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Abstract

This study is about three common myths that prevent an accurate depiction of the present situation of the Romani populations of Hungary. The aim of the study is to seek to identify three central myths that have served to reproduce an incorrect image of how the Hungarian government ‘manages’ its Romani populations, and how Romani live within Hungary. The research was conducted through a mix of fieldwork and secondary sources, including a review of official and NGO reports and data in Hungarian and English.  A key finding of the study was that data was not available on many of the questions originally posed by the researcher. Lack of disaggregated data was found to be a major impediment to building up a reliable picture of the status and position of Romani in the country. Another key finding was that the official stance was highly contradictory, and counterproductive to improvement of the conditions of Romani in the country. Within the context of the Decade for Roma Integration, the diversity of the Romani people of Hungary will continue to pose a challenge.
Relevance to Development Studies
This study considers the exclusion and discrimination against Romani people in Hungary, and what this represents in relation to their quality of life and possibilities for achievement. The serious constraints imposed by public policies towards minorities are identified as lack of relevant data, linked to disinformation by misleading categories used in policy and media. Finally, the study considers the relevance of developments issues as they affect a diverse minority in ‘new Europe’. 
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 
1.1 The Research Topic 

This study will examine three central myths about (1) Hungary as a ‘model’ state in terms of minority policies; (2) the supposed unity and homogeneity of the Romani population as some kind of ‘minority community’ within Hungary and (3) the ‘ethnic blindness’ of the Hungarian state. Throughout the study, the concern is to show how assumptions like these, and the lack of political will to ‘understand’ the ‘Romani problem’ in Hungary, can reproduce patterns of discrimination and become a means of denying that this is the case. The original focus of the study was on reproductive rights and this had to change, following fieldwork, because of a lack of data and difficulties of access to informants (which will be discussed later). Instead, this study turned to look at wider myths of an ethnically blind Hungarian state and society, and a unified Romani population with common interests and concerns. The idea of dispelling three central myths is to show how the state bureaucracy and other public institutions tend to reproduce patterns of discrimination against various (diverse) 'Romani' populations within Hungary. We consider the three central myths in turn and then make some general conclusions about what makes continued discrimination possible, difficult to combat, and even invisible.  
This study will consider a number of examples of bureaucratic institutions and public sector services where Romani are identified and excluded or denied access; Hungarian ‘ethnically blind’ policies will thus be put to the test, on their own terms. In other cases, Romani are considered in their diversity (especially in Myth 2), and we show how, although they are all more likely to be included in repressive institutions, such as prisons and child foster-homes, or schools for the handicapped among others, Romani are also very different among themselves. How Romani are identified and how much discrimination takes place is all linked with common mythical forms of representation of ‘essential’ Romani and the ‘nature’ of the Hungarian state. By looking at the official data available, the main findings will expose a great deal of incoherence, particularly in regards to the Romani, in how ethnic (or national minority), data is collected, handled and used for policy interventions.  

To start with, in chapter 3, Hungarian claims to prominence in minority acknowledgement is shown to be partial and deriving not from a genuine, but instrumental concern on the matter, while  sustaining indefinitely a dislocated locus of political effort in regards to Romani. On the one hand, highly selective use of some types of data, with seemingly unjustified form of ethnic disaggregation, serves to legitimise the current configuration of the characteristic ‘minority governance’ in Hungary, resulting internal political disarray, disempowerment and numeric threat to the rest of society. Again, examples of this are given in chapter 4. On the other hand, Hungarian data protection law, found to be among the most restrictive in the EU, while largely void against to standard forms discrimination, is shown also to somewhat compromise the effectiveness of anti-discrimination policy, while also serving to justify the lack of more affirmative action by competing bodies; and this is discussed in chapter 5. The three broad myths about the Romani identified in this study were: 

Myth 1: Hungary as a frontrunner in minority recognition
Myth 2: All Romani are the same
Myth 3: The Hungarian state is ethnically blind

The first myth is the often transmitted idea that Hungary is a regional frontrunner on the matter of inclusion of minorities and by implication, in terms of the overall conditions of the Romani, as one of many Hungarian minorities. The second myth is the notion of uniformity among the Hungarian Romani population, something which is frequently reiterated by government, in the media and even by some Romani themselves. The third myth is the idea that on minority matters, the Hungarian state, if not a ‘frontrunner’ is at least ‘ethnically blind’.  All three are of course closely inter-related, but are presented in this order because this enables us to deal with three ‘layers’ of discourse. The most immediate is dealt with first: the internationally conveyed image of Hungary within Europe. The second is dealing with the internal stereotypes and conventional definitions in regards to Romani in Hungary. The final empirical chapter deals with the myth of Hungarian policy as ‘neutral’ or ethnically ‘blind’, challenging this assumption.  
1.2 Brief introduction to sources of data 

In terms of how this research was conducted, the starting point was the researcher’s knowledge of the Hungarian language, and some previous study experience in the country, and a perception of a ‘Romani problem’ that needed some deeper consideration. 
Resources included official views recorded at a Conference in the Hague organised by the Hungarian Embassy in June 2011. In addition, contacts were made with Hungarian institutions that conduct research and advocacy around the Romani population, among others. Interviews and visits were conducted in Budapest between July and August 2011. Of around ten institutions contacted, about half were eventually able to contribute to the research in some way. These included especially one key organisation engaged with Romani rights: The European Roma Rights Centre (ERRC), where informal meetings with staff took place and publications and reports were generously provided. In addition, other Hungarian NGOs were contacted, the most helpful being NEKI (acronym in Hungarian for the Office for National and Ethnic Minorities Rights Protection) and Autonómia Foundation, a capacity building organisation that works with disadvantaged groups. Another organisation that displayed willingness to assist, but was not available during the fieldwork period was TASZ (Hungarian acronym for Civil Liberties Union). The Gandhi Foundation, which runs the first Romani-only school of Europe, and the Open Society Institute (OSI), found to be  acting as a key funding source in Romani-related initiatives and providing some sort of support to all aforementioned civil sector organisations, were also contacted, but manifested no interest or availability to cooperate. The same can be said about the National ‘Tzigan’ Self-Government (‘Tzigan’ being somewhat equivalent to ‘gypsy’ in English; the term and its alternatives will be discussed in chapters 2 and 4 on different aspects), an official institute for minorities and Roma research and training, Türr István Research and Training Institute, and a private sector institution (ROGREM – Roma Development Agency). The Minorities Ombudsman, in turn, replied to inquiries and provided documents on official stances on ethnic issues.

Altogether three interviews were conducted: by means of support from one of the NGOs contacted, two interviews with Romani women were conducted, in order to get some insights into their views (and as it emerged, their diversity of perspectives and experiences); and by acquaintanceship, with an education/health professional involved Romani health matters, which, though not actually employed in the research, assisted with valuable academic references. 
Main documents analysed were: The Minorities Act (1993); the Data Protection Act (1993); “God Bless the Hungarians” (2011), the new Hungarian constitution, entitled after the National Anthem; the Minority Self-Government Handbook (2006), produced by the Minorities Ombudsman; and also the 2010 Minorities Ombudsman report. 
1.3 2005-2015: Decade for Roma Inclusion

An important background element to this research is the Decade for Roma Inclusion 2005-2015, “an international initiative that brings together governments, intergovernmental and nongovernmental organizations, as well as Romani civil society, to accelerate progress toward improving the welfare of Roma and to review such progress in a transparent and quantifiable way” (Decade for Roma Inclusion 2005-2015, n.d.).

Commitment to the Decade is stipulated by a declaration, so far signed by the governments of Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Macedonia, Montenegro, Romania, Serbia, Slovakia and Spain, all countries with “significant Roma minorities, […] rather disadvantaged, both economically and socially”, (ibid, n.d.) and with Slovenia as an observer. Other participants include: World Bank, Open Society Foundation, United Nations Development Programme, Council of Europe, Council of Europe Development Bank, Contact Point for Roma Information Office, European Roma and Traveller Forum, European Roma Rights Centre, UN-HABITAT, UNHCR and UNICEF.

The Decade’s framework determines the “priority areas of education, health, employment, and housing, and commits governments to take into account the other core issues of poverty, discrimination, and gender mainstreaming” (ibid., n.d.). Moreover, each country is expected to establish a Decade Action Plan, with its specific set of targets and priority areas, and to chair a yearly rotating presidency – in case of Hungary, held between July 2007 and June 2008.

With support of the WB and the OSI, a particular working group, called the DecadeWatch and composed of Romani activist from different countries, was formed for monitoring the progress of the initiative in the signatory countries. So far three reports have been released – for the years of 2005, 2007 and 2009 –, which shall be discussed in chapter 3. The Decade is also related to other sources of data this research: Roma in an Expanding Europe, by the World Bank, though released in 2005, was initially prepared for the conference “Roma in an Expanding Europe: Challenges for the Future” in Budapest June/July 2003, which culminated in the formation of the Decades for Roma Inclusion (ibid., n.d.; Ringold et al. 2005); in 2005, the UNDP published the report Faces of Poverty, Faces of Hope: Vulnerability Profiles for the Decades of Roma Inclusion countries, declaring that “[a]t practical level, the Decade is an opportunity for countries to meet the MDG targets for Europe’s most vulnerable group – the Roma – providing another link between the Decade implementation and the long-term commitments of UNDP as an MDG campaign manager and scorekeeper” (Faces of Poverty, Faces of Hope 2005: 6).
1.4 Trajectory of the research
Reproductive Rights with particular relevance to the Hungary’s Romani population is an important subjacent theme to this research. Despite only superficially or marginally managed here, it actually consisted in the research’s topic as of its design stage, thereby structuring earlier conceptual considerations and approach to fieldwork. The present formulation of the research is a result of considerations subsequent and in relation to: in one hand, data accessibility difficulties experienced in the fieldwork and, in the other, findings suggesting other types of problems arising between the Hungarian government and the Romani. The awareness to this theme, however, was influenced by the researcher’s previous experience in the country, which exposed him to certain political debates at the time.
 Basically, in the context of the campaigns for the parliamentary elections of May 2010, political parties positioned themselves differently in relation to purported causes of the country’s ‘crisis’, or so conveyed evaluation of the national situation in the media and by the parties themselves: the Sub-prime Crisis which hit the country hardest in the region due to its higher exposure in foreign debt, thus calling for urgent reforms (The Economist 2010); the alleged corruption and ineptitude of the then ruling MSzP (Magyar Szocialista Párt – Hungarian Socialist Party) (The Economist 2009) ; and the so-called “Gipsy question” (Dowling 2010), broadly definable as the political aggravation of stereotypes regarding Romani’s purported culturally or even genetically grounded higher criminal propensity, unwillingness to integrate and uncontrolled demographic proliferation, being the latter the attributed cause to their poverty and also to the overburdening of the National Welfare (more stereotypes relating to the Romani will be dealt with in section 4.1; further, a very different evaluation by the DecadeWatch relating Romani and crime is presented in section 3.2)(Kottasová 2009; Waterfield 2010). 
The elections resulted in an absolute majority by the conservative-nationalist FIDESZ (Fiatal Demokráták Szövetsége – Young Democrats’ Federation), followed by its predecessor MSzP, the effective disappearance of other older parties from the National Assemby, and the debut of two brand new ones – the green LMP (Lehet Más a Politika – Politics can be Different) and the radical-nationalist Jobbik (Jobbik Magyarországért Mozgalom – Movement for a Better Hungary) (Waterfield 2010); the former advocating for “Roma integration”(Lehet Más a Politika, n.d.; Ónody-Molnár 2011; Sigmond 2011) and the latter claiming that “Hungary belongs to Hungarians” (Kottasová 2009). 

Among the measures soon taken by the new government were the substitution of child benefits by tax breaks and also a new National Constitution (National Assembly, Government of Hungary 2011), which creating the legal space for the ban on abortion (Article II) and the extra vote casting right to mothers or legal guardians of two or more children (Article XXI:II). Given data found pointing to considerably higher fertility rates among Romani than among ethnic Hungarian (see tables 1 and 2), the relevance of the theme of Reproductive Politics, and consequently of Reproductive Rights, gained ground in the researcher’s evaluation: the circumstances seemed appropriate to inquiry whether these reforms targeted Romani in particular and whether Romani Reproductive Rights were thus endangered, particularly involving the aforementioned change from a regressive to a progressive family policy. 
For the purpose of fieldwork and planned interviews with Romani women, Reproductive Rights were reframed into Family Rights (its methodological justification will be discussed in chapter 2). This in turn extended the scope of policy analysis from merely child benefits, maternity leave and access to reproductive health to access to health in general, as well as education and cultural rights. With an initial difficulty to find potential interview subjects, the researcher resorted to NGOs, which contributed rather with their institutional evaluations on the topic of Family Rights, backed by institutionally conducted studies: despite one reported case with particular relevance to Reproductive Rights of A.S. vs Hungary
, NGOs informed about discrimination against Romani on many different types of instances involving the government. None of those, however, had seemed to have a clearly direct relationship with the recent reconfiguration of the Parliament, nor seemed subordinated to the undergoing reforms in the national welfare, for presenting a longer history. Meanwhile, attempts to find official sources of data with enough ethnic disaggregation to understand assess the likely impact of such reforms were largely frustrated. 

The elements that came to compose this research were by then assembled. However, it was only well after fieldwork that the possibility of the current formulation as an analytical setting more suitable and meaningful for the class of data gathered presented itself.
1.5 The main research questions 

Considering the elements so far presented, the research poses the following methodological question:

· How do misleading discourses (myths) reproduce patterns and practices of discrimination against the Romani minority of Hungary? 

And, stemming from this question, the subordinates:

· What kinds of arguments can be found to challenge such misleading discourses? 

· Is possible to identify the origins of these myths?

· Which segments of Hungarian society are active and which ones are passive in the reproduction of these discriminatory processes?
1.6 Outline of Chapters 

The following chapters will cover the following topics:

Chapter 2, Methodological and Ethical Considerations, will discuss the relevant ethical and conceptual stances taken throughout the research. Chapter 3, The Myth of the Regional Frontrunner, will tackle the notion of Hungary offering better conditions for Romani (and minorities in general) than other countries European transition countries. Chapter 4, The Myth of Homogeneity, will of challenge the notion of uniformity and unity among Hungarian Romani in terms of origins, experience and political engagement. Chapter 5, The Myth of Ethnic Blindness, will present some legal landmarks on ethnicity in the Hungarian context and discuss their consistency and efficacy in regards to the acknowledgement and observance of rights and needs of the Hungarian Romani groups. For editing reasons, charts and tables have been place in the Appendices session, but the text shall refer to them when appropriate.
Chapter 2 
Methodological and Ethical Considerations 

2.1 Key concepts
Groupism & Passing
McLaughlin (2007: 72-75) defines as passing the ability one has to manipulate one’s image or perception as belonging to given identity categories. Thus, it implies the notions of groupness, a set of characteristics that allow the identification of an individual as a member of a group, and of groupism, the deliberate effort to be acknowledged or not as a member of this group. Groupness varies in term of visibility or evidence and restrains the possibility of denying groupisms.
Ethnicity & nationality

An interesting note relates to the usage of ‘nemzetiség’ in Hungarian. Though it translates literally into English as nationality, it is also often employed in the sense of national minority. Hungarians manage this dubiety by context or attaching adjectives ‘magyar’ / Hungarian or ‘magyarországi’ / of Hungary. Therefore Hungarian nationality would translate into Hungarian as either ‘magyar nemzetiség’ / Hungarian nationality (especially when referring to people or circumstances abroad) or ‘magyarországi nemzetiség’ / minority of Hungary (resident of Hungary that refers its identity to another country).

This language usage, which allows reference to a minority without actually employing the term minority, may originate with the Minorities Act of 1993 which grants official status and cultural rights to 13 historical (i.e., present in the country for more than 100 years) ethnic or national minorities years. The distinction between an ethnic and national minority relates to the whether or not it can refer its identity to another country; in this sense, the Tzigan minority which does not so qualifies as an ethnic minority. 

This, however, has changed with the new Hungarian Constitution of April 2011, which, on its preamble, has no mention of ethnic minorities, only national minorities (National Assembly, Republic of Hungary, 2011: 1-2). The researcher contacted the Minorities Ombudsman Office on the matter, which stated that “the new Constitution, instead of the ‘national and ethnic minorities’ expression, will utilise the word ‘nationalities’, thus not distinguishing between national minorities and ethnic minorities. Therefore, the protection of cultures and languages of all nationalities will be entertained by the new Constitution” (G. Dénes, personal communication, 9 August 2011). 
Morning, conducting a research on ethnic and race categories on national censi practices worldwide, established the following fact: Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union states were marked by a prevalence of ‘nationality’, not in a sense of political citizenship, but of “something more like ancestry or national origins” (Morning 2008: 247). An explanation offered was that: 

“20th century (and earlier) movements of both political borders and people in Eastern Europe left groups with allegiances to past or neighboring governments situated in new or different states. Second, this reinforced existing Romantic notions of nations as corresponding to ethnic communities of descent”. (Kertzer and Arel 2002; Eberhardt 2003Morning 2008: 247)
2.2 Ethical consideration

Romani Politics

Some constraints were posed to the research by the fact that the researcher is not a Romani and, as such, cannot take part in Romani politics. Segments of an interview where its subject, a member of a given Romani group, complains about misrepresentation by the members of other Romani groups, was employed in this paper. Given specific characteristics of each, their association to the cases related would not have been irrelevant to the research, but the non-Romani researcher, therefore not a stakeholder to Romani representation, decided to supress specifications as not to expose or favour any group. The quotation still justifies itself as evidence of internal issues to Romani representation. 

Preserving anonymity

Another issue which arose whilst completing this research, was an awareness of the sensitivity of some of the issues dealt with in interviews and discussions. Confidentiality issues made it difficult to deal with all the information provided by interview subjects. This was dealt with by ensuring that the person involved could not be identified. A subsequent concern then was in relation to the various possibilities of alternatively identifying the two female Romani interviewees: the final choice was for the employment of alternative names as an effort to acknowledge them as actual persons; more specifically, the choice for typical Hungarian ones – Irén and Orsolya – is, rather than disregard for their Romani identities, an express impediment to attempts of associating them to one Romani group in particular, because of the political reasons aforementioned.

The mention of typical Romani surnames come throughout the research as elements enabling identification of members of particular Romani groups. As it became evident to the researcher, the knowledge of exactly which surnames belong to these categories is, at least partially, both scientific and popular: it was assumed to be held by the researcher during an interview, as shown in one of the selected extracts, while the literature review led eventually to the finding of actual lists in ethnographic studies. Such lists would have fitted in the characterisations of different Romani groups done in section 4.2. However, it was decided that it could go without them, representing, for only the sake of illustration, reproduction of practices that expose Romani unnecessarily. 

Situating data sources

A fact which also needs to be addressed is the extensive reliance on sources of data by non-governmental organisations that act as advocacy agencies. In particular, the ERRC has provided a wide range of publications, many of which contain information on the Romani obtained by means of independently conducted research. In principle, the neutrality and reliability of these studies can be questioned, considering that the organisation undeniably has an agenda of its own. However, circumstances also qualify the raised contentious elements and vouch for the legitimacy of harnessing it as a source. Firstly, the ERRC’s premise for actuation – the discrimination against Romani in Hungarian society – is not unprecedented when taken into consideration other sources of data. On the other hand, acting as a resort for legal assistance to Romani allows the ERRC’s a referential status among them, in turn favouring trust in its data collection and also an advantaged reach in terms of types of data accessible - in particular those of sensitive nature, otherwise available with much greater difficulty. An occasional feature deriving from such sensitive data is a negative implication of Hungarian official instances in discriminatory processes. This inference cannot be refuted in principle, given that the Minorities Ombudsman, though devoid of alike explicit references, accounts the same in its reports (discussed in chapter 5; see tables 13-15). Section 4.3 and chapter 5

The DecadeWatch series of reports were also relied upon extensively. However, the researcher considers it less of an issue in this case: given that the Decade for Roma Inclusion involves a wide range of organisations – governmental, non-governmental and inter-governmental alike –, this very much multi-lateral aspects speaks for, rather than partiality against a government, accountability on it. 

Designation

As a consequence of findings that point to the fact that the group often designated in Hungary by ‘Roma’ or ‘cigány/Tzigan’ actually defines itself differently and in varying ways, it has been decided that it shall be alternatively referred to by ‘Romani’ in this document – unless as by consistency with the variant employed in a source being discussed. More detailed information on the nature of this group and its implications, including the usage of endonyms and exonyms, will be provided later in chapter 3. For the time being, it is enough to mention that, despite the abovementioned more common usages in Hungary, ‘Romani’ is internationally held to be the least rejected term, therefore the most accurate common denominator and politically correct choice, which happens also to be available in the English language (Hancock 2005: ). Though the political correctness criterion would suffice as a justification, the greater international acceptance and inclusiveness is also relevant to the some regional (cross-country) comparisons done here and there in this research, but mainly in chapter 5.

2.3 Fieldwork considerations
Considering that the ‘Romani’ are subject to a lot of stigma and that the initially planned main source of information for fieldwork were interviews, one of the considerations prior to fieldwork related to the terming of concepts and phenomena, in as much as possible, in relatively friendly and/or neutral language if possible. Thus family rights would appeal to the rich family relationships when dealing with specific rights rather than the sexual undertones of reproductive rights. This was thought to be even more appropriate considering potential defensive-stances, as a result of the already-mentioned stereotypes on Romani fertility, and tension, being the researcher of the opposite sex and Brazilian-Hungarian, that is, foreign and majority at the same time. 
A similar concern was held during the elaboration of a questionnaire. Though it had to be eventually discarded because of failed contact with a facilitator, this questionnaire also engaged with sensitive issues, namely identity and discrimination by bureaucracy. Special care was taken to employ Hungarian accurate or at least good enough correspondents of key concepts, formulated in English language: ‘állampolgárság’ /citizenship; self-determined ‘identitás’ /identity; not self-determined ‘azonosítás’ / identification of one’s identity; ‘nemzetiség’ / nationality; and ‘etnikum’ / ethnicity.
2.4 Identifying Myths as a solution to data scarcity
One of the most significant findings of this research was, contradictorily, considerable data unavailability. As a consequence, many of the topic alternatives recognised during the earlier stages of the research process – including the actual choice of focus on family rights and reproductive politics as of the Research Design stage – were largely frustrated in terms of enough supporting resources for focus of analysis. This included too the perceived subordinate topics: cultural and linguistic rights, access to health and education, reforms in the national welfare system, the political situation in the country.

Considerable data unavailability fortunately here does not mean data unavailability. Indeed, relevant information was found, but either indirectly from scattered sources or with insufficient representativeness to generate and/or support general claims regarding the initial topics considered, but not less representative of other more general aspects of the situation and experience of the Romani in Hungary. The possibility of structuring the results of the research around erroneous dominant notions on the Hungarian Romani presented itself as a solution to incorporate and make sense of scattered findings and including the data unavailability, equally into the research.
Myths were then adopted as the main unit of analysis of the research. Hardly a clear-cut and, so-to-speak, a scientific category, they were precisely so chosen to structure the study of the equally uncertain status of Romani in Hungary, both from a social as well as from an objective point of view. 

Myths, as specified in the title of each of the following chapters, are simple ideas, stated in a simple way. By a simple idea, it means that they lack qualifications, thus being absolute and far-reaching in their predicates and, indirectly, offering an easily graspable, even if grossly incorrect, explanation about an aspect of reality. By being stated in simple way, it means that they are, unlike science, also easily accessible to people of many different conditions. Further, myths have no authors, rather constituting an element of unstated ‘convention’, thus being simply unaccountable. 
It thus becomes evident the potential of the employment of Myths in the political sphere as very powerful tools: even if not crafted by dominant politics, existing or arising myths simply serve in in interest of some, who in turns have incentives to sustain them; if in power to do so, such stake-holders will then favour their reproduction indefinitely. 
By focusing each of the following chapters in one identified myth, the rest of the research aims at dispelling the myths and exposing the vested interests behind them.
Chapter 3 
Myth 1: “Hungary is a frontrunner in minority recognition”

The myth that Hungary is a regional frontrunner in minority recognition implies purported better conditions for minorities in Hungary than in its regional peers. The claim of an advanced legislation is central to this myth, supported also by selected indicators of better socio-economic conditions; cultural openness and more advanced legislation are also associated with this myth. Actually, there are real indicators that support these views and may help transmitting it. However, there are also elements which suggest that these facts are relative, therefore bringing the need of handling them with care. 

The present chapter proposes to discuss this projected image. The first session presents the ground-setting law on minority policies in Hungary, the so-called Minorities Act of 1993, followed by an analysis of its political motivations and some actual attributions. The following section will include further contextualization and lastly, some reflections on the implied asymmetries and its implications for the Romani minority in the country. 

3.1 The Minorities Act

According to Cahn (2001), “Hungary prides itself not merely on having effective minority policy, but on having actually broken new ground in the field of minority rights - of being, among European states, the minority avant-garde. The centerpiece of the edifice about which Hungarian government officials ritually boast in international fora is Act LXXVII of 1993, the so-called ‘Minorities Act’.”

In a nutshell, this law covers, in relation to a given group of minorities, on cultural autonomy, linguistic rights, independent extra educational curricula and permission to maintain relations and exchanges with official and/or cultural institutions in other countries of identification. It also determines the possibility of and procedures to the establishment of minority self-governments on local and national levels (Belánszki et al. 2006; Cahn 2001; Ringold et al. 2005: 129). Further, it stipulates the creation of the institution of the Commissioner for National and Ethnic Minority Rights, informally also known as the Minorities Ombudsman, elected by the National Assembly and responsible for monitoring the observation and ordinances after reported violations of minorities’ rights (National Assembly, Republic of Hungary 1993; The Parliamentary Commissioner for the Rights of National and Ethnic Minorities 2011). The specific minorities covered, according to the criterion of ‘historical’ presence (i.e. for a century or longer) in the territory of the Republic of Hungary were: Armenian, Bulgarian, Croatian, Czech, German, Greek, Polish, Rusyn
, Serbian, Slovenian, Slovak, Tzigan and Ukrainian. 

Jenô Kaltenbach, former Minorities Ombudsman for the period of 1995-2007, discloses an interesting political feature behind the formulation of this law in the Minority Self-Government Handbook, edited by the Minorities Ombudsman office: 

“The Minorities Act was created with the expectation, in turn justified by t
he assumption, that the neighbouring countries also home to Hungarian nationals, in the principle of reciprocity, would follow Hungary’s example and perhaps allow the engendering of autonomy, at least partial – that is, cultural – of communities of Hungarians living in Transylvania, Felvidék, Transcarpathia and also Vojvodina
. Securing the basic rights of particular minorities was not, therefore the Act’s true novelty, but the acknowledgement of collective rights.” (2006: 12)

Despite the last easing words, it is telling that even Hungarian officials would assume that the main or single purpose of the Minorities Act was not the actual concern for the minorities in Hungary, but international correspondence for the improvement of the condition of Hungarian minorities in neighbouring countries. This dimension is particularly illuminating in terms of the priority given to minorities that, not being identifiable with specific countries host to a Hungarian minority, were not instrumental to appeasing diplomatic relations or inducing inclusive policies to a Hungarian minority abroad, even if they did meet the “historic” minority criterion. In contrast to the ‘national’ minorities, Schaft reports that the original draft of the Minorities Act did not contemplate these ‘ethnic’ minorities, and that only after “[v]ocal protest from assorted Roma groups” was the law project reformulated as to include them (Schaft 1999) – in as much as the aforementioned provisions not reliant on targeted neighbouring countries and local institutions are applicable. 

This fact is even more striking considering the absolute numbers of the minorities. The Rusyn ethnic group is in fact one of the smallest in Hungary (see table 7). The Romani, however, surpass all national minorities counted together; if considered according to the ethnic data from the last census available at the time, of 1990, the Tzigans amounted 143000, accounting for 67% of people declaring affiliation to a national or ethnic minority (National Statistics Office, 2001). If genuine concern for minorities were in fact core of the Minorities Act as of its conception, more than half of the country’s minority members could not have simply been overlooked.

Cahn has other criticism of the Minorities Act and its selectiveness: he exposes how, quite in contrast to the Jewish community which was invited by the drafting roundtable to participate as a minority and declined – preferring to be acknowledged exclusively as a religious denomination –, the Chinese Embassy at the at the time “reportedly lobbied for the inclusion of a Chinese minority in the Act and were refused”; and points that, in effect, “the act has […] reified the exclusion of non-white minorities, most notably by now numerically significant groups of various Arabs, African, Turkish, Chinese and Vietnamese” (2001). 

3.2 Comparative indicators

Important though it may be, and even considering that its original draft was changed to encompass more minority groups, such as the Romani, the Minorities Act is a legal piece: though it lays the base for inclusion and determines the policy instruments and guidelines for the task, alone it does not guarantee substantive inclusion, therefore it cannot be hold as the single base of judgement of Myth 1. Other factors are availability of resources, adequacy of policies and programmes chosen for the identified problems, political will, acceptance by the mainstream population in various dimensions of life. These factors, in turn, can be very complex in their own and – and though some of them will be covered in one way or another further ahead in this paper –, there are more immediate ways of evaluating substantive conditions of Minorities.


This section will then discuss some socio-economic and institutional indicators. Taking indicators for the Romani and non-Romani population in different countries, it is possible to compare the discrepancies between the groups across countries as a proxy for the local intensity of discrimination. It is useful to note that, though Myth 1 does not specially focus on the Hungarian Romani, but on local minorities in general, the situation of the Romani in Hungary can be used as a test given their size compared to other local minorities – which, nevertheless, conveniently aligns with the research’s focus on the Romani.

Insofar as possible, it is preferable to base such cross-country comparisons on consistent data sources. The reason is simple: unified methodologies allow meaningful comparisons. In particular, there are four sources of greater interest that will be employed.

Source 1: Roma in an Expanding Europe

The 2005 publication by the World Bank pointed Hungary as “a regional frontrunner” (Ringold et al. 2005: 124), for having a “far greater number of policies and programmes” (ibid: 123) and better living standard indicators as far as its Roma minority is concerned. The same study, however, also qualifies the minority’s situation as “among the most marginalized groups in Hungary” (ibid: 123), also pointing to the fact that poverty incidence (head-count of population below the poverty-line) among ‘Roma’ in the country is roughly 40%, that is, proportionally 4 times higher than among non-‘Roma’ (ibid: xv). In other words, it is difficult to conclude that ‘Roma’ in Hungary are any better off merely due to the better economic conditions of the country itself and to rule out the possibility of Roma people being in fact even more marginalized than in other countries. The same publication suggests that Hungary may have a greater engagement of its civil society in ‘Roma’-related initiatives resulting from a higher awareness towards minority issues due to the considerable number of ethnic Hungarian beyond its borders and also a more flexible legislation in during the Communist Era (ibid: 126). 
Source 2: Faces of Poverty, Faces of Hope

As mentioned before, Faces of Poverty, Faces of Hope is a report by the UNDP that was released in 2005 for the beginning of the Decades for Roma Inclusion, basically with the purpose of tracing the vulnerability profiles of participating countries. From a methodological point of view, one of its main advantages is the employment of the so-called Majority Boosters: besides Romani respondents, the surveys included majority population respondents living in the same or closest settlements, at least in principle “facing similar socio-economic challenges often associated with regional disparities” (Faces of Poverty, Faces of Hope 2005: 8). As a result, it enables the “judgments as to the depth of poverty and vulnerability among Roma vs. non-Roma populations living in a similar socio-economic environment” (ibid. 2005: 8).


Of the indicators collected, the present research focused on three of them: poverty rate (according to the absolute poverty line of US$ 4.30 PPP per day per person minimum), unemployment rate and literacy rate. Then, rather than to focus on the levels of each indicator for the different countries
 – which, according to the source, do not guarantee “national representativeness for the majority population” (ibid. 2005: 8) –, it was calculated a ‘Romani handicap’: a difference between the indicators for the Romani and the majority population for each country (see charts 1 to 3). With this, focus is drawn to the socio-economic discrepancies between the two groups, while also correcting for socio-economic discrepancies between the countries.


As a primary result, it is important to mention that all categories examined for all the countries displayed some level of handicap for Roma. That said, it can be noted that results were in fact quite favourable to Hungary. In the poverty handicap, with both expenditure and income criteria, Hungary was the single country to range handicaps bellow 5, while all the other countries, except for Croatia, ranged beyond 15. In unemployment rate, Hungary was the only country to singly range handicaps below 10 for all the age cohorts; Montenegro had a very close result in the 15 to 24 age cohort, while most results for the remaining countries ranged beyond 20. Literacy was the only of the considered indicators in which Hungary did not perform best (see chart 3): Czech Republic had handicaps below -10 for all age cohorts, and though Hungary achieved similarly for the first two, results were expansive for the subsequent ones and for other countries too.

Source 3: DecadeWatch

The DecadeWatch released so far three reports on the progress of the Decade’s targets. In contrast to Faces of Poverty, Faces of Hope, these reports have a more institutional emphasis and have changed methodology between the editions to incorporate more elements into analysis and to better suit the stage of the Decade initiative. 

The 2006 report then focused more on the institutional implementation phase of the Decade, assessed by means of an index ranging from 0 to 4 – 0 standing for “[n]o action by the government” and 4, “[i]ntegrated policy, setting standard for government action and ownership” (Decade Watch 2006: 15). According to this edition, where in the overall index it scored 2.29, “Hungary is the most advanced country participating in the Decade. Its over​all score is lowered only by the fact that by the end of 2006 it had not yet approved a long-term action plan for the Decade. However, Hungary is the most advanced on implementation progress across most of the priority areas” (ibid. 2006: 21). The report also points some bottleneck in more specific policy areas: segregation in education, particularly in preschool level, despite extensive reforms beginning in 2002 with the intent to eliminate it; the health-system’s conditionality to formal employment and housing, via registration at labour offices and residence registration, respectively; regional limitation of otherwise ambitious housing projects; the somewhat still weak implementation of anti-discrimination legislation, particularly in regards to the labour market (ibid. 2006: 37).  

The report from the following year again brought again Hungary as the best achiever, though with only a small improvement in the general index, to 2.42. It praised Hungary’s efforts on international level on occasion of its rotating presidency of the Decade – towards the extension of the Decade to more countries and its inclusion in the European Union policy agenda –, but pointed a relative stagnation on the domestic, specially in regards to lack of definition of budget lines of  otherwise well-conceived implementation plans. So far, rather than committing the national budget for such projects, “most Decade activities were designed to be part of Hungary’s mainstream social inclusion measures funded by the EU Structural Funds in the period 2004–2007” (DecadeWatch 2007: 30). Further, the report also highlighted reduced reach and pending balances of many inclusion policies in the fields of education, housing, employment and health. Also, the cause of the increased number of complaints registered through the Equal Treatment Act is unclear, whether due to increased consciousness and wider reach or not (ibid. 2007: 31).

With a changed methodology encompassing levels and changes in discrimination and inclusion and gender issues, the 2009 report presented a contrastingly negative evaluation of Hungary, sometimes in alarming tone: particular attention is brought to increased levels of violence against Romani starting from 2007, reflected in the worst positions marked by the country in “changes in integration” and “current level of discrimination”; moreover, “negative or tending towards negative” evaluations were given to government programmes targeting employment and housing priorities (DecadeWatch 2009: 8). Other elements highlighted were the “anti-Roma attitudes in large parts of society (including the media)” (ibid. 2009: 42), “the killings of Roma, the rise of the extremist, anti-Roma party Jobbik and of the para-military Magyar Gárda group as well as the public discussion about ‘Gypsy crime’ and the lack of ‘compassion’ of Hungarian society” (ibid. 2009: 33) and, not least, the steep rise in Romani refugee applicants to Canada from Hungary (ibid. 2009: 37). In the general index, Hungary scored 2.48, above only Czech Republic and Slovakia; it also achieved the worst marks for gender sensitivity.

It is important to note that a common element brought in all three editions of DecadeWatch reports is the difficult access to relevant data: “A lack of data for assessment and comparison across all Decade countries still prevails, both for the current situation of Roma in the four Decade priority sectors, and for the developments since the start of the Decade in 2005” (ibid. 2009: 29). In relation to Hungary, its data protection legislation is described in the first edition as a prohibiting to the collection of ethnic data, which is however sometimes shown to be collected by official instances exceptionally or even unlawfully, and immethodically managed (DecadeWatch, 2006: 87). 

Source 4: EU-MIDIS

Also in 2009, the European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights released a report on its 2009 edition of the European Union Minorities and Discrimination Survey, or EU-MIDIS. The survey was conducted in 27 European countries, with samples of approximately 500 individuals from each minority in each country (in some cases, there were more than one per country) with the intent to identify the patterns of discrimination against them and, to some extent, enable cross-country comparisons. The questionnaires focused on 9 areas of everyday life: (1) when looking for work;  2) at work; (3) when looking for a house or an apartment to rent or buy; (4) by healthcare personnel; (5) by social service personnel; (6) by school and other education personnel; (7) at a café, restaurant, bar or nightclub; (8) when entering or in a shop; (9) when trying to open a bank account or get a loan from a bank (EUAFR 2009: 18). 


With relevance to Hungary, the local Roma figured as the third most discriminated minority of Europe (see chart 4), with 62% of respondents affirming having been victim to discrimination in the last 12 months, closely after only Roma in Czech Republic (64%) and Africans in Malta (63%); at European aggregate level, 42% of Roma also responded affirmatively the same question (ibid. 2009: 36). Hungarian Roma respondents also informed the highest experience of discrimination when looking for employment or paid work (47%) and fifth highest unemployment among minorities (23%) and (ibid. 2009: 42); also the fourth highest for both discrimination from housing agency or landlord (16%) and from healthcare personnel (18%) (ibid. 2009; 44); third highest from social service personnel (18%) and school personnel (17%) (ibid 2009: 46); and also the third highest count of discriminatory events (681)(ibid. 2009: 49). Hungary also ranked 9th (33% of respondents) in victimisation from given crime types
, considering that 19% of total respondents also informed perceived racist motivation (ibid. 2009: 67). 

Source 5: The Glass Box
This study by the ERRC from 2007 on Exclusion of Roma from Employment (subtitle) which surveyed 402 Romani individuals in working-age from Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Hungary, Romania and Slovakia, disposes of one element of particular interest, complementary to the other studies so far mentioned. Respondents were questioned on the best description of their identity and presented with the options of “local
”, “local/Roma”, “Roma/local”, “Roma” and “other” (see table3). Hungary was the only country not to be dominated by occurrences of “Roma” in the reply, having singularly high occurrence absolute majority of replies in either mixed option “Roma/Hungarian” (57%) or “Hungarian/Roma” (11%). Czech Republic also stood out, but rather for a higher count of responses “Czech” (17%), that is of “local” identification (2007: 20).
Summary of sources

There are many elements to be considered about the information provided by the researches examined. Firstly. the socio-economic indicators supporting the ‘Romani handicap’ calculations inform a relative prosperity among its regional, transition peers, which may, in turn, partly explain the more favourable institutional conditions for the Romani as of the beginning of the Decade. However, if to this relative prosperity is to be characterised as institutionally beneficial for the Romani and inclusionary policies, the same effect cannot be extended without qualifications beyond the 2007, when the country was affected by the Subprime Crisis hardest in the region. 

The seeming downturn in Hungary’s evaluation in the timeline of the reports examined cannot, however, be singly attributed to an economic deterioration; the ‘hostilization’ presented in the 2007 DecadeWatch report could be equally related somehow to the simultaneous outbreak of corruption scandals, also previously mentioned, or simply represent tendencies so far little accounted for. Another interesting political element to be noted in the same document is the seemingly dislocated locus of efforts for Romani inclusion by the Hungarian government, from national business commitment and local political negotiations to the official insertion of the Decade in the European Union framework, hence obtained resources for national inclusion policy and the internationally conveyed image of Hungary on minority issues.

Lastly, concerning the three surveys presented last, there are two elements to be discussed in regards to cross-country comparison. In one hand, not only responses, but also the actual perception of phenomena, of respondents may be influenced by particular subtle cultural aspects, such as varying acceptability of overtly manifested satisfaction and dissatisfaction; ideal or prescript level of passivity, hospitality, suspicion towards strangers and overall friendliness; relative pessimism/optimism; and culturally ascribed stigma. In the other, an increasing level of consciousness may non-linearly reflect in the favour responses in relation to inclusiveness, as demands and standards, therefore the acknowledgement and identification of discrimination, may progressively heighten, thus leading to deteriorating replies; similarly, higher literacy may also enable more critical engagement with the phenomenon, thus generating less favourable replies. Though not so much for the latter, both are difficult elements to control for in surveys. In this regards, the result for Hungary in the Glass Box can be considered favourable, displaying not only wider acceptance of notion of multiple or non-exclusive identities, but potentially also reflected or reflecting improved sense of, or greater desire for, integration.


In any case, neither the documentation of the political process of acknowledgement of minorities in Hungary nor the reported experience of Romani people in Hungary, specially according to EU-MIDIS, sustain the conveyed image of “frontrunner” in minority acknowledgement. Though favourable elements can indeed be recognised by different sources, such as relative prosperity and favourable “institutional tradition”, both can be considered greatly challenged by more recent factors of economic crisis and political extremism, potentially in an overall negative manner.
3.3 Concluding remarks
A main finding in this chapter is the partiality of Hungarian minority policy. On one hand, its reach is shown to be expressly selective. On the other, it is show to be neatly inserted in an international, yet frustrated, political agenda which, in turn, does not acknowledge as instrumental all minorities, partly accounting for its selectiveness. 

Another, is the apparent dislocated focus of political efforts in relation to the inclusion of Romani – in part also reproducing a pattern identified above. Corresponded internally by rising extremism, Hungary’s presidency of the Decade for Romani Inclusion vested efforts into adding new countries and the EU into the framework. The interest in EU’s involvement, in turn, seems ambiguous: if an effort towards the acknowledgment of a Pan-European minority, it can be also interpreted as move for drawing more funds from the EU into Hungary, where Romani are ‘over-represented’ (see table 5).

A last finding was that of the seemingly extended half-life of the Myth of Hungary as a frontrunner in minority recognition. If at least up to 2007 registered better material conditions and access to social services material conditions of the minorities favoured this image, the same cannot be said about after such with evaluations deteriorating rapidly.   after such date strong discrimination reported by more than one source point to effective exclusionary processes.
Chapter 4 
Myth 2: “All Hungarian Romani are the Same”

From the previous chapter we know that the Hungarian Romani have the right, among many other deriving from their ‘official minority’ status, to form a minority self-government at local and national levels. From this fact, one could infer that they compose a cohesive group, with unified cultural aspects, similar socio-economic situation, including greater vulnerability and discrimination by the majority of the population experienced in a broadly uniform way, and same political aspiration, which would support an effective and representative leadership – that “all Hungarian Romani are the same”. This is how we define as our second myth involving the Hungarian Romani, which will be challenged in this chapter.  

Though it may seem an idle exercise to stress diversity within any human group, there is at least one good reason in this case: very strong stereotypes associated to them that need some addressing. The chapter will begin then with a brief presentation of some stereotypes, then followed by the subsequent challenging of six elements attributed to Romani, that are understood to compose  Myth two: common origin, a unified label, secluding behaviour, uniform experience, and political unity. 

4.1 Contextualisation: Stereotypes

Considering that this chapter proposes to challenge the understatement to Hungarian Romani’s diversity, it is perhaps appropriate to start by situating this exercise in the dominant way Romani are perceived to be the same. It is important to stress that the objective here is not to reproduce the stereotypes. It is to provide a contextual frame to be contrasted with critically by elements presented later in this chapter. For this purpose, some quotations were drawn from the study described below. 
In 2007, the ERRC conducted a study on the topic of institutionalisation of Romani children. Employing qualitative assessments and focus group interviews in 7 Hungarian regions and involving the participation of 68 professionals service providers, the study gathered frequently posed opinions, points of views, explanations and raised underlying factors relevant to the three chosen areas of investigation: adoption, over-representation of Romani children in the professional child protection system and the labelling of children in public care as mentally disabled. (Herczog & Neményi 2007: 3-14)
The results were very revealing in terms of raised elements of vulnerability among Romani children, which in turn can be considered to some extent, samples of stereotypes in relation to the group. One of the perceptions described was that of high visibility of the Romani within Hungarian society: 
“The majority of professionals took it for granted that Romani origin was discernible, based on the name, skin colour, an outward appearance characterising the child, or considering the family’s lifestyle.” (ibid. 11)
Another idea very strongly associated with the Romani was inclination to anti-social behaviour, in the case, independently of age. Assumed to be taught and learnt within families, this type of behaviour was implied to be cultural in its origins:  
“Avoidance of school, juvenile delinquency, the various forms of crime as a source of livelihood – into which, according to our respondents, young children drawn by their parents – together with the parents disinterest in, or hostility against, education, were all included in the list of deviant forms of behaviour” (ibid.: 11)
Last but not least, the contributors mentioned also that the identification of a person as a Romani is socially highly detrimental, being instrumental to the enactment of discrimination upon them and exposes to exclusion:  

“At the same time, professional are convinced that, born as a Romani, one cannot avoid the judgment by the environment, that is, the person will be regarded Romani on the basis of outward characteristics and racial marks, independently from where and how he/she was raised. They, too, maintain that belonging to Romani identity leads to differential treatment, exclusion, and discrimination.” (ibid. 11)
4.2  ‘Common background’
Romani in Hungary do not have an entirely common origin. This fact is reflected in the high number of denominations among them. Though many Romani throughout Europe and beyond indeed refer today to an ancestral nomadism and migration into the continent from the Southeast, if not, even more precisely from North-eastern India, it is important to note that such migration happened not at once, but in waves across a long period of time and through different routes; resulting in contact with different cultures, languages, political and economic regimes and historical events, influencing or being incorporated in varying degrees by each group. Hancock states that these factors lead to the formation of four main branches of Romani culture: Northern, Central, Southern or Balkan, and Vlax or Danubian (Hanckock 2002: 142) (see chart 5). Hungary lies broadly on the intersection of each branch’s domain and authors document the presence of representatives of three of them – and implicitly suggest a possible past presence of the fourth too. Forgács (2011), in an analogy to the diversity and organisational division of United States’ Native-Americans, identifies 18 Romani “tribes” in Hungary (2011).
The group with oldest presence in the country is by far the Romungros, whose arrival into the Kingdom of Hungary is documented in a safe-conduct edict from 1422 by the Holy Roman Emperor Sigmund of Luxemburg (Mezei et al., as cited in Romano 2002: 72). They belong to the Central Romani branch and are closely related to Romani groups in Slovakia and Poland. They are separable into Romani-speaking Carpathian Tzigans (Kárpáti cigány) and Hungarian speaking Hungarian Tzigans (magyarcigány). While the Hungarian Tzigans are widespread, the Carpathian Tzigans remain in enclaves centred on Budapest and in Nógrád County (Erdôs as cited in Szuhay 2002: 20). Traditional occupations associated with Romungro, besides the archetypical Musician, are wood-crafting and nail-smithing. 
The Romani population of Hungary grew and diversified substantially with three migration waves of Vlax
 Romani, or Roma, coming from Romania, more specifically Transylvania and Wallachia. The 18th century observed the start of the arrival of the Romani-speaking Vlax Tzigans (Oláhcigány). Probably the most complex group, they subdivide themselves on the basis of clans, often reflected in specific surnames (Erdôs as cited in Szuhay 2002: 20), and tribes or (occupation-related) ‘casts’, each with their dialect of Romani – most notably that of the Lovari, or horse-breeders (Fleck 2000: 11). 
The 19th century brought the Bayash Tzigans (Beás), speaking an archaic dialect of Romanian with strong Romani influence, known also as Bayash or Beás; according to Hancock, they descend from Vlax Romani groups of the Wallachian Principality that were taken as house slaves and forbidden to speak Romani (2002: 20). In Hungary, their traditional crafts were either trading or wood-crafting, and they subdivide into the Árgyelán (Roman Catholics), Muncsán (Greek Catholics) and Ticsán, respectively distributed along the East, South and central parts of the country, and, like the clan names of the Vlax Roma, each having specific surnames associated to them (Erdôs as cited in Szuhay 2002: 20; Romano 2002: 83). They are to be distinguished from the most recently arrived group of the Romanian-speaking Romanian Tzigans, centred in Békés county, more precisely in the also Romanian-speaking settlements of Elek and Méhkerék, along the Romanian border (Erdôs as cited in Szuhay 2002: 20).
Unclear as to how old their presence is in the country, a last notable group are the Romani-speaking Hungarian Sinti (Szintók), also known as German Tzigans (németcigány) or Slovene Tzigans (vendcigány). Being their dialect mutually understandable with the Carpathian one, unlike the Vlax variants, some authors have described it as a ‘germanified’ version of the Carpathian dialect (ibid.: 20). Hancock, however, situates the Sinti within the Northern Romani branch, therefore closer to other Romani groups of Western Europe and the Baltic Region (2002: 142). 
Surveys conducted towards the end of the 19th century also revealed groups of Romani speaking other regional languages, such as German, Serbian, Croatian, Slovak and Rusyn, indicating a past possibly even higher cultural diversity of Romani (Kemény 2000: 9), yet reference to them in newer sources, except as a residual, is absent. 
4.3  “Tzigan”: Who are you calling one?
Beyond the various linguistic, historic and geographic factors mentioned, there is the need to list some factors which contribute to fluidity in self-identification and, consequently, intricacy in denominations, which in turn represents some challenge to any attempt of assessment of their denoting groups. The ones presented in the previous section, gathered mostly from ethnographic sources, represent scientific categories which do not necessarily reflect vernacular uses, both in internal as well as in external identification, including by mainstream Hungarian society. 

A point was made in the chapter 2 for the employment of the term Romani instead of ‘Gipsy’ or ‘Roma’, and an exception made to ‘Tzigan’ in the translation of the Hungarian ‘cigány’. The reason for this is the inaccuracy of the alternatives. ‘Gypsy’ or ‘Gipsy’, besides somewhat pejorative in English language, alludes to a, today discredited, supposed Egyptian origin of the Romani. In Hungary and Hungarian, the most consolidated usage is ‘cigány’, cognate to terms in Romance languages such as Zingarus, Ciganus (Kemény 2002: 3) – Ţigani  in Romanian – and, despite more neutral in its connotations, constitutes, just as much as ‘Gipsy”, an exonym, that is, a term used in reference to a group by non-members. ‘Roma’ is the preferred endonym of the Vlax Tzigans, yet it tends to be rejected by both Romungros and Bayash alike, who, already having incorporated other languages as their own, also adopted the above-mentioned exonyms as their endonyms. But exceptions in terms of these usages do occur (Cahn 2001). ‘Roma’ is also commonly rejected by the Sinti as a general identifier, as it means “married men” in their dialect (Hancock 2002: xxi). 

Prestige within Hungarian society of activities traditionally performed by certain sub-groups may lead to members manifesting more promptly their affiliation to these than to more encompassing one, such as Musician Tzigans among Romungros, or horse-breeding among Lovari Vlax Tzigans. It may also occur with members of a particular clan or family renown among their communities for their ‘purity’ (understood in a very culturally specific way, in terms of observance of certain practices) or descent from a cultural hero or historic leader (Erdôs as cited in Szuhay 2002: 20; Hancock 2001:).
Despite other traditional languages, Hungarian is used extensively by Romani communities and is gaining ground, to the extent that many from traditionally not Hungarian-speaking groups now to have Hungarian as their second or even single mother tongue (Kemény 2002: 1, Feck2002: 12) (see table 4). This, and other types of assimilation, may prompt Romani to declare themselves as Hungarian Tzigans
. In some cases, a Hungarian-speaking Romani may conceal the knowledge of traditional languages as not to reveal their minority affiliation. Bóri & Masát discuss the challenge that double Hungarian and ‘Tzigan’ self-identification pose to accurately surveying the total number of Romani in Hungary: 

“Based on the experience of the censi, it is possible to assert the following: the Tzigan individual, who considers themself as such, not necessarily identifies themself so during the census. Many are those who consider themselves Tzigan and Hungarian, and declare their nationality affiliation as either Hungarian or Hungaria Tzigan. Hence in the 1990 census only 143 thousand declared themselves as Tzigan nationals, whereas in the 2001 census merely 190 thousand individuals. Considering this, the Tzigans were estimated in 440-450 thousand as of the Transition, and around the Millennium researchers spoke of 550-570 thousand Tzigan people.” (Bóri & Masát 2008: 38)


Apparently, this contrast between official data and estimates seems to be the case not only Hungary, but of many of its regional peer, as a compilation by the World Bank reveals (see table 5).
Relying on the mother tongue criterion and assuming Romani affiliation of those identified as such in their neighbourhoods, Kemény et al. (2003: 37-50) have tried to assess relative usage of languages by Romani, (as shown in the table 6). The same survey, when cross-tabulating these responses with national identity, brings forth interesting results (table. Perhaps the most significant of them, that certain individuals are considered by their surroundings as Romani irrespective of their mother tongue and declared nationality, as shown by the Hungarian mother tongue versus Hungarian nationality grouping, which attests for the element brought up in section 4.1 of a certain ‘visibility’, if not of, at least popularly associated with Romani. In other words, meaning that self-identification of individuals can be irrelevant when it comes down to being identified by others as belonging to a group or not. In the other hand, it may also reflect a tendency of respondents not to disclose their Romani origins, by means of declaring other affiliation. 

Another interesting element of the tabulation is the inconsistency in handling languages other than Hungarian: a ‘Tzigan language’ in principle implies not a specific Romani dialect, but a language spoken by Tzigans and not by others, in a sense that it is difficult to understand why Bayash was considered separately, except if by acknowledging its substantial difference from Romani and its many dialects – even if these are not necessarily mutually understandable either. The fact is even stranger from the point of view that while Romani receives a very loose treatment, Bayash is given particularised treatment when considered separately from standard Romanian, the language spoken by the Romanian Tzigans and of which it is a particular dialect. 

Considering the factors that ‘inflate’ Hungarian as both ‘mother tongue’ and ‘nationality’ responses, the results of the survey’s edition of 1971 are considered as the most conservative. Authors themselves acknowledge difficulty in addressing factors such as double nationality or bilingualism, yet interpret the trend as a tendency towards assimilation (Kemény et al. 2003: 39).

A significant fact, though, is that these 1971 results are commonly employed as a proxy to the relative participation of subgroups in the overall Romani population. Though objectionable, thus, UNDP’s Faces of Poverty, Faces of Hope asserts that Romungros compose roughly 70% of the total Romani population, Vlax Roma, 20%, and Beás, the most significant part of the reminiscent (UNDP 2005: 35).

At first strike, it is telling the lack of alternative sources providing more information on the matter. Indeed, such quantitative assessments are the exception. Hungary’s Data Protection Act – discussed in more detail in the next chapter – strictly regulates, thereby also restricts, the collection and management of data of ethnic or other ‘sensitive’ natures. As a consequence, data on minorities, specially from official sources such as censi or other national surveys, is usually not available in much detail than that sustained by very broad categories. Except are generally by means of privately conducted research, such as the studies referred to in previously in this session, subject, in turn, to other types of challenges to correct assessment.

In regard to the treatment of Romani, the census also deserves particular attention (see table 7). Firstly, it is notable its inconsistency on references to the group: the last edition of 2001, for instance, has “Tzigan (Roma, Bayash, Romani)” on the online data tables of the Hungarian version; “Tzigan (Roma)” on the report’s Hungarian version’s introduction; and as “Gipsy, Romany, Bea” on online tables of the English version. Secondly, it explicitly recognizes different possible groupings within “Tzigan”, and, despite surpassing all other minorities counted together, it is strange that such category is not displayed in greater detail. 

It is possible to examine some implications of this choice of grouping. Even if the size of some Romani sub-groups is actually really small compared to others, as data by Kemény et al. suggest, it does not mean that their size is insignificant on standards of Hungary’s national minorities: assuming Bayash to compose 7% of all Romani, they would amount 13300 and surpass most national minorities in size; assuming 1% of Sinti, they would amount 1900 and still surpass Bulgarians, Armenians and Rusyns.

An inverse exercise is perhaps more helpful in enlightening the proportions of the objected elements: hypothetically, cropping data on Bulgarians, Croatians, Poles, Rusyns, Serbs, Slovaks, Slovenes, “Slavics” (sic) and Ukrainians, all labelling all under either ‘Tóth’, ‘Vend’ or ‘Rác’ – traditional Hungarian terms for Slovaks, Slovenes and Serbs, respectively –, obtaining a number of 50600 and then, for any effect, allowing comparisons to the Greek or Armenian minorities of respectively 2500 and 600 individuals. 
4.4  “Seclusion”
A subordinate myth is that of Romani’s historical seclusion, which is often posed as an explanation or cause for socio-economic disadvantages. This session proposes to challenge this view by showing many intermediaries between abuse, exclusion, assimilation and integration – all of which presuppose interaction, more or less harmoniously, between Romani and Hungarian society. In the shaping of Romani’s conditions, internal factors to Romani groups rather than shown irrelevant, are discussed in combination with the external factors mentioned as affecting their diverse social conditions.
It has been described the arrival into Hungary by Romani groups in different historic periods. In relation to these, Romano typifies the varying outcomes of such early encounters of Romani with pre-established property and value systems and how they influenced, in one hand, their access to resources, in the other, their associations outside their own communities (Romano 2002: 37).The first type refers to those who stayed at the margins of both property and cultural value systems by means of hunter-gathering and craft of simple domestic goods. The second type relates to those who managed  associations outside their own communities, complementing their livelihoods by making their labour force available for seasonal work in agriculture and forestry or by developing known crafts into specialties, with a reasonably success from the point of view of existing property and value systems – up until the start of mass production. The last type include the ones that integrated into the property system, yet whose activities conflicted with the majorities’ rules: begging, fortune telling, and theft – of the type modern criminology qualifies as “livelihood-driven crime” and in effect not diverging substantially from hunter-gathering activities (ibid.: 74). 
Indeed, given crafts of perceived higher use facilitated Romani ingression into Hungarian society. The previous section mentioned how for instance the ‘Musician Tzigan’ and the horse-breeder Romano describes how Árgyelans and Muncsáns subgroups of Bayash, for instance, whose traditional craftsmanship with wooden articles and carpentry were well in demand in agricultural regions, allowed a fast settlement into villages of southern Hungary, and, within one generation, cohesion and material conditions of these communities were such as allow for the formation of the “soundest intellectual circle” among Hungarian Romani and the first Romani school of Europe (ibid. 83-84).

Romungros are sometimes depicted as better integrated than the rest of Romani (Ringold et Al. 2005: 12) – being a frequent indicator pointed for this the dominant use of Hungarian among them. Though their older presence in the country can be considered a contributing factor, representing a longer period for adaptation, it must be pointed that it also meant exposure to local forms of discrimination before the others. It is known, for instance, of the Gipsy decrees by Empress Maria Theresa of Austria in the second half of the 18th century which deliberated, in relation to the Romani population: forced settlement; additional taxes and mandatory services; restricted possibilities of travel; disallowance of Romani leaderships; prohibition of Romani language, traditional dresses and Romani intermarriages; and obligatory institutionalisation of school-age children (ibid.: 17). A more critical stance would perhaps suggest a higher degree of assimilation rather than integration; though it might be argued that presently they have less factors of exposure as a Romani – for instance, the usage of other languages or the distinguishing clan and family names of Vlax Tzigans and Bayash –, a ‘relative advantage’, which, in the other hand, does not prevent discrimination in absolute. 
Romani victimisation during the Holocaust, or Porrajmos (‘Devouring’) in Romani language, is also worth mentioning. Under Hungarian Fascism, raids and abuse by authorities in Romani settlements or ‘Tzigan Lanes
’ were not infrequent; non-sedentary communities were particularly targeted, though often they were also prevented from settling down by local authorities. The situation deteriorated further after the Nazi occupation in March 1944, when forced military companies and agricultural labour camps were set up for Romani; latter in the same year, the ‘collecting camp’ of Csillagerôd was set in Komárom, from which Romani considered ‘fit to work’ were deported to Germany (Holocaust Memorial Center 2006: 33).

In regards to the Communist period, Romano states that, despite bringing a very positive material balance for Romani, culturally “forced assimilation progressed in a rushed pace” (2002: 84). The new full-employment and a generalised social services network, not made an exception to the Romani, drew people in masses from rural settlements into the industrial centres and Romani villages were terminated officially by the Communist Party in 1961, then “razed down or let to weeds” (ibid.). As a result, the bastions of Romani culture disappeared and families also abandoned the community-based networks of support. The Romani cultural survival was secured by few prominent musicians, but latter also by folkloric groups, and eventually the formation of the Tzigans’ Cultural Federation was also observed (ibid.: 85).  
The Transition brought an end to the securities of socialism: diminished social services and unemployment, specially to those formerly employed in great industries and state farms (ibid). Faces of Poverty, Faces of Hope briefly discusses the resurgence of elements that remained latent during the previous period: 
“Until the middle of the 1990s, Hungary experienced problems with Roma rejection and acts of racism manifested by some extreme rightist nationalistic organizations. The reason is not some unexpected emergence of prejudice. Simply, racism towards the Roma was suppressed during socialism; with the transition it became open. Some public opinion surveys as recent as 1997 show that one third of Hungarians support the idea of repatriating Roma to India, and three fourths of respondents claim the maximum high level of negative attitudes towards the Roma.” (UNDP 2005: 35)
4.5 “Uniform experience”

It has been shown in section 4.1 that being discriminated is associated with the Romani too. The section will challenge the notion that the Romani have uniform social experiences, which will be done with particular relevance to discrimination. This notion has a quantitative implication and a qualitative implication. According to the quantitative implication, the incidence of a given form of discrimination should be proportional to relative participation of Romani in given population. According to the qualitative implication, Romani should experience forms of discrimination in a similar way.
‘Quantitative uniformity’

Table 8 describes regional proportions of Romani in the population from 0 to 14 years-old against the relative chances of the Romani children being institutionalised. It is striking the differences between territorial units with higher proportions of Romani children and the ones with the lowest. Very much against the hypothesis of quantitatively uniform discrimination, the results pointed towards an inverse relationship between the relative participation of Romani in the examined population and discrimination the incidence indicator considered. 

‘Qualitative uniformity’
For this section, two of the interviews conducted during fieldwork with Romani individuals will be considered. Both were conducted on the same day, 12 of August 2011. Although the socio-economic background and age of each cannot be disregarded as relevant casts for the different formations of experience, they cannot be held as invalidating the differences between them in any way. On the other hand, the fact that both have lived in Budapest for most of their lives serves as a minimal control and means of comparison.
Middle-aged Irén moved during her early teens from the countryside to Budapest, where she has had working experiences in commerce, industry and services. When asked about ever experiencing discrimination, Irén answered:
“Well, sometimes. There are Hungarians who like to cigányoz
. But I’m appreciated at work, and in general wherever I go. There are rude people in buses, trams, who say ‘You’re a Tzigan!’, things like that. It happens, sometimes”. (Irén 2011, personal interview)
However, when later questioned about her opinion on the depiction of Romani on the media, Irén revealed much more significant cases, replying:
“I don’t care about how they portray us on TV or radio. If Tzigans steal, they are punished very severely. That’s what I don’t like to see on TV! That other people who rob get sentenced [X-1] to [X] years; my poor [family member] was near a robbery site and was taken by the police: he got sentenced [more than 2X] years. Myself, I got out [Y] months ago, but I was sentenced [X] years for a 2 cm wide stab… It was bad. It was bad how they treated us, the guards, the wardens… And the lesbians? Not unlike in male prisons. They should show [on TV] all the way through! […] On TV they’re now showing a father who bludgeoned his 6 year-old child on the head; they’re discussing the odds of him getting anything. Where’s the justice in this?! Just a kid, a baby… I hate these things...” (Irén 2011, persona interview)
Orsolya, an NGO worker and post-graduate student in her late 20s, could mention only one case where her Romani identity came to be an issue, but it was in elementary school. Thus, she explained:
“I always say it’s difficult to name discrimination what happens at this stage, because kids in school wearing glasses are also get mocked. If somebody has a conflict, as it often arises from interactions over such an extended period, attacks will always happen by means of the most superficial things. […] I’m visibly Roma, so this is the first means of attack. But I wouldn’t call this discrimination, I would call it being human. Not that I appreciate it, this mocking. But neither was I ever hurt by it, because I recognize it as a primitive type of conflict management.” (Orsolya 2011, personal interview)

Orsolya, however, latter pointed the exceptionality of her experience: 
Orsolya:“I would really like to stress that I think I’m one extreme; the lucky one. […] For that I may not be a good research subject. I’m probably not going to contribute to the figures, but I can mention that many of my friends have been very strongly affected by these things. But, objectively, my answer is no.” (Orsolya 2011, personal interview)

Also, when questioned about, being Romani, ever feeling the need to perform more so as to be accepted in society, Orsolya replied: 

“I’d say 49 Roma out of 50 would respond ‘yes’. The reason I wouldn’t know how to answer this myself is that since childhood I’ve been insufferable in my wish to excel. I never thought about what I had to do on account of being a Roma because I always wanted to be the best in everything.” (Orsolya 2011, personal interview)
4.6 ‘Political Unity’

It was shown in chapter 3 that the Minorities Act deliberates on the formation of minority self-governments at local and national levels. This session proposes to analyse this system from the perspective of Romani diversity.

A Minority Self-Government qualifies as a positively discriminating policy, in that it represents an extra instance of representation and provisioning for minority members. Assuming equitable expenditures across minorities and that minorities have different sizes, it can be inferred that each self-government will entail costs to the National Government of two natures: a variable cost in function of the number of minority members represented and a fixed operational cost. This in turn, has two implications: 1) that a locally concentrated minority will command the formation of fewer minority self-governments on local level, and though with no effect on expenditures related to the minority self-government of national level, it will represent savings on the total national expenditure on the minority; and 2) that a big minority implies lesser total cost per capita than a small minority.

Implication ‘1’ is not of much consequence for the diversity of Romani. However, from implication ‘2’ we can derive that the National Government has interest in a unified Tzigan Minority, because it represents lesser expenditure per capita than otherwise. Moreover, given the Tzigan minority’s numeric superiority to all other minorities, in effect it commands less expenditure per capita than any of the other official minorities – which remains in line with the already exposed low priority given to the ethnic minorities in relation to the national minorities.

It must be stressed that these implications are irrespective of Romani’s actual interest in a unified Tzigan Self-Government. In fact, given the positively discriminating character of the Minority Self-Government system, the alternative configuration of separately acknowledged Romani groups would, imply in more resources and more representation for Romani. Moreover, the additional benefits would be more so to the smaller minorities, which are in principle, more in danger of assimilation.
Though an explanation was offered for the current configuration of Romani acknowledgment as an official minority, other political stakes cannot be ignored. Other potential reasons for the maintenance of its configuration could be manipulation of the Minority Self-Government by a given political party or the enfranchisement of a single Romani group by the national government in detriment to the others. 

Evidence from fieldwork suggests that something of this nature is indeed the case. Cooperating NGOs informed about internal conflict as of the fieldwork period. At her interview, when questioned about ever turning to the National Tzigan Self-Government for assistance, in turn, Irén replied:

Irén:“I went there, but they never helped [...] I don’t associate with them, those crooks. They favour only their own kind. That’s why I don’t even turn to them for anything.” (Fieldwork, 2011)
“In vain would I turn to them for help. I’m [a group denomination], but they help only [a group denomination].” (Irén 2011, personal interview)
Later, in relation to a regular member of the Parliament (that is, not elected through a Minority Self-Government), Irén also added: 
Irén: [Parliament Member]? I wouldn’t have voted for him. He’s a [group denomination], you know; before, his surname used to be […], but he changed it.” (Fieldwork, 2011)
On the other hand, given prerogatives of a Minority Self-Government, there are certain elements which are prone to becoming contentious in case of representation of multiple and diverse groups. Whereas to linguistically and culturally homogeneous minorities the establishment of priorities for securing linguistic rights, for cultural promotion and for the additional minority school curriculum, would come more or less automatically, in the Romani each of these becomes a new instance of negotiation – which in the longer run can be considered as a great handicap in terms of cost and time efficiency. Moreover, supposing that such choices would be decided by means of a democratic procedures, it would mean that the most numerous group among the minority would get the say at every opportunity at the expenses of the less numerous minorities, therefore already more exposed minorities – in result that can be described nothing short of perversion of the purposes of the Minority Self-Government system.
4.7 Concluding remarks 
This chapter has exposed the fact that unifying and levelling categories applied to the Hungarian Romani are ultimately unsustainable. Behaviour and situation attributions are contradicted by evidences of significant diversity in many aspects. On the other hand, ‘convention’ seems to justify the use of the overarching denomination of ‘Tzigan’.

It was shown, however, how this usage is framed in policy: the census does not process data on the Romani in a disaggregated way because, or so it seems, it must assess the conditions of the official minorities as defined by the Minorities Act, thus never producing data reliable enough so as to legitimise claims of need for reforms in the latter. This way, the central government is able to save funds that would be otherwise spent on an unpopular segment of society.
The following consequences can be attributed to the conformation: an ultimately failed representation by the National ‘Tzigan’ Self-Government, by either dominance of one group or incapacity to address all different needs; a disempowering systematically defective assessment of Romani condition; and a rising sense of numerical threat based on national census information, demographic trends and underlying stereotypes ascribing anti-social behaviour, not least of which, crime.
Chapter 5 
Myth 3: “The Hungarian State is Ethnically Blind”
Subordinate to Myth 1, of Hungary as a regional frontrunner in minority acknowledgement, is Myth 3, of the ethnically blind Hungarian state. As such, Myth 3 sustains the image that Hungary is commendable in its practice regarding Minorities; in this case, however, at the much more specific level: that of combat against discrimination. Again a legal piece is found in the core of and structuring this image: The Act LXIII of 1992 on the Protection of Personal Data and Freedom of Information, also known as the Data Protection Act (DPA). ‘Blindness’, as defined in the myth 3, alludes to the stance required by the DPA regulations of any bureaucratic instance, which, as Goldston puts it, is among the most restrictive in Europe (2001: 36); in broad lines, all instances of the state are prohibited to handle data with ethnic information, except if by written consent of the data subject.
The DPA will be examined in its main definitions in section 1. In section 2 it will be discussed will be in terms of its actual implications for ethnic collection of data. Section 3 will expose cases of ethnic that show that ethnic discrimination does happens and how, in these cases, the regulations of the DPA are void. Section 4 will analyse a case of ethnic data being withheld – despite no apparent risk of violations of the DPA – and the implications of such conduct in the light the nature of the governmental body under scrutiny. 
5.1 The Data Protection Act
Whereas the MA represents the base of Hungarian positively discriminating policies on minorities, the DPA is so for privacy preservation and anti-discrimination provisions.
According to Krizsán, the DPA defines three main categories of data: personal, of public interest and sensitive (2001: 159). In the first categories lies any piece of information, obtained first-hand or deduced, that can be, and for as long as it remains so, retraced back to a an individual. In the second, any type of data collected and processed by a governmental instance which does not lie within the category of personal. In the last lies all personal data “that concerns racial, national or ethnic identity, political opinion or party membership, religious or other conviction, health, addiction, sexual life or criminal record” (ibid.).

Handling of data – understood as collection, registration, storage, processing, deletion, alteration, usage, transference and dissemination – must be further conditional to “specified purpose, for exercising rights or complying with obligations” (ibid.: 160), for which data must be, in turn, appropriate, necessary and valid for just as long as necessary. Transference (to a third party), in particular, requires consent or, alternatively, legal authorization. Handling of sensitive data requires written consent and, in case of ethnic data, only “if international convention justifies it, or law authorises it for the purpose of enforcement of a basic constitutional right, or promotion of national security, crime prevention or criminal investigation” (ibid.: 160). As for the depersonalization
Data subjects maintain rights to it, in that they may have it corrected, updated or erased, or information about its collection, claimed upon request. Within a timeframe, data collectors are bound to either comply or justify the legal grounds of their non-compliance – usually determined by matters of national security or finance (ibid.: 161). 
Further, the DPA stipulates that data controllers should enrol in the Data Protection registry – managed by the Parliamentary Commissioner for Data Protection and Freedom of Information, also known as Data Protection Ombudsman – and specifying handling details of an occasion of data processing. There are exemptions to this obligatory registration, such as data processing: by religious, educational, health and statistical institutions or by employers, or for scientific purposes as long as unpublished (ibid.: 162-163).
5.2 Data Protection Act’s implications for minority policy
As mentioned, ethnic data is considered a sensitive type of data by definition. In that regard, should it be collected, that must only by means of written consent from its subject. This procedure in one hand makes the collection of ethnic data difficult; in the other, classifies as unlawful any collection of ethnic data done without it. 

This poses a challenge for anti-discriminatory policy. As a key element, anti-discriminatory policies must rely on statistics to allow identification of indirect instances of discrimination (Goldston 2001: 21). In addition, the prohibition of unconsented ethnic data collection does not imply in its impediment, only in a disincentive through the risk of punishment if identified. 

It must be pointed that though unlawful, not all cases of unconsented ethnic data collection are destined to adversely target a specific groups in society, but may well have the intent of creating tools for the better for inclusion of vulnerable groups. Being so, it may be the also the case of very professional data collection, which would be useful not only for the collector, but also for other policy-making instances and for the purpose of better informing society on the related case of vulnerability. Yet, the risk of prosecution render any data collectors holding such a data base would refrain from disclosing it in any way lest risk being prosecuted for unlawful data collection. The same goes should the database be a depersonalised one – except for the possible aggravator of data processing without due registration. 
Another relevant element is that membership to an ethnicity or national minority is, according to the MA, “an inalienable and exclusive right” to individuals (Krizsán 2001: 173). Therefore, not only does unconsented ethnic data collection clearly infringe this fundamental right, but it also involves an intrinsic risk of inaccuracy in regards to the inferred membership. Yet, such an inferred membership may also be more accurate than self-determination in identifying exposure to or risks of being discriminated.
5.3 Evidences of a discriminatory bureaucracy

This section proposes to expose two cases of discrimination by members of the Hungarian government. It is true that, through other examples shown along the way, this phenomenon has already been suggested or, at least, implied. The examples chosen, however, help to illustrate the previous section’s exercise of problematizing Hungary’s DPA in regards to the margins left for discrimination. 

The first one involves the issue the case of indirect discrimination, whose “very notion […] implies a need for data” (Goldston 2001:21). Again the research resorted to the findings of the EU-MIDIS surveys by the European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights; in this example, focus on the data collected about law enforcement and encounters with the police. An important aspect of the information gathered was that it was done with a control, that is, that information was both on Hungarian Romani and Hungarian majority. Like in many other types of interactions between government officials and citizens, the mere interaction or, among its many lawfully possible outcomes, one that is particularly disadvantageous, do not imply discrimination. However, should it be that case of discrimination, reflecting in an altered propensities in the interactions and its lawfully possible outcomes, it cannot be identified on the basis of one individual’s experience, but statistically only.

We shall focus here on three dimensions of interactions with the police: prevalence of stoppage; actions carried out by the police in the last stoppage and trust in the police. Prevalence of police stoppage (see table clearly presents a disadvantage for Romani people (41% against 15%, over the last year). Police conduct during stoppage shows a more mixed picture: ignoring the results of request for driving license or vehicle documents – which seems to reflect primarily a different socio-economic condition, already addressed –, Romani encounters with the police resulted more frequently in in questions (38% against 23), request for identity papers (99% against 72%), vehicle inspection (9% against 5%), fine (8% against 6%) and arrest (3% against 0%), but also received advice more often (10% against 8%) and had a more favourable result in the remaining categories. If possible to infer a pattern in relation to these results, it is that Romani are subject to both higher suspicions, apparently leading to a higher number of encounters, but also overall harsher outcomes during encounters (EUAFR: 2009: 254).
The display of the category of trust in the police – according to which Romani are more frequently distrustful in relation to the police (51% against 22%) – has another purpose (see table 12). Considering the case in which the police would be willing to lawfully collect data of ethnic nature, say, to monitor its own conducts in relation to the minority, it is clear that Romani would be underrepresented in the result due to the mistrust.

This does not mean that – overlooking the fact that evidences of indirect discrimination have just been presented – the police or any other pubic instance would not have means to collect data on the Romani just the same. As part of a study about Romani opportunities in the labour market by the ERRC, the following statement was collected from a labour office:
“The labour office does not have the rights to ask people when they register unemployed people if they are Romani, nor to collect unemployment data on the basis of ethnicity. If necessary, we can find out in other ways; we can use local knowledge about the family, or judge on the basis of appearance or sometimes based on the name of the person or where they live.”  (ERRC 2007: 41)
In other words, discrimination presupposes the collection of data, because the discriminating act requires the identification of some sort of groupness (recalling the terminology presented in chapter 2). In this quality, data is collected and employed at the same time; if influencing the outcome of a decision, within the range of lawful, this action remains invisible – unless exposed by statistics with ethnic disaggregation.
5.4 ‘Ethnic’ datasets and depersonalisation
The Parliamentary Commissioner for the Rights of National and Ethnic Minorities, also known as the Minorities Ombudsman – a though sprouting from the MA (discussed in chapter 3), which is a mostly positively discriminating in framework – is actually a complementary instance of anti-discrimination policy. The task ascribed to this position is “to investigate or have investigated any violations which come to his attention concerning national and ethnic rights, and to initiate general or individual measures in order to remedy these” (The Parliamentary Commissioner for the Rights of National and Ethnic Minorities 2011, n.d.).

As part of its attributions, the Minorities Ombudsman releases yearly reports, accounting on the general conditions of the different ethnic and national minorities of the country. Among its features is the release of counts of cases during the related year related or affecting one or more minorities; such information are made available in reasonable amount of detail, either in percentages or in absolute numbers, and disclosure is done in different breakdowns, such as:  1) county-level distribution, 2) nature of entry, 3) theme of entry, 4) reporting entity, 5) governmental instance receiving entry, 6)reported institution, 7) status of measure(s) taken and 8) affected minority, all of which have the same number of total entries for each, meaning that they are categories of a single dataset. Information is made available features in either percentages or in absolute numbers (see sample tables 13-15 in appendices section; note that tables have with the same total count of cases for each dimension) (Kállai 2010: 126-139).   
Specific categories, such as “education” or “minority self-government related” under “theme of entry” (c), as well as “complaints” under “nature of entry”, are given with further details. However, similarly to the pointed in relation to the national census (in section 4.3) it is interesting to note that under, “affected minority”, Tzigan is also the most representative one, accounting for 67% of the entries. Yet, also as in the national census, it commands no further specification. But here, beyond the problem of homogenising “Tzigan” category being employed, it is also the case of very limited cross-data. Except for “nature of entry” and its subcategory “complaints”, no other data domain is broken down together with “minority involved” (ibid.).
On the grounds of the DPA, however, there do not seem to be sound reasons as for why is further breakdown is not possible. Naturally, a zeal for the non-disclosure of compromising information identifying parts in entries of the Minorities Ombudsman’s database are genuine, as it would otherwise represent unlawful handling of personal data in the form of unconsented transference of data. However, the dataset could be made available in disaggregation up to the one before the last   level, that of actual personal or institutional identifiers, in what could be interpreted as data depersonalisation.

The trick about depersonalisation seems to be that it also qualifies as handling of personal data, as processing, altering or deleting, even if resulting, by definition, in the transference of the data into the domain of public interest, in turn exempt from the conditions of personal data. Depersonalisation, as data handling, requires thus specified purpose, that is, for exercising rights or complying with obligations.

However, assuming that depersonalisation of data and the disclosure of resulting anonymous statistics with ethnic disaggregation – as a means of identifying indirect discrimination – are instrumental to the Minorities Ombudsman’s fulfilment of its obligations to identifying and provide against Minority Right’s violations, then the maintained level of zeal over the data does not hold from the point of view of the DPA alone. Moreover, more than merely anonymous statistic with ethnic disaggregation, data held by the Minorities Ombudsman is in effect a map of discrimination across sectors of society and state; by allowing the prioritisation of areas for actuation, the disclosure of such data would also be instrumental for observance the of Minorities Rights, and so equally unburdening the Minorities Ombudsman from the otherwise obligatory provisions for the handling of data – providing it has been depersonalised. 
Another line of appeal in relation to the datasets available to the Minorities Ombudsman is that a considerable part of it relates to complaints against the state. In its position of an Ombudsman, the office constitutes, at least in principle, an instance of governmental accountability. This implies, on the one hand, privileged access to information on governmental repartitions, and on the other, that it should be bound by the principle of transparency. As a consequence, at east in relation to the entries of governmental nature, the Ombudsman should be in the power, but also in the obligation, to reveal more information. 
5.5 Concluding remarks
This chapter has exposed a very intricate situation involving the actual processes of acknowledgement of information of ethnic nature within the Hungarian State, where parallel channels for such identification have been shown to exist. The lawful channel, based on the Data protection Act, limits the reach and effectiveness of anti-discrimination policies, not least of which, by lack of ethnic disaggregation of statistics for the combat of indirect discrimination. While the latter is not made possible, discrimination based on externally perceived “groupness” and underlying negative stereotypes operates unaccounted for, even if it presupposes and relies on unconsented, therefore unlawful according to the Data Protection Act, collection of data. 

In relevance to the publication of governmental datasets with ethnic disaggregation as empowering anti-discrimination policies, the restrictions by the Data Protection Act seem less to be a case of prohibition than one of legal interpretation. A key point relates to the ‘depersonalisation of data’, which – in a way, nonsensically – seems to constitute ‘handling of personal data’. In this case, restrictions do apply, but so also exist conditions for lawful procedures, such with ‘specified purpose, for exercising rights or complying with obligations’. This condition, however, seems to go unnoticed to or unclaimed by, for instance, even to the Minorities Ombudsman, whose attributions are expressly defined by in terms of the observance of Minorities Rights.

Conclusion
This research reaches its ends with a complicated picture around minority policies and the places of Romani in people in Hungary. So far:


Chapter 1 introduced the topic of research, but also sources of data and minimal background information in regards to both context and trajectory of research. Exposing recent political events in the country, the initial topic of research and the issue of data unavailability in fieldwork, were presented as important elements to definitive choice of structuring the study around Myths.

Chapter 2 presented strategies considered for fieldwork, and ethical and methodological considerations to the research as a whole. As part of it, it also defined the research’s guiding concept of Myth as a disseminated simple, accessible, totalising and politically powerful idea. 
Moving on to the empirical chapters, Chapter 3 introduced Myth 1: ‘Hungary is a regional frontrunner in minority recognition’. Discussing it was based on the political background of the formulation of the Minorities Act and on later on the review of cross-country reports with information relevant to the Romani. 

Chapter 4, in turn, introduced Myth 2 – ‘All Romani are the same’. Challenging Myth 2 was based on contextualisation based on secondary sources and interviews from fieldwork, as well as analysis of the minority categories used in the Hungarian census and of the Minority Self-Government system. 
Lastly, Chapter 5 presented Mtyh 3 – ‘the Hungarian State is ethnically blind’. The Data Protection Act was therein discussed with relevance to its basic definitions, its implications to anti-discrimination policies, indirect discrimination and the depersonalisation of governmental datasets.
In regards to the main research question, of how misleading discourses or myths reproduce patterns and practices of discrimination against the Romani minority of Hungary, the findings would suggest that myths would do so mainly by avouching or legitimising specific policies which misrepresent and disempower Romani and misinform society about them . Myths 1, emanating from Hungarian foreign politics, implies that, though Romani’s situation in the country may not be the best, the situation is ‘not as bad as elsewhere’, transmitting the idea is doing the best for Romani, and that it should be considered enough. Myth 2 misinforms about Romani, thus inhibiting changes that might lead to better representation and better policies. Myth 3 inhibits and is used as a pretext against anti-discrimination policies.

Behind a self-legitimising policy framework a low levels of reliable information on Romany, Hungary can maintain its low priority on Romani. Meanwhile, existing negative stereotypes are never challenged, thus motivating discrimination, in turn enabled by visible Romani ‘groupness’.
Notes

In Hungarian, family names precede given names. Therefore, sources with Hungarian authors are referred without a coma between the two.

Appendices

Chart 1: Poverty Handicap
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Chart 2: Unemployment Handicap
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Chart 3: Literacy handicap
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Chart 4: Discriminated minorities in the EU
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Chart 5: Linguistic and geographical background of Romani in Hungary
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Table 1: Fertility in Hungary

[image: image6.emf]Age group 15-1920-2425-2930-3435-3940-4915-49 Total Fertility Rate

Hungary 22.6 67.1 92.6 55.9 20.0 1.4 37.9 1.3

Roma 120.8218.1133.764.1 48.6 6.7 102.1 3.0



Births per 1,000 (1999-2002)

Source: Janky, B (2006) The Social Position and Fertility of Roma Women


Table 2: Poverty per household size, Hungary 2002
[image: image7.emf]US$ 2.15 PPP US$ 4.13 PPP

# children 0 1 2 3 4 Per Capita Per Capita Per Capita

Non-Roma 2.8 3.7 9.9 11.2 44.2 3.6 0.5 6.9

Roma 14.2 23.3 29.0 42.0 82.8 26.3 6.6 40.3

Source: Ringold, D. et Al. (2005) Roma in an Expanding Europe. World Bank

Income below the 50% of the median expenditure

Poverty (%, 2002)


Table 3: Ethnic affiliation

[image: image8.emf]Bulgaria Czech RepublicHungary Romania Slovakia

Local 0 20 5 3 10

Local / Roma 10 19 57 22 13

Roma / Local 18 0 11 15 16

Roma 67 52 27 60 55

Other 5 8 0 0 6

Sample size 80 84 80 78 80

Source: ERRC (2007) the Glass Box: Exclusion of Roma from Employment

What best describes your ethnic grouping? 

(% among working-age Romani opulation)


Table 4: Hungarian Romani by mother-tongue

[image: image9.emf]Hungarian Tzigan Bayash other

1893 79.5 4.5 10 6

1971 71 21.2 7.6 0.2

1993 89.5 4.4 5.5 0.6

2003 86.9 7.7 4.6 0.8

Source:  Kemény et Al. (2004) A magyarországi cigányság


Table 5: Official and estimated Romani populations

[image: image10.emf] (in thousands)

#

% in total 

pop.

#

% in total 

pop.

#

% in total 

pop.

Albania 3 070 1.3 0.04 90 2.9 100 3.2

Bosnia & Herzegovina 3 830 8.9 0.23 40 1 50 1.3

Bulgaria 7 930 370.0 4.68 700 9 800 10.4

Croatia 4 440 9.5 0.21 30 0.7 40 0.9

Czech Republic 10 230 11.7 0.11 160 1.6 300 3

Hungary 10 100 199.0 1.90 550 5.3 600 5.8

Kosovo   2 000 34.0 1.70 36 1.8 40 2

Macedonia 2 020 53.9 2.69 220 10.7 260 12.7

Montenegro 670 2.6 0.43 20 3.2

Romania 21 700 535.1 2.50 1 800 8.3 2 000 11.5

Serbia 7 500 108.4 2.11 450 6 500 6.7

Slovakia 5 400 89.9 1.67 350 6 380 7

Source: World Bank (2010) Roma at a Glance

 Romani

Low High

Official Estimates

Total 

population


Table 6: Hungarian Romani by mother-tongue and nationality

[image: image11.emf]Self-identification Hungarian Tzigan Bayash

Hungarian 38.6 29.3 39.8

Hungarian Tzigan 31.9 17.1 15.2

Tzigan 25.1 42.3 32.8

Bayash 4.2 3.2 11.5

other 0.2 8.1 0.7

Total 100 100 100

Mother-tongue, %

Source:  Kemény et Al. (2004) A magyarországi cigányság


Table 7: Census population by nationality/ethnicity

[image: image12.emf]Group\Year 1941 1949 1960 1980 1990 2001

Population 9316074 9204799 9961044107094631037482310198315

Bulgarian .. .. .. .. .. 1358

Gipsy, Romany, Bea 27033 37598 56121 6404 142683 189984

Greek .. .. .. .. .. 2509

Croatian 4177 4106 14710 13895 13570 15597

Polish .. .. .. .. .. 2962

German 302198 2617 8640 11310 30824 62105

Armenian .. .. .. .. .. 620

Rumanian 7565 8500 12326 8874 10740 7995

Ruthene .. .. .. .. .. 1098

Serbian 3629 4190 3888 2805 2905 3816

Slovakian 16677 7808 14340 9101 10459 17693

Slovenian,Vendish .. .. .. 1731 1930 3025

Ukrainian .. .. .. .. .. 5070

Hungarian 8918868 9104640 98372751063897410142072 9416045

Did.not.wish.to.answer – – – – – 543317

Unknown .. .. .. .. .. 27220

Source: National Statistics Office, Government of Hungary, National Census 2001


Table 8: Institutionalisation of Romani children

	Chance quotient: how many times the rate of Romani children in the child protection system is greater than the proportion of Roma within the child population of a given county

	

	Territorial unit
	% Roma – 0 to 14 years old population
	Chance quotient of institutionalisation of Romani children

	Baranya
	10.3
	3.98

	Bács-Kiskun
	5.6
	2.14

	Békés
	8.4
	3.21

	Borsod-Abaúj
	27.6
	2.64

	Budapest
	-
	-

	Csongrád
	3.6
	4.73

	Fejér
	4.2
	4.29

	Gyôr-Moson-Sopron
	2.3
	11.3

	Hajdú-Bihar
	11.8
	3.47

	Heves
	-
	-

	Komárom-Esztergom
	6.5
	1.54

	Nográd
	24.3
	1.73

	Somogy
	14.4
	3.61

	Szabolcs-Szatmár-Bereg
	21.3
	2.07

	Jász-Nagykun-Szolnok
	117
	1.94

	Tolna
	10.3
	3.3

	Vas
	4.4
	4.55

	Zala
	9.8
	4.8

	TOTAL
	14.8
	2.6

	Source: Herczog & Nemény (2007) Romani Children and the Hungarian Child Protection System

	


Table 9: Prevalence of police stoppage

[image: image13.emf]Hungary Majority Romani

Stopped in the 

past year

15 41

Stopped in the 

past 2-5 years

18 9

Not stopped (incl. 

No opinion)

67 50

% of respondents in majority sample 

and in the minority groups

Source: EUFRC (2009) EU-MIDIS


Table 10: What did the police do in the last stop?

[image: image14.emf]Hungary Majority Romani

Ask questions

23 38

Ask for identity papers 72 99

Ask for driving license or vehicle documents 68 15

Search you or your car/vehicle 5 9

Give some advice or warn you 8 10

Did an alcohol or drug test 9 3

Fine you 6 8

Arrest you/ take you to a police station 0 3

Take money or something in form of bribe 3 2

Other 10 3

In the past 12 months, %

Source: EUFRC (2009) EU-MIDIS


Table 11: Trust in the police

[image: image15.emf]Hungary Majority Romani

Tend to trust 62 28

Neither trust nor 

distrust

12 19

Tend not to trust 22 51

Don't know / No 

opinion

3 2

Source: EUFRC (2009) EU-MIDIS
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Table 12: Sample from Minorities Ombudsman's Report: nature of entry

	Type of entry
	2008
	2009
	2010

	Complaint
	699
	725
	853

	Resolution request
	37
	48
	46

	Cooperation
	14
	23
	17

	Legal opinion
	154
	124
	68

	Requests
	6
	28
	21

	Official proceedings
	70
	27
	19

	Other
	53
	37
	40

	Total
	1033
	1012
	1064

	Sources: Kállai E. (ed) (2010) 2010 Beszámoló

	

	Table 13: Sample from Minorities' Ombudsman Report: Affected minority

Affected minority

2007

2008

2009

2010

Bulgarian

3

1

0

0

Tzigan

376

501

603

739

Greek

2

2

1

0

Croatian

2

2

5

2

Polish

1

3

2

1

German

17

25

17

22

Armenian

3

2

1

3

Romanian

8

6

3

3

Rusyn

2

1

3

1

Slovak

5

8

2

1

Slovene

0

1

3

2

Serbian

0

6

0

0

Ukrainian

0

1

1

0

Affecting all minorities

42

114

107

93

Out office's jurisdiction

277

162

72

49

Affecting more than one minority

7

Not determinable

0

198

192

141

Total

738

1033

1012

1064

Sources: Kállai E. (ed) (2010) 2010 Beszámoló



Table 14: Sample from Minorities Ombudsman's Report: Theme of entry

	Theme
	2008
	2009
	2010

	Judiciary
	45
	54
	45

	Criminal sentencing
	29
	34
	34

	Health
	7
	40
	33

	Employment
	38
	32
	79

	Minority self-government
	43
	43
	57

	International affair
	11
	30
	35

	Education
	81
	125
	96

	Police
	60
	69
	73

	Press, media, internet
	31
	34
	26

	Social topic
	230
	298
	334

	Other
	458
	253
	252

	Total
	1033
	1012
	1064

	Sources: Kállai E. (ed) (2010) 2010 Beszámoló
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Ossified Discrimination:


Demystifying Policy and Conventional Frames to the Hungarian Romani by ‘Myth’ deconstruction








� The case involved a Romani woman subjected to unconsented sterilization in the public health system. With the assistance of both NEKI and ERRC, the case was taken to progressively higher legal levels of appeal, reaching and succeeding eventually at the UN Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination Against Women (ERRC 2006: 42-43).


� A Ukrainian-speaking group present in Hungary, Slovakia, Romania and Ukraine who, however, do not embrace the Ukrainian national identity. This distinction is usually accounted for their Greek Catholic religious denomination instead of the Eastern Orthodox.


�Historical regions with Hungarian minorities respectively in Romania, Slovakia, Ukraine and Serbia, mostly along each countries’ borders with Hungary. Vojvodina and Transcarpathia, (Zakarpattia) correspond to actual local administrative provinces, whereas Transylvania and Felvidék cover more than one. Felvidék, or Horná zem in Slovak, lacks a good translation into English: ‘Uplands’, literally, is unused because it is  misleading to the relative topography and position within Slovakia, while ‘Upper Hungary’, after the historical term for the northern part of the Kingdom of Hungary, is politically incorrect out of the original context.


� At the time, countries participating in the Decades initiative, thus contemplated by the research were: Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic (for which exceptionally the alternative poverty line of US$ 11 per day was employed), Hungary, Kosovo, Macedonnia, Serbia & Montenegro, Romania and Serbia.


� Vehicle crime, burglary, theft of personal property, assault or threats, serious harassment


� Nationality from local/native country.


� Despite this usage of the term, it is opportune to inform that the term Vlax and its cognates (Vlach, Vlah etc; in Hungarian, Oláh or Vlahó) primarily denote identity with Wallachia, the Romanian Lowlands; thereby, without the accompanying Tzigan or equivalent, the term also identifies Romanian minorities in other parts of Central and Eastern Europe and the Balkans.


� In spoken language, ‘magyarcigány’ might be easily misunderstood as ‘magyar cigány’ and vice-versa. In principle, the former denotes the Hungarian-speaking Romungro, whereas the latter denotes a Tzigan (or Romani) that is Hungarian.


� Cigánysorok are the streets on the borders of villages renown for Romani residence.


� In colloquial Hungarian, nouns can be converted into verbs very easily in a specific way which generally results in the meaning of: “taking an action involving a [noun]”. Thus, bicikli, bicycle, yields bicikliz, to ride a bike. With value-laden categories, it tends to yield the more specific meaning of “overtly expressing oneself in terms of [category]”, and identifying such a conduct in others usually implies reproach. Thus, cigány yields cigányoz: “to overtly note someone as a Tzigan” or “to make exposing remarks about Tzigans”.
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Sheet2

		

		Hungarian Romani by mothertongue, %												Hungarian Romani by self-identification and mothertongue, %, 2003														Hungarian Romani by mothertongue and nationality, %

				Hungarian		Tzigan		Bayash		other				Mothertongue		nationality														Mother-tongue, %

		1893		79.5		4.5		10		6						Hungarian		Hungarian Tzigan		Tzigan		Bayash		other				Self-identification		Hungarian		Tzigan		Bayash

		1971		71		21.2		7.6		0.2				Hungarian		38.6		31.9		25.1		4.2		0.2				Hungarian		38.6		29.3		39.8

		1993		89.5		4.4		5.5		0.6				Tzigan		29.3		17.1		42.3		3.2		8.1				Hungarian Tzigan		31.9		17.1		15.2

		2003		86.9		7.7		4.6		0.8				Bayash		39.8		15.2		32.8		11.5		0.7				Tzigan		25.1		42.3		32.8

		Source:  Kemény et Al. (2004) A magyarországi cigányság												total		37.8		29.8		26.8		4.5		1.1				Bayash		4.2		3.2		11.5

														Source:  Kemény et Al. (2004) A magyarországi cigányság														other		0.2		8.1		0.7

																												Total		100		100		100

																												Source:  Kemény et Al. (2004) A magyarországi cigányság
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Minorities 2001 Census

		

		Births per 1,000 (1999-2002)

		Age group				15-19		20-24		25-29		30-34		35-39		40-49		15-49				Total Fertility Rate

		Hungary				22.6		67.1		92.6		55.9		20.0		1.4		37.9				1.3

		Roma				120.8		218.1		133.7		64.1		48.6		6.7		102.1				3.0

		Source: Janky, B (2006) The Social Position and Fertility of Roma Women





Minorities 2001 Census_2

		

		Poverty (%, 2002)

						Income below the 50% of the median expenditure																US$ 2.15 PPP				US$ 4.13 PPP

		# children				0		1		2		3		4				Per Capita				Per Capita				Per Capita

		Non-Roma				2.8		3.7		9.9		11.2		44.2				3.6				0.5				6.9

		Roma				14.2		23.3		29.0		42.0		82.8				26.3				6.6				40.3

		Source: Ringold, D. et Al. (2005) Roma in an Expanding Europe. World Bank

		Poverty rates





Poverty rate countries

		52.73		Fidesz (conservative)

		19.3		MSzP (socialist)

		16.67		Jobbik (nationalist)

		7.48		LMP (green)

		3.82		others

		100





Poverty rate countries

		



New composition of the Hungarian Parliament:
Mandate 2011-2014, elected on April, 2010

=>          Obs.:  Result corresponds to Fidez holding 68% of seats

Source:



ERRC_Ethnicity question

		70		3.5		245

		72		3.5		252

		80		3.5		280

		84		5		420

		80		7		560

		79		7		553

		68		3.5		238

		82		7		574

		87		7		609

		78		3.5		273

				50.5		4004		79.2871287129





Roma estimates

		

		Minority		Absolute numbers		Proportion of total population (%)		Proportion of minorities' total (%)

		Bulgarian		2316		0.02		0.52

		Tzigan		205720		2.02		46.47

		Greek		6619		0.06		1.5

		Croatian		25730		0.25		5.81		209310

		German		5144		0.05		1.16

		Polish		120344		1.18		27.18

		Armenian		1165		0.01		0.26

		Romanian		14781		0.14		3.34

		Rusyn		2079		0.02		0.47

		Serbian		7350		0.07		1.66

		Slovak		39266		0.39		8.87

		Sloven		4832		0.05		1.09

		Ukrainian		7393		0.07		1.67

		Total		442739		4.43		100

		Source: Hungarian National Census, 2001





Roma at a Glance

		

		Population by nationality (ethnic group)

		Group\Year		1941		1949		1960		1980		1990		2001

		Population		9316074		9204799		9961044		10709463		10374823		10198315				1%		Sinti		1899.84

		Bulgarian		..		..		..		..		..		1358						Bayash

		Gipsy, Romany, Bea		27033		37598		56121		6404		142683		189984				7%		13298.88

		Greek		..		..		..		..		..		2509

		Croatian		4177		4106		14710		13895		13570		15597

		Polish		..		..		..		..		..		2962

		German		302198		2617		8640		11310		30824		62105

		Armenian		..		..		..		..		..		620

		Rumanian		7565		8500		12326		8874		10740		7995

		Ruthene		..		..		..		..		..		1098

		Serbian		3629		4190		3888		2805		2905		3816

		Slovakian		16677		7808		14340		9101		10459		17693

		Slovenian,Vendish		..		..		..		1731		1930		3025

		Ukrainian		..		..		..		..		..		5070

		Hungarian		8918868		9104640		9837275		10638974		10142072		9416045

		Did.not.wish.to.answer		–		–		–		–		–		543317

		Unknown		..		..		..		..		..		27220

		Source: National Statistics Office, Government of Hungary, National Census 2001

												67.0%

																50619

		http://www.nepszamlalas2001.hu/eng/volumes/24/tables/load1_2.html														123848





Handicap_4

		Poverty rates - households, 2000

						50 % of median

		Country				per equivalent adult		per capita		US$ 2.15 PPP per capita		US$ 2.15 PPP per capita

		Bulgaria

				Roma		36.1		37.2		41.4		80.1

				Non-Roma		3.8		3.4		4.1		36.8

		Hungary

				Roma		24.5		26.3		6.6		40.3

				Non-Roma		4.5		3.6		0.5		6.9

		Romania

				Roma		39.5		43.1		37.6		68.8

				Non-Roma		10.9		11.1		7.3		29.5

		Sources: Yale dataset; Ravenga et al. 2002





Chart2

		What best describes your ethnic grouping?

		(% among working-age Romani opulation)

				Bulgaria		Czech Republic		Hungary		Romania		Slovakia

		Local		0		20		5		3		10

		Local / Roma		10		19		57		22		13

		Roma / Local		18		0		11		15		16

		Roma		67		52		27		60		55

		Other		5		8		0		0		6

		Sample size		80		84		80		78		80

		Source: ERRC (2007) the Glass Box: Exclusion of Roma from Employment
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EUMIDIS

				Official						Estimates								Poverty								Unemployment		Primary education

				Total pop.		% in total		Romani		Low		High		% low		% high		% < US$ 4.30 PPP per day				% < US$ 2.15 PPP per day						Enrolment rate		Leteracy rate										Official										Estimates

																		Income base		Expenditure based		Income base		Expenditure based																Total population				Romani						Low						High

		Albania		3.07		1261		0.04		90000		100000		2.9		3.2		72		78		29		39		45		48		68								(in thousands)						#		% in total pop.				#		% in total pop.				#		% in total pop.

		Bosnia & Herzegovina		3.83		8864		0.23		40000		50000		1		1.3		26		27		7		6		52		50		72								Albania		3 070				1.3		0.04				90		2.9				100		3.2

		Bulgaria		7.93		370000		4.68		700000		800000		9		10.4		49		46		13		12		60		77		81								Bosnia & Herzegovina		3 830				8.9		0.23				40		1				50		1.3

		Croatia		4.44		9463		0.21		30000		40000		0.7		0.9		11		10		2		2		62		89		86								Bulgaria		7 930				370.0		4.68				700		9				800		10.4

		Czech Republic		10.23		11746		0.11		160000		300000		1.6		3		$11 per day / 25		$11 per day / 45		n/a		n/a		11.7		97		95								Croatia		4 440				9.5		0.21				30		0.7				40		0.9

		Hungary		10.1		198984		1.9		550000		600000		5.3		5.8		8		9		n/a		n/a		45.5		95		91								Czech Republic		10 230				11.7		0.11				160		1.6				300		3

		Kosovo		2		34000		1.7		36000		40000		1.8		2		79		59		47		17		n/a		63		65								Hungary		10 100				199.0		1.90				550		5.3				600		5.8

		Macedonia		2.02		53879		2.69		220000		260000		10.7		12.7		52		33		22		9		71		76		84								Kosovo		2 000				34.0		1.70				36		1.8				40		2

		Montenegro		0.67		2601		0.43		20000				3.2				33		27		7		4		53		38		59								Macedonia		2 020				53.9		2.69				220		10.7				260		12.7

		Romania		21.7		535140		2.5		1800000		2000000		8.3		11.5		67		66		22		20		44		76		69								Montenegro		670				2.6		0.43				20		3.2

		Serbia		7.5		108400		1.44		450000		500000		6		6.7		58		57		30		26		51		74		86								Romania		21 700				535.1		2.50				1 800		8.3				2 000		11.5

		Slovakia		5.4		89920		1.67		350000		380000		6		7		n/a		n/a		n/a		n/a		46		n/a		n/a								Serbia		7 500				108.4		2.11				450		6				500		6.7

																																						Slovakia		5 400				89.9		1.67				350		6				380		7

																																						Source: World Bank (2010) Roma at a Glance

		Albania				1261				88739		10000																																1000				1.3		1.3

		Bosnia & Herzegovina				8864				31136		10000																												1261				1.3				8.9		8.9

		Bulgaria				370000				330000		100000																												8864				8.9				370.0		370.0

		Croatia				9463				20537		10000																												370000				370.0				9.5		9.5

		Czech Republic				11746				148254		140000																												9463				9.5				11.7		11.7

		Hungary				198984				351016		50000																												11746				11.7				199.0		199.0

		Kosovo				34000				2000		4000																												198984				199.0				34.0		34.0

		Macedonia				53879				166121		40000																												34000				34.0				53.9		53.9

		Montenegro				2601				17399																														53879				53.9				2.6		2.6

		Romania				535140				1264860		200000																												2601				2.6				535.1		535.1

		Serbia				108400				341600		50000																												535140				535.1				108.4		108.4

		Slovakia				89920				260080		30000																												108400				108.4				89.9		89.9

																																								89920				89.9
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Police stops

				> US$ 4.30 PPP per day												Unemployment																		Literacy

				Income-based						Expenditure-based						15-24						25-54						55>						15-24						25-34						35-44						>44

		Country		Tot		Romani		Income-based		Tot		Romani		Expenditure-based		Tot		Romani				Tot		Romani				Tot		Romani				Tot		Romani				Tot		Romani				Tot		Romani				Tot		Romani

		Bulgaria		11		51		40		10		49		39		32		56		24		12		34		22		19		41		22		100		82		-18		100		87		-13		100		88		-12		99		71		-28

		Croatia		5		13		8		2		12		10		24		52		28		12		35		23		15		52		37		98		91		-7		99		88		-11		100		86		-14		98		69		-29

		Czech Republic*		9		25		16		18		45		27		12		40		28		4		27		23		4		27		23		99		97		-2		99		97		-2		100		97		-3		100		90		-10

		Hungary		5		8		3		8		9		1		36		37		1		8		10		2		0		7		7		99		96		-3		98		96		-2		99		90		-9		97		77		-20

		Kosovo		42		79		37		25		59		34		72		84		12		37		55		18		47		67		20		98		65		-33		98		76		-22		95		72		-23		76		53		-23

		Macedonia		14		52		38		10		33		23		78		79		1		32		53		21		28		51		23		100		90		-10		100		87		-13		100		83		-17		95		78		-17

		Serbia & Montenegro		6		40		34		25		40		15		53		67		14		18		41		23		5		59		54		99		73		-26		99		61		-38		99		52		-47		99		45		-54

		Romania		22		69		47		26		67		41		33		46		13		8		25		17		12		34		22		95		72		-23		97		70		-27		97		75		-22		95		63		-32

		Serbia		10		61		51		13		63		50		36		68		32		13		36		23		13		57		44		97		90		-7		99		95		-4		98		87		-11		98		77		-21

																																								87		13

		Bulgaria		11		40						Bulgaria		11		40

		Croatia		5		8						Croatia		5		8

		Czech Republic*		9		16						Czech Republic*		9		16

		Hungary		5		3						Hungary		5		3

		Kosovo		42		37						Kosovo		42		37

		Macedonia		14		38						Macedonia		14		38

		Serbia & Montenegro		6		34						Serbia & Montenegro		6		34

		Romania		22		47						Romania		22		47

		Serbia		10		51						Serbia		10		51





Border

		looking work		at work		housing		health services		employment & social insurance		education		café, restaurant or nightclub		shop		bank

		Roma		CZ		64

		African		MT		63

		Roma		HU		62

		Roma		PL		59

		Roma		EL		55

		Saharan African		IE		54

		North African		IT		52

		Somali		FI		47

		Somali		DK		46

		Brazilian		PT		44

		Turkish		DK		42

		Roma		SK		41

		North African		ES		39

		Albanian		IT		37

		North African		BE		34

		Somali		SE		33

		Turkish		DE		30

		North African		NL		30

		Turkish		NL		30

		Surinamese		NL		29

		Saharan African		PT		29

		Romanian		IT		29

		South American		ES		28

		Russian		FI		27

		Romanian		ES		26

		Asian		CY		26

		Roma		BG		26

		Sub-Saharan Africa		FR		26

		CEE		IE		26

		Roma		RO		25

		North African		FR		25

		Albanian		EL		25

		Ex-Yugoslav		DE		21

		Turkish		BE		20

		Russian		EE		17

		Bosnian		SL		16

		Ex-Yugoslav		LU		12

		CEE		UK		11

		Serbian		SL		10

		Iraqi		SE		10

		Turkish		AT		9

		Turkish		BG		8

		Russian		LV		5

		Russian		LT		4

		Ex-Yugoslav		AT		3

		Average				30





stops 12 months

		

		INSTITUTIONALISATION OF ROMANI CHILDREN

		How many times the rate of Romani children in the child protection system is greater than the proportion of Roma within the child population of a given county?

		Territorial unit		% Roma – 0 to 14 years old population		Chance quotient of institutionalisation of Romani children

		Baranya		10.3		3.98

		Bács-Kiskun		5.6		2.14

		Békés		8.4		3.21

		Borsod-Abaúj		27.6		2.64

		Budapest		-		-

		Csongrád		3.6		4.73

		Fejér		4.2		4.29

		Gyôr-Moson-Sopron		2.3		11.3

		Hajdú-Bihar		11.8		3.47

		Heves		-		-

		Komárom-Esztergom		6.5		1.54

		Nográd		24.3		1.73

		Somogy		14.4		3.61

		Szabolcs-Szatmár-Bereg		21.3		2.07

		Jász-Nagykun-Szolnok		117		1.94

		Tolna		10.3		3.3

		Vas		4.4		4.55

		Zala		9.8		4.8

		TOTAL		14.8		2.6

		Source: Herczog & Nemény (2007) Romani Children and the Hungarian Child Protection System





What did the police do

		Trust in the Police

		% of respondents in majority sample and in the minority groups interviewed in EU-MIDIS

		Hungary		Majority		Romani

		Tend to trust		62		28

		Neither trust nor distrust		12		19

		Tend not to trust		22		51

		Don't know / No opinion		3		2

		Source: EUFRC (2009) EU-MIDIS

		Tend to trust		Neither trust nor distrust		Tend not to trust





Conduct

		Police stops - prevalence %

		% of respondents in majority sample and in the minority groups

		Hungary		Majority		Romani

		Stopped in the past year		15		41

		Stopped in the past 2-5 years		18		9

		Not stopped (incl. No opinion)		67		50

		Source: EUFRC (2009) EU-MIDIS





		Immigration, customs or border control

		% of respondents in majority sample and in the minority groups

		Hungary		Majority		Romani

		Who entered the country when immigration, customs or border control were present		17		36

		Of those entering the country, stopped by immigration, customs or border control		7		60

		Source: EUFRC (2009) EU-MIDIS





		Police stops - frequency

		% of respondents in majority sample and in the minority groups,  in the past 12 months

		Hungary		Majority		Romani

		Once		41		23

		Multiple times		59		75

		Don't know / no opinion		0		1

		Source: EUFRC (2009) EU-MIDIS





		What did the police do during the most recent stop

		In the past 12 months, %

		Hungary		Majority		Romani

		Ask questions		23		38

		Ask for identity papers		72		99

		Ask for driving license or vehicle documents		68		15

		Search you or your car/vehicle		5		9

		Give some advice or warn you		8		10

		Did an alcohol or drug test		9		3

		Fine you		6		8

		Arrest you/ take you to a police station		0		3

		Take money or something in form of bribe		3		2

		Other		10		3

		Source: EUFRC (2009) EU-MIDIS





		Evaluation of police conduct during stops

		Last stop, % of respondents in majority sample and in the minority groups

		Hungary		Majority		Romani

		Very or fairly respectful		72		36

		Neither respectful nor disrespectful		19		32

		Very or fairly disrespectful		9		30

		Don't know / No opinion		0		1

		Source: EUFRC (2009) EU-MIDIS






