial polluters or larger rub-
bish dumps, which many Roma see as an important “re-
source”. Likewise, the majority convincingly agree that
people in these settlements cannot count on fast life suc-
cesses or on speedy improvements of life opportunities
and welfare. In other words, according to the Roma, their
settlements are dangerous places in terms of health and
life where only a minority believe that they have the pos-
sibility to acquire a good standard in a short time and live
according to their desires.

However, nearly 50% of the respondents maintain
that the possibility of a safe everyday life is “obvious” in
this, not especially enchanting context. This is like the
possibility to live according to one’s choice. Both findings
need to be read as linked. Their more precise meaning is
comprehensible in the context of endemic poverty and
poor literacy, which as the data shows is paramount in
these settlements. In these contexts, the mentioned state-



ments indicate a type of social autarky, which permeates
their relation towards their settlement. The settlements, ac-
cording to the respondents, are risky and dangerous. In
the main, they are chaotic. However, on the other hand, in
this social isolation, everyday life is relatively successfully
monitored and lived with minimum external pressure.
Since eventual external pressure would be targeted at change
of the ecological configuration and technical systems as
well as lifestyles on an independent income, the Roma
think of this change in terms of its limiting nature with
respect to their autonomy until now. Thus, dedication to
the settlement, despite the negative main descriptor, is
considerable. Paradoxically, minor deprivation enslaves, but
it seems that major deprivation - liberates.

What type of settlement? The distribution of respon-
ses, which indicates their main needs is shown in table 4.
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Table 4

What type of settlement do
the Roma want?

County in %

£ < s s
s 5 £ =) <
Features of the settlement o @] =5 s Y o
& = 2 Z 2 3 g
2 2 % 5. 5 £ . E 5 Z
2 3 0z £ % % F % 2 3
N b2t > &2 m o R = o =
An ordered and clean settlement
with nice fronts/facades 313 50.0 426 178 33.0 17.0 1.0 525 587 353

A settlement with public utilities
(gas, electricity, water, sewerage...) 63 261 350 266 120 18.0

A settlement with ordered traffic
infrastructure 36 313 225 289 100 17.0

A settlement with different social
infrastructure (school, kindergarten,

playground, cultural centre...) 1.8 7.2 6.3 6.7 4.0 4.0
An urbanised settlement (building

permit) 0.9 1.0 5.1 7.8 1.0 6.0
A rural type of settlement 0.9 .0 1.3 .0 0 20
Settlements like other “non-Roma”

settlements, nothing special 438 292 263 278 420 40.0
Big, grouped settlements 4.5 .0 1.3 .0 1.0 .0

1.0 235 147 182

327 184 213 303
3.1 3.2 .0 1.8

Source: Field study 2004

In this table, two groups are evidently larger than oth-
ers: the group of respondents that dream about an or-
dered/clean settlement and a group of respondents who
want settlements that are similar to other “non-Roma” set-
tlements - nothing special. At a level of meaning, it is not
incorrect to assume how the respondents link these two re-
sponses. Ideas about a desirable settlement directly rest on
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cleanliness and related ecological descriptors and on the
non-Roma difference - more precisely on the similarity
of Romani settlements with other non-Roma settlements.
The possible confusion here may be caused by the use of
the words: Romani and non-Romani settlement.

In this section, they do not denote specific determi-
nants inseparable from ethnic or socio-cultural identity.
They denote, on the contrary, the difference between set-
tlements that are municipally and economically “nor-
mal” and settlements that are municipally and economi-
cally substandard, which in this research has operatively
qualified as Romani. Thus, the aspirational reaching out
of the respondents for non-Romani settlements indicates
their yearning to snap out of sad/grey settlement neglect.
In short, the central aspirations of the respondents can
be understood as a wish for a settlement-that-is-like-ev-
ery-other. They do not cease to be Romani with respect
to the determinants of Romani identity. However, they
cease to be Romani by erasing the configurations of ne-
glect.

In light of this data, the insight mentioned earlier is
not erased. The forces of social autarky are still effective.
However, the functioning settlement framework 1s simply
transferred to an existentially and municipally less dan-
gerous/risky place. Only as much as it is “less” danger-
ous/risky, is it more similar to non-Romani settlements.
Aspiration, in essence, only shows the main direction of
desired settlement position of Romani inhabitants. It does
not include the desire to change some limiting characteris-
tics of the inhabitants themselves. In this respect, aspira-
tions are not so unambiguous.

Configuration of desires up close. The concrete out-
line of desirable settlements can be seen in table 5

If the “Romani” results are compared to results ob-
tained in other cases, it is evident that the basic pattern of
housing aspirations is similar. Their main points of refer-
ence are: a house with a vegetable plot and yard; pedes-
trian zone; a low-rise building; and small town. Their ex-
pression among the Romani group does not distinguish
them, but, on the contrary, makes them similar to the
majority population.

However, there are three points of reference that are
impossible to neglect. The surveyed Roma more often ex-
press that they wish to live in settlements with town
streets (74%) and in newer settlements with modern ar-
chitecture (63%). Still, less respondents 44.3% want to live
in a Romani settlement with other Roma and more 55.7%
want to live in another (non-Romani) settlement.



Table 5
Where would the Roma most prefer to live?

County in %

g 2 s« =
Determinant of the settlement -Li; US E Ag NN %
§ = L & 4 5 5
3 ¥ 8. 5 3 £ 5 <
S & S Eg & 8 B 2 8§ &
Along a river 345 292 244 831 480 424 299 350 313 384
Away from a river 655 708 756 169 520 57.6 70.1 650 687 616
Close to the town centre 75.5 63.5 532 671 71.0 68.0 74.0 668 522 665
Away from town centre 245 365 468 329 290 320 260 332 478 335
In a settlement with town streets 682 719 759 638 670 820 868 755 73.1 739
In a settlement without typical town streets 31.8 28.1 24.1 362 33.0 18.0 132 245 269 26.1
In an older part of the town with classical
(traditional) architecture 40.7 40.6 27.8 333 21.0 42.0 23,5 439 537 372
In a newer settlement with modern
architecture 593 594 722 667 79.0 580 765 561 463 62.8
In a house with a vegetable plot and yard 945 969 949 964 90.0 96.0 879 935 91.0 935
In an apartment building or family house
without a vegetable plot and yard 55 31 51 36 100 40 121 65 9.0 65
In a pedestrian zone 70.0 82.1 833 788 90.0 80.0 842 863 73.1 8l.6
In a zone with town traffic 300 179 16.7 212 100 20.0 158 137 269 134
In a low-rise building 927 948 949 97.1 89.9 940 868 93.0 955 93.1
In a high-rise building 73 52 51 29 101 60 132 70 45 69
In a big town 570 292 29.1 726 37.0 182 443 300 212 365
In a smaller or small town 43.0 70.8 709 274 63.0 818 557 70.0 788 63.5
In a Romani settlement 229 458 57.0 553 47.0 46.0 192 48.1 56.7 443
In another (non-Romani) settlement 77.1 542 43.0 447 530 540 808 519 433 557
In a village 245 625 823 57 520 600 170 792 851 548
In a town 755 37.5 177 943 480 400 830 208 149 452
Source: Field Study 2004
The first two are related to the insights presented in
previous sections. Ground-plan order, new buildings and
modernity are features of a town-planning directive that
resulted in the building of a number of settlements during
the socialist period. These features were not threatened in
the period following 1990. Romani desires directly express
a negation of abandoned/”wild” settlements where most
of them now live. In this respect, they want to live in set-
tlements that are similar to other settlements.
However, the third determinant deserves a special
comment. Over half of the respondents desire to live in a 305
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settlement where there is no Romani community, at least
where this community has a role in administration and
the orienting development of the settlement. However, on
the other hand, less than half of the respondents state that
the already mentioned determinants of a desirable settle-
ment are directly connected to the presence of the Ro-
mani community in that type of settlement. Two hypoth-
eses are useful in the reading of the obtained differences.

The first hypothesis indicates that there is a strong
sub-group in the Romani population in which the accu-
mulation of life and social successes is connected to
weaker “overriding” links with other members of the group.
A number of insights, even though unsystematic, show
that a number of Roma who have succeeded in life (what-
ever that means) socially represent their success by under-
lining similarities or affiliation to the majority/nonRo-
mani population. In other words: they do not emphasise/
dramatise their Romani roots. According to this scheme,
the accumulation of life successes leads to the social and
symbolic distancing from Romani groups. Of course, the
mentioned 55% of the respondents that do not wish to
live in Romani settlements cannot be classified into this
group mechanically. We do not have the necessary data
for this type of classification. However, it can be unambig-
uously maintained that the choice of a non-Romani settle-
ment as desirable is related/connected to this type of ori-
entation.

The second hypothesis shows that the Romani popula-
tion live on an independent income more than they de-
pend on economic opportunities. This, as other reliable
data shows, 1s maintained 1n a context of limited functional
literacy and reduced professional and social competency.
The rental of poverty, thus, appears in the wider sub-cultural
configuration; its strength is predominately absorbed from
the social autarchy of the Romani group, where its mar-
ginal quality only can maintain it as a rational acceptable
fact. It seems that the critical separation of Romani iden-
tity and social autarchy has not advanced. This means that
some of the important patterns of Romani identity, espe-
cially traditional lifestyles, in Romani self-representation
appear, as a rule, closely tied to the social autarchy of the
group and living on social welfare. Indirectly, this struc-
turally blocks the evolution of particular determinants of
Romani identity and the possibility of directly linking so-
cially successful behaviour and Romani identification. Ac-
cording to this scheme: to be a Roma means being at the
social/sub-cultural margin. It needs to be noted that social
overheads and reduction is not an exclusive product of a
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global society. The Romani rentiers of poverty get the most
from this; as a specific Romani “upper layer” they are in-
terested, first of all, in rewarding dependence and only
marginally in training the Romani group for roles as so-
cial participants capable of more than just living on an
unearned income. It certainly needs to be mentioned that
44% of the respondents cannot be mechanically classified
into this group dedicated to understanding the Romani
identity as a skill of living on an independent income.
However, it is unambiguous that the expression of these
desires is related to the outlined orientation.

Both of these hypotheses imply that the Romani group
is not homogeneous in comparison to the central devel-
opmental issue of the group: how to cross the margin and
become a successful group, at least as much as the others
and not repress or disintegrate traditional determinants of
Romani identity?

Desirability of institutions. The desirability of a num-
ber of institutions of social infrastructure can be seen in
the next table. It should be noted that the respondents
were not asked to make choices but rather ranked the
given list of institutions according to their desirability.

Table 6

The desirability of local
institutions

County
Rating : o ;
Zagreb Sisak-Moslavina Varazdin an(;:(];a?omkl Brod-Posavina
1. Health clinic, School and School and Health clinic, Health clinic,
chemist’s kindergarten kindergarten chemist’s chemist’s
2. School and Health clinic, Health clinic, School and School and
kindergarten chemist’s chemist’s kindergarten kindergarten
3. Grocery shop Grocery shop Grocery shop Grocery shop Sport-recreational
facilities
4. Fair, market Sportrecreational ~ Sport-recreational Religious place Grocery shop
facilities facilities of worship
5. Religious place Cultural- Religious place  Sport-recreational Fair, market
of worship entertainment of worship facilities
facilities
6. Sport-recreational Fair, market Fair, market Fair, market Cultural-
facilities entertainment
facilities
7. Cultural- Religious place Cultural- Cultural- Religious place
entertainment of worship entertainment entertainment of worship
facilities facilities facilities
8. Catering Catering Catering Catering Catering
establishment establishment establishment establishment establishment
(inn/café) (inn/café) (inn/café) (inn/café) (inn/café)
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Table 6

(continued)

) County
Rating - - - A
Osijek-Baranja Istria Medimurje Other Total sample
1. Health clinic, School and School and School and School and
chemist’s kindergarten kindergarten kindergarten kindergarten
2. School and Health clinic, Health clinic, Grocery shop Health clinic,
kindergarten chemist’s chemist’s chemist’s
3. Grocery shop Religious place Grocery shop Health clinic, Grocery shop
of worship chemist’s
4. Sport-recreational Grocery shop Sport-recreational ~ Sport-recreational ~ Sport-recreational
facilities facilities facilities facilities
5. Fair, market Fair, market Religious place Fair, market Fair, market
of worship
6. Cultural- Sport-recreational Fair, market Cultural- Religious place
entertainment facilities entertainment of worship
facilities facilities
7. Catering Cultural- Cultural- Religious place Cultural-
establishment entertainment entertainment of worship entertainment
(inn/café) facilities facilities facilities
8. Religious place Catering Catering Catering Catering
of worship establishment establishment establishment establishment
(inn/café) (inn/café) (inn/café) (inn/café)

Source: Field study 2004
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The obtained results clearly show/state the previously
outlined findings. In all counties, as in Croatia as a whole,
the first and second place was precisely taken up by three
basic institutions of social infrastructure: the school, kin-
dergarten and health clinic/chemist’s. In short, these are in-
stitutions of education and health. On the other hand, in
the whole surveyed area, like in most counties, except for
the County of Osijek-Baranja, the catering establishment
(inn/café) is last in terms of importance and desirability to
the Roma. A religious place of worship is last on the list in
the County of Osijek-Baranja. Considering that Romani set-
tlements in this county were predominantly part of the exi-
sting settlement network, there is no need for religious pla-
ces of worship because they already exist there.

Sport-recreational facilities and grocery shops are in
the middle of the range. It is evident that there is less need
for cultural-entertainment facilities. In the main, they are
in second to last place (in five out of nine area groups), or
in third to last place. The only exception is in the County
of Sisak-Moslavina where these facilities are middle of the
range.

These results reflect the existing circumstances that pre-
dominate in Romani settlements and the obtained distribu-
tion offers a useful general indicator of the aspirational



framework in which the idea of a desirable settlement is
shaped. It is evident that the central aspirational forces are
related to an ordered settlement, where it 1s comfortable to
live and where the basic welfare of children and youth as
well as health care is guaranteed. In general, the respon-
dents express how they want to substitute para-urban im-
provised pressured living for settlements where there is vis-
ible/present systematic public welfare for a quality life of
their inhabitants. Occasional municipal service investments
and improvements in this respect are not adequate. An in-
stitutional network that can continually monitor and
transform “wild” settlements is needed.
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Who is the settlement?

A few special questions are masked behind this seemingly
unusual heading. Their common link is with a certain “in-
ventory-making” of the community which was shaped in
the analysis of Romani settlements.

The authority of the community. A detailed analysis
of the authority of a settlement community in survey re-
search of this kind comes up against many practical diffi-
culties. Thus, the analytical demands in this case are clearly

. . . . . . Table 7
reduced. The discussion is on two findings. The first is vis- ¢ formaton |
. . ources of information In
ible in the next table. settlement
County in %
Frequency of use
Zagreb Sisak-Moslavina Varazdin
Source of information
5] 51 9]
£ £ E

— o =} = ° o I o o

Z » ©) Z 2 ©) Z %) ©)
Croatian TV 10.7 29.5 59.8 10.4 21.9 67.7 15.0 30.0 55.0
Local TV 33.0 33.9 33.0 20.8 35.4 43.8 40.0 38.8 21.3
Foreign TV stations (satellite) 72.1 10.8 17.1 91.6 5.3 3.2 82.5 10.0 7.5
Croatian radio 35.7 30.4 33.9 33.3 35.4 31.3 25.0 37.5 37.5
Other radio stations 40.2 33.9 259 37.5 36.5 26.0 47.5 35.0 17.5
Daily paper 44.6 29.5 25.9 66.7 229 10.4 57.5 325 10.0
Weekly paper 66.1 24.1 9.8 71.9 19.8 8.3 68.8 26.3 5.0
Talks with members of family
or friends .0 10.7 89.3 4.2 15.6 80.2 3.8 17.5 78.8
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Table 7
(continued)

Source of information

County in %

Frequency of use

Primorje-Gorski kotar Brod-Posavina Osijek-Baranja

Someti- Someti- Someti-

Never Often  Never Often  Never Often
mes mes mes

Croatian TV

Local TV

Foreign TV stations (satellite)
Croatian radio

Other radio stations

Daily paper

Weekly paper

Talks with members of family
or friends

1.1 28.1 70.8 8.0 14.0 78.0 5.0 18.0 77.0

9.1 44.3 46.6 43.0 35.0 22.0 39.0 31.0 30.0
25.0 46.6 28.4 65.0 19.0 16.0 79.0 12.0 9.0
315 36.0 32.6 18.0 36.0 46.0 14.0 30.0 56.0
34.8 40.4 24.7 41.0 34.0 25.0 13.0 32.0 55.0
41.1 43.3 15.6 54.0 34.0 12.0 62.0 24.0 14.0
68.9 24.4 6.7 65.0 27.0 8.0 73.0 24.0 3.0

.0 2.3 97.7 4.0 12.0 84.0 .0 14.1 85.9

Table 7
(continued)

County in %

Frequency of use

Source of information

Istria Medimurje Other Total sample
Never Sf)me— Often Never nge— Often Never Sf)me— Often Never Spme— Often
times times times times
Croatian TV 92 224 684 83 338 579 107 253 640 86 258 656
Local TV 347 378 27.6 435 315 250 280 307 413 340 348 312
Foreign TV stations
(satellite) 439 337 224 856 88 56 907 67 27 722 160 118
Croatian radio 214 449 337 250 375 375 189 514 297 250 372 378
Other radio stations 33.7 40.8 255 444 287 269 427 320 253 378 341 282
Daily paper 392 381 227 634 296 69 560 373 67 549 318 134
Weekly paper 571 27.6 153 759 194 46 693 280 2.7 693 238 69
Talks with members of
family or friends .0 175 825 37 130 833 27 213 760 22 135 843

Source: Field study 2004
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The given data shows that most respondents mention
two sources of information most often: Croatian TV and
Talks with members of family or friends. The first source,
as it is known, is a public company; its main job is to in-
form. Since many studies have shown that television is the
most effective public media, it is not especially surprising
that the Roma watch it often. However, the other men-
tioned source: talks with members of family or friends, is



not, evidently a specialised source of information. More-
over, oral speech is the medium that this circle most often
uses. Considering the level of literacy among the Roma, it
is not incorrect to assume that oral speech is their only
medium. However, despite the technical “simplicity” of
their main medium, the informational authority of fam-
ily/friend circle is based on the percentage of respondents
who put this in first place. The group of respondents who
“often” use the family/friend circle as a source of informa-
tion is nearly 20% more that the group that “often”
watches Croatian TV. In other words, despite the strength
of particular information companies, a particular strong
source of information is the family/friend circle in Ro-
mani settlements. This is a parallel type of informing that
directly depends on mutual communication that is pre-
dominately face-to-face. Clearly, the authority of the fam-
ily/friend circle as a source of information would not be
established, especially in light of competing professional
television companies, if it were not structurally depend-
ent on the authority of family/friend networks in other
areas of everyday life. This indicates that the network of
wider family units that are present in particular settle-
ments is the basic mechanism and framework of differen-
tiation of the settlement community. The network breaks
up and “filters” external influences that range from simple
pieces of information to far-reaching demands and limita-
tions.

The role of the family/friend network, in light of the
circumstances, is not extended to the duty of provoking
change in the settlement. Its job is to define patterns that
are obligatory for members more clearly. The duty of pro-
voking change is addressed to those participants “outside”.
The data in the following table suggests this hypothesis.
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Table 8

Who needs to be the main
initiator of improving the
quality of housing?

County in %

g = . s
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Municipality/town 80.2 90.4 80.0 920 787 79.8

Inhabitants of the quarter/settlement ~ 19.8 9.6 20.0 8.0 213 202

O
(=]
—_
oo
[=]
w
O
(=]
—
—_ 00
o W
N oo

99 197 99

Source: Field study 2004

It is visible that a convincing majority of the respon-
dents consider that the town or municipal administration
has the responsibility of provoking change/improvement.
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Table 9

Who influences settlement
development and living
conditions?

If this considered practically, this response is not without
foundation. The town and municipal authorities deal with
money, technical matters and land anyway. In comparison
to their potential, the possibilities of the Romani commu-
nity are more than humble.

However, it needs to be remembered that the duties
of improvement initiators are not directly dependent on
the mentioned possibilities. They emerge out of a deeper
circle of “ecological” duties where the local community it-
self knows best what “hurts” in the area and how to pro-
duce the main actors of change/improvement. The Ro-
mani responses “skip” this fact. The respondents’ message
reads: The initiator needs to be someone who has author-
ity. The thought of a partnership between the settlement
community and external initiators of change has just been
announced.

Who is the “boss” in settlements? The distribution
of responses to questions on the institutions or individu-
als who influence the development and living conditions
of the settlement were obtained in the same basic way.
This distribution is shown in the following table.

Counties in %

Degree of influence

Subject of influence

Zagreb Sisak-Moslavina Varazdin

() () ()

[ L L
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= o 2 — o = — o =
= Y < = Y < = Y <
= § & == 5§ & s 5 B
—~ “ Ry — “ = -~ « =
) ° © ) ° © S ° ©
Z = Z Z = Z Z = Z

State, government

Town/municipal
government

Experts
Settlement inhabitants

NGOs that promote
human rights and liberty

Romani associations

Political parties
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W
w
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63.5 27.1 9.4 83.3 16.7 .0 78.6 17.1 4.3
30.0 39.1 30.9 18.9 58.9 222 19.5 45.5 35.1

52.5 27.3 20.2 72.8 23.5 3.7 63.4 26.8 9.9
44.5 23.6 31.8 453 45.3 9.5 48.7 28.9 224
74.0 13.0 13.0 85.2 12.5 2.3 87.1 7.1 5.7
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Table 9

(continued)

Subject of influence

Counties in %

Degree of influence

Primorje-Gorski kotar

Brod-Posavina

Osijek-Baranja

Not at To some Notice-

Not at To some Notice-

Not at To some Notice-

all degree  ably all degree  ably all degree  ably
State, government 52.1 28.2 19.7 253 45.3 29.5 50.5 31.2 18.3
Town/municipal
government 45.8 34.7 19.4 18.4 48.0 33.7 26.8 43.3 29.9
Experts 63.5 27.1 9.4 83.3 16.7 .0 78.6 17.1 4.3
Settlement inhabitants 222 46.9 30.9 21.1 49.5 29.5 22.4 35.7 41.8
NGOs that promote
human rights and liberty ~ 53.3 25.0 21.7 38.2 40.4 213 49.4 31.5 19.1
Romani associations 14.5 34.2 51.3 35.5 36.6 28.0 27.8 33.0 39.2
Political parties 63.6 27.3 9.1 71.6 17.9 10.5 82.8 9.7 7.5
Table 9
(continued)

Counties in %
Degree of influence
Istria Medimurje Other Total sample

Subject of influence g ] g ]

R A

z & 2 2z £ 2 z & 2z 2z & z
State, government 28.6 476 238 358 40.6 235 296 493 211 392 399 209
Town/municipal
government 26.1 352 386 28.6 481 233 205 46.6 329 324 415 262
Experts 68.3 244 73 675 215 11.0 813 10.9 78 717 212 7.0
Settlement inhabitants 28.7 415 298 266 355 379 268 451 282 245 429 326
NGOs that promote
human rights and liberty 482 325 193 594 29.1 115 735 132 132 564 283 153
Romani associations 241 27.6 483 429 450 122 616 192 192 387 342 27.1
Political parties 620 190 19.0 746 203 51 86.8 59 74 762 153 8.5
Source: Field study 2004

According to the respondents, experts and political

parties are entirely marginal. Less than 10% of the respon-
dents express their “distinct” influence respectively. On
the other hand, a convincing majority, more than 70% of
the respondents in the total sample, claim that experts and
political parties do not have influence in Romani settle- 313
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ments. Approximately 20% of the respondents claim that
the State government has a “distinct” influence, while 40%
claim that this influence is not strong, but present. Town/
municipal government and Romani associations have a
somewhat stronger influence in settlements than the State
government. According to the Roma, non-governmental
associations in the third civil sector are not especially suc-
cessful (only 15% said that they have “distinct” influence)
in their settlements compared to Romani associations. Ac-
cording to the respondents, the inhabitants of the settle-
ment have the strongest influence. Closer inspection of
the distribution of responses reveals that the main influ-
ence in the total sample can be divided into a triangle: set-
tlement inhabitants-Romani associations-town/munic-
ipal government.

From the research results, an optimistic hypothesis
can be put forward: that the inhabitants of Romani settle-
ments are influential even within the triangle of main ac-
tors. However, on the other hand, the reality of Romani
settlements directly challenges this hypothesis. Endemic
neglect is not a special sign of power among the inhabit-
ants of this type of settlement. At least, not of power that
is required for long-term and deep-rooted improvement.
In essence, both statements are not incorrect. The Romani
inhabitants are really influential, more than any other en-
tity in the settlement. However, on the other hand, the
range of that influence is limited to “patching up” the
holes in the landscape of neglect. In other words, they are
influential, but without power and they are incapable of
“producing” settlement development. For this reason,
the responsibilities of stimulating local development are
addressed to external participants; first of all to town/mu-
nicipal government followed by Romani associations.

What can the community do? Answers to this que-
stion are in the next table.

According to the respondents, the distribution of re-
sponses show that settlement communities can only do
marginal jobs, like putting settlement into order, cleaning,
and rubbish removal. The response: nothing is in second
place. In other words, the community cannot do anything,.
The groups of respondents who express the possibility of
entrepreneurial behaviour or the building up of internal
solidarity between settlement inhabitants or long-term in-
vestment in schooling are marginal. It is not difficult to
see that the obtained results are compatible with the pro-
fessional potential of the Romani population that live in
the surveyed settlements. Considered from this perspec-
tive, the responses do not contradict some “realisticness”.



Table 10
What can the community of the settlement do to improve the settlement?

Community potential County in %

Primorje-Gorski

kotar
Brod-Posavina

Sisak-Moslavina

Varazdin

Osijek-Baranja

Istria

Medimurje

Total sample

Participate in putting settlement into order,
cleaning, rubbish removal and similar 134 438 325 100

Give suggestions/advice/initiatives 9 0 13 .0
Be the work force in actions 27 31 13 189
Invest in schooling 36 10 13 .0

N
o o o

Participate in building and maintaining the
communal infrastructure 1.8 187 88 11.1 3.0

w
N
(=]
N
3]
(=]

Nothing 89 115 150 5.6 160 15.0
Improve mutual relations, help financially 188 1.0 7.6 133 6.0 10.0

Invest in the opening of some facility
(shopping, service, entertainment) 9 31 13 0 20

o

2.0
7.1

30.0
1.0
5.0
6.9

5.1
6.5
5.0

12.0
10.7
1.3

6.2
9.6
7.7

1.0

Source: Field study 2004

However, on the other hand, that type of community, as
can be seen, has considerable integration authority. Incon-
gruence between developmental inability and integration
authority is too evident to be a marginal fact. For its expla-
nation, we do not have reliable empirical sources. For this
reason, we are limited to a hypothesis that is supported by
unsystematic insights only. According to this hypothesis,
the size of the mentioned incongruence is a direct indicator
of the strength of the Romani parasitic elite that monitors
the main integration patterns of the Romani group. On the
one hand, this influential group dramatises Romani inabil-
ity for professional self-building and for collective develop-
ment. Thanks to this, it successfully absorbs (even though
limited) sources of social welfare of these marginal groups.
In addition, it directly monitors “grey” activities such as
odd jobs, begging and similar, where women and children
are mostly “employed”. On the other hand, it dramatises
“internal” issues about authority and in this way widens the
possibility of supervising the integration patterns of Ro-
mani community members. As far as it can be seen, the
main obstacle is internal - obstructing the modernisa-
tion of a Romani lifestyle. Like all related modernisation
events this is necessary to start the shifting of education/
schooling values of young members - to the top. The un-
conditional investment in education in this way becomes
the foothold of reconstruction of other fundamental objec-
tives of the group and their lifestyles.
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Table 11

Past actions of putting
settlement into order

The following two tables follow the same pattern. It
useful to draw attention to the percentage of Roma that
participated in jobs to clean up the settlement; this shows
that there 1s an above average majority that are prepared
to work to improve the settlement. This data is not com-
patible, at best, with the pessimistic evaluation about how
the community cannot do anything on its own. Substitute
this with the previously mentioned parasitic entrepreneurial
elite, which is oriented more directly by a need for educa-
tion, competency and effectiveness, the already mentioned
percentage becomes a more useful indicator of the limits
of development mobilisation of the Romani group. These
are limitations at the public utilities level, at least.

Action

County in %

Zagreb
Sisak-Moslavina
Varazdin
Primorje-Gorski
kotar
Brod-Posavina
Osijek-Baranja
Medimurje
Other

Total sample

Istria

Putting into order, cleaning the

settlement, rubbish removal

268 479 488 224 346 493 431

w
S0
o
~
SN
=)
W
N
=)

Building and maintaining traffic

infrastructure 5.4 2.1 1.3 322 1.0 2.0 1.0 4.1 .0 5.3
Deratization 0 0 0 .0 0 0 1.9 .0 4
House building 3.6 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 9 .0 .6
Digging canals for electricity, water 0 114 0 44 .0 1.0 1.0 1.4 0 21
Source: Field study 2004
Table 12
Did the respondents participate in putting the settlement into order?
County in %
] g
.8 ) I} <
2 5 g =) L
Participation = Q 2 it 2 o
§ £ L Z 2 5 5
3 = st 15 n - g = <z
5 E s EE 3 = g 3 2 Ei
N a3 = 2 & o 2z = ¢ e
No 48.0 31.1 31.7 35.9 32.6 48.9 87.2 353 43.4 43.3
Yes 52.0 68.9 68.3 64.1 67.4 51.1 12.8 64.7 56.6 56.7

Source: Field study 2004
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The scope of being domiciled. A convincing major-
ity of the respondents 92.3% consider themselves as “lo-
cal” participants “at home” in the settlements in which
they live. It is a fact that most settlements were set up on
seized, predominantly town or municipal land, and that
the history of these settlements do not extend beyond



. . Table 13
forty years. This evidently does not affect assessments of | (.o

feeling at home that can be seen in the following table.  their settlement?

County in %

< z
8= v g 2 °

3 ¢ 5 £ & E

S .8 2 3 o) 3 g

- = s 5. = I E - B

N &5 > [oge] 3 o w2 = o =

Local 91.8 96.9 95.0 92.2 88.0 94.0 74.5 98.1 94.7 92.3

Newcomer 8.2 3.1 5.0 7.8 12.0 6.0 25.5 1.9 5.3 7.7
Source: Field study 2004

This finding is not atypical. Following a number mi-
gratory waves, the scope of being domiciled is not strictly
dependent on place of birth. It depends, first of all, on the
place of life investment and place where success has been
accumulated. Considering the daily quality of life in
Romani settlements, it 1s reasonable to assume that this
does not secure an awareness of home. However, the facts  Table 14
show the reverse. The surveyed Roma report that they fee] =~ Readiness fo change address

.. . because of better life
at home. This is clearly shown in the next table. conditions

Degree of readiness to change address in %

Move to another Move to another
. . Move to another Move to another
quarter or location place or town within L -
. o . region in Croatia state
) in place of living region
Counties
> it > 2 > 2 > 2
FIE FE N SRR A R . B
] - - T g I
° = g ° =4 g ° = S s < b
Z =] ~ Z ] ~ Z =] ~ Z =] ~
Zagreb 29.1 9 700 514 3.6 450 679 27 295 784 3.6 18.0
Sisak-Moslavina 333 43 624 43.6 85 479 734 2.1 245 844 1.0 146
Varazdin 39.7 38 564 50.6 63 430 750 13 238 90.0 25 7.5
Primorje-Gorski kotar 24.7 101 652 51.7 124 360 839 8.0 80 89.7 23 8.0
Brod-Posavina 58.9 8.4 32,6 629 72 299 639 72 289 541 31 429
Osijek-Baranja 46.5 8.1 455 51.0 9.0 40.0 677 81 242 650 20 330
Istria 38.1 52 567 495 113 392 708 94 198 755 9.2 15.3
Medimurje 42.7 1.9 554 493 33 474 780 42 178 874 0 126
Other 52.0 40 440 653 27 320 827 13 160 947 .0 53
Total sample 40.6 4.7 547 52.1 6.7 412 738 49 213 80.1 24 175

Source: Field study 2004

Generally speaking, inasmuch as the (eventual) place
of residence is farther from the present place of living, the
number of persons ready to move is less. Roughly, every
second respondent is prepared to change address within 317



Ivan Rogi¢

Some Socio-ecological
Determinants of Romani
Settlements

Table 15

Is a change of address
planned in the near future?

the framework of the same settlement. Nearly 40% are pre-
pared to change their address within the same region. The
share ready to move within Croatia and abroad is almost
equal, varying around 20%. Thus, even though life in the
settlements where they live is predominantly determined
by endemic misery and municipal service neglect, the ma-
jority of the surveyed Roma are not ready to change ad-
dress for better life conditions, unless it is in the same
settlement. This fact describes them as a realistic group.
Namely, their professional competencies and educational
qualifications are already meagre for successful competi-
tion in the labour market. A change of address would not
bring about perceptible improvement. However, on the
other hand their “realisticness” cannot be interpreted par-
tially like the impression of lifestyle that is shaped and
monitored in Romani communities by the already men-
tioned parasitic elite. Since living on an independent in-
come is predominant, the search for better life perspec-
tives implies separation from the paradoxically main de-
velopment assets. A type of closed vicious circle surfaces.
Misery is necessary. Still, the “rent” is spent on the - re-
moval of poverty. However, since poverty is a source of in-
come its “removal” has to monitored in the long-term so
that it is not removed from the roots. Thus, besides tem-
porary relief, support has to generate new actors of pov-
erty. In this context, active territorial behaviour is simply
not a rational behaviour. This implies a fundamental
modernisation of Romani lifestyle. It is not necessary to
caution that the successful and long-term benefits to the
Romani community can only be shaped outside of the
sketched pattern.

Similar insights are shown in the distribution of re-
sults in the next table.

County in %

£ - S
> S g g <
Change of address = Q 5 £ B 15
S = & g 3 g
. =2 T 5. 08 E . =
2% § 53 2 oz o5 & o3
S & £ &2 a & 2 = O &2
In another part of the city/village 9 52 63 34 10 50 71 74 55 49
In another settlement in the county area 63 10 113 0 0 30 10 56 41 37
In another part of Croatia 1.8 .0 .0 .0 .0 0 1.0 .5 .0 4

Abroad

9 .0 O 1.1 70 40 31 .5 0 1.8

I intend to move but I still do not know where 9.8 104 6.3 236 13.0 8.0 184 120 27 118

I do not intend to move

80.4 833 763 719 79.0 80.0 694 74.1 877 774

Source: Field study 2004



The Roma, contrary to the ingrained representations
are not nomads. At any rate, the inhabitants of pres-
ent-day Romani settlements, where this study was con-
ducted, are not nomads. Less opportunity to compete with
other groups in terms of professional competency and ed-
ucation as well as their dependency on an independent in-
come in Romani settlements determines their identifica-
tion as a reserve group. It is not probable that this fatal
position can change without the modernisation of Ro-
mani lifestyles. Compulsory schooling/education of the
younger generations is significantly the first and certainly
the starting point of future changes.

Responses in the following table show that the previ-
ously mentioned insight is slowly marking the experiences
of the Roma themselves. Even though the largest group,
with approximately 40% of respondents, stated that their
children will stay on to live in the same settlements, every
fifth expressed that they will leave, if they have not al-
ready, and every third is not sure.
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Table 16
According to respondents’
opinion how many children
will stay on in the settlement?

County in %

g 3 « o
. = 5 = ) <
Evaluation = @) =5 s 9 o
¢ = & % 3 5 g
g = T 5. &5 X E . =
N 5 > &2 A o = = o =
I believe that they will stay 420 427 316 472 430 240 51.0 287 533 387
I think that they will move away 143 104 29.1  27.0 6.0 230 146 273 9.3 189

One or more children have

already moved away 3.6 3.1 1.3 1.1 .0 8.0 42 6.5 2.7 3.8
I don’t know, can’t say 33.0 417 291 180 320 360 198 343 320 313
I don’t have children 7.1 2.1 8.9 6.7 19.0 9.0 104 3.2 2.7 7.3

Source: Field study 2004

It is obvious that the share of the respondents who
claim that their children will not move away is larger in
counties where the total developmental perspectives are
larger/more varied. In other words, where the possibilities
of modernisation, at a principle level at least, are larger
and more accessible to younger Roma, it is reasonable to
expect a higher number of younger people. In the same
way, in accordance with compulsory modernisation of the
Romani way of life, new models of their integration into
Croatian society certainly need to be formulated. The ex-
isting model is without perspective.
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Just as there is no unique type of family, there is no
unique definition of it. This especially applies to the con-
temporary family, although there were many variants in
the past. In some societies, it is still the foundation unit;
in others individualism has pushed the family into the
background.

As much as the family, definitions, social order, and
immediate social environment have changed, Romani so-
ciety has maintained the family as a fundamental (and) or-
ganisational unit. Apart from providing an emotional and
social community of parents and children as well as other
close relatives, the Romani family remains the base of
Romani social organisation. In this way, the Roma differ
from other nomadic groups. Perhaps some “delays” to-
wards integration of the Roma into mainstream society is
due to the strength of these preserved traditional families,
particularly in relation to most of its functions (including
socialisation/education). Accordingly, the family has pre-
served a high degree of autonomy, independence and even
economic independence although a high dependence on
the social welfare system has been noted. Thus, when pov-
erty appears as one of the main socio-cultural elements of
Romani (self)identity, the family succeeds to preserve its
traditional meaning. Or perhaps it is because of this. Like
in other social milieus, the family changes. It remains an
emotional link between members, but it also can be real-
ised “at a distance”. The economic interdependence of
family members is perhaps that which sticks the family to-
gether. It seems that among the Roma a type of economic activ-
ity adaptation and sources of income up to a point are at work,
which do not disrupt the existing family system. Activities that
include a larger number of family members, from the
youngest to the oldest, including women are chosen. This
hypothesis, due to its probability, needs to be kept in
mind when planning measures for the improvement of
quality of life among the Romani population.

Introduction

323



Maja Stambuk
The Features of Romani
Families — Households

Size of households

Table |

Households according to
number of members (%)

In addition, it needs to be noted that the Roma like
to live in big families with lots of children. They like to
socialise so a great importance is given to family events
such as weddings, christenings, and funerals. Researchers
have agreed that the home (among sedentary Roma) is the
only point of stability, a place where the family meets
(Coupry, 1999). Moreover, it is desirable that the immedi-
ate social environment, the area beyond, belongs to rela-
tives.

A big family is almost the rule in Romani tradition. Some
authors think that a large number of children is a rem-
nant from times when the mortality of children was high.
And in Croatia, the Romani family is large; most proba-
bly with the highest averages. It should be noted that the
process of nuclearisation (married couple with children) is
evident in the Romani population. Namely, a third of all
households have up to 4 members. Differences were noted
in counties.

The least number of small households (with up to 4
members) can be found in the County of Istria (all in all,
17.3%). Similarly, only 18.8% of households in the County
of Primorje-Gorski kotar are small. Averages were found in
Counties of Slavonski Brod-Posavina (29.0%), Varazdin
(32.6%) and Medimurje (32.8%) while above average repre-
sentation of small households was found in County of
Sisak-Moslavina (36.4%), in the City and County of Za-
greb and surroundings (38.4% and by far the largest share
in the County of Osijek-Baranja (57.0%).

] g
.8 o s .8
Z S .8 g )
Number of = Q 2 g 2 g
o =} Rl 3 m =1
members - = 5 F o o g . 3
O v >N — . ] .5 —_
» 3 & Eg 3 & E 0§ £ F
§ 8 £ £2 & & 2 = & £
1 2.7 1.0 1.3 2.2 5.0 4.0 0.0 1.4 4.0 2.3
2 5.4 9.4 10.0 1.1 6.0 19.0 5.1 8.3 6.7 8.0
3 9.8 125 6.3 122 40 11.0 5.1 83 120 8.9
4 20.5 135 150 33 140 230 7.1 148 16.0 144
5 161 219 138 189 120 170 265 157 173 175
6 17.0 17.7 88 233 240 120 7.1 120 133 1438

7 11.6 115 188 189 15.0 30 153 148 160 138
8and over 169 125 263 199 200 11.0 33.6 246 146 205
Source: Field study 2004




It is easy to read the other indicators - on large fami-
lies and the counties in which they are represented to a
smaller or larger degree.
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Composition of households

Data on the composition of households shows that the
process of reducing the family to a married couple with
unmarried children has already “spread to” the Romani
sphere. Nearly 53% of the households in this sample have
this type of family structure. This process has affected a
smaller number of Romani families in the Counties of
Osijek-Baranja (37.8%), Istria (38.7%) and in the County
and City of Zagreb (42.3%). In other “Romani” counties,
this share is much larger (e.g., 71.2% in the County of
Primorje-Gorski kotar).!

= e
£ > g & °
S £ & 3 M E 3
4 2 § 8.5 3 g 5 Z
N &8 »> &2 a O 2 = O w
Single households 27 21 13 35 51 163 1.1 52 41 48
Married couples
without children 45 53 76 24 40 102 22 6.6 55 55
Married couples with
unmarried children  42.3 463 67.1 71.8 62.6 37.8 38.7 559 56.2 52.9
Single-parent
households 99 53 101 82 30 112 161 61 27 79
“Complete” extended
households 10.8 10.5 1.3 106 10.1 194 9.7 47 82 9.1
Incomplete extended
households 63 11 51 00 51 3.1 323 38 14 62
Other extended
households 234 295 7.6 35 101 20 0.0 178 219 13.6

Source: Field study 2004

All other types of households are small in number. It
needs to be emphasised that there are an insignificant
share of single households (the largest share in the County
of Osijek-Baranja - 16.3%, and the least in the County of
Istria - 1.1%) and that there are few married couples with-
out children (again the most in the County of Osijek-
-Baranja and the least in the County of Istria). There are a
larger number of complete extended households (at least
two married couples, with or without children), and the
remaining extended households (in which there does not
have to be close or any type of relative). Incomplete ex-

Table 2

Households according to
composition (%)
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tended households (lacking at least one marital partner
from at least two married couples in the household), was
found in large numbers in the County of Istria. In the
main, a small number of extended households in the Ro-
mani population can be attributed to the relatively small
number of old Roma.

Composition of households by sex

326

Table 3

Households according to
number of female
members (%)

Table 4

Households according to
number of male
members (%)

I R
5 & - . 4
g = 2 & 5 g
3 . g 8. & X . E 52
» 3 £ B2 % 7 £ 8 £ %
N B = A2 o o 2 = o =

No female
members 3.6 1.0 1.3 2.2 3.0 2.0 0.0 1.8 0.0 1.8
1 223 229 250 144 18.0 38.0 7.1 198 26.7 21.3
2 223 26.0 12,5 244 290 29.0 337 26.7 30.7 262
3 241 27.1 238 244 210 160 23,5 240 293 236
4 and over 27.7 229 377 345 290 150 358 216 276 27.1
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Field study 2004

Households without female members are rare, so we
cannot expect them in a larger number among the Roma.
Especially when we bear in mind that Romani households
are on average large. Moreover, the number of single house-
holds is insignificant among the Roma. (Single house-
holds are prevalently female in most populations.)

£ S T
: .6 § & t T
S g 2 3 f2a) 3 g
2 2 % §. 8 % E 4 =
5 3 £ ES B % B 8 £ E
N &5 > &2 & O 32 = O &
No male
members 1.8 1.0 1.3 2.2 3.0 7.0 1.0 28 5.3 2.8
1 125 17.7 263 100 13.0 20.0 9.2 147 147 15.1
2 28.6 344 275 167 28.0 340 28.6 263 253 277
3 339 281 188 378 21.0 270 194 203 240 25.1
4and over 233 187 264 333 350 120 41.8 360 30.6 292
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Field study 2004

The largest share of households without male mem-
bers is in the County of Osijek-Baranja. It should be re-



membered that a very high share of single households are
in fact (and only) in this county. This county with its
autochthonous Romani population shows more similarity
to the majority population. A more detailed analysis
would undoubtedly show this as well as a comparative
analysis of other socio-demographic features.
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Composition of households by age

The Romani population is younger. There are at least two

reasons for this:

1. they give birth to a larger number of children (com-
pared to the rest of the population)

2. the lifespan of the Romani population is shorter than
the lifespan of the surrounding population.

In view of the aims of this study, it is important to
stress precisely this fact. Namely, without enquiring about
the health status of the population, medical check-ups, in-
clusion of children in vaccination programmes, tests on
the level of hygiene in everyday life, specifics of work ac-
tivity, quality of food, habits of hygiene and similar it is
not possible not to mention the housing conditions in
which the Roma live. In addition, this includes the level
of equipment and facilities of dwellings, the technical and
social infrastructure of the settlement that are all impor-
tant (and deficient) prerequisites for a longer life. Thus,
data on large numbers of youth, somewhat fewer numbers
in the active (employment) age group and almost absence
in the over 60 age group in this study on Romani house-
holds shows a generally complex picture of the Romani
population.’

Like elsewhere, here it is shown that it is almost impos-
sible to circumwent the mentioned Romani picture of poverty and
concentrate on one (given) problem in a research sense. With re-
gard to this population, everything is really related and it
pointless to look for a solution in one quality of life as-
pect. This also applies to the level of active participation
to improve the life of the Roma.

Returning to the data and their eventual variation de-
pending on the county - most households have mostly
young members, in the age group under 18 (4 and over).
These households are mostly found in the Counties of
Medimurje and Varazdin (46.1% and 43.9% respectively).

Households without young persons from the age of
18 onwards can mostly be found in the County of Osi-
jek-Baranja (32.0%) followed by the County of Slavonski
Brod-Posavina (22.0%) and the County of Sisak-Moslavina
(14.6%). It is worth noting that these spaces were de-
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Table 5

Households according to
number of members aged 18
and over (%)

Table 6

Households according to
number of members aged
between 19 and 59 years (%)

328

stroyed the most during the Homeland War. A more de-
tailed analysis would surely reveal other reasons. In any
case, these households, precisely because of a smaller num-
ber of younger persons are the oldest Romani households
in Croatia.

< s
£ @ g .8 ©
¢ =z & g2 & 5 g
2 % 2 5. 5 % E 4 2
N &5 > A2 m O k% = O =
None of
these 134 146 10.0 10.0 22.0 32.0 82 11.5 133 148
1 18.8 18.8 7.5 16.7 9.0 13.0 173 115 120 13.7
2 259 104 250 144 17.0 250 122 147 20.0 17.9
3 179 208 13.8 222 150 14.0 245 16.1 227 182
4and over 24.1 354 439 366 37.0 160 37.6 46.1 32.0 355
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Field study 2004

Most of the households (60.5%) have two members of
the working age group between 19-59 years. The Counties
of Sisak-Moslavina, Medimurje, Varazdin and Osijek-Ba-
ranja have an above average number of these households.
Households with a larger number of members in this age
group (4 and over) are mostly in the Counties of Istria,
Primorje-Gorski kotar, Slavonski Brod-Posavina followed
by Zagreb and the City of Zagreb. In the main, these are
richer counties, with more employment possibilities and
other opportunities for this population.

< =
g v B 2 °
S g g 3 2] =1 <
2 2 ¥ 5. 5 % E 5 =
» 3§ £ Ef 3 % E E £ %
N &5 > A2 m o 2 = O =
None of
these 3.6 3.1 7.5 3.3 4.0 9.0 0.0 5.1 53 4.5
1 4.5 4.2 7.5 8.9 3.0 4.0 1.0 8.8 53 5.6
2 545 69.8 67.5 444 50.0 63.0 48.0 68.7 733 605
3 143 146 113 11.1 11.0 13.0 122 9.7 53 114
4 and over 232 8.3 6.3 322 320 110 387 7.8 10.6 17.9
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Field study 2004

Lastly, to complete this short overview of the age
structure of Romani households, with a look at the popu-



lation aged over 60, it can be said once again that older Maja Stambuk
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Roma are a rarity. All in all, 11.2% of households in the Families — Households
sample have a member that is aged over 60 and most often

this is one member (6.9%). The difference between coun-

ties is not large according to this indicator.

Table 7
E . « e Households according to
2 15 § g ° % number of members over 60
2 Q 3 S = g years (%)
S =Y 3 2] 2 o
4 3 % 8. % % g 5 Z
N »5n > a2 4 O 2 = 0O B
None of
these 82.1 90.6 90.0 933 850 830 867 922 960 888
1 71 52 63 44 130 80 82 60 40 69

2andover 107 42 38 22 20 90 51 18 0.0 42

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Source: Field study 2004

Most households with members aged over 60 were
found in the Counties of Zageb, Osijek-Baranja and Sla-
vonski Brod-Posavina. Fewer of these households with an
elderly member were noted in the Counties of Primorje-
-Gorski kotar and Medimurje.

The socio-economic features of Romani households

Many will think that the Roma do not work and that they
live “without an income”. It is correct that few are em-
ployed in full-time jobs with exact working times among
them. They can be seen on the streets at any time of the
day. However, it is not true that they do not work. Often
these jobs are not carried out in the places where they live;
they are often outside of regular working times and in
non-standard locations. Today they differ, as a rule, from
the traditional frameworks. Traditional socio-professional
structures included:

1. different trades (makers and “service persons” of metal
containers or copper-smiths, knife sharpeners, umbrella
repairers, basket-makers, producers of straw items, cane
and similar);

2. musicians, dancers;

3. horse breeders; some still remember the bears that the
Roma trained and exhibited at fairs.

Researchers of the Roma mainly agree that moderni-
sation processes in the surrounding mainstream society
(with emphasis on industrialisation and the significance of
education) created larger differences at the socio-profes- 329
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sional level between the Roma and majority population.
Thus, traditional trades have gradually died out (at least in
Croatia) and many Roma have abandoned their dominant
nomadic lifestyle. A strong influence of tradition remains
in all spheres of life but one that is not adaptable to new
times, which additionally socially, culturally and economi-
cally burden the Romani group (Stambuk, 2000).

Today’s work activities have little to do with tradi-
tion. Old trades are rarely found. Many are involved in
the following:

1. collection and sale of raw materials (metal, materials);

2. some are involved in trade (which are often on the mar-
gins of the black market) although not in their own
shops but at fairs close by or in the distant surround-
ings;

3. sale of souvenirs during the summer in tourist areas (at
the seaside).

It is probable that the extinction of traditional occu-
pations, which presupposed movement of those who pro-
vided these services is one of the reasons why the Roma
have become sedentary.

The usual classification of the population into active
working population, dependent population and persons
with income was applied to members of the Romani house-
hold. The ‘working active’ is a group that are involved in
some occupation and in this way earn a living. According
to the definition, they are persons who work but do not
receive a wage and those who temporarily do not work for
various reasons (unemployed, sick, doing army service, etc.).
Thus, working active is related to the professional status of
the individual (whether that person works or not) (Stam-
buk, 2000).

Considering the low level of education and the low
skilled competency of the Romani population, unemploy-
ment is high. However, there is also a large diversity of
sporadic, temporary, seasonal activities that provide some
income. The type of activities and the eventual amount of
income is difficult to establish in this type of research so
the researcher has to rely on the honesty of the respon-
dent. And this is disputable when it comes to this data. Of
course, this is the case in other populations that are re-
searched.

Temporarily inactive members of the population, house-
wives and children are usually involved in work. This activ-
ity is almost impossible to precisely establish. It is relatively
widespread and includes children, even younger ones in
some suitable jobs. However, it is difficult to obtain precise
data on their activities and eventual income.



For this reason, it could be said that the presented
data is more illustrative than precise.

Active members

The central problem of the Romani population is their
lack of education. Whatever is spoken about, planned, or-
ganised with them is confronted with this problem. Many
Roma are aware of this problem. Few Roma can come to
terms with the fact that after eight years of primary
school, children do not have a qualification of any kind.
Everything seems to be a reason not to go to school and
that everything else is more important than school.’

The situation is constantly alarming. On the one hand,
the best solution is sought and in the end social benefits
are the only way out. This is spent, and possible long-term
solutions are always at the beginning.

The basic issue, the issue of all issues is education among the
Romani population. And two very specific sub questions: Why do
the Roma avoud school so much (when they are aware that any so-
cial and economic shift for the better is almost impossible without
education) and why isn’t the state in a position lo implement ils
law on compulsory primary schooling when it comes to the Roma.

For this reason, a number of Roma families remain
outside the economic life of the country as they do not
have quality connections to this sphere. The number of po-
tentially active members is large; many are young but be-
cause of the mentioned reasons they remain marginally uti-
lised. Few are employed in full-time jobs, they wander from
job-to-job and do not succeed not even informally (through
experience) to specialise in some of these jobs. When they
do work, it is often in jobs that are poorly paid, which ad-
ditionally does not stimulate personal effort to advance in a
job. On a scale of values, schooling and professional com-
petency evidently are not highly valued and in this sense
there is no great motivation to advance among the Roma.

FERE R
LE S = g 2 4
& = 2 % & 3 g
2 3 % 5. 85 % E 5 2
N & 5 £8 & O =2 = 0O £
No employed 79.5 80.2 763 37.8 76.0 90.0 33.7 899 933 749
1 143 198 18.8 50.0 18.0 6.0 449 8.8 53 19.2
2 and over 4.5 0.0 50 122 6.0 40 174 1.4 1.3 5.2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Field study 2004
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Table 9

Households according to
number of pre-school
children (%)

Even though, the interviewers were recommended to
additionally consider every member that has been working
actively for a longer period throughout the year as em-
ployed, i.e., who is not formally employed but does not
exclusively work seasonally or temporarily, the number of
employed persons is still disillusioning. At the level of the
entire sample, 75% of all households do not have an em-
ployed person. The share of Romani households without
an employed person is around a third only in the Counties
of Istria and Primorje-Gorski kotar. In households that
have an employed person, this is most commonly one per-
son.

Dependent members

Members without an income (child endowment is not cal-
culated as income) are supported by persons who work or
in another way obtain an income. Most of the dependent
members are children. This is followed by housewives and
other adults who do not have an income.

35% of the households in the entire sample do not
have preschool children. In comparison, there is by far an
above average representation of households without pre-
school children (59%) in the County of Osijek-Baranja.
On the other hand, there are considerably less households
without preschool children in the Counties of Varazdin
and Medimurje (26.3% and 27.2% respectively).*

£ 2 s =
5 S £ £ 2 <
& = 2 g 4 E] g
s = 3 5 S E . B
5 ¢ % E: ¢ o2 o&§ 3§ £ 3
S & £ £2 & & 2 =5 &6 &
Without 402 333 263 311 430 590 337 272 280 352
1 241 271 175 411 210 180 286 207 240 242
2 232 229 238 111 170 170 163 295 213 214
3 98 115 225 100 110 50 122 166 147 128
4andover 27 52 1001 67 80 10 92 61 119 64
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Field study 2004

46.5% of the households in the sample are without
children in primary school. 17.5% are with one pupil in
primary school, 19.4% with two while 16.5% are with
three pupils.



o e
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Without 60.7 448 438 46.7 530 520 337 410 46.7 465
1 205 271 125 144 170 170 143 16.6 173 175
2 10.7 13,5 20.0 244 23.0 24.0 33.7 13.8 200 194

3 and over 81 145 239 144 70 7.0 183 284 159 165

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Field study 2004

94.2% of the households in the sample are without
children in secondary school. In view of the number of
children in Romani households, it is easy to conclude that
the number of secondary school students is too small.
Nevertheless, there are some differences between counties:
as many as 10% of households have one or more children
that attend secondary school in the Counties of Primorje-
-Gorski kotar and Osijek-Baranja. An above average share
of households with secondary school students can also be
found in the Counties of Istria and Medimurje.

< s
.2 v S 2 °
& = 2 g2 = ] g
5 =2 3B §. = X E . =
N 3 S A2 M@ @) 2 = @) =
Without 955 958 963 900 960 90.0 929 935 1000 942

1 and over 45 4.1 38 100 40 100 7.1 65 00 57
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Source: Field study 2004
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Table 10

Households according to
number of primary school

pupils (%)

Table |1

Households according to
number of secondary school

pupils (%)

Composition of households by educational attainment

Considering the (low) inclusion of Romani children in
the formal education system that has been shown so far, it
can be expected that data analysis on the level of educa-
tion of all members of the Romani family (besides those
who at the time of the survey go to school) will reflect a
depressing situation.

Members without schooling were found in nearly
70% of all households.” The differences between different
counties, according to this feature, are almost insignifi-
cant. The households in the Counties of Varazdin and
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unfinished primary school
education (%)
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Without 321 240 200 27.8 310 380 347 387 307 320
1 339 302 250 200 340 250 347 217 333 279
2 205 219 213 144 150 270 173 207 227 20.1

3 and over 134 239 340 377 200 100 132 189 133 199

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Source: Field study 2004

Sisak-Moslavina have a higher percentage of uneducated
members, i.e., less members with schooling than elsewhere.
Thus, it seems that the educational opportunities are more
difficult in these counties. 28% of all households have one
member without one grade of primary school while more
than 20% have two members with no schooling. 20% of
the surveyed households have three and more illiterate
members.

Even if someone went to school, but did not finish,
this can mean something relatively positive in the Romani
population. However, we wanted to primarily gain more
information on those persons that succeeded to finish pri-
mary school in a quite discouraging Romani milieu.
Therefore this data (about unfinished primary school) can
be read as a chance to note every attempt to go to school
rather than a level of schooling.

32.6% of households have one member that started
primary school but did not finish, 24% have two and
12.4% have three. In 30.9% of all households we did not
find members with unfinished primary school (either they
all finished or no one started).

- = L

4 S & & o 2
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Without 473 313 375 256 21.0 28.0 31.6 28.6 28.0 309
1 268 43.8 288 256 41.0 33.0 30.6 304 373 326
2 143 219 225 244 21.0 33.0 224 272 267 240

3 and over 116 31 114 243 170 6.0 153 139 8.0 124

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Field study 2004



In nearly two thirds of all households not one mem-
ber finished primary school. Most often one member of
the household is like this. County differences are signifi-
cant. On the positive side, one person has finished primary
school in nearly 70% of all households in the County of
Istria. This is followed by the Counties of Primorje-Gorski
kotar, Osijek-Baranja, etc. A particularly dramatic situa-
tion in terms of education was noted in Counties of Me-
dimurje and Varazdin.

£ < s =

— = L®)

= & & 8 o E

8§ g & g = E] g

5 = 3 5 & E oy 2

b o s € 3 & g w©W 2 3

g & = £8 & & =2 = &6 2

Without 56.3 67.7 788 489 58.0 51.0 30.6 829 90.7 64.3
1 205 271 17,5 21.1 270 350 469 134 8.0 232
2 15.2 2.1 3.8 178 13.0 8.0 10.2 3.2 0.0 7.9
3 and over 8.1 3.1 0.0 122 2.0 6.0 12.2 0.5 1.3 4.6
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Field study 2004

The base for recruiting young persons who will con-
tinue with their schooling is evidently very “thin”. Thus,
the number of secondary school or tertiary students in the
Romani population is in accordance with this.

In 12.4% of all households, some child attends secon-
dary school.

g < R
— = L*]
5 S = £ o 2.
¢ =5 2 %2 & ] g
s =2 E 3 R E .
5 3 & EE B £ £ % £ %
S &5 £ £8 & & 2 = & &
Without 75.0 90.6 925 822 84.0 86.0 857 935 96.0 87.6
landover 251 94 75 178 160 140 143 65 40 124
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Field study 2004

Most of the households that have secondary school
students are in Zagreb and its surroundings, followed by
the Counties of Primorje-Gorski kotar, Slavonski Brod-Po-
savina and Istria, etc. Undoubtedly, one of the reasons is
that there is easier accessibility to secondary schools in
these counties (the sample included more urban than rural
households in these counties). Moreover, these are richer
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Households according to
number of members’ tertiary
education (%)

Ethnic composition

336

counties 1n which accessibility to employment or potential
sources of income are greater than in other counties and
this is a significantly influential variable at the level of
school education.

= = L

LE 3 = g ) 8

§ = 2 g2 3 5 g

2 3 T 8. 85 % E 5 2

5 3 % £zt & ¢ 8 £ 3

S 5 £ £2 & & 2 9= &6 &

0 99.1 99.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.0 959 100.0 100.0 99.3
1 09 10 00 00 00 10 41 00 00 07

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Source: Field study 2004

Finally, there are almost no members with a higher
education in Romani families, except in the County of
Istria (4.1%). This naturally does not mean that there are
no highly educated Roma. However, in the introduction,
we mentioned the problem of resistance towards integra-
tion among most of the Romani population. Thus, it
seems that all members of the Romani minority who wish
to join the working, educational, and social systems of the
majority are in a way obliged to change their immediate
life milieu and ethnicity.

of the households

The Roma live in exclusively ethnic surroundings. Of course,
there are Roma that move to non-Romani settlements or
areas, but they are rare. This is clearly shown in the census.
There are Roma in other counties besides the ones where
this research was conducted, but they (those who declare
to be Roma) are small in number and spatially dispersed.
Like others, the Roma like to live close to their coun-
try people, so they move in smaller-larger numbers to a
particular territory. It needs to be mentioned that there are
a relatively small number of settlements in which the Roma
are considered as an autochthonous population. Most of
them moved to where we found them during this study.
Thus, this is not about a classical concept of home, as a
place where they have deep roots. This is about a chosen
home: and this is where they feel (relatively) good.® There
is an expressed self-containment of the Romani population
towards other nationalities in some counties (Counties of
Varazdin, Medimurje and Istria) which can partly explain
(we did not research this) the reserved relation of the ma-
jority population towards the Roma in these parts.



Table 17

Households according to ethnic composition (%)

2 L .
LE & = g 2 =
E = 2 3 2 : E
2 % ‘s. 5 % . E 5 Z
> 3 § Ef B =z § % £ %
N 3 > A2 M ) 87 = O =
All Roma 88.4 914 963 91.1 8.0 86.0 959 963 945 92.0
More Roma 7.1 1.1 0.0 1.1 3.0 3.0 2.0 1.9 1.4 24
Equal number of Roma and other 0.0 1.1 2.5 22 9.0 8.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 2.4
More of the other 4.5 6.5 1.3 5.6 3.0 3.0 1.0 1.9 4.1 3.2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Field study 2004
The most ethnically mixed households can be found

in the Counties of Slavonski Brod-Posavina, Osijek-Bara-
nja and Zagreb as well as the City of Zagreb.

Religion of household members

The Roma are of different religions. Without thorough in-
vestigation into their religious behaviour, it is difficult to

talk about their belonging to particular churches, what reli-

gion means to them and how they practice their religion.

From field experience, which can be imprecise, it seems that

their religious behaviour is not particularly important. But

without any additional explanation, they differentiate reli-

giously. There are only a small number of households in

which members do not belong to any religion (4.1% all in

all). Moreover, members of different religions live together

only in a small number of households. It is difficult to con-

clude why this is the case. Possibly religion is an important 1, 18
criteria of marital partner choice and it also possible that  Households according to

they do not dramatise a change of religion. religion of members (%)
] av]
.= © g BN °
& S E g o <
¢ = 2 2 3 5 £
2 % E 5. 5 % E 5 2
s § £ EE2 3 F £ % £ %
S & £ £2 & & =2 = & £
Mostly Catholic 144 510 975 0 50 525 1.0 917 100 49.1
Mostly Muslim 694 00 00 978 60 00 969 05 00 277
Mostly Orthodox 54 396 00 11 730 333 00 00 00 156
No one belongs to any religion 63 42 25 00 60 30 10 79 00 41

Members belong to different religions 45 52 00 1.1 100 111 1.0 00 00 34

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Source: Field study 2004
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Knowledge of Romani and Croatian languages among
household members

Without analysing the quality of Croatian that is spoken
among the Roma in Croatia, it is important to stress that
most claim to speak Croatian. Based on this, it can be
concluded that it should not be a problem for the Roma to
communicate with the rest of the population. The counties
with the largest share of households in which no one
speaks Croatian are the Counties of Istria (a relatively
“fresh” migration from Kosovo) Medimurje and Varazdin.
The percentage of these households is not high, but indi-
cates some possible communication blockades. Besides,
knowledge of the spoken language, it is important to
know how to read and write in contemporary communica-
tion. It is precisely in this segment of communication (not
to mention computer literacy) the Roma significantly lag

behind.
Table 19
Do members of the g = s =
household speak 2 S .8 = 2
Croatian? (%) 2z Q g = 2 &
.8 .2 o [2a} = <
5 = T 5. = X E L 5
2 T 253 2 oz % & o3
N 8 5 &8 4 O 2 = O A
All speak 97.3 93.6 913 96.7 96.0 100 88.7 87.9 100 93.8
Only some speak 09 64 88 33 40 00 11.3 107 0.0 5.7
No one speaks 1.8 00 00 00 00 00 00 14 00 05
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Source: Field study 2004
Table 20
Do members of the g % E =)
household speak a Romani 2 S .8 g =
dialect? (%) 2 .9 3 = 2 g
= I N o )] =4 <
2 2 % 5. & g . =
N § £ ££ & C 2 = O =
All speak 48.2 854 93.8 344 540 65.0 89.8 98.1 68.0 73.6

Only some speak 223 83 63 222 160 200 92 19 0.0 11.1
No one speaks 295 63 0.0 433 300 150 1.0 0.0 32.0 153

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Field study 2004

There are more Roma that do not speak a Romani lan-
338 guage than Croatian. One form of Romani language is spo-



ken by all in 73.6% of all households. The differences are
evident at the county level: there are a significant share of
households in which all members speak a Romani language
in the Counties of Medimurje, Varazdin and Istria. In com-
parison, households in which no one speaks a Romani lan-
guage could be found in the Counties of Primorje-Gorski
kotar (43.3%), Slavonski Brod-Posavina (30.0%) and Zagreb
and its surroundings (29.5%).
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The autochthony of household members

In 41.6% of all households in the sample, all members
were born in the place where the research took place. It
was mentioned in the introduction of the study that re-
search was exclusively on sedentary Roma and not Roma
travellers. This can be seen from the data. Along with
mentioned households, in which all members are born in
place of living, the second largest group comprise house-
holds in which most of the members were born in their
place of living.

= = U
] g 2 3 m = <
2 2 R 8.5 % . £ 5 2
» 3 5 EZ£ % % £ 0§ £ %
N &8 » £2 8 O 2 = 0O &
All here from
birth 205 563 625 156 39.0 480 3.1 53.7 733 4l.6
Most are here
from birth 295 313 275 556 210 200 469 322 173 315
Most have
moved 259 52 63 233 140 120 31.6 103 53 148
All have moved 24.1 73 38 56 260 200 184 37 4.0 121
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Field study 2004

Statistically significant differences were established be-
tween particular counties. Most households in which the
majority or all members moved are in the County of Istria
and the City of Zagreb and its surroundings (50% respec-
tively). Following, according to this indicator, are the
Counties of Slavonski Brod-Posavina (40% of all house-
holds), Osijek-Baranja (32.0%) and Primorje-Gorski kotar
(28,9%).

The least number of households with migrant mem-
bers were found in the Counties of Varazdin (10.1%),
Sisak-Moslavina (12.5%) and Medimurje (14.0%).

Table 21

Have the members of the

household moved to the

settlement or are they here

from birth? (%)
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Thus, the most autochthonous Romani population
settled in northern Croatia as well as parts of central
Croatia. In all other counties, most Roma have migrated.
As we did not investigate migration routes, we cannot
make any further detailed interpretations of the causes
and reasons. Of course, larger towns such as Zagreb, Ri-
jeka, Osijek and Pula with their economic and social ad-
vantages are more appealing to migrants and to the Roma
as well. It is a well-known fact that migration is a selective
process. But this is related to the individuals. The more ca-
pable, more ambitious and more entrepreneurial migrate.
The extent, to which this rule can be applied to the Roma,
remains to be researched because the Roma most often mi-
grate in family groups, not individually.

In this county, research was conducted in a few locations within the
City of Rijeka. The Roma in other, especially in the rural parts of the
county do not declare themselves as Roma. For this reason, we did in-
terview them. This is not only a problem in the County of Primor-
je-Gorski kotar. In other counties there is quite a number of Roma
who do not declare their Romani heritage.

In Spain, in 1990 it was established that the life span of “their” Roma
is shorter by 8-9 years compared to the majority population. Thus,
only 2% of Roma are over the age of 65. A large number of Roma li-
ve in Spain (estimates are between 650 and 800,000) (Gustierrez,
1995).

Children often do not attend class for up to a month because toget-
her with their mother, they accompany their father who works outsi-
de their place of living. These are not isolated examples.

[N}

w

IS

As expected there is further strong pressure on Romani children at
primary schools in these counties.

w

We construed a positive attitude about the necessity of primary scho-
ol education at least when household members attempted to hide in-
formation about the level of illiteracy in the household.

o

The Roma themselves say that they leave areas that are not doing
well.



vAnkg
MISETIC

THE SOCIO-CULTURAL
FEATURES OF THE
ROMANI POPULATION






Romani culture is the topic of a number of studies, par-
ticularly today when cultural difference is a prime issue
and majority/minority relations are considered to be a
criterion of social relevancy. Collective identity and the
culture of the Roma have been transmitted and preserved
over the generations even though they are dynamic social
constructions that are shaped in social contacts with other
cultures and groups. In spite of the variations that ap-
pear and the specificity of a number of Romani subcul-
tures, it is easy to observe a few stable markers. Nomadic
life and the creation of the so-called “imagined communi-
ties” in the here and now regardless/despite of where they
are at the forefront (Theodosiou, 2003). Do the Roma
need some special place (territory, settlement) to con-
struct a narrative about social identity? Do they develop
a feeling of “dedication to a place” or the feeling of be-
ing domiciled and belonging to some region? Or is indif-
ference towards spatial and physical frameworks of the
community a durable component of their culture? As
themes - Romani lifestyle and their socio-cultural profile
undoubtedly exceed the scope of a few indicators ob-
tained through empirical investigations of the Romani
population in Croatia. Nevertheless, valuable empirical
data about life in Romani settlements in Croatia, col-
lected in a survey, make it possible for us, in one way, to
gain insight into these aspects that are at the core of the
research problem - state and perspective, especially the
improvement and development of settlements inhabited
by the Roma.

In light of the given objectives, an analysis of a few
components of socio-cultural life aspects will be presented
in this chapter: Romani identity features, assessment of
Roma’s social position, value profile of the respondents,
some social characteristics of their lifestyle and everyday
life in Romani settlements as well as the subjective evalua-
tions of quality of life elements.

Introduction
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The components of Romani identity
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Diagram |

What best describes the
Roma according to the
respondents (%)

In the empirical research that we conducted among the
Roma population in Croatia, the respondents were asked
to identify one feature out of the five listed that best de-
scribed them as a special ethnic and social group. In other
words, they were required to single out a feature that is
central to Romani identity. Some recent research on Ro-
mani populations in Central and Eastern Europe, mainly
in Hungary has shown that the Roma have a tendency to
shape their identity by defining themselves in ways they
differentiate from others through common elements of
identity (or difference) “skin colour, descent, language and
lifestyle/culture” (Szekelyi, Csepeli, & Orkeny, 2003). The
features that were offered to respondents in this study
were selected on the basis of traditional Romani culture
(folklore, typical trades, customs, language). A dominant
socio-economic feature, poverty, that designates them to
the position of an economically marginalised group and
as a group that is “excluded from the system of social
stratification” (Sucur, 2000) was also included. Besides the
mentioned features, the respondents were also given the
opportunity to include some other feature, which accord-
ing to their opinion, is typical for the Roma to the fullest
extent.

In diagram 1, it is visible that the distribution of re-
sponses to this question above all point to the fact that
the elements of socio-cultural Romani tradition (folklore,
typical trades, customs, and language) are overshadowed
by poverty in our study. In other words, the Roma, as a
social group, see themselves primarily in the context of
poverty. Thus, it can be said that this socio-economic as-
pect of identity has repressed the traditional socio-cultural
components.

0
11% 2% 13%

4%

E Folklore

O Typical trades
17% O Customs

O Poverty

B Language

O Other

53%
Source: Field study 2004




Following the majority of respondents who tend to
describe the Roma in terms of “poverty”, the second group
of respondents claimed that specific Romani phenomena
such as “customs and folklore” (in total 30.5%) best de-
scribed the Roma. Thus, less than a third of the respon-
dents link Romani identity to socio-cultural tradition. In
other words, among this group of Roma, identity is deter-
mined, first of all, by traditional heritage which guarantees
continuity with the past and in a symbolic way (what is
characteristic for customs and folklore) makes it possible
for them to join together as a community, to renew soli-
darity within the community and lastly, to revitalise their
identity.

The special quality of language as a central determin-
ing feature of identity was identified by just over one
tenth of the respondents. Interestingly, 82.2% of the re-
spondents speak one of the Romani dialects and about
half of the respondents stated that only Romani is spoken
in their households (27.9%) or that everyday family com-
munication is in Romani and Croatian (19.5%). Despite
their minority position within the framework of Croatian
society, in which they are required to use the Croatian lan-
guage in public/social areas, it is evident that within every-
day life frameworks, the symbolic shaping of the commu-
nity is successfully first realised in the sphere of language.
Moreover, this realisation is considerable (47.4% of fami-
lies communicate in the Romani language and 82.2% of
respondents speak one of the Romani dialects) and is
more extensive than it is at a declarative level (11.1%). In
this sense, language also successfully qualifies/is established
as a determinant of Romani identity.

Traditional professions - especially trades are consid-
ered to be an important component of Romani identity.
In recent times, a change of professions has taken place:
“from traditional (horse traders, musicians, musical instru-
ment makers, basket-makers, blacksmiths, broom-makers)
towards new (sale of rugs, old metal, textiles and used cars,
and similar) that are better adapted to the needs of the
market...” (Posavec, 2000).

The disappearance of typical or traditional Romani
trades (only 4% state that this is an important feature of
their identity) not only had an impact on the identity
framework of the Romani population but also on their
overall socio-economic perspective. No other occupation
successfully replaced the extinction of these activities mostly
because of the extremely low levels of education among
the Roma. Thus, as a result of their lack of qualifications,
the Roma remain outside every socially acceptable chal-
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by sex

lenge that is related to employment. The consequence of
this, which can be read as poverty is so chronic that it is
built into their social identity. This becomes a way of life.

The given data is related to the sample as a whole.
However, it is worth noting that some differences are evi-
dent if the distribution of responses is considered at a
county level (table 1).

Poverty as a dominant special quality of the Romani
population is prominent in six of the eight counties that
were part of the sample. This is stressed in the County of
Varazdin (80%) and the County of Medimurje (75%) to
the largest measure. Compared to the other counties in
which poverty is in first place, the Counties of Istria and
Primorje-Gorski kotar, for the most part, emphasise Ro-
mani customs as a component of Romani identity. Besides
this, it is worth mentioning that typical trades in the
County of Primorje-Gorski kotar (12.4%) and that lan-
guage in the County of Slavonski Brod-Posavina (25%)
were primarily identified and valued as components of
Romani identity.
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Folklore 196 85 25 191 200 18.0 286 33 9.9 135
Typical trades 54 21 50 124 7.0 30 1.0 9 28 40
Customs 241 96 75 416 11.0 80 469 65 7.0 17.0
Poverty 455 649 80.0 18.0 33.0 63.0 6.1 749 620 52.0
Language 36 138 50 34 250 60 173 116 127 11.1
Other 1.8 1.1 0 56 40 20 0 28 56 25

Source: Field study 2004

Survey responses were also compared according to
sex, age, place of birth, employment status and Romani di-
alects.

In table 2, it is visible that there is a statistical signifi-
cant difference between responses according to sex even
though the range of responses is identical.

Folklore Typical Customs Poverty Language Other  Total
trades
Men 14.1 5.5 16.6 49.3 11.1 3.4 100
Women 12.8 22 17.5 55.3 10.6 1.5 100
Source: Field study 2004 p<0.05
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the feature that best describes Romani identity, the share of the Romani Population
of respondents within the female group is significantly lar-
ger than the share of males who think this way. It is also
evident that the share of women who link Romani iden-
tity to typical trades is two times smaller than the share of
men in this category. It can be assumed that a larger share
of women mention poverty as a consequence of their posi-
tion in the family in which they are constantly confronted
with everyday concerns for food, clothes and other items
that are required by large families with young children.
Furthermore, even though links with old trades are disap-
pearing, it seems that male members of the Romani com-
munity (who traditionally were the bearers of these trades
and skills) are inclined to identify typical trades as a com-
ponent of their culture to a larger extent.

Moreover, a statistical significant difference was also
found among different age groups (table 3).

Typical Table 3
Folklore T};giiceas Customs Poverty Language Other  Total What best describes the
Roma according to the
18-29 yrs 16.0 4.0 12.6 53.2 13.4 0.8 100 Lespondents (%) distribution
Yy age

30-39 yrs 9.5 3.2 19.8 51.9 12.7 2.8 100

40-49 yrs 13.7 6.2 18.6 49.1 6.8 5.6 100

50 and over  15.5 3.1 233 48.8 6.2 3.1 100

Source: Field study 2004 p<0.05

Differences in the category of poverty can also be seen
here; it is more stressed among the younger generations
(the majority of respondents are under 39 years of age).
This group is in its most crucial period; members are bur-
dened by problems of parenting and welfare for younger
as well as older members of the community. However, this
table shows some interesting differences with regard to the
other components of socio-cultural identity. If customs
and folklore are regarded as a category that represents
Romani traditional heritage, it can be seen that the ten-
dency to single out this feature as the best descriptor of
Romani identity, compared to identification with poverty,
increases with age. The importance of language, as a com-
ponent of Romani identity, is more stressed among the
younger age groups. Namely, language was emphasised
among the youngest age group two times more than
among the oldest age group. Generally, it can be said that
younger respondents are more inclined to identify the
Romani ethnic group with the aid of language. They are
also more inclined to describe their own ethnic group by 347
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referring to poverty even though this is to a smaller extent
while the older population characterise Romani identity
by relying on traditions (customs and folklore). The stressed
features of Roma, should be interpreted as a factor of dif-
ference compared to others here. The younger population
as expected is a more open group that experiences differ-
ence compared to others in the field of communication,
in language and through the dramatic experiences of pov-
erty. It is a fact that older persons rely on traditional heri-
tage to describe their ethnic group although it should be
noted that customs and folklore also have a high rating
among the younger Roma (2™ in the range).

Typical

Folklore Customs  Poverty  Language  Other Total
trades
Born in place of living or
somewhere else in county 10.4 3.4 11.8 60.8 11.1 2.6 100
Born somewhere else in
Croatia or abroad 19.2 4.4 27.5 352 10.9 2.7 100
Source: Field study 2004 p<0.01
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Although nomadism is one of the most striking fea-
tures of the Roma, it can be said that the Roma are less
active in a migratory sense and that more Roma live in
permanent settlements today (Stambuk, 2000). In line
with these lifestyle changes, it can be expected that rela-
tions towards the places where they live will also change.
In this case, data on place of birth serves as an indicator
of “rootedness” to a place. We assumed that respondents
who live in their place of birth or within the same
county view their way of life and attitudes differently
from those that are born elsewhere or have at least
moved once. While it easier to imagine the development
of “feeling at home” among the first group, for the other
it can be said that they are more “mobile” and have a
tendency to migrate. It should be noted that use of the
concept “feeling at home” or “dedication to a place” has
to be interpreted with caution in research of the Romani
population. Research has shown that a place of living for
the Roma “is a matter of convention after all; it does not
contribute anything to their understanding of them-
selves” (Theodosiou, 2003). Moreover, it should be men-
tioned that it 1s difficult to clearly demarcate this type of
division due to the special quality of Romani lifestyle.
“Traditional, nomadic lifestyle still exists in a somewhat
changed form. It is often difficult to speak about a sharp
distinction between nomadic and a sedentary way of life
because some nomads spend their winters in one place
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seasonal work to earn a living.” (Posavec, 2000). For this of the Romani Population

reason, this division of the Romani population - into in-

digenous inhabitants and newcomers has to be inter-

preted very carefully. Still, results show that there is rea-

son to further investigate this theme. Namely, the two

groups differ in the way they experience and describe the

Romani population. Poverty overshadowed all the other

features among those respondents for whom we assumed

a strong “rootedness” to their home place. In compari-

son, respondents that we assumed are more mobile and

less connected to a place appreciate customs and folklore

as Romani features to a significantly larger measure. We

can assume that this attitude among the latter is the re-

sult of frequent confrontations with other different so-

cial and cultural groups where precisely these socio-cul-

tural elements of identity are expressed as elements of

difference. This is especially probable among the Roma

who live or lived in large (Croatian and European) towns

where poverty is not an exclusive feature of one group

and differentiation towards others unfolds in other fea-

tures, especially those from the cultural sphere.

In response to this question on what feature best de-
scribes the Roma, there is no statistically significant differ-
ence with regard to level of education. However, a statisti-
cally significant difference was noted when the respon-
dents were divided into the employed and unemployed (ta-
ble 5). As expected, “poverty” is the dominant description
among the unemployed of their own ethnic group, while
customs are in first place and typical trades is mentioned
two times more often among the employed.

. Table 5
Folklore Typical Customs Poverty Language Other Total What best describes the
trade R .
oma according to the
Employed 15.7 7.2 337 289 12.0 24 100 respondents (%), unemployed
and employed

Unemployed 13.2 3.7 15.5 54.3 10.9 2.5 100
Source: Field study 2004 p<0.01

Finally, between the two “dialect” groups there is also
a statistically significant difference in response to this
question.

In the first group of Roma that speak Romani chib, it
is claimed that customs (together with folklore 59.7%) best
describe the Roma to the largest extent. Poverty (65.2%) is
identified in the second group that speaks Ljimba d' bjas as
a feature that best describes the Roma (table 6).
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Table 6a
Dialect and religion

Table 6b

Dialect and migration
tendencies

Table 6c
Dialect and territorial dispersal
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Folklore Typical Customs Poverty Language Other Total

trades
Romani chib 22.1 3.3 37.6 249 11.3 0.9 100
Ljimba d' bja$ 8.4 3.5 7.9 65.2 13.0 2.1 100

Source: Field study 2004 p<0.01

While the responses of the first group of Romani re-
spondents reflects a more specific socio-cultural commu-
nity in which poverty is one of the components, it is evi-
dent from the responses of the other group that these
Roma experience themselves as a socio-economic group
characterised by poverty.

For a somewhat clearer picture of the compared
groups, it is necessary to point out that the difference be-
tween these two groups extends beyond the “language
sphere”. The analysis shows that respondents who belong
to a particular dialect group statistically significantly differ
according to religion, migratory habits (measured on the
basis of birthplace, that is, immigration to a place) as well
as territorial dispersal.

Catholic Islam Orthodox Not a believer ~ Other
Romani chib 10.8 84.0 33 0.9 0.9
Ljimba d' bja$ 74.1 0.7 17.1 7.6 0.5
Source: Field study 2004 p<0.01
All here from Most are here  Most have All have

birth from birth ~ immigrated  immigrated
Romani chib 14.6 47.6 25.6 12.7
Ljimba d' bjas 56.4 27.0 9.2 7.4
Source: Field study 2004 p<0.01

Romani chib Ljimba d' bja$

Zagreb County/City 24.5 1.2
Sisak-Moslavina 33 10.6
Varazdin 1.4 16.1
Primorje-Gorski kotar 21.1 0.2
Brod-Posavina 3.8 9.0
Osijek-Baranja 2.8 14.5
Istria 39.9 -

Medimurje 2.3 38.7
Other - 9.7

Source: Field study 2004 p<0.01
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on the basis of the data presented in tables 6a, 6b, and é6c. of the Romani Population
Members of the dialect group Romani chib are followers of
the Islam religion and most often live in the Counties of
Istria, Zagreb, and Primorje-Gorski kotar as well as the
City of Zagreb. It can be said that they are more inclined
to migrate and that they have richer migratory experi-
ences. Members of the dialect group Ljimba d' bjas, are
mostly Christian (mainly Catholics, but there are Ortho-
dox followers as well), and most often live in the County
of Medimurje, generally in the continental part: in the
Northwest area of Croatia as well as Eastern Croatia. Most
of the respondents and members of their families in this
group did not move but live permanently in their place of

birth.

Personal experiences of social status: Are the Roma respected?

Social respect is certainly one of the indicators that we can
use to analyse social integration or social exclusion of the
Roma population in society. In this study, we were inter-
ested in the subjective evaluation of the Roma themselves
about whether they, as Roma are respected in society. This
question was asked directly and they had the possibility of
responding in two ways: “yes” or “no”. In spite of the fact
that they are a marginal group, which in many respects
(economically, politically, socially) is dangerously close to
social exclusion, most of the respondents (84.7%) based
on personal experience claimed that as members of the
Romani minority they feel respected in society (table 7).
Respondents in the County of Primorje-Gorski kotar felt
that they were respected the most as a special ethnic group
(95.6%) while respondents in the County of Medimurje
(79%) and the City of Zagreb (79.3%) felt that the Roma
were respected the least.

Table 7

8 =
S ) B .= ° Do they feel, as Roma,
= 8 E § o a respected in society? (%)
¢ = 3 & 5 5

2 = % §. % £ , E 45 Z

S 3 f o f3 t % o§ o3 £ 93

N &5 S 22 o4 ©) R = ©) =

No 20.7 174 100 44 122 160 167 210 74 153

Yes 79.3 82.6 90.0 956 87.8 84.0 833 79.0 926 847
Source: Field study 2004

Evaluation of respect that the Roma feel in society
does not statistically significantly differ among respon- 351
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Do they feel, as Roma,
respected in society,
according to education (%)

Review of values
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dents with regard to sex, age, place of birth, employment
or language (dialect) groups. However, the level of educa-
tion variable showed a statistically significant difference

(table 8).

Yes No Total
no schooling 87.7 12.3 100
unfinished primary school 83.6 16.4 100
finished primary school 86.3 13.7 100
finished secondary school 71.7 283 100
Source: Field study 2004 p<0.05

Results show that respondents with a higher level of
education feel less respected in society while those without
schooling feel more respected. This is not entirely para-
doxical. Namely, we can assume that respondents that
have finished secondary school have more contact (at
school or at work or of a private nature) with members of
other social groups and that they are more exposed to
eventual expressions of disrespect than the uneducated
Roma whose social experience is limited to the same social
and ethnic groups. Educated respondents, it can be as-
sumed, more often and in many more different ways come
into contact with members of the non-Roma group. Thus,
in view of the total educational structure of the sample
(17% finished primary school and 5.8% finished second-
ary school) this finding that optimistically expresses an at-
titude of respect that the respondents, as Roma, experience
in society should be interpreted with caution.

Generally speaking, values help us to behave properly.
With their help, we determine what is good and what is
bad, what is desirable and what is undesirable. Suéur
(2000) considers that the cultural marginalisation of the
Roma reflects in fact the level of a value system whose
peaks have not broken through values of “western materi-
alism”. The respondents described the framework within
which the shaping of their behaviour, as well as lifestyle
can be expected by rating the importance of particular val-
ues of social and individual life. All together they rated 18
concepts (table 9) and consider that most of them are “im-
portant”.

Namely, only one potential value (politics) in the to-
tal sample received an (average) negative rating (“mainly
unimportant”). The respondents either answered positively



or negatively to all of the presented values and for this rea- . Anka Mieti¢
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son there are no responses in the category “I'm not sure of the Romani Population
in the total sample. Even though, besides politics, it is use-
ful to see how all values in the categories (mainly impor-
tant” or “very important” are rated.
Results shown in table 9 point to a number of possi-
ble conclusions and they also indicate the desirable values

of the Romani population.

X Table 9
Rank Total sample Evaluation The importance respondents
Health 1 4.96 give to particular values of
social and individual life
Children 2 4.90 (average rating)
Freedom 3 4.85
Honesty 3 4.85
Friendship 5 4.80
Love 6 472 very important
’ ©)
Marriage 7 4.71
Work 8 4.70
Money 9 4.69
Knowledge and skill 10 4.52
Protection of the environment 11 4.49
Equality of the sexes 12 4.43
Sex life 13 4.40
Finished school 13 4.40 mainly important
Leisure time 15 438 )
Religion 16 4.26
Nation 17 3.85
Politics 18 214 mainly unimportant

0
Answers that were offered included: not at all important (1), mainly unimportant
(2), I'm not sure (3), mainly important (4) and very important (5)
Source: Field study 2004

The values were divided into three larger groups on the
basis of the ratings. The concepts that were given the largest
rating (5) are in the first group. There is consensus around
elementary values and general existential conditions of life
and the group: health and children are very important. This
attitude is compatible to statements that there is “an em-
phasis on sociability in the family and close relatives” in
Romani populations (Stambuk, 2000). Two highly rated
concepts from the ethical sphere follow: “freedom” and
“honesty”. Even though “freedom” associatively points to
the traditional nomadic life of the Roma, which uncoils
outside and regardless of established social institutions and 353
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Table 10

The importance respondents

give to particular values of

social and individual life

(average rating) — differences

354

according to sex

structure, a more high-quality interpretation requires fur-
ther research along with the operationalisation of these gen-
eral concepts. Friendship, love and marriage follow - val-
ues that regulate interpersonal relations in a narrower so-
cial group. The next subgroup comprises conditions of
economic survival - work, money, knowledge and skills.
Even though “protection of the environment” is the last
of the most important, this gives rise to optimism, espe-
cially in terms of improvement and development of settle-
ments and locations of settled Roma.

Values are rated as “mainly important” in the second
group of values. However, it would not be correct to inter-
pret them as priorities in the range of values. The most
significant finding is that “finished school” is at the bot-
tom of the scale of importance. Even though this is not
unexpected, this attitude draws attention to additional
subjective (as well as those objective) barriers in solving
one of the biggest Romani problem - an exceptionally un-
educated population. In a separate group, politics is con-
sidered to be a “mainly unimportant” aspect of life; this
follows “nation” which was also rated lowly and reflects
their lack of interest in state institutions. In short, to be
healthy, to be free and surrounded by a good family, to be
able to work and have money - are the most important
values of social and individual life among this Roma pop-
ulation. On the other hand, it was confirmed that inclu-
sion in state institutions and systems like the “school sys-
tem, employment, acceptance of rights and duties from ex-
isting laws regulated by rules of the game” is less impor-
tant (Stambuk, 2000). In other words, social integration is
less important.

In these ratings, application of the ttest showed that
there is a statistically significant difference between women
and men for some values. Children, leisure time and equal-
ity of the sexes received a higher rating among women
while marriage, love and sex life are more important among
men (table 10).

Women Men
Children 4.95 4.86
Love 4.65 4.78
Marriage 4.64 4.77
Equality of the sexes 4.52 435
Sex life 4.11 4.67
Leisure time 4.47 4.30
Source: Field study 2004 p<0.01



In addition, a statistically significant difference was
found when different age groups were compared. Gen-
erally, it can be said that younger respondents on average
consider love and sex life as more important than older re-
spondents. The latter give more importance to children,
politics and equality of the sexes (table 11).

18-29 30-39 40-49 50 and over

Children 4.82 4.95 4.95 4.96 p<0.01
Love 4.78 4.74 4.73 4.50 p<0.05
Knowledge, Skills 4.56 4.49 4.63 4.38 p<0.01
Equality of the sexes 4.33 4.46 4.56 4.55 p<0.01
Sex life 4.56 4.41 4.45 3.87 p<0.01
Politics 2.01 2.08 2.48 2.24 p<0.05

Source: Field study 2004

Verification of the differences between groups that are
tentatively called “rooted in home place” and “migratio-
nally active” or “weakly connected to place” also showed
some statistically significant differences. In table 12, it is
clear which values show differences.

Born in settlement or Born somewhere else
somewhere else in the county in Croatia or abroad
Freedom 4.82 4.90
Work 4.65 4.78
Friendship 4.77 4.86
Politics 2.05 2.27
Nation 3.78 3.98
Source: Field study 2004 p<0.05

The data shows that the Roma who are “more mo-
bile” and have lived in different spaces usually place more
worth on those values that are linked to the social dimen-
sion of life. Even though this is only difference in inten-
sity of importance, this points to possible deeper social
differences in lifestyle as well as aims and aspirations be-
tween these two groups.

There were more values that showed statistically signifi-
cant differences between the two language (dialect) groups
(table 13).

This finding points to how this group, besides at the
language level, separates value orientations even though it
is only in intensity. The biggest difference was in the rat-
ing of politics where a neutral attitude was expressed in
one group while the other expressed a negative attitude.
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Table |1

The importance respondents
give to particular values of
social and individual life
(average rating) — differences
according to age

Table 12

The importance respondents
give to particular values of
social and individual life
(average rating) — difference
according to “place of birth”
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The importance respondents
give to particular values of
social and individual life
(average rating) — differences
according to “language groups”

Way of life
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The Roma who speak the Romani chib dialect on average
are indecisive in their ratings of politics while members of
the dialect group Ljimba d' bjas on average claim that poli-
tics is “mainly unimportant” in their lives. It can be gener-
ally said that members of the Romani chib language group
place more importance on social values than those that
speak the Ljimba d' bjas dialect. In this sense, it is probable
that they can be counted on more in terms of social com-
mitments. They are more mobile and have varied life expe-
riences in more spaces that could increase their social sen-
sitivity. However, it is interesting that, on average, the
Roma who speak Ljimba d' bjas were more sensitive to “the
protection of the environment” issue.

Romani chib Ljimba d' bjas

Freedom 4.94 4.78 p<0.01
Work 4.82 4.63 p<0.01
Friendship 4.86 4.73 p<0.01
Protection of the environment 4.30 4.51 p<0.01
Equality of the sexes 4.52 4.34 p<0.05
Leisure time 4.49 4.21 p<0.01
Politics 2.51 1.97 p<0.01
Religion 4.48 4.14 p<0.01
Nation 4.24 3.66 p<0.01

Answers that were offered included: not at all important (1), mainly unimporiant
(2), I'm not sure (3), mainly important (4) and very important (5)

Source: Field study 2004

The Romani way of life is in many ways special; the most
important is their differentiation and separation from other
social groups. This special quality is partly the result of
Romani customs/traditions, value systems mentioned in
the previous section as well as objective circumstances and
interpersonal relations of the Romani population and the
wider society in which they live. The following section will
cover the Romani way of life in Croatia on the basis of
their evaluations. This includes: to what extent are particu-
lar features characteristic of lifestyle in a settlement as well
as their self-evaluation of aspects of quality of life and
readiness to migrate.

Table 14 shows that two thirds of the respondents are
definitely aware of how their lives are threatened by the
polluted environment. On the other hand, they experience
their everyday life as safe so it can be assumed that this



polluted environment threat is anticipated more as a
long-term consequence of life in an unacceptable environ-
ment. This unsuitable life framework is probably compen-
sated by the relatively large “possibilities to live according
to one’s choice” that is line with the already mentioned
desires for freedom and its high value among the Roma.
As expected, the great role of tradition is claimed by a
large share while the “the possibility of acquiring a good
standard in a short time” is the only feature that they
claim is not typical for their settlements.

Total sample

Not at all Somewhat Definitely
Threatened by the polluted
environment 15.0 21.7 63.3
Safe everyday life 17.9 33.6 48.5
The possibility of living according
to one’s own choice 21.0 31.7 47.2
Great role of tradition 23.6 37.2 39.2

The possibility of acquiring a good
standard in a short time 55.2 224 22.4

Source: Field study 2004

Distribution by counties (tables in appendix) show
that the life-threatening consequences of the polluted en-
vironment is particularly alarming in settlements that are
in the Counties of Sisak-Moslavina, Varazdin, Slavonski
Brod-Posavina where more than 80% of the respondents
claimed that this is definitely a problem. Beyond doubt,
these are places that require most urgent intervention to
improve the quality of life in settlements. There is no sta-
tistically significant difference in the way these characteris-
tics were evaluated with regard the respondents’ age or
level of education. Although a significant difference in
evaluations was found between women and men in rela-
tion to “threatened by the polluted environment” where
men to a larger degree (67.3% definitely) identified this
problem compared to women (58.6% definitely). Besides, a
difference was shown in the evaluation in the role of tradi-
tion among respondents who belong to the “indigenous
population” or who were “born in settlement” as well as
those who “immigrated” to the settlement. Namely, the in-
digenous population indicate the threatening polluted en-
vironment to a larger degree while the newcomers em-
phasise the role of tradition in the life of the settlement

(table 15).
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Table 14

The characteristic features of
lifestyle in the settlement (%)
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Table 15

The characteristic features of
lifestyle in the settlement (%),
according to place of birth

Table 16

The characteristic features of
lifestyle in the settlement (%),
according to dialect
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Born in settlement or
somewhere else
in the county

Defini-  Not
at all

Born somewhere else
in Croatia or abroad

Some-  Defini-
what tely

Not Some-
at all what tely

Great role of tradition  26.6 41.6 31.8 18.5 29.2 52.3

Threatened by a
polluted environment  13.0 19.8 67.2 18.9 24.1 57.0

Source: Field study 2004

p<0.01

Evaluations of these settlement characteristics differ
more substantially when the respondents are divided into
two groups according to language criteria (table 16).

Romani chib Ljimba d' bjag
Not  Some- Defini- Not  Some- Defini-
atall  what tely atall  what tely

Great role of tradition 11.7 28.4 59.9 28.4 438 27.9

Threatened by a polluted

environment 24.0 30.0 46.0 10.8 19.5 69.7
The possibility of

acquiring a good

standard in a short time ~ 57.1 14.8 28.1 53.4 25.3 21.4

Source: Field study 2004 p<0.01

Like “place difference” among the Roma who speak
different dialects the “possibility to acquire a good stan-
dard in a short time” is a little more promising, even
though small, among the Roma who belong to the dialect
group Romani chib. Nevertheless, twice as many respon-
dents from this group indicate that life unfolds in a tradi-
tional way in their settlements while the threat of a pol-
luted environment is expressed by a smaller share. The dif-
ferences towards tradition are possible due to the connec-
tion of the language group with a religion, which in some
segments, with more or less success determines a way of
life.

A representation of life in Romani settlements cer-
tainly completes the ratings of the most important aspects
of the quality of life (table 17).

Health, reputation, perspective and personal freedom
- were best rated by the respondents. However, the items
that are at the bottom of this list are of more interest than
the ones at the top. Considering the worst components of
a quality of life, (in this case: employment, material status,
housing conditions and the general opportunities in the
settlement) it can be seen that life in a Romani settlement
was given a very low rating. This rating only changes in



Table 17
Average ratings of particular quality of life aspects

Primorje-Gorski

kotar
Brod-Posavina

Sisak-Moslavina
Varazdin

Osijek-Baranja

Istria

Medimurje

Other

Total sample

w
o
by
=)

Health of family members 3.7 3.7

Reputation among persons in the immediate
environment (neighbours, work colleagues) 39 37 37 42 39

Diet 38 34 37 36 38
Personal health 33 35 37 35 35

Personal life perspective of young family
members 35 37 38 34 33

Personal life perspective 33 32 34 30 32

Possibility of choosing a lifestyle according to
own desires and standards 31 29 36 31 33

Housing conditions 28 26 28 25 33

«
o
ES
RN

3.7
3.7

3.4
3.0

3.4
3.1

General life opportunities in the settlement 29 24 24 22 30 29

Material state of the household 24 22 26 23 25
Employment 16 16 18 23 17

2.5
1.8

3.7
3.6

3.6
3.3

3.1
29
3.0
2.5
2.5

«
N

3.4
3.4

3.5
3.1

3.1
2.7
2.5
2.1
1.6

3.4
3.5

3.5
32

3.1
2.6
2.7
2.2
1.3

w
oo

3.6
3.5

3.5
32

32
2.8
2.7
2.3
1.7

The offered ratings were from 1 (inadequate) to 5 (excellent)
Source: Field study 2004

nuances in different counties. The general impression is
that the life standard is low. The worst rated aspect of life
(employment) is probably the key to exiting this described
situation. Even though 92.3% of the respondents consider
themselves to be local and not newcomers to the settle-
ments they are prepared to move because of better life
conditions and work. However, their readiness to change
address decreases as the distance of their “new home” in-
creases from their present place of living (diagram 2). This
highlights the need to improve their current settlements
and locations bringing them closer to an acceptable stan-
dard of life.

Despite the general pessimistic picture, the state of af-
fairs is not evaluated as “equally bad” in all the subgroups
of the sample. Statistically significant differences were
shown in all tested groups. Grouped into two dialect
groups statistical significant differences were obtained to
two questions when the respondents were grouped accord-
ing to dialect. Members of the Romani chib dialect group
are more satisfied with employment and gave this on aver-
age a rating of 2 in comparison to members of the Ljimba
d' bjas dialect group who on average rated this as 1.7. Sec-
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Diagram 2

Are the respondents prepared
to move away to improve
work and life conditions

Table 18

Average ratings of particular
quality of life aspects
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Source: Field study 2004

ondly, with regard to general opportunities within the set-
tlement the first group rated this as 2.80 while the second
gave this a rating of 2.55. The indigenous population com-
pared to newcomers give higher ratings to the following:
personal health (3.61 compared to 3.33); health of house-
hold members (3.89 compared to 3.57); and material sta-
tus (2.34 compared to 2.28). Men compared to women
gave higher ratings to the following: employment (1.81
compared to 1.61); personal health (3.64 compared to
3.35); personal life perspective (3.32 compared to 3.04);
and the life perspectives of youth (3.60 compared to 3.41).

A larger number of items statistically differ when the
ratings of the employed and unemployed are compared

(table 18).

Employed Unemployed

Personal health 3.89 3.47
Life perspective of young family members 3.78 3.48
Personal life perspective 3.53 3.16
Housing conditions 3.21 2.76
Material state of the household 2.79 229
Employment 3.39 1.55

The offered ratings were from 1 (inadequate) to 5 (excellent)
Source: Field study 2004

As expected, employed respondents are satisfied with
all the items that they rated and this is especially evident
in those items that are more directly related to employ-
ment and material status. Statistically significant differ-



ences in ratings were shown for the largest number of ) Anka Mieti¢
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items (shown in table 19 and 20) when respondents were of the Romani Population
compared according to different age groups and levels of
education.
Table 19
18-29  30-39  40-49 50 and Average ratings of particular
over quality of life aspects,
Health of family members 3.95 3.87 3.85 3.00 according to age
Possibility of choosing lifestyle according
to own desires and standards 3.23 3.13 3.40 2.76
Diet 3.65 3.69 3.65 3.08
Personal health 4.06 3.48 3.25 227

Life perspectives of young family 3.62 354 3.70 295

members

Personal life perspective 3.38 3.22 3.23 2.51
Housing conditions 2.79 2.90 2.98 2.42
Material state of household 2.38 2.36 2.51 1.86
Employment 1.65 1.75 2.00 1.50
Source: Field study 2004 p<0.01

In most items, there is a larger degree of satisfaction
in the younger age group but it is interesting that respon-
dents in their forties are the most satisfied with employ-
ment while the youngest and oldest are the least satisfied.
Related to this, the highest rating for material state of the
household and employment is found in the 40-49 age
group. It can be generally stated that this age group are
more optimistic than others with regard to life perspec-
tives of youth, housing conditions and the possibility to

Table 20

Average ratings of particular
quality of life aspects,

live according to one’s own choice. according to schooling
e
Health of family members 3.51 3.89 3.90 4.00
Reputation among persons in the
immediate environment (neighbours,
work colleagues) 3.63 3.69 3.93 4.11
Diet 3.35 3.62 3.74 4.02
Personal health 3.02 3.66 3.79 4.04
Life perspective of young family
members 331 3.54 3.73 3.65
Personal life perspective 2.88 3.25 3.40 3.70
Housing conditions 2.58 2.30 3.00 3.36
Material state of household 2.12 2.35 2.53 2.76
Employment 1.57 1.63 2.10 2.26

Source: Field study 2004 p<0.01
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In table 20 it is evident that educated members of the
Romani population are, on average, the most satisfied
with their own lives. However, since their total number 1s
very small, the final evaluation about the quality of life is
determined by less successful and less satisfied Roma to
the largest degree.

The socio-cultural profile of the Romani population was
analysed on the basis of a few indicators: identity, social
position, values and quality of life. Beyond doubt, the
Roma are a specific social group as indicated by many fea-
tures and a lifestyle that are recognizable in society. How-
ever, it should be kept in mind that they are not a homo-
geneous group since within the Romani population multi-
farious stratification occurs. This study showed that this
stratification occurs in the cultural sphere, shaping some
subgroups with a special identity, lifestyle and values.
Sometimes, they are not clearly defined; on the contrary,
the Romani society shape and differentiate prevailing indis-
pensable cultural specificities that distinguishes them from
other societies. However, these analyses have “touched” be-
low the surface, in which comparisons by sex, age, educa-
tion, connection with place, belonging to a language/dia-
lect circle - has shown that within the Romani population
different groups are differentiated. Approaches to im-
provement and development of their settlements would
surely need to take this into account.

There are a few substantial problems, which the Ro-
mani community faces and that consequently burden all as-
pects of life, including socio-cultural aspects. Objectively, a
low level of education that diminishes chances for employ-
ment and improvement of their life standard is (not only
among the Roma) recognised as a cause or key solution to
their problems. Regardless, “finishing school” is at the bot-
tom on the scale of values, while poverty is accepted as a
feature of the group and is used as an identity marker that
pushes other typical cultural features such as folklore, cus-
toms, language, trades, etc. into the background.

Along with poverty, they are more inclined to a larger
degree to describe their lifestyle as “threatened by the pol-
luted environment”, which additionally reflects their low
level of satisfaction with housing conditions, general life
opportunities in the settlement, the material state of the
household and especially employment.

Based on this analysis, the general evaluation is that
the traditional socio-cultural identity of the Roma is fad-



ing away and that the Roma to a large degree are socially
identified and represented through the negative features or
deficiencies: poverty and threat. In a society that is ori-
ented towards multiculturalism and encouragement of an
equal Other, deficiencies and absences cannot over the
long-term be the basis of identity differentiation and sub-
jectivity.

For the shaping of a recognizable socio-cultural profile
of the Roma like for the revitalisation of their social iden-
tity there is more perspective if the foothold of their own
identification rests on the living components of cultural
heritage. It should be remembered that nearly half of the re-
spondents claim that Romani customs, folklore, language
and traditional trades best describe the Roma. Whether this
percentage is large or small is perhaps not the issue. How-
ever, it is certainly adequate to be the foothold of an opti-
mistic scenario of development for the Romani population.

Anka Miseti¢
The Socio-cultural Features
of the Romani Population

363






y Zgran
SUCUR

POVERTY AS

A COMPONENT OF
THE SOCIO-CULTURAL
IDENTITY OF

THE ROMA






The objective and subjective indicators of Romani poverty

There is a close connection between the Roma and poverty
and this has lasted for centuries. Almost certainly, the
Roma are a group with the highest risk of poverty in all
societies in which they live. Romani poverty is specific in
relation to poverty of other ethnic or social groups. First,
poverty among the Roma is significantly more widespread
compared to other groups. The rates of poverty among the
Roma can be ten and more times larger than the rates of
poverty among the non-Roma. In Romania, Bulgaria and
Hungary (countries that are members or candidates for en-
try into the EU) between 40-80% of Roma live below a
poverty threshold of 4.3$ a day per person (Ringold et al.,
2003). On the other hand, the Roma easily become poor
and stay poor for longer periods (their whole lives for  Diagram |
: : : Share of the population below
many). This means that Roma poverty is often characteris- {0 ior comparable
tically deeply ingrained and permanent. poverty line (2004)

(income based - international poverty line of 4.3$ per day at PPP - purchasing power parity)
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Note: When calculating per capita household income the OECD 'equivalence scale' was used (this assigns the co-
efficient 1 to the first adult household member, 0.5 to other adult members and 0.3 to children under 14). This
means that per capita household income is not obtained by dividing the total income by the number of mem-
bers, but with the “an equalized number of household members”. For example, if the total income of a house-
hold consisting of a married couple with two children amounts to 1,200kn, the equivalised household income is
not 300kn (1,200+4), but 571.43kn (1,200+2.1).
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Roma in Croatia

A large majority of the Roma in Croatia are also ab-
sorbed by the problems of poverty, indicated by both the
objective and subjective indicators of poverty. As can be
seen in diagram 1, the rate of poverty among the Roma in
Croatia is approximately two and a half times larger than
the rate of poverty among the majority population who
live with the Roma in the same settlements or close by. It
is certain that the difference between the poverty of the
Roma and the non-Roma majority in general would be
substantially larger. When compared to other countries,
Croatia belongs to the group of countries where there is
less difference between the rate of poverty among the Roma
and non-Roma who live in Romani neighbourhoods. It is
evident that the material and financial circumstances of
the Romani populations are far worse than the financial
circumstances of Croatian citizens that live in absolute
poverty (Table 1).

Life Standard Indicators Total p}g/s)ulation Thfo/f:)oor R((z/zr)la
< 10m? of housing space per

household member 8.1 25.0 67.2%
No electricity 0.3 2.1 26.0
No indoor toilet 8.3 372 66.0
No indoor bathroom 7.9 38.1 63.3
No running water 5.7 22.0 48.9
No sewerage 24.0 452 78.8
No telephone 10.7 40.1 61.1
No fridge or freezer 5.9 16.6 20.9
No washing machine 8.9 32.6 49.9
No car 37.0 89.2 67.5

Source: Field study 2004

Note: The life standard indicators for all citizens and the poor are based on Lut-
tmer (2000). The threshold of poverty has been determined on the basis of mini-
mum expenditure on food and other necessities.

* It needs to be mentioned that we did not have precise data on the floor space
of Romani households, as household responses were classified into different ca-
tegories of housing space. To calculate the size of housing spaces for each house-
hold member, it was supposed that all households in a particular category have
the average amount of the mentioned category. This means that data on the size
of housing spaces for each person in a household is not entirely precise.

When certain elements of the infrastructure and liv-
ing standard are compared, for which a large part of
household expenditure is spent in Croatia, then it is evi-
dent that more than a quarter of the Roma do not have
electricity, while the share of these types of households
among the overall poor population is around 2%. Almost
a half of the Romani households do not have a washing



machine, which is considered to be a component of a
minimum life standard in Croatia. The Roma have a sig-
nificantly higher level of deprivation with regard to all life
standard elements compared to the poor in general, with
the exception of car possession. Research on poverty until
now has shown that car possession is a relatively good
rough indicator of poverty in Croatia. Approximately
90% of the poor and 95% of social welfare recipients do
not own a car (guéur, 2001; World Bank, 2000). It seems
that the car has an additional function for the Roma. For
a large number of Romani families, a car is very impor-
tant in terms of livelihood, considering their livelihood
activities to ensure existence (collection of scrap metal,
small-scale trade and resale). For other citizens, a car in
this respect is not existentially indispensable.

When we compare the present-day life standard of
Romani households with those of six or twenty years ago,
then it is evident that the standard of living has improved
(measured by the possession of durable consumer goods)

(Table 2).

Durable consumer

goods 1982 study 1988 study 2004 study
No electricity 48.1 14.3% 26.0
No fridge 72.9 40.0 37.1
No TV 61.9 20.2 15.0
No washing machine 922 65.9 49.9
No car 83.1 72.9 67.5

Source: Hodzi¢, 1985: 30-31 (for 1982 study), Stambuk, 2000: 307 (for 1998
study) and field research in 2004.

Note: The samples in these studies were different, which may have affected the
obtained results. The 1982 study included 20 Romani settlements, compared to
the study in 1998 that included 5 settlements while the most recent study in
2004 included 43 settlements.

* Of the five settlements that were included in this study, the percent of house-
holds without electricity was between 0-11.5% in four of them, while in the fifth
more than half of the households had no electricity.

The number of households without electricity has been
halved in twenty years. Compared to 1998, the percentage
of households without washing machines has mostly de-
creased (even though it is still relatively high). Still, the ob-
tained results need to be considered carefully because there
could be large differences in the standards of living be-
tween inhabitants of particular Romani settlements.

The subjective Romani perception of their own mate-
rial position does not differ greatly from the objective in-
dicators (Table 3). On a scale of 1 to 5, more than a third
of the respondents graded their material position as 1, i.e.,
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The material conditions of
households according to

subjective evaluations of
respondents” (N=962)

Table 4

The biggest problems of
Romani households™ (N=958)

unsatisfactory. Moreover, if we add the number of respon-
dents who evaluated their material position as 2 to this
figure, then almost 60% of all households live in unsatis-
factory or hardly bearable material conditions. In addi-
tion, the standard the Roma used while grading their ma-
terial position also needs to be considered. Romani per-
ception of an acceptable or decent living standard is likely
to be more modest compared to the perception of other
social and ethnic groups.

%

1 35.1
2 24.3
3 22.6
4 8.4
5 9.6

Source: Field study 2004
* The rating is on a scale of 1-5, where 1 is unsatisfactory and 5 is excellent.

In addition, in table 4 it is evident that by far the big-
gest problem that Romani households face, based on re-
spondents’ opinion, is poverty and shortage of goods. Since
the respondents could list up to two problems, it is indica-
tive that there is a huge difference between poverty and all
the other problems mentioned as first. Namely, 64.7% of
the respondents first and foremost stressed the problem of
poverty while 11.3% mentioned poor housing conditions,
which as a rule, are closely related to poverty. When all the
problems are ranked according to importance, regardless of
whether they were mentioned first or second, poverty re-
mains at the top of the list, followed by unemployment and
poor housing conditions. All those who mentioned poverty
as a problem, stated it exclusively first.

Problem % of respondents who % of respondents who list
list problem as first problem as first or as second
Poor material status (shortage, poverty) 64.7 64.7
Poor family health 8.6 19.9
Difficulty with schooling of children 4.4 8.1
Poor housing conditions 11.3 33.4
Long distance to place of work 1.3 2.6
Unemployment 8.5 47.0
Overburdened women (job, family obligations) 0.3 4.0
Other 1.0 1.8

Source: Field study 2004

* Two problems could be listed



Not only is poverty a key problem for the Roma but iy a5 2 cé:f:ei‘fz;
a “trade mark” or recognisable feature of the Roma (table the Socio-cultural identity of
5). More than half of the respondents (52%) consider that the Roma

poverty best describes the Roma as an ethnic group.

o Table 5
0 What best describes the
Poverty 52.0 Roma (N=959)
Customs 17.0
Folklore 13.5
Language 11.1
Typical trades 4.0
Other 24

Source: Field study 2004

The Roma and the “culture of poverty”

The Roma are traditionally perceived through different
stereotypes. The community perceives them as beggars and
vagabonds or as thieves. They are often marked as the “un-
deserving poor” (Katz, 1989), that is, like people who are
lazy, avoid work, have uncontrolled reproduction, are irre-
sponsible and immature, who do not accept modern valu-
es and live off social welfare, etc. In other words, the Ro-
ma are blamed for their own poverty. There is a widespre-
ad image of the Roma as those who live in misery and po-
verty. However, the Roma are also perceived as those who
excessively and unacceptably use state welfare, which pro-
motes frustration and rivalry among Roma and non-Roma
groups. Therefore the following question can be asked: Is
Romani poverty “situational” or “cultural”? Is poverty an
intrinsic part of Romani culture, such that the wider pu-
blic in that respect cannot do anything or very little?

Some authors have the tendency to see elements of pa-
thology and culturalism in Romani poverty. The “patholog-
ical” approach suggests that the sole responsibility for pov-
erty lies with the individual, that is, that poverty is the re-
sult of social and personal disadvantages of the individual.
The word pathology alludes to the active role of the indi-
vidual in the “creation” of poverty such that individuals
actively and consciously create their own misery. More-
over, it can be concluded from this approach that the
poor are predisposed to be criminals and deviants and
that any social intervention will not be successful due to
the character of these people.

Nevertheless, authors more often endeavour to ex-
plain Romani poverty with the “culture of poverty” theory
(Lewis, 1965; 1968), because culturalism does not allude to 371
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the “genetic” code of the Roma but to their culture that
encourages them, in accordance with stereotypes, to avoid
work, to have lots of children or to accept a criminal way
of life. According to this theory, the poor use life strate-
gies, which are a result of culturally conditioned practices.
They develop their own culture with peculiar norms and
values that is completely different from the culture of
wider society. According to Lewis’s findings, culture of
poverty features can be analysed at the individual, family
and community levels (table 6).

Individual level Family level Community level
e marginality e free unions and e Non-membership and
consensual marriages non-participation in

¢ helplessness

e social institutions
. e early initiation into ;
e fatalism (economic
sex I .
: organisations, unions
® present-time . ? ’
grientation ¢ absence of childhood political parties, etc.)
as a specific protective .
. . . e Weak use of social
e lack oflmpulse perlod of life a u(h lth a
control ) services (health,
e lack of privacy cultural, educational,

* weak ego-structure « matrifocal family bank, etc.)
) beIief_in'male ¢ high divorce rate * Social diso‘rggnisati‘o‘n
superiority and chronic instability

¢ abandonment of
children and mothers
by men

e high tolerance for
psychopathologies
of all types

Theft, begging, petty fraud, prostitution, loan-sharking,
drugs, teenage pregnancies and other deviations are also
included as features of the culture of poverty. The poor
are caught up in an endemic persistent vicious circle, be-
cause they do not have the strength to stop the processes
that cause and maintain their poverty. At first glance, the
intergenerational poverty transmission argument can be
“easily” illustrated using examples from Romani life. Lewis
maintained that the culture of poverty is internalised and
learned in socialisation processes, and for this reason has a
great impact on children. Lewis (1968: 50) claims that: “By
the time slum children are age six or seven they have usu-
ally absorbed the basic values and attitudes of their subcul-
ture and are not psychologically geared to take full advan-
tage of changing conditions or increased opportunities
which may occur in their lifetime.” In addition, new theo-
ries emphasise that the poor transmit beliefs, practices,
ambitions and expectations from one generation to the
next as a form of “heritage”. For example, if a poor (Ro-
mani) family have developed the practices of begging and
fraud, these “skills” will be transmitted to the younger
members of the family, because they present a mechanism



through which the poor can cope with social and eco-
nomic marginalisation. Similar to the rich who transfer
their wealth to descendents, the poor transfer their family
“heritage” to the young, who internalise and use it later in
life. In the same way, low educational aspirations or life
ambitions among the young in these circumstances can be
explained. This would mean that the poor contribute to
their impoverishment by collecting, preserving and trans-
mitting behaviour connected to poverty.

If a Romani culture of poverty exists, what is its con-
tent? It is true that some of the features of Lewis’s culture
of poverty are present among the Roma (feeling of mar-
ginality and helplessness, orientation towards the present,
free unions, early sexual relations, absence of childhood as
a specific protective period, and poor participation in so-
cial institutions, etc.) However, some components of the
culture of poverty have become characteristic not only for
the Roma and the poor but for other social strata in
Croatia today. Many feel helpless and uncertain in situa-
tions of economic recession and limited employment op-
portunities. How is it possible at all to plan a future in a
situation when individuals do not have influence whatso-
ever on the social environment. Cohabitation and a high
divorce rate are not specific for the poor, but are already
general trends in contemporary society. The same can also
be said about the birth of children out of wedlock. In the
most developed countries, more than half of the children
are born outside of marriage. Early sexual relations are not
a particularity of the poor or the Roma either. Following
the sexual revolution, young people from different social
strata had earlier sexual relations. However, there is a big
difference between the Roma and non-Roma with regard
to entry into a first marriage. “Macho cultures” or beliefs
in the superiority of men are not especially linked to the
Roma but with a patriarchal culture, which 1s still present
in Croatian society. It is also true that Romani parents ex-
pect their children to “grow up” considerably earlier (to
get married, earn a living or become independent) com-
pared to non-Roma children (Su¢ur, 2004), while the Roma
are simultaneously “accused” of having an overprotective
relation towards children (i.e., too lenient and spontane-
ous upbringing).

If the Roma upheld the culture of poverty, this means
that they would accept different values to those in society.
However, table 7 shows that their system of values in all
probability does not differ greatly from a non-Roma one
(unfortunately, we do not have a sample control group to

check this).
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- ' Not Very N Rank tov:"ards
alues important . verage category “ve
Et all tmportant ¢ imiorliant’{y
Marriage 1.6 82.0 4.71 7
Children 1.3 95.2 4.90 2
Work 1.3 79.5 4.70 3
Knowledge 0.8 67.8 4.52 13
Education 4.6 68.2 4.40 12
Honesty 0.4 88.6 4.85 3
Friendship 0.4 85.1 4.80 5
Leisure time 1.0 59.0 4.38 16
Love 1.6 83.6 4.72 6
Sex life 4.3 70.7 4.40 10
Environmental
protection 2.5 68.4 4.49 11
Politics 483 11.7 2.14 18
Religion 6.0 62.9 4.26 15
Nation 12.9 49.7 3.85 17
Money 1.2 79.0 4.69 9
Freedom 0.2 88.4 4.85 4
Sex equality 3.0 67.1 443 14
Health 0.1 96.6 4.96 1

Source: Field study 2004

* The importance of each value is evaluated on a scale of 1-5 (1 - not important
at all, 2 - mostly unimportant, 3 - I am not sure, 4 - mostly important, 5 - very
important).

Family values, personal values and liberties (health,
children, honesty, freedom, friendship, love, marriage) are
at the top of the scale. These are followed by work-material
values (work and money), while traditional and political
values (politics, nation, religion) are at the bottom of the
scale. It can be concluded from the represented hierarchy
of values that life in poverty is not a way of life that the
Roma prefer.

Work also occupies a high place on the scale of values,
as a means of realising many other values. Thus, the value
system of the Roma is not imperatively different from the
value system of society as a whole. However, it is question-
able to what extent these obtained value orientations are the
result of the Roma’s efforts to alter their responses to
match general social expectations. There is a discrepancy be-
tween so-called explicit and implicit values among the
Roma (Zupanov, 1995). Explicit (publicly recognised) val-
ues can be only declarations according to which people do
not follow in real life, while implicit values are real values
from which behaviour follows. This discrepancy between ex-
plicit and implicit values is not only particular to the
Roma, but it is most noticeable among the Roma because
they often do not have the possibilities to realise the values
that they declaratively uphold. As the Roma are not in a



position to realise the goals of the culture of society, they
create norms that are more appropriate to the situations in
which they live (“value stretch”) (Mitrovi¢, 1990). Through
their actions and behaviour the Roma and the poor can vi-
olate their own moral norms and values.

How can we explain the presence of some culture of
poverty elements among the Roma? It needs to be noted
that Lewis emphasised that the culture of poverty is simul-
taneously an adaptation and reaction of the poor to their
marginal position in a highly individualised capitalist so-
ciety. The culture of poverty represents poor people’s at-
tempt to grapple with feelings of hopelessness and despair,
which come from knowing that the achievement of suc-
cess consistent with the values and aims of wider society is
impossible. That which some call “culture” in fact repre-
sents mechanisms of survival; the adaptation of the poor
to life’s difficulties. For example, are social disorganisation
or instability really features of the Roma community?

A number of investigations have shown that the liv-
ing conditions in Romani communities are not the same:
in some they are stable, some communities struggle with
life problems and misfortunes, and some are poorly organ-
ised and unstable. The Roma can organise their commu-
nity activities successfully in a way that is different from
the non-Roma. The Roma have their own models for solv-
ing problems. In this way, kinship networks can be under-
stood as a form of “cultural capital”, and not something
that hinders cooperation and enterprise. Multigenerational
family networks present a means of survival for different
generations because they ensure the regular inflow of fi-
nances (child endowment, family allowances, pensions and
unemployment benefits). These family networks also serve
as information networks about the labour market, the pos-
sibilities of making money, gains and losses of leaving the
local area and similar.

It needs to be acknowledged that life in poverty affects
the development of those forms of behaviour that are more
of a situational character, but there 1s no need to exclude
the possibility that poverty creates long-term patterns of be-
haviour (Gans, 1968) that can negatively influence the pace
of change leading to the cessation of poverty. The adopted
patterns of behaviour can lead to a “cultural lag”, that is,
they can prevent or obstruct an easy and quick “comeback”
to society, even though it is believed that a cultural lag is of
a temporary character. Thus, it is important during research
on Romani poverty to establish which patterns of their be-
haviour are situational and which are internalised and have
features of “culture”. Situational behaviour changes in ac-
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cordance with changes in life circumstances (without social

intervention) while internalised behaviour can be changed

mainly through organised activities.

A shortcoming in the culture of poverty theory is its
implication that the poor and the Roma do not have their
“own culture”, but that their economic position deter-
mines their values in a predictable way. Moreover, it is not
clear whether the Roma have one culture or two: their eth-
nic culture and the culture of poverty. To what extent is
the ethnic culture of the Roma compatible to the culture
of poverty? The Roma are an ethnic minority in Croatia
and other countries, which means that they have particu-
lar culture specificities in relation to the majority group.
For example, early marriages are characteristic for the Ro-
mani ethnic group. They are a part of Romani tradition
and Romani socialisation (Su¢ur, 2004). Early marriages,
per se, do not have to lead to poverty. They are more an
indicator of low level educational aspirations, early drop-
out rate from school, which is related to low qualifications
and poorly developed work skills that in the end decrease
their chances in the labour market.

Here it is important to ask which traditional patterns
of Romani culture prevent or obstruct the modernisation
of the Romani community. It is possible to improve the
material position of the Roma by holding onto past cul-
tural patterns. Vasecka and Radicova (2001) claim that the
following features of the Romani family, which differ
from the non-Roma majority, can be related to problems
of modernisation and poverty:
¢ life in extended families (there is still no dominant ori-

entation towards nuclear families),

e community oriented life style,

e an absence of boundaries between what is private and
what is public (privacy does not exist not only because
of their way of life but also because of their relation-
ship to property),

* considering the present housing as temporary and pro-
visional,

* a clear division of sex roles in the family (the man is the
breadwinner and the woman is responsible for house-
hold maintenance and bringing up the children),

 specific demographic features (young population with
many children).

Thus, it needs to be recognised that the culture of
poverty is based on unproved assumptions that there is
only one functional model of adaptation to long-term de-
privation. However, among the Roma and the poor we
come across complex and various strategies of adaptation



to similar social circumstances. For example, the Roma
can plan mass migration abroad as a form of political pro-
test against discriminating local conditions or they can in-
dividually go abroad as illegal immigrants or migrate to
countries in which there are more favourable conditions
for the development of “small business” (Stewart, 2002).
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The causes of Romani poverty

All research shows that the Roma are more vulnerable
with respect to poverty compared to other social or ethnic
groups. Some advocate the notion “the racialization of
poverty” (Emigh, Fodor and Szelenyi, 2000) namely, that
members of minority groups begin to abound among the
poor, changing the profile of the poor. First of all, poverty
is generally connected to some socio-demographic features
like sex, age, employment status, education, the size and
structure of the household and similar. However, the con-
nection of poverty with these features varies between soci-
eties as well as between the Roma and non-Roma.
There are a number of factors that influence the in-
creasing vulnerability of the Romani population. First, it
is known that the Roma have low levels of education and
poorly developed professional skills, which determines
their position on the changing (transitional) labour mar-
ket. The risk of poverty is generally high if the head of the
household is unemployed or without an education or has
three or more children. The connection between poverty
and these three features (unemployment, low educational
achievements, and a large number of children) among the
Roma is considerably stronger than among the non-Roma.
Non-Roma households with the mentioned features do
not have to necessarily prevail among the poor. For exam-
ple, most of the poor in Croatia with regard to their em-
ployment status are not unemployed but pensioners (Sucur,
2001; World Bank, 2000). According to one study (Rin-
gold et al., 2003), the rates of poverty among non-Roma
families headed by persons without any education are sev-
eral times higher than those among non-Roma families
headed by persons with a secondary school education.
There is a similar ratio between the rates of poverty of
non-Roma households who are run by unemployed and
employed persons. In comparison, there is a relatively high
level of poverty among Romani families regardless of the
household heads’ educational or employment status. The
risk of poverty is high among the Roma even when the
head of the household is employed. Data on the evalua-
tions of material status show that the subjective evalua-
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gg;i:gf:fa Componant of tions of material status do not significantly differ with re-
the Socio-cultural ldentity of gard to the educational and employment status of the
the Roma household head or with regard to the structure of the

household (tables 8, 9, and 10).

Table 8 .
. e Education 1 2 3 4 5 Total
Subjective evaluations of the
material conditions of the No 77 48 37 11 14 187
household (on a scale 1-5)  schooling 412%  257%  19.8% 5.9% 7.5%  100.0%
with regard to education of
household head 1-4 grades 54 47 30 15 15 161
primary 33.5% 29.2% 18.6% 9.3% 9.3% 100.0%
Unfinished 41 29 29 13 7 119
primary 34.5% 24.4% 24.4% 10.9% 5.9% 100.0%
Primary 31 19 25 6 8 89
school 34.8% 21.3% 28.1% 6.7% 9.0% 100.0%
Secondary 9 6 16 3 2 36
school 25.0% 16.7% 44.4% 8.3% 5.6% 100.0%
Total 212 149 137 48 46 592
35.8% 25.2% 23.1% 8.1% 7.8% 100.0%
hi*=20,94 df=16 p=<.207
Source: Field study 2004
Table 9 Employment
Subjective evaluations of the statEs Y 1 2 3 4 5 Total
material conditions of the
household (on a scale |-5) Employed 16 14 18 4 4 56
with regard to employment of 28.6%  25.0%  32.1%  7.1% 7.1%  100.0%
household head
Unemployed 196 135 119 44 42 536
36.6% 25.2% 22.2% 8.2% 7.8% 100.0%
Total 212 149 137 48 46 592

35.8% 25.2% 23.1% 8.1% 7.8% 100.0%

hi’=3,17 df=4 p<.529
Source: Field study 2004

Table 10
o ) e Structure of household 1 2 3 4 5 Total
Subjective evaluations of the
material conditions of the Single HH 21 12 6 3 2 44
household (on a scale 1-5) 47.7% 27.3% 13.6% 6.8%  4.5% 100.0%
with regard to structure of . .
household Married couple without 26 12 10 2 2 52
children in HH 50.0% 23.1% 19.2% 3.8% 3.8% 100.0%
Married couple with 163 121 108 52 53 497
unmarried children in HH = 32.8% 24.3% 21.7% 10.5% 10.7% 100.0%
Incomplete 33 14 17 4 7 75
one-family HH 44.0% 18.7% 22.7% 53%  9.3% 100.0%
“Complete” 23 23 22 6 12 86
extended HHs 26.7% 26.7% 25.6% 7.0% 14.0% 100.0%
Incomplete 17 12 16 5 8 58
extended HHs 29.3% 20.7% 27.6% 8.6%  13.8% 100.0%
Other extended HHs 45 35 35 7 6 128
352% 27.3% 27.3% 5.5%  4.7% 100.0%
Total 328 229 214 79 90 940

34.9% 24.4% 22.8% 8.4%  9.6% 100.0%

hi’=32,27 df=24 p<.121
378 Source: Field study 2004



The sole breadwinner model of the Romani family ity a5 2 cé;f:ei‘fz;
(the role of the man as the breadwinner, while the woman  the socio-cultural Identity of
is reserved a place in the home with lots of children) am- the Roma
plifies Romani poverty. It is evident in table 11 that in
nearly half of the Romani households only one person ob-
tains a means for livelihood, while in 64% of the house-
holds there are no women among the “earners”. If we
count the number of households in which only one per-
son earns a living (49.2%) and households in which no
one obtains a means for livelihood (15.6%), then in 65%
of households one person at the most ensures a means for

livelihood.
Th b B Table |1
The number of members who ¢ umber of women among The total number of family
. A %o members who obtain a means % h
obtain a means for livelihood for livelihood members who obtain means
or livelthoo for livelihood and the share of
0 15.6 0 63.8 women among them
(N=968)
1 49.2 1 322
2 25.6 2 and more 4.0
3 and more 9.6

Source: Field study 2004

Second, the postsocialist transition amplified the old
and created new problems, which confront the Roma. In
the formation of new inequalities, the Roma appear to be
the “losers of transition”. Besides the already mentioned
problems related to the labour market, transition has nega-
tively affected Romani housing in many countries. It is
clear that the Roma did not benefit from privatisation or
property restitution. Moreover, the fiscal problems of
post-socialist states resulted in the reduction of public
funds for building or the maintenance of council housing
which a part of the Roma population live in. Generally,
changes in the market did not facilitate access to accom-
modation for the poor and low-income groups.

Third, the political transformation in post-socialist
countries resulted in increased discrimination and aggres-
sion towards the Roma. Political liberation represented a
“mixed blessing” for the Roma. Namely, opportunities for
free expression of ethnic and cultural identities were created
as well as chances to participate in society. However, new
challenges and difficulties appeared as extremist groups en-
tered the political scene, which opened new avenues for the
expression of intolerance towards the Roma. Anti-Roma ag-
gression was intensified in nearly all transition countries
(skinhead attacks on the Roma occur in Croatia).

Fourth, the Roma also faced restricted access to social
services because of a growth in the need for these services 379
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and budget cuts. Most services were free-of-charge in so-
cialism. Today, the use of these services requires formal or
informal payment, and the quality of services has been re-
duced. Geographically isolated Roma communities are dis-
tant from the offices that offer these services. In view of
their distance from these social services and illegal resi-
dence, a number of Roma do not have the required docu-
ments for school enrolment or to use health services. The
over-representation of the Roma in the informal economy
also reduces their rights in the social security system (i.e.,
their right to an unemployment benefit).

Romani ethno economy, sources of income and changes
in the labour market

Throughout history, the Roma have been mostly excluded
from formal types of employment. There were high rates
of formal employment (especially in some countries)
among the Roma during socialism, when socialist ideol-
ogy decreed that unemployment was considered to be a
form of pathology (Human Rights Watch 1992; 1993).
However, even when they were employed, the Roma most
often did low-status, physically demanding and poorly paid
jobs. The professions of the Roma today are also low-sta-
tus and without significant social prestige. There are very
few Roma who are in professions that are high prestige,
which are linked to high economic rewards and power.

Changes in the labour market certainly did not help
the Roma. The Roma, as a rule, are the first to lose their
jobs (not only because of low qualifications). They are
confronted with considerable problems when they attempt
to return to the labour market, which influences their ma-
terial well-being. During the socialist period, the Roma
were employed in labour-intensive and unqualified jobs,
which only existed because of the egalitarian-redistributive
logic of the socialist economy. Many of the jobs that the
Roma do are threatened by technological progress, since
scientific-technological development generally decreases the
need for low-skilled work. Considering the low level of hu-
man capital, the Roma have exceptionally high rates of
(long-term) unemployment (diagram 2). This reveals the
chronic instability of Romani formal employment. The
data in table 12 shows the diminishing role of formal em-
ployment in ensuring livelihood since 1998. It is impor-
tant to stress that the absence of formal employment
means the absence of social status that mainly comes from
formally paid work. Besides this, it implies exclusion from
the social security system (Sucur, 2000).
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Note: The rate of unemployment means the share of the unemployed in the wor-
kforce, where the notion “workforce” includes all persons of working age (over
the age of 15), excluding pensioners, persons at school and persons who do do-
mestic duties.

On the other hand, the Roma have been connected
to some traditional occupation throughout their history
(Clébert, 1967), but those links have disappeared today.
It is well-known that traditionally the Roma were not
landowners, which means that they rarely participated in
farming or livestock-raising. The Romani non-agrarian
community are not able to support themselves with their
own resources. Moreover, the Roma as a non-agrarian
culture had an indifferent relation towards land so they
never established mechanisms and institutions connected
to an agrarian type of ownership. The Roma mainly did
not “belong” to a specific territory, nor did they give im-
portance to the acquisition of ownership. On the con-
trary, their traditional trades gave them flexibility in rela-
tion to the territory. They often resorted to trades that
guaranteed them independence from the majority popu-
lation and those jobs that fitted into their way of life. As
is the case with other nomadic peoples, the Roma had a
different relation towards work and a different relation
towards time. They worked as much as was needed to sat-
isfy momentary needs. However, many traditional Ro-
mani occupations disappeared in the last century or have
become seriously weakened as a result of industrialisation
(the processing of metal and wood) so the Roma have
turned to other economic activities. It is evident from ta-
ble 5 that only 4% of the respondents perceive symbols
of Romani identity in former Romani trades, which
means that those occupations are no longer significant as
a source of income.

The situation in the formal labour market illustrates
only one side of the Roma’s material status. For the Roma,
activities in the informal (“grey”) economy are a very im-
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The rate of unemployment
among the Roma and
non-Roma according to age
categories (2004)
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1998 2004

study  study™*
Agriculture 4.8 1.1
Livestock raising 2.4 0.2
Employment 23.0 17.6
Work abroad 1.3
Cottage industry 3.6
Temporary, seasonal work 31.0 26.9
Transport (truck, horse, etc.) 0.3
Collection of raw materials (metal, glass, paper, etc.) 20.6 19.7
Odd jobs (washing windscreens, selling door-to-door, etc.) 2.4 6.4
Rent (renting of office space, flats, property, shares, etc.) 0.2
Pension 15.9 4.8
Social welfare 46.8 74.2
Help from relatives 6.3 2.9
Begging 11.1 4.1
Fortune-telling 0.5
Other 4.2

Source: Stambuk, 2000: 309 (from 1998 study)
* It was possible to specify two sources **N=697

portant source of income, which is to be expected if one
considers their sporadic presence in formal employment.
In general, the relation towards the informal sector is not
identical in all countries or at all times. In periods of eco-
nomic stagnation or recession, this sector can even play
the role of a social shock-absorber. However, since they are
not regulated by societal institutions, informal activities
sometimes become part of the “black economy” in which
criminal and deviant activities dominate. The public be-
lieves that a significant part of Romani economic activity
takes place on the border of what is permitted or on the
other side of legality. The Roma are often not able to ob-
tain licences for trade or for any other jobs that they do
(Danova and Russinov, 1998).

The Roma obtain a means for livelihood in different
ways and these ways of ensuring an existence can signifi-
cantly change even during the lifetime of an individual.
The Roma combine a number of income sources in ensur-
ing their material existence. Even when they are formally
employed, the Roma supplement their wage with other in-
come. It needs to be mentioned that non-Roma also supple-
ment their formal earnings with work on the side or pro-
duction on their own property. Considering the non-agrar-
ian features of Romani culture, the Roma rarely satisfy
their needs with their own food production (because they



do not have their own land and/or they do not have a tra-
dition of working the land). Therefore, it is not surprising
that the Roma adapt to state paternalism in situations when
the communities in which they live can hardly meet their
needs.

The following occupations are widespread among the
Roma: small trade and resale, work abroad, temporary and
seasonal work for a wage in farming, small services (which
are primarily related to repair work), the collection and
sale of waste materials, the collection of medicinal herbs
(table 12). Some old occupations have been kept, primarily
as an additional source of income (music, entertainment,
fortune-telling, begging, etc.). The inclinations of the Roma
towards particular occupations and jobs (which as a rule
have low prestige) have led some authors to suppose that a
Romani “ethno economy” exists (Su¢ur, 2000).

The data from table 12 verifies that social welfare is
most often a source of income for the Roma (in nearly
three quarters of the households social welfare is a first or
second source of income). In comparison with the 1998
study, the number of households that depend on social
welfare as a source of income has significantly increased.
With reference to state social benefits, a significant num-
ber of the Roma receive child endowment, which is not
visible in table 12. Child endowment and social welfare do
not collide because child endowment payments are disre-
garded as income in claims for social welfare benefits.
Since the share of Roma among the recipients of social
welfare is considerably larger than their share in the popu-
lation this continually arouses public attention. These fig-
ures are often interpreted as an indicator of the mentality
of dependency and shameless use of the state’s funds. It is
generally thought that people are ashamed of being poor
or receiving social welfare, but this does not apply to the
Roma, who are always ready to seek state aid. There is a
prevailing stereotype that the Roma are shameless because
they seek whatever they can take from the state, while the
non-Roma seek help because they live in poor living con-
ditions. One can conclude that the Roma do not always
live in undesirable living conditions. Or that they inten-
tionally live in poverty so that they can get help from the
state. The Roma are accused of living “from one benefit to
the next”, even though it is recognised that those benefits
are not adequate to cover the basic life costs. This type of
accusation occurs in situations when a large part of the
population perceives themselves as poor, that is, when
“victims” compete for meagre state resources (“competitive
victimisation”).
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The Roma have always been poor and have occupied the
lowest position in the stratification system. Following the
collapse of socialism, the Anglo-Saxon concept “underclass”
has been used more frequently to describe the social posi-
tion of the Roma (see Katz, 1993; Mincy, 1996; Wilson,
1987; Gans, 1995). Some authors have endeavoured to
show that the so-called transition led to the deterioration
of the Roma’s social position and their constitution as an
“underclass” (Emigh and Szelenyi, 2000; Szelenyi, 2001;
Vase¢ka and Radi¢ova, 2001). In pre-socialist times, the
Roma were marked as “under-caste”, “pariah” and as
“untouchables”. They were poor and discriminated against,
but they lived in their traditional communities and car-
ried out their socio-economic function that was neither
prestigious nor socially “rewarded” (playing musical in-
struments, entertaining, repair work, etc.). They were con-
sidered important for the social functioning of society. So-
cialism, in many ways, wanted to integrate the Roma into
society, but left them at the bottom of the social ladder.
The Roma had to carry out physical, dirty and poorly
paid jobs along with the discrimination that continued.
They constituted a part of society (the lowest level in the
stratification system), even though some positive results
during socialism were achieved by forced measures, with-
out Romani participation and acceptance. Post-socialist
transition pushed the Roma back “beyond” the borders of
society and intensified processes of their social exclusion.
The Roma are no longer only poor; they are now “useless”
and socially “superfluous”.

By applying the underclass concept to the Roma, so-
cial scientists emphasise their discrimination and isolation
from the rest of society in such a way that they as an
underclass have almost no chance of finding their roles in
the new divisions of labour or of having a “normal” jobs,
incomes, housing, security or access to better education
for their children (Stewart, 2002). An underclass would
then be made up of persons who have a high probability
of staying unemployed and poor their whole lives as a re-
sult of inadequate education and work skills and whose
children are “trapped” in a similar social world, detached
from the rest of society as the “undeserving poor” or
“no-hopers”™.!

By merging different definitions of underclass Mac-
Donald (1997: 3-4) understands underclass as “a social
group or class of people located at the bottom of the class
structure who, over time, have become structurally sepa-



rate and culturally distinct from the regularly employed
working class and society in general through processes of
social and economic change (particularly deindustriali-
sation) and/or through patterns of cultural behaviour,
who are now persistently reliant on state benefits and al-
most permanently confined to living in poorer conditions
and neighbourhoods”. From this definition it follows: 1)
that underclass is a level below the lowest class in the pop-
ulation of the employed, 2) that the unfavourable situa-
tion of an underclass member is long-term and permanent
(lasts a lifetime or for generations), 3) that an underclass is
socially, culturally and spatially separated from the unem-
ployed or other poor groups and 4) that the “culture” of
the underclass can be a barrier to renewed inclusion in the
regular work force.

J. Wilson (1987) also insists on the difference between
“lower class” and “underclass”. Wilson claims that their
community or social milieu that contributes to their mar-
ginal position or their weak connection with the labour
force market distinguishes members of an underclass from
other economically deprived groups. In other words, the
problems of marginal economic position and social isola-
tion in areas of concentrated poverty present a dysfunc-
tion, which cannot be explained by using the standard
concept of “lower class”. Areas of concentrated poverty
have a drastically high level of dependency on social bene-
fits (“dependency culture”). Moreover, large shares of peo-
ple living in areas of concentrated poverty are excluded
from the workforce and a high percentage leaves the edu-
cational process (Hajnal, 1995). These three features are
present in a large number of Romani communities. The
underclass approach singles out social isolation; one of the
key problems of Romani life.

From a historical point of view, the concept of
underclass is similar to Marx’s concept - lumpenproletar-
iat (Stewart, 2000), as an aggregate of individuals on the
margins of the social structure, who are not integrated in
the social division of labour, who do not have a systematic
approach to professional training, who mainly do mar-
ginal or seasonal jobs that do not guarantee an income or
a career, and who live on the outskirts of society as well as
depend on help from the social services. Besides, while
other classes are constituted through relations (conflict or
cooperation) with other classes, the formation of an
underclass is due to the absence of relations with other
classes.

Some have warned of the dangers, which are related
to using the underclass concept when discussing the Roma
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(Stewart, 2002). First, there is a fear that members of an
underclass are attacked by right-wingers as “social para-
sites” and persons “in the grip of crime”. There is also a
trend among researchers to avoid concepts that could con-
tribute to “blaming the victim” (Wilson, 1987). However,
it needs to be mentioned that G. Myrdal, who coined the
term of underclass, used this concept in a structural sense
(underclass as a group of individuals who did not partici-
pate in post-war economic growth because they did not ac-
quire an education and skills required in a modern econ-
omy). Cultural and behavioural components are not the
focus of structural approaches to underclass. It is abso-
lutely unacceptable to relate the concept of underclass to
concepts such as “asociality” or “criminality”. The term -
underclass, per se does not relate to pathology. For exam-
ple, in comparison to underclass, the term underworld re-
fers to a more pathological social space that has its own
rules and norms.

Perhaps underclass overemphasises a real social sepa-
ration of the Roma and there is a danger that the Roma
are blamed for their situation. This is one of the reasons
why M. Stewart (2002) prefers the concept “social exclu-
sion” to underclass. The term - social exclusion is milder.
However, does a concept need to be rejected just because
there is a possibility that it will be used differently or
abused? The underclass approach suggests that the key the-
oretical concept “is not a culture of poverty but social iso-
lation” (Wilson, 1987: 6). The culture of poverty implies
that the basic values and attitudes of that culture are inter-
nalised and in this way influence the behaviour of the
poor. This means that improvement of their life’s oppor-
tunities presupposes social policies that are directed to-
wards changing the sub cultural features of the poor. On
the other hand, social isolation does not only imply the
absence of contact between classes and ethnic groups, but
that the nature of this contact influences the life of those
that live in areas of concentrated poverty. Social isolation
implies limited opportunities with regard to: the ecologi-
cal conditions of life, access to jobs and information con-
cerning the labour market, choice of suitable marriage
partner, inclusion into a quality school, and adoption of
conventional role models.

In comparison to poor members of the lower class,
whose poverty is a result of low income, family character-
istics, as well as shorter and longer absences from the la-
bour market, poverty and unemployment among members
of an underclass (the Roma) infrequently are a permanent
state (many Roma are never formally employed). Besides,



when they are registered as unemployed, there is suspicion
around the motive of their application (registration at an
unemployment office may be motivated by an interest to
receive social benefits, and less by a desire to find a job).
The concept of underclass cannot be applied to all Roma,
but to some Romani communities or to parts of these
communities.
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Is it possible to break out of the “vicious circle” of poverty?

When planning measures to alleviate Romani poverty, the
multidimensional roots of Romani poverty and the heter-
ogeneity of Romani population (the Roma differ accord-
ing to their ethnic, professional, religious and economic
characteristics) need to be considered. The different causes
of Romani deprivation influence one another in a vicious
circle of poverty and social exclusion. Romani poverty is
indeed partly linked to low levels of education, limited op-
portunities to participate in work and large families, but it
is also connected to a minority status, that is a number of
social exclusion dimensions. For the Roma, to be poor
does not only mean to be without money, but to have a
poor work situation and education, inadequate accommo-
dation and a long history of problematic relations with
the majority group. The level of poverty is infrequently
linked to the marginalisation of Romani settlements (the
problem of space segregation). The Roma who live in dis-
tant and segregated communities have considerably less
possibility of participating in the formal economy or us-
ing the social services (educational, health). Geographical
and social exclusion are important correlates of Romani
poverty.

An efficient campaign against Romani poverty is nec-
essarily directed towards different areas and would include
a wide range of activities, among which the following
should be selected:

e Improve housing conditions through the building of
infrastructure and development of public services espe-
cially in distant and isolated Romani settlements (devel-
opment of roads and telecommunications). The ad-
vancement of housing conditions also implies the clari-
fication of ownership rights to land where the Roma
live and stimulates the local authorities to offer services
in these Romani settlements.

* To increase employment and earning opportunities
among the Roma through their inclusion in training
programmes, consistent with anti-discriminatory legisla-
tion and stimulating employers to employ the Roma. It
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certainly will be difficult to reduce the high unemploy-
ment rates among the Roma not only because of
Romani employees’ unfavourableness among employers
but because the motive of some Roma for registering as
unemployed. It is well-known that some Roma register
at employment offices to take advantage of their social
rights.

Encourage schooling among Romani children by re-
ducing or eliminating the barriers that discourage Ro-
mani children from entering or staying in the educa-
tional system (sometimes Romani children do not have
enough food, clothes or support to continue their edu-
cation). To increase inclusion of Romani children in
preschool institutions or to facilitate their attendance
at secondary schools.

To improve access to health services through informa-
tion on health, health campaigns, and more frequent
presence of health workers in Romani settlements. In
view of their living conditions, the Roma are more sus-
ceptible to some diseases than non-Roma, which means
that it is necessary to systematically monitor their
health status. Moreover, the average lifespan of the
Roma is a third shorter than the average lifespan of
non-Roma. It is necessary to raise awareness of the im-
portance of health, especially reproductive. The promo-
tion of different activities linked to health is necessary
especially among children.

To deal with problems of social exclusion of the Roma
through anti-discriminatory legislation and practices.
To inform the non-Roma public of the life problems
that the Roma face through multicultural education
and information on Romani history and culture.
Socio-cultural factors influence Roma’s access to social
services or their communication with those who offer
these services. The Roma can have difficulties in com-
munications with teachers, doctors, local or state em-
ployees as a result of their poor language knowledge.
Weak communication and deep-rooted stereotypes
nourish interpersonal distrust between the Roma and
non-Roma. There is a distinct absence of Roma who
work 1n the social services; this would contribute to the
bridging of the gap between cultures.

To transform social welfare programmes in such a way
that they do not create a “dependency culture” and
“poverty trap” (not to discourage the work initiative of
the user). It has already been mentioned that social wel-
fare benefits provide an important source of income
among the Roma and that the Roma are over-repre-



sented among the recipients of these benefits. It is nec-
essary, to a greater extent, to include a component of
work in aid programmes (public works) to improve and
gain work skills to increase the level of employment. In
addition, it is necessary to monitor how these social
benefits are spent, as in many Romani settlements alco-
holism and other forms of unacceptable behaviour are
linked to poverty.

* To integrate the Roma into institutions of wider society
(educational, economic, social, and political). As some
authors have warned (Sporer, 2004), exclusion from the
community and group in which members belong needs
to be differentiated from exclusion from society and so-
cial institutions. Participation in social institutions is
the foundation of social status and ensures the material
conditions of life. Besides, inclusion in institutions of
wider society facilitates interaction with members of
non-Roma and other Romani groups and participation
in the dominant values of society. Intervention needs
to be directed towards offering more opportunities for
Romani initiative as well as reducing their isolation
and social exclusion. A different relation and responsi-
bility of the Roma towards ownership as well as differ-
ent cultural patterns have created a specific social struc-
ture based on kinship ties. VaSecka and Radicova (2001)
call the specific normative and cultural system of the
Roma “the strategy of permanent provisory”. Educa-
tion in its institutional form puts limits on the Roma
strategy of provisory. As the authors claim, the educa-
tional and economic institutions do not have an equiv-
alent in the institutional structure of the Roma com-
munity. This refers to two types of organisation and so-
cial functioning. Inclusion into the world of work and
education presents an “asymmetrical” process, because
it requires the Roma to adjust to institutions in which
they have played no part. The traditional (dominant)
patterns of behaviour create more problems in urban
areas.

* To ensure the inclusion of the Roma in projects which
in turn will have an impact on their lives. It is neces-
sary for the Roma to actively participate in
programmes that are intended for them. “Rescue” from
poverty and isolation cannot be realised without their
involvement.

The social exclusion of the Roma 1s obvious, first of
all, in the absence of material security, which implies the
availability of food, clothes, housing and other basic needs.
However, the achievement of material security is only a
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pre-condition for social security and to fulfil secondary
needs (educational, cultural, needs for self-fulfilment, etc.).
Modernisation processes of the Romani community can-
not only be oriented towards the material aspects of life.
The basic prerequisites for social security are social con-
tacts, as the only means of inclusion into the social or-
ganisations of society. The Roma, who under the circum-
stances are oriented towards material security, are not in
the position to organise participation in informal social
networks on their own so they need help for different so-
cial activists.

! Vage¢ka and Radi¢ova (2001) mention the following features of an un-
derclass: long-term unemployment, disrupted or non-existent career,
exclusive presence on the secondary labour force market, dependency
on welfare benefits and activities of the shadow economy, general re-
signation, low respect for authorities, low level of social self-control,
poor labour ethics.
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Among the Roma, marginality is a basic feature and prob-
lem, which more or less encumbers almost all Romani
communities on the European continent. Marginality is a
concept that implies the exclusion of the Roma from im-
portant social processes - economic, cultural, and political
(Sucur, 2000). It is very difficult to distinguish what the
cause is - it seems to be a type of “vicious” circle in which
distinct cultural patterns interfere with education. Subse-
quently, this blocks access to employment and encourages
marginality and stigmatisation that results in particular
cultural patterns and a no-win situation (Macura et al.,
1997). Thus, the space within which Romani life unfolds
is greatly determined by poverty, social exclusion and cul-
tural specificity - the result is life that is frequently be-
neath human dignity.

There are many elements that relate to the social
marginalisation of the Roma in Croatia (Stambuk, 2000).
The necessity to change this state of affairs stimulated the
state to invest additional effort and to become more ac-
tively involved in the solution of accumulated Romani
problems. For this reason, the National Programme for the
Roma was implemented. This proposes to “help the Roma
in a systematic way to improve their living conditions and
to be a part of social life and decision-making processes in
the local and wider community while preserving their
identity, culture and tradition in the process” (National
Programme for the Roma 2003: 3). The success of the
programme can only be anticipated if the solution of all
three dimensions (economic, spatial and socio-cultural) of
marginalisation is approached in a parallel way (Sucur,
2000). In this context, the improvement and development
of Romani settlements becomes one of the priority objec-
tives.

“Wild residence” is one of the basic problems and si-
multaneously a feature of the locations where Roma have
settled. Rogi¢ includes two different forms of residence

Introduction

393



Geran — Marko Mileti¢

Housing Conditions and
Residential Aspirations of the
Roma

394

“outside of the law” in this term. On the one hand, this is
in flats/houses that meet civilisation standards but are not
compatible to positive legal regulations and on the other
hand, this is residence that is predominantly below exist-
ing civilisation standards (Rogi¢, 1990). Residence in Ro-
mani settlements unites both forms of “wild” - since this
is most often a combination of different forms of illegal
building and unsuitable housing.

Residence in this type of setting that is remote from
civilisation standards, especially in light of the unhy-
gienic life conditions produces many risky situations
both in the environment and in terms of health for the
inhabitants of the settlement. Precisely, health risk is fre-
quently the base of stigmatisation and marginalisation
and serves, for example, as an argument for separating
Romani and non-Romani children that are included in ed-
ucational programmes. Thus, solving deficiencies primar-
ily at the level of the settlement and improvement of the
living standard of Romani households seem to be a prior-
ity. Since, in the end, a dwelling is a place where most hu-
man beings carry out essential activities and for this rea-
son must adequately fulfil its function; first of all, this is
undoubtedly the insurance of health and welfare of indi-
viduals and their families (King, 1996 according to Clap-
ham, 2002). Solving settlement and residential problems
would speed up processes for the Roma to get closer to the
average life standard of the majority population. In other
words, by raising quality of life, the Roma could be more
easily integrated into mainstream society.

Thus, it is difficult to anticipate social integration
without town-planning in Romani settlements. Accord-
ingly, urbanisation and improving the quality of life re-
ceived a very important place in the National Programme
Jfor the Roma. For this purpose, it is necessary to obtain an
insight into the existing state of affairs in Romani settle-
ments. This 1is related to the aims of this chapter. This in-
cludes showing the basic features of existing residential
practices of Romani households; primarily features of
housing through the examination of particular objective
indicators. It also encompasses reviewing the residential as-
pirations of the Roma i.e., their subjective experience of
housing problems.

This paper 1s based on data obtained in a field survey
study conducted within the framework of the scientific
project “The locations of settled Roma - the state and im-
provement of settlement development as well as aspira-
tions for types of housing”. The survey was carried out in
ten counties in summer-autumn 2004 and consisted of a
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in separate locations that are predominantly or exclusively Residential Aspirations of the
inhabited by the Roma (N=968). Results from counties Roma
with extensively unordered and unequipped (illegal) settle-
ments that have a larger share of Romani population will
be highlighted. These include the Counties of Sisak-Mosla-
vina, Varazdin, Primorje-Gorski kotar, Slavonski Brod-Po-
savina, Osijek-Baranja, Istria, and Medimurje and Zagreb.'

Features of housing

Types of residential space. Survey results show that most
respondents live in flats and houses; structures that nomi-
nally should guarantee an adequate standard of housing
(see table 1). Barracks, board huts, shacks (from sheet
metal, wood, and cardboard) as well as those structures in
the Other category are home for 20% of the surveyed Ro-
mani households. These are constructions that do not
meet standard housing norms; they cannot offer house-
hold members an environment in which, at least, the basic
human needs (protection, food, and sleep) can be ade-
quately met. The analysis shows that these types of struc-
tures (barracks, board hut, shack and other) are more fre-
quent in the City of Zagreb and the County of Zagreb,
where 33% of the respondents in these areas live. Simi-
larly, in the County of Primorje-Gorski kotar just over
36% of the respondents live in barracks, board huts, and

shacks.
< g Table |
§ 5 g ‘% o Types of residential space (%)
= ¢ R o e
¢ = 2 2 3 5 g
2 3 % 8. % % . E Z
N &% > &2 4 0 2 = =
Flat 8.9 0 25 .0 20 16.0 265 9 60
House 58.0 885 788 622 96.0 80.0 50.0 779 745

Barracks (abandoned
at building sites) 143 52 50 167 1.0 4.0 235 83 9.1

Board hut - shack
(from sheet metal,
wood, cardboard) 16.1 42 100 200 1.0 .0 0 129 95

Other 27 21 38 11 .0 .0 .0 .0 9
Source: Field study 2004

On the other hand, survey results show that 75% live
in houses while 6% live in flats. Living in either a house
or flat is considerably more frequent in the Counties of 395
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Slavonski Brod-Posavina and Osijek-Baranja; in both coun-
ties over 95% of the households are either houses or flats.
As was mentioned, household members that live in a
house or flat should be in a better position. However, it
became evident during fieldwork that there is a consider-
able difference in housing standard between different resi-
dential spaces. In a similar way, this applies to the build-
ing material - even though they are mostly built from du-
rable material (bricks, stone, concrete blocks) their con-
struction is often of very questionable quality. Thus, better
building material does not necessarily guarantee better
housing conditions.

Space standard. With regard to housing space, it can
be said that the space standard of Romani households is
very low (see table 2). Nearly half of the surveyed house-
holds live in no more than 35 m* and 11% of these house-
holds have living spaces that are less than 10 m” The situ-
ation is by far the worst in the Counties of Medimurje
and Varazdin; around 45% of the respondents live in
spaces that are less than 20 m?, while not one respondent
in the County of Istria lives in such a small living space.

< e

B v B 2 °

E g % g 4 5 £

5 = T 5 ! E 2

N & 5 &8 & O =2 = B

Up to 10 m? 205 53 263 33 70 30 .0 171 113
10-20 m? 107 242 188 56 80 172 0 286 17.6
20-35 m? 152 263 188 122 170 343 92 253 204
35-50 m’ 170 147 125 222 120 172 316 106 166
50-75 m’ 205 189 113 156 380 81 245 83 166

75 m” and over 16.1 105 125 41.1 18.0 20.2 347 101 176
Source: Field study 2004

It is important to mention that scientific studies have
pointed out the negative health, psychological and social
effects of living in a crowded space (for example, Housing-
-health indicators, 2004; The social report, 2004). The men-
tioned studies suggest that the minimum living space area
threshold is 14 m” a person. Thus, anything below this is
often linked to the mentioned negative effects (Housing-
-health indicators, 2004). The most optimal variants here
do not seem to be too applicable but for illustrative pur-
poses, increasing the living space standard to 20 m” a per-
son for every inhabitant of Croatia is suggested as a
long-term objective of housing reproduction (Rogi¢, 1990).



In table 3, the average size of the household is shown
with regard to the surface area of living space. The average
household in this sample has around 6 members while a
household with a living space of less than 10 m” has an av-
erage of 5 members. Alarmingly, this is only 2 m* a per-
son. Beyond doubt, it is highly improbable that this pro-
vides adequate housing to all members. Substandardness
does not adequately describe this housing as these condi-

tions are far from humane.

Area of residential space Average number of household members

Up to 10 m’ 5
10-20 m®
20-35 m’
35-50 m*
50-75 m*
75 m’ and over

LS, I e e N B e

Total sample

Source: Field study 2004

Even though we highlighted the group of households
that live in less than 10 m? not a large majority of remain-
ing households live in conditions that provide the essential
14 m* of living space for each person of the household.
Only about 17% of the surveyed households (flats/houses
larger than 75 m?) ensure a space standard that crosses the
mentioned pathological threshold for their members.

The crowded nature of these living spaces is indicated
by the fact that in 21% of cases these are spaces without
functional divisions e.g., these homes do not have separate
bedrooms (see table 4). The remaining constructions most
often have only one to two bedrooms (64% of surveyed
households) while only 14% have three or more bedrooms.
The fact that household members do not have their own
bed in 45% of the surveyed households is additional con-
firmation of the inhumane crowdedness of Romani living
spaces (see table 5).

Not one 21.6
One 38.5
Two 259
Three 8.6
Four and over 5.5

Source: Field study 2004

No 45.0
Yes 55.0

Source: Field study 2004
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Table 3

The average size of
household with regard to the
area of their dwelling

Table 4
Number of bedrooms (%)

Table 5

Does each member of the
household have their own
bed? (%)
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Diagram |
The dynamics of

construction/adaptation of

housing objects

Age of housing. The year of construction or last ad-
aptation shows that the housing in this sample is relatively
new. Two thirds of the structures were built or had their
last major adaptation in the period following 1990 and al-
most 30% of these were in last five years (see diagram 1).
New buildings are more common in the County of Istria
where 83% of structures have been built or thoroughly
renovated since 1990. The oldest examples of housing can
be found in the County of Osijek-Baranja (see table 6).
However, to a large extent, new structures are less than 20
m? alarmingly, almost a third of this new construction is
this size (see table 7).

40,0%
35,0% //\
30,0% IS
25,0% /
20,0% /
15,0%
10,0%
5,0% /
0,0%
1950. - 1959.  1960. - 1969.  1970. - 1979.  1980. - 1989.  1990. - 1999.  2000. - 2004.
Source: Field study 2004
FEE
4 & = g 2 é
o ] < 2 = 5
Year of construction (or last 5 =] s Es 3 2 = st Bl
alteration) of housing N A S £F° A 3 R s 2
structure (%)
Until 1949 8.2 2.2 .0 .0 .0 5.5 5.0 0 22
1950 - 1959 2.1 22 1.3 .0 0 110 1.7 .0 2.1
1960 - 1969 8.2 22 27 51 108 253 0 20 6.4
1970 - 1979 4.1 7.7 53 103 8.6 121 .0 5.4 7.0
1980 - 1989 19.6 121 107 269 183 154 100 144 154
1990 - 1999 412 385 307 269 323 154 517 436 365
2000 - 2004 16.5 352 493 308 30.1 154 317 347 304
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Source: Field study 2004




Area of residential space %

Up to 10 m’ 11.9
10-20 m’ 19.8
20-35 m’ 18.8
35-50 m’ 16.0
50-75 m’ 163
75 m” and over 17.2

Source: Field study 2004

Equipment and facilities of living spaces. Access to
public utilities such as electricity, waterworks and sewerage
are definitely among the most important services that fa-
cilitate proper functioning of dwellings. 74% of house-
holds have electricity, 51% have running water and 21%
have sewerage in the sample (see table 8). It needs to be
noted that sewerage is not a common public utility in ru-
ral villages in Croatia and a considerable number of loca-
tions where this survey was conducted are in fact of a rural
character. In these situations, rural households have septic
tanks but this is not common in Romani settlements. If
they do exist, they are rarely built properly.

Water supply is very poor; 49% of the surveyed house-
holds do not have running water in their homes. Some
households (precisely half of the households that do not
have connections to waterworks) compensate this defi-
ciency by using wells or water pumps in their yards. More-
over, the surroundings of these Romani settlements is ex-
tremely polluted, which puts the Roma at risk, especially
in terms of their health.

g ":4: < <
5 g = D)
i .S 5 £ s £
] g 2 3 [~ = <
o = B 5 SR g s
g W EE - 2 2 &5 F
2 3 : Ef 3 g f % 3
N & »> &2 =& O & =2 &
Electricity 79.5 67.7 513 91.1 80.0 919 765 618 739
Waterworks 57.1 604 138 822 59.0 525 765 249 511
Well or pump inyard 252 427 60.0 4.4 320 455 134 51.6 353
Sewerage 536 63 88 133 80 250 776 3.7 212
Kitchen 67.0 653 575 85.6 63.6 850 86.7 52.5 66.8
Bathroom 589 229 175 65.6 32.0 38.0 77.6 18.0 36.7
Indoor toilet 57.1 167 7.5 70.0 32.0 41.0 76.0 124 33.9
Outdoor toilet 33.9 729 60.0 41.1 88.0 86.0 36.5 595 594
Fridge 76.8 40.6 494 955 81.0 83.0 90.8 34.7 63.0
Freezer 46.4 66.7 58.8 489 66.0 51.0 67.0 66.8 58.7
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Construction from 1990 in
relation to housing space area

Table 8

Level of household
equipment/facilities by
counties (%)
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Table 8 . .
i Washing machine 589 16.7 250 733 62.0 550 714 488 50.1
(continued)
Television 839 813 80.0 967 960 90.0 87.8 79.3 85.0
Video or DVD 53.6 250 125 59.6 550 310 622 143 36.0
Bicycle 473 740 638 202 90.0 740 448 737 63.5
Motorcycle 54 21 25 22 61 20 82 28 36
Car 464 469 350 37.1 320 220 39.8 194 325
Holiday house 9 0 51 0 30 50 82 0 22
PC 98 0 0 57 71 30 156 5 44
Satellite antenna 304 52 150 652 310 140 571 65 235
Telephone 369 40.6 438 589 37.0 520 302 27.6 388
Mobile phone 688 250 288 656 41.0 390 79.6 217 424
Radio 649 604 625 73.0 810 850 845 558 69.1
Source: Field study 2004
Only 18% of all surveyed households have all three
public utilities (electricity, running water and sewerage) -
in other words, they live in minimum hygienic conditions
(see table 9). On the other hand, as many as 21% of the
surveyed households live in conditions that are anachronic
to say in the least - they do not have one single public
utility. Romani households with no public utilities are
mostly in the Counties of Varazdin (approx. 42%) and
Medimurje (approx. 34%).
Table 9 ]
Share of households that _§ 'é « <
have connections to & S E § o =
electricity, running water 3 a o 3 = 5 g
and sewerage (%) o = =T F e 8 g S
S T %N g2 3% 3T o5 & 3
» 3 § Ef 3 g §E 3B £
N 4F4 £ £28 8 O =2 = B

Households with all
three connections 464 42 38 133 80 232 704 28 186

Households without
one connection 152 219 425 6.7 170 6.1 163 346 209

Source: Field study 2004

This aforementioned data reveals the poor hygienic
conditions that a significant number of Romani house-
holds live in. Additional proof of this is the following:
only 36% of households have a bathroom and 33% have

400 an indoor toilet. Outdoor toilets are more common: 56%



of households in the sample have outdoor facilities. How-
ever, these types of toilets are often improvised and ac-
complish the opposite effect - pollute the environment
and are often the source of disease. Moreover, it needs to
be emphasised that 17% of Romani households do not
have an indoor or outdoor toilet. All this indicates a lack
of sanitary-hygienic conditions essential for a normal life.
A distinct lack of these facilities was noted once again in
the Counties of Medimurje and Varazdin.

It needs to be emphasised that the analysis shows that
only 4% of households in the sample have facilities that
guarantee a hygienic standard necessary for a normal life,
that is, a household equipped with all the essential public
utilities (running water, electricity, and sewerage) as well as
a bathroom and indoor toilet.

Results also show that a significant share of house-
holds (between 50% and 63%) own a fridge, freezer and
washing machine. 85% of the surveyed households have a
television, even more than those households that have
connections to electricity. This is not rare because Romani
households that do not have their own electricity often ac-
cess their neighbour’s with an extension cord. Most often
they do not have their own connection or they cannot af-
ford to pay their electricity bills. On the other hand, their
homes may have been unlawfully built and lack the neces-
sary documentation for connection to public utilities.

Out of transport means, the bicycle is the most repre-
sented; 63% of households have a bicycle while 32% of the
surveyed households have a car. It is interesting to note
that the mobile phone is more common (42%) than the
telephone (38% of the households in this sample have a
connection). Holiday houses, motorcycles and personal
computers are ‘luxuries’ to most of the respondents.
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Perception of housing conditions among respondents

The subjective perception of their own situation, especially
in the case of specific communities that have special cul-
tural patterns, seems to be an important aspect worth exam-
ining. The previous analysis of objective indicators shows
that the state of housing in the sample is devastating and it
is difficult to expect that respondents are satisfied with the
existing housing situation. However, in response to a ques-
tion on the biggest problems of the household, poor hous-
ing conditions were in third place (see table 10). This per se
should not be so surprising because poverty and unemploy-
ment are most often considered to be the biggest problems
of the household. In a sense, they objectively are the major

401
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The biggest problems of the

household (%)

Diagram 2

How have housing problems
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been solved according to
respondents?

problems because they in many ways generate all other
problems. However, what is surprising is that only 33% of
the respondents perceive poor housing conditions as a big
problem of their household. This is particularly unusual
since 95% of households live in housing conditions that are
spatially and in terms of equipment and facilities or in
some other way - substandard.

%

Poor material status (shortage, poverty) 64.1
Poor family health 19.6
Difficulty with schooling of children 8.0
Poor housing conditions 33.1
Long distance to work 2.5
Unemployment 46.5
Overburdened women (job, family obligations) 3.9

* two responses were possible
Source: Field study 2004

Very poorly, not
Very well 7.8% solved at all 26.5%

Well 35.1%

Poorly 30.6%

Source: Field study 2004

Results show that 57% of the respondents rated that
their housing problems had been solved poorly and very
poorly. Moreover, even though it was estimated that 17%
of households have adequate living surface area and that
only 4% have adequately equipped homes to ensure the
requisite sanitary conditions, nearly 43% of respondents
think their housing problems were solved well and very
well. It can be concluded from these results that ‘a roof
over one’s head’ it seems is enough for satisfaction. This is
confirmed by the data in table 11 that shows that almost a
quarter of the respondents (that live in households that
are less than 20 m?) consider that their housing problems
have been solved.
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Up to 10 m’ 24.1 Residential Aspirations of the

B Roma
10-20 m 23.6
20-35 m’ 33.0

2
35-50 m 42.5 Table 11
50-75 m’ 65.4 How have housing problems

B been solved with regard to

75 m" and over 65.7

the area of their dwelling (%)

Source: Field study 2004

Research results show that respondents most often
mention that a lack of equipment and facilities in a dwel-
ling is a big problem; 63% of the respondents claimed that
a poorly equipped dwelling (lack of water, gas and electri-
city) is a definite housing problem (see table 12). However,
excluding the mentioned dissatisfaction, respondents more
often link the main housing problems with the setting
and atmosphere of their settlement rather than features of
their housing. Thus, the polluted air and environment,
ugly appearance of the settlement and its poor maintenan-
ce as well poor conditions for marginal groups (children,
the elderly...) are perceived more frequently as definite pro-
blems rather than particular housing conditions. The loca-
tion of these settlements is considered by 36% of the re-
spondents as definitely problematic. One would expect
more dissatisfaction since their homes are often on other 1, 12
people’s land, spatially isolated and located in dangerous  Defiite housing problems

zones according to the respondents
£ 2 5 s
5 = = BN
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Too small living space 473 49.0 625 544 41.0 47.0 439 645 53.6

Unsuitable interior arrangement 44.6 453 575 633 41.0 340 429 530 49.0

Poorly equipped dwelling (lack of water, gas and
electricity) 51.8 684 788 733 60.0 53.0 296 77.0 62.9

Dampness and dilapidated condition of dwelling ~ 46.8 36.8 47.5 678 43.0 49.0 46.9 51.6 49.1
Difficult accessibility to dwelling (awkward

location) 250 189 250 66.7 33.0 293 167 290 304
Ugly or abandoned residential building 304 20.0 288 622 13.1 26.0 286 249 289
High expenditures for dwelling (high rent,

overheads) 429 463 225 46.7 33.0 41.0 582 38.6 41.6
Unpleasant neighbours 155 11.6 228 67 170 7.0 144 157 147

Poorly equipped settlement (lack of shops,
school) 259 771 650 556 69.0 49.0 153 56.7 519




Table 12

(continued)

Zagreb
Sisak-Moslavina
Varazdin
Primorje-Gorski
kotar
Brod-Posavina
Osijek-Baranja
Istria
Medimurje
Total sample

Ugly appearance and poorly m
Polluted air and environment

Unsuitable location

aintained settlement 40.2 77.1 87.5 76.7 71.0 43.0 214 52.1 572
509 885 863 556 750 38.0 194 565 58.1
25.0 41.7 46.8 56.7 41.0 253 144 36.3 36.6

Poor conditions for children in the settlement 420 771 775 71.1 740 77.0 268 61.1 624

Poor conditions for women

Poor conditions for the elderly

36.6 719 725 700 646 56.0 255 50.0 54.7
438 76.0 772 700 69.0 717 27.8 553 60.1

Source: Field study 2004

Besides poorly equipped dwellings, living spaces that
are too small are frequently perceived as another defi-
ciency. 53% of respondents perceive this as a definite
problem followed by dampness and a dilapidated condi-
tion of the dwelling as well as unsuitable interior arrange-
ment, which are perceived as big problems to half of the
respondents. Around 40% of the respondents mention
high expenditures as a definite problem. Difficult accessi-
bility to dwellings (within the settlement) and the ugly ap-
pearance of buildings/houses are problems that are men-
tioned by about 30% of respondents. Only 15% of respon-
dents in this sample have problems with unpleasant neigh-
bours. Problems related to housing are considerably more
frequent in the Counties of Primorje-Gorski kotar and
Medimurje while in the Counties of Sisak-Moslavina and
Varazdin, the main housing problems are linked to the
features of the settlement.

The residential aspirations of the respondents
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Analysis showed that the most desirable type of dwelling is
a house with a vegetable plot and yard. This was first
choice among 93% of respondents (see table 13). Respon-
dents almost equally have aspirations to live in either a vil-
lage or town, although the rural setting was somewhat
more appealing (55%). With regard to distribution by
county, the choice of a rural or urban settling was linked
to current place of living. A more frequently expressed as-
piration to live in a town was expressed by respondents
who now live at locations within town settlements in the
Counties of Istria, Primorje-Gorski kotar and Zagreb.



Table 13

Where would respondents from different counties like to live? (%)

rimorje-Gorski

otar
Brod-Posavina

Sisak-Moslavina
Varazdin

P
k

Osijek-Baranja

Medimurje

Total sample

Close to the town centre* 83.1 86.1

—
hll
W
w o
NN
o o

Away from town centre” 16.9 139

22.5

81.8
18.2

[N
S e
Nl

In an older part of the town with classical
(traditional) architecture® 31.7 389 214 355 146

In a newer settlement with modern
architecture® 683 61.1 78.6 645 854

325

67.5

22.2

77.8

72.1

71.5

In a house with a vegetable plot and yard 94.5 969 949 964 90.0

In a residential building or family house
without a vegetable plot and yard 55 31 51 36 100

96.0

4.0

87.9

12.1

93.5

6.5

93.5

6.5

In a big town™ 90.4 917 929 969 80.9

In a smaller or small town™ 9.6 8.3 7.1 3.1 19.1

92,5
7.5

85.1
14.9

84.1
15.9

90.4
9.6

In a Romani settlement 229 458 570 553 470
In some other (non-Romani) settlement 77.1 542 430 447 530

46.0
54.0

19.2
80.8

48.1
51.9

44.3
55.7

In a village 245 625 823 57 520
In a town 755 375 177 943 480

60.0
40.0

17.0
83.0

79.2
20.8

54.8
45.2

* Only respondents that expressed that they would like to live in towns are included in the analysis.

Source: Field study 2004

Respondents who are more inclined to live in an ur-
ban setting (58%) would more often choose a big rather
than a small town. While there seems to be some uncer-
tainty about living in a big or small town that cannot be
said about living on the periphery or in the centre of a
town - nearly 80% of the respondents that would prefer to
live in a town would also prefer to live closer to the cen-
tre. In addition, these urbanites would prefer to live in a
newer settlement as confirmed by 72% of the respondents.
Based on these ratings, it can be concluded that there is a
group among the Roma, even though this is a minority
group, whose residential aspirations tell us that their de-
sired place of living is considerably different from where
they now live.

A desire for change is confirmed by the fact that
more than half of the respondents (55%) who now live in
settlements that are predominantly inhabited by the
Roma are willing to live in a non-Romani settlement.
Town, a non-Romani settlement, newer settlements with
modern architecture, closer to the centre of the town -
these are all images and motives that reflect that this
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Table 14

Living preferences among
respondents with different
levels of education

group of respondents would like to live in another place;
a place where life is lived in a totally different way from
what they are accustomed to. It was shown that these resi-
dential aspirations from which desires to change their
lifestyle as well as social integration can be read are
linked to level of education. The chi-square test con-
firmed that respondents that finished primary and sec-
ondary school more often desire to live in a non-Romani
settlement, in a town and in a newer settlement with
newer architecture (see table 14).

No 1-4 U;g;:::?;d Primary Secondary  Total

schooling  grades school school school sample
Close to the town centre® 65.7 59.6 69.0 72.7 71.2 66.4 o7
Away from town centre” 34.3 40.4 31.0 27.3 28.8 33.6 .
In an older part of the town
with classical (traditional)
architecture® 44.0 41.3 29.6 31.6 28.8 37.2 004
In a newer settlement with
modern architecture® 56.0 58.7 70.4 63.4 71.2 62.8
In a Romani settlement 54.7 46.7 46.0 26.0 25.9 44.4
In some other (non-Romani) 000
settlement 45.3 533 54.0 74.0 74.1 55.6
In a village 60.0 67.3 51.7 37.2 38.5 54.9 000
In a town 40.0 32.7 48.3 62.8 61.5 45.1 ’

Source: Field study 2004

Concluding remarks
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This analysis has shown that the housing conditions at lo-
cations where the Roma have settled are exceptionally
poor. First, there is a lack of housing units, which indi-
cates that a large share of households live in barracks and
huts. Poverty is evident since 29% of surveyed households
accommodate several families. Thus, it can be assumed
that many of them cannot realise basic housing aspira-
tions, especially younger members who cannot live on
their own (BeZovan, 1987). However, besides the fact that
the existing housing is inadequate, the space standard is
very low; there is a lack of living space and rooms. Dwell-
ings are very poorly equipped and a lack of public utilities
(electricity, running water) and facilities (bathroom and
toilet) is evident. Residential structures often have earth
floors. Moreover, walls even if they are made of proper
building materials often do not provide insulation. All in
all, housing conditions are so poor that they are often be-
low the level of human dignity.



In the Counties of Varazdin and Medimurje, it was
shown that housing in Romani settlements most often
does not have features that are not compatible with stan-
dards of civilisation. Evidently, these locations of settled
Roma are poorly equipped and to a greater measure have
been abandoned in these counties. Settlements that stand
out are Donja Dubrava (County of Medimurje) and Sveti
Durd (County of Varazdin).

In summary, existing housing is inadequate, the space
standard is very low and the level of equipment is very
poor. All this indicates that these households, in most
cases, do not fulfil the required functions of a normal life,
for example eating and sleeping. This is commonly hous-
ing that, apart from the mentioned deficiencies does not
offer the most basic need - security - and in this way does
not fulfil conditions of being a shelter let alone a living
space. On the other hand, according to the subjective eval-
uations of the respondents, although they voiced dissatis-
faction with the housing situation, it is often not that dra-
matic as would be expected considering the mentioned fea-
tures of their housing. This reflects a particular resigna-
tion that is present among the respondents. However, in a
similar way, i light of the expressed residential aspirations, it is
evident that there is a group of respondents who would like to
live differently. Ideas about a desirable lifestyle are opposite
to the housing practices and the scenery that Romani set-
tlements offer. Moreover, it was shown that these aspira-
tions are often linked to a higher level of education.

In this way, it was shown that raising the level of edu-
cation is imperative and the only guarantee of modernisa-
tion of the Romani community. Abandonment of tradi-
tional patterns of behaviour is necessary since these habits
often threaten the health and welfare of the individual,
family and the whole community. Therefore it is difficult to
expect a better life standard without a change within the
Romani cultural code. Thus, it is necessary to include the Roma
in modernisation processes and in this way ensure the necessary
preconditions to boost the general quality of life in the settlements
where they live.

! Locations in the City of Zagreb as well as the County of Zagreb are
included.

Geran — Marko Mileti¢
Housing Conditions and
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Roma
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In this study, since lifestyle and housing of the Roma are
closely related to education (schooling), the importance of
a systematic approach to education is emphasised.

The Roma even after more than a thousand years of
migration' have maintained a distinctive culture, lifestyle
and habitation. They have also more or less managed to
successfully adjust to the local social, economic and reli-
gious environment. Two characteristic forms of coexis-
tence have determined the life of the Roma today. If they
lived isolated in separate rural (or suburban) settlements
they preserved an original awareness of their ethno-cul-
tural identity but with permanent underdevelopment and
poverty in comparison to the rest of society. In cases
where they lived together or mixed with the majority, the
local population gradually lost determinants of their eth-
nic identity, were almost assimilated and improved their
life standard.”

The Romani people have maintained these basic life-
style characteristics since the beginning of migration until
today. Even though there are smaller differences between
particular tribal groups, they have common characteristics
of social relations. The Romani lifestyle is a collection of
distinctive approaches; a style developed in continual con-
flict between isolation and assimilation. For the Roma, life
in the group meant real social, economic and psychologi-
cal security regardless of the low life standard. Independ-
ence from the social surroundings determined mutual soli-
darity within the group as well as a global oppositional at-
titude towards external factors (local population, milieu).

This lifestyle, typical in their original homeland, In-
dia was hardly acceptable to Europeans who, since their ar-
rival, have wanted to get rid of them or make them adjust
to an ordinary sedentary lifestyle, somewhere on the out-
skirts of the village or city.

The nomadic lifestyle is not only a reality for the
Roma but a state of spirit, which produces some advan-

Introduction
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tages: the possibility to choose and do different jobs, space
mobility-dynamic, adaptability, and connection in the
work and living community.

Regarding education of the Roma, these advantages
still need to be identified and structured in the entire
school system. This should include all segments and the
majority of Romani children who today are both in reality
and formally outside the processes of education.

The Roma as a nomadic people — social structure
and forms of housing
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The Roma have resided in the Republic of Croatia for
more than six centuries. The first written document that
mentions the Roma comes from Dubrovnik and is dated
1362. Ten years later (1373) the Roma are mentioned in
Zagreb in the “Poviestnoj spomenici slobodnog kraljevskog gra-
da Zagreba” (Historical charter of the free royal city of Zagreb)
written by I. K. Tkal¢i¢ in 1885. The first Roma came to
Croatia with the largest groups that arrived in Europe be-
tween the 10™ and 14™ century across Asia Minor and
South East Europe.

The position of the Roma in the Austrian empire in
the 18" century (that relates to the area of Croatia as well)
is demonstrated by the orders of Empress Maria Theresa
(the first in 13th November 1761 and the second “a(ller)
h(6chste) Entschliessung” on 28th November 1767) as well
as Emperor Joseph II’s order in 1783.

The latter order relates to the structure of everyday life
of the Roma.’ Along with the prohibition on nomadic mi-
gration (except to fairs), the Roma had to accept the folk
costume of the village, official language, one personal name
and surname, and house numbers in the settlement. They
were allowed to work in the blacksmiths trade (in those dis-
tricts where this was useful and necessary), as well as to a
limited extent, in music. Begging and intermarriage was for-
bidden to the Roma and abandoned Romani children
needed to be looked after like orphans (Matasovi¢, 1928).

Large Romani groups came to Croatia in the 19" cen-
tury from Romania (slavery of the Roma in Romania was
abolished in 1855). They belonged to the Romani Koritar
group, worked with wood and settled in the areas of
Medimurje and Podravina. They speak Ljimba d' bjas, one
of the Romanian dialects (vlax-dialect), Romani chib and
the present-day Kaldera$i and Lovari constitute the core of
today’s Romani population in Croatia.*

The Roma were an autochthonous ethnic minority in
Croatia, but since they lived in cities (Dubrovnik, Zagreb,



Sibenik...) and integrated quickly in medieval life doing " | Neven Hrnati¢
. . A e Education of the Roma
useful jobs for the rest of the population, they lost their i croatia: Prerequisites for
basic Romani characteristics within 100 years (i.e., did not a Better Quality of Life?
speak the Romani language, abandoned their original cus-
toms and nearly “disappeared”). The first Romani groups
that came to Croatia did not survive as a separate commu-
nity (Romani ethnic characteristics are rarely prominent
in historical sources throughout the century), and a simi-
lar process is characteristic today in urban spaces and
places where the Roma live in better conditions. Romani
groups that lived in isolated settlements or a difficult no-
madic life were successful in preserving their ethnic iden-
tity
Although the number of Roma according to the cen-
suses from 1948 to 2001 grew, matching the situation in
Europe (the estimation is around 7 to 8.5 million Roma)
it can be assumed that the number of Roma in Croatia is
significantly higher than the official statistics (2001 -
9,463 Roma - table 1). This number is somewhere between
30,000 and 40,000, even though the estimations, in view of
the different methodologies, considerably differ.

Census year 1948 1953 1961 1971 1981 1991 2001 Table |
The number of Roma

No. of Roma 405 1,261 313 1,257 3,858 6,695 9,463 according to the censuses

1948200
The Census of Population, Households, Dwellings and Agricultural Economy 1991, Za-

greb, Central Bureau of Statistics, (1992); Statistical Yearbook of Croatian Counties, Za-

greb, Central Burean of Statistics (1995); Statistical Yearbook, Zagreb, Central Bureau

of Statistics (1995); The Census of Population, Households and Dwellings 2001, Zagreb,

Central Bureau of Statistics.
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The continuation and formation of tribal and eco-
nomic systems among the Roma was parallel during mi-
gration. Although social structure has its starting point in
the family, the tribe was in fact a characteristic form for 413
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the Roma. The nomadic way of life shaped a strong feel-
ing of belonging among the Roma, who are a homoge-
neous whole, despite their dispersion. The tribal commu-
nity was connected through kinship ties, customs, and lan-
guage and economic interests (Barthélémy, 1990), as well
as lifestyle and housing.

The description of this complex process of social
structure development depends on established criteria, but
the central component is common and characteristic:

1. family (nuclear) - father, mother and small children.
Similar to the tent (the caravan) is home for the Ro-
mani family;

2. extended family - vitsa (clan) - a community of relatives
made up of a few families (brothers with their families);

3. communal family - big vitsa (clan) - usually has a few
dozen members and common ancestors by which they
are called. The surnames are the same regardless of the
departure of individuals from the big vitsa and disper-
sion;

4. tribal group - is made up of two or more big vitsa (clan),
and can be from ten to more than a hundred tents.
They usually recognise the “authority” of the tribal
leader (Lovari, Kalderasi, Arlije...). They rarely exist in
this form if they are mobile, due to organisational diffi-
culties and economic reasons (involvement in work
connected to a trade in some area).

The Roma who live in settlements to a certain extent
differ from nomads, but elements of this structure exist
today. This is most evident in Medimurje, where the
Roma live in fourteen satellite settlements according to re-
lated rules. The number is between a few dozen to a few
hundred (Trnovec).

Today, the Roma live as “inhabitants” in permanent
settlements (more than 50% of the Roma in Europe live
in a sedentary way), as half-nomads who temporarily take
cover during the winter or as nomads in tents. Romani
settlements have taken on an urban form but some have
not changed over the centuries. ’

The migration of the Roma and/or forms of housing
to a large degree depended on the dominant occupations
within the tribal group. Since these trades were the basic
economic activity that the Roma “maintained” over the
centuries, their role was crucial in structuring their life-
style (residence). In recent times, when these trades do not
have primary importance (blacksmithery, woodwork, horse
trade, music, collection of scrap metal), the Roma more
frequently engage in different types of work, which to a
certain extent, determines a different type of habitation.



Since trades are vital for economic support of the Roma,
it needs to be stressed that work activity also caused the
dispersion of the tribal groups, because their services in
particular areas (villages and cities) were limited and their
search for work was continual. Some Romani groups, who
specialised in particular trades and accepted a sedentary
way of life, have almost completely lost some of the essen-
tial determinants of ethnic identity (language, customs...)
in their continual contact with the local population.

Migration, as a global process, is especially characteris-
tic for the Roma and their lifestyle. Some Romani groups
have an absurd position because their sheer poverty hin-
ders their inclusion in nomadic movements, so they re-
main forgotten, even though migration is the foundation
of their lives.

Romani migration is unique, specific and original,
since the Roma, in comparison to other nomads whose
space for expansion is limited and reduced, are the only
people that “wander” throughout the world within a co-
herent and clearly structured civilisation. The Romani life-
style emerges from complex historical and social opportu-
nities at the beginning of migration, which later became a
way of life, even for groups of halfnomads and for the
Roma who continually live in some area.

Besides the migration process, the place and position
of the Roma in particular states depends on many other
factors such as: the absolute and relative number of Roma
in comparison to the majority population, the attained de-
gree of democracy, the historical experiences of coexis-
tence, and the length of residence in the country. Clearly,
the full realisation of human and minority rights is the
basis for modelling a specific school system for the Roma
such that education will become a part of the affirmative
policies towards the Romani population.

Neven Hrvati¢

The Education of the Roma
in Croatia: Prerequisites for
a Better Quality of Life?

The status, lifestyle and housing of the Roma in Croatia and the
relation towards education — research results

The real-life situation of the Roma in Croatia and their
marginal position (demographic data, social and eco-
nomic structures, lifestyle and migration, and education
of Romani children) cannot be read unambiguously from
statistics.

The project “The social and developmental position
of the Roma in Croatia” - 1998-1999 carried out by the
Institute of Social Sciences [vo Pilar, Zagreb was imple-
mented to cover these themes. In the latest project, “The
locations of settled Roma - the state and improvement of
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settlement development as well as aspirations for types of
housing”, emphasis is on housing as an important deter-
minant of position and lifestyle of the Roma (socio-eco-
logical features of the Romani settlement). Some of the re-
sults a