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l. Introduction

The UN inter-agency report on the Millennium Deysteent Goals in Europe
and Central Asia identified a number of human dgwelent challenges in the region,
including rising inequality. The report stated: HBic minorities (especially the
Roma), the disabled, and other vulnerable groupse faonsiderable income
disparities, as well as marginalization, stigmdigra and other forms of social
exclusion” (UNECE 2010, p. 5). This paper furthewvastigates these issues by
focusing on the marginalization of the Roma minoiit three former communist
countries, which are now member States of the Eaofpnion.

The Roma are one of the largest and most disady@ehtaethnic minorities in
the pan-European region. According to diverse smyrthe Roma left their ancestral
homeland in the Punjab region of the Indian suboent in medieval times and
migrated westward, reaching Europe sometime betweeB8th and 10th century AD.
Since the Late Middle Ages the Roma were persedoyedarious European states.
During the Second World War hundreds of thousarfdBRama were murdered by
German Nazis and their allies.

The number of Roma in the region cannot be estaalison the basis of
population censuses because most of them haveedetosidentify themselves as
such. The Council of Europe average estimate of Roena population in the
European region is close to 11 millibnThis number includes 2.8 million Roma in
Turkey and 1.2 million Roma in the former Sovietidim Another 1 million Roma
live in the Western Balkans. The remaining 6 millRoma live in the territory of the
European Union (EU), some 70 per cent of them i@ 1#® former communist
countries that joined the EU in 2004 and 2007.relative terms, the Roma account
for 1.4 per cent of European population and 1.3cpet of the EU population. The
share of Roma in the population of post-communistcBuntries averages 4 per cent.

During the communist era, the authorities pursueticies that aimed to
assimilate the Roma population with the aid of naod/ schooling, access to
residential housing and steady employment. In 1#880s the communist regimes
collapsed and the subsequent decade saw a prdcpeltical democratization and
economic transition from a centrally planned systera market economy.

Following the so-called transition recession thaiwsmajor industrial
restructuring, economic growth resumed and levélalsolute poverty declined.
However, some disadvantaged population groupsiditeg the Roma, have become
increasingly marginalized. The plight of the Rorefiacts large losses of low-skilled
jobs in agriculture, mining and manufacturing thatre provided for them during the
communist era and disappeared during the transifioocess. The resulting
marginalization manifests itself today in the inquiate access to decent education
and jobs in the formal sector, substandard houspupr health and low life
expectancy. Given the rapid ageing of the majgrdpulation and the comparatively
high fertility of Roma, an important issue facirigetcountries of Central and South-
Eastern Europe is a productive integration of thiswing ethnic minority into
mainstream society.

For details, see the statistics link at http://weoee.int/t/dc/files/themes/roma/default _en.asp
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The process of political transition from a one-paggime to democracy with
open borders changed the situation of the Roma mtynon many ways. New
opportunities for political participation and crdssrder travel resulted in the
emergence of numerous non-government organizati@isvork to advance minority
rights as well as the migration of Roma to Westeunope and, to a lesser extent,
North America. The Roma migration to the West, imated by the desire to escape
the poverty and discrimination facing them in CehtEurope and South-Eastern
Europe, has picked up with the gradual abolitiomestrictions on cross-border travel
and employment during the EU-accession processifievards.

Figure 1
Roma people in the pan-European region, 2007
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Source: Wikipedia Commons, based on Roma population egtisnaf the Council of Europe.

Note: The size of the wheel represents the Roma popualdty country (e.g. Romania 1.85 million)
while the shade of each country’s background coltepresents the share of Roma in total population
(e.g. Romania 8.5%).

The recipient countries reacted to the influx offRRowith travel restrictions
(e.g. Canada and United Kingdom) and recently vd#portations (e.g. France,
Germany and ltaly). Nevertheless, over the last d®oades, tens of thousands of
Roma from Central and South-Eastern Europe sdttl&destern Europe while a few
thousand obtained political asylum and permanesitieace in Canada. However, the
overwhelming majority of Roma continue to live ireir countries of birth.



This paper investigates the educational attainmemployment levels and
living conditions of young Roma adults with the aifi population surveys of
Bulgaria, Hungary and Romania that have been pextluc the framework of the
UNECE Generations and Gender Programme (GGP). Tdoesdries have relatively
high Roma populations; according to the CounciEafope average estimates, the
Roma account for 7 per cent of total populatiorHungary, 8 per cent in Romania
and 10 per cent in Bulgaria. Although the GGP paneleys have been compiled by
national statistical agencies and are supposee tefresentative, the extent of their
coverage of the Roma population is probably suligesbme under-representation.

The paper is organized as follows. The next sea&sctribes the educational
attainment of young Roma men and women and compateshat of their parents
and the majority population. The subsequent seatimmpares the labour market
performance of young Roma adults to that of otlegrupation groups. It is followed
by a brief description of the living conditions dfie Roma in the countries
investigated. The subsequent section analyzes tea&irns to education. It is
followed by conclusions, including examples of g@odctice that might be of interest
to policy makers, and the list of references. THePGdata used in this study are
discussed in Annex 1 and selected descriptivessitatipresented in Annex 2.

1. Education

This section describes the educational attainméntoang Roma adults in
mid-2000s and compares it to that of their parami$ majority population peers. It
shows that the average level of education of yoRwmgna exceeds that of their
parents. However, the educational attainment of payable majority population
cohorts has improved faster so that the achieveg@nthas widened. The level of
education is positively correlated with the socom@mic status reflected in the type
of employment, quality of housing, level of inconaad job satisfaction. The
generations and gender surveys show significarferdifices in the educational
outcomes of Roma among the three countries instiy Such differences are
consistent with national per capita income leveld acores in international literacy
tests of 15-year old students conducted periogidayl the OECD Programme for
International Student Assessment (PISA).

Figure 2 illustrates the educational achievememt getween young Roma
men (25-34 years old) and the comparable cohdhteofajority population. Whereas
in the majority population the share of young meithvat least upper secondary
education equals 90 per cent in Bulgaria and Hyngad 82 per cent in Romania, the
comparable share of young Roma males ranges frgmar 6ent in Bulgaria to
14 per cent in Romania and 34 per cent in Hungary.

Figure 3 illustrates the educational achievememt getween young Roma
women (25-34 years old) and the comparison grough@fmajority population.
Whereas in the majority population the share ofngpwomen with at least upper
secondary education ranges from 74 per cent in Ranta 88 per cent in Hungary
and 92 per cent in Bulgaria, the comparable shafrgeung Roma women amount to
11 per cent in Romania, 19 per cent in Hungary@pdr cent in Bulgaria.
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Figure 2
Proportion of young men (25-34) with
at least upper secondary education, mid-2000s

® Majority ® Roma

100

90

80-
70

60/
Per
cent 50 |

40

30

20

10+

Bulgaria Hungary Romania

Source:Authors’ calculations based on data from the Gatimrs and Gender Surveys.

The educational achievement gaps between the nyapmpulation and Roma
are huge in all three countries. The educatiortairahent of young Roma adults in
Hungary exceeds that of their counterparts in Bidgand Romania. In addition, the

Figure 3
Proportion of young women (25-34) with
at least upper secondary education, mid-2000s
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Source:Authors’ calculations based on data from the Gatiers and Gender Surveys.



attainment of young Roma women in Hungary lags rkaidy behind that of young
Roma men. This reflects the relatively good att@nmof young Roma men in
Hungary as well as the negative impact of tradalogender roles on school
attendance of young Roma women.

The extremely wide achievement gap between the ribhgjand Roma
populations implies social exclusion on the bagigtonicity. Although it is widely
believed that communist regimes provided all sagialips, including the Roma, with
decent education, the reality was different. Acewydo the GGP surveys from the
mid-2000s, a surprisingly high proportion of paseot the 25-34 years old Roma did
not complete primary education in spite of growing and becoming adults during
the communist era. The proportion of mothers welsl than complete primary
education is particularly high in Romania (50 pent} and Bulgaria (40 per cent) but
significantly lower in Hungary (8 per cent). Theoportion of fathers of the 25-34
years old Roma with less than primary educationwart®to 39 per cent in Bulgaria
and 6 per cent in Hungary. No data on the educatiaschievement of fathers is
available for Romania.

Figure 4 shows that in Bulgaria the educationadiambent of young Roma
adults (25-34 years old) exceeds that of their areHowever, the attainment of
majority population peers has improved faster.nié oneasures the achievement gap

Figure 4
Educational attainment of young Roma adults and thie parents in Bulgaria, 2004
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Source:Authors’ calculations based on data from the Gdimaraand Gender Surveys.

by the difference in proportions of population greuwvith at least upper secondary
education, then this gap amounts in case of younghédRmen and women to
83 per cent (see Figures 2 and 3). The gap eqdgier/cent and 77 per cent for the
generation of fathers and mothers respectively.other words, although the



educational achievement of Roma improved somewthatr educational handicap
increased over time. This could explain to somesmxtheir weak labour market
performance that is analyzed in the next sectich@paper.

The Bulgarian generations and gender survey insladenparable data for the
ethnic Turkish minority. Similarly as in the casieRoma, the educational attainment
of young Turkish adults (25-34 years old) exceéds of their parents. However, the
achievement gap between the Turkish minority angbrnty population has decreased
by the mid-2000s. Nevertheless, the gap is stijdaat 51 per cent for young Turkish
men and 55 per cent for young Turkish women. Triterinediate position of the
Turkish minority with respect to education and othsocial status indicators
(employment, income, job satisfaction, housing Avidg conditions) confirms that
ethnicity is an important underlying factor of sdtratification in Bulgaria.

An econometric analysis of the returns to educaimoterms of employment
and wages in Bulgaria found that both Roma and i§hninorities have very limited
incentives to invest in education, given the veny Ireturns in terms of prospective
employment and wages in the labour market. Thellgagturns to education is much
wider for the Roma with respect to both employreend labour-market earnings. The
evidence suggests that the Roma are more vulner@alaescrimination, with a high
percentage of the employment gap unexplained bgrdiices in observable skills or
characteristics.

Table 1
The educational achievement index, mid-2000s
Share of the 25—-34 year old population with attlepper secondary education, per cent

Young men Young women Fathers Mothers

Bulgaria

Majority 89.7 92.1 75.4 78.6
Turkish minority 39.0 36.8 16.5 9.3
Roma minority 6.2 8.9 3.7 1.2
Hungary

Majority 89.7 87.9 76.5 60.5
Roma minority 33.9 18.9 17.9 3.5
Romania

Majority 82.0 73.8 . 37.4
Hungarian minority 80.0 71.9 . 25.6
Roma minority 13.9 10.9 . 2.4

Source:Authors’ calculations based on data from the Gdimaraand Gender Surveys.

The generations and gender survey of Romania issludata for the
population majority and two ethnic minorities, tfoma and Hungarians. The
educational attainment levels are available fomgppeople and their mothers. Young
Roma adults have on average more years of educétem their mothers and,

3 For details, see Trentini (2011).



presumably, their fathers. Similarly as in Bulgatiae achievement gap of young
Roma women is greater than a generation ago, isiaggatrongly from 35 per cent to
63 per cent over one generation. However, the ggapehas diminished significantly
for ethnic Hungarian women, falling from 12 per ten2 per cent (Table 1).

In the case of Hungary, the educational attainneérnfoung Roma adults is
higher than that of their parents. The educatiachievement gap between them and
the comparable cohort of majority population hasided somewhat for young Roma
men but increased noticeably for Roma women (Thple

Cross-country comparisons are complicated by tlevem representativity of
national survey samples. Whereas the Bulgarian G@tey appears to be broadly
representative, the Roma minority is underrepresenin the Hungarian and
Romanian surveys (for details, see Annex 1). Nbedss, the GGP surveys of the
three countries provide valuable information alsmdial stratification patterns. Inter-
generational comparisons in the sphere of educatwnaal remarkable patterns of
social inequality during the period of post-comnstiriransition. As is well known,
the income and wealth inequality has generallygased during this period (see e.g.
UNECE, 2010). At the same time, some minoritiesehbgen able to improve their
situation relative to the majority population. Thésclearly the case of the Hungarian
minority in Romania and, to a lesser extent, thekiBbh minority in Bulgaria.

Which policies could accelerate the slow progress the educational
attainment of the Roma minority?  Successful pe$iciwould improve both
educational equity and quality. With respects taityg affirmative policies are
needed most for poor children living in urban gbetand segregated settlements in
depressed areas. Such children are academicadighdistaged as a result of material
deprivation and limited education of their parefse-school attendance can improve
considerably educational outcomes, especially foiden from disadvantaged
backgrounds.

In Hungary, the integration of young children fralisadvantaged families in
pre-school facilities has been promoted, at leaptinciple. Hungarian municipalities
must provide pre-school places for at least one lyeaa longer enrolment of children
from disadvantaged families has been encouragdd tvé aid of cash benefits for
parents. However, the majority of Roma childrennlivin segregated settlements
cannot benefit from early pre-school education,egiva shortage of kindergarten
places that is most acute in disadvantaged areadMer, the quality of kindergarten
services in such areas is poor due to over-crowdmgvell as under-financing. In
contrast, kindergartens in more prosperous resaleareas have superior facilities for
sports and language instruction and provide extielemedial intervention services
with the aid of speech therapists, remedial teachad psychologists (Havas, 2009).
The availability of pre-school education in Bulgaand Romania is generally more
limited than in Hungary.

Forward-looking policies should provide children mbor parents with the
opportunity to attend kindergartens from an earfye,apreferably three years
(UNICEF, 2010). Whereas this could be achieved wndhry through a more
equitable distribution of existing resources, tmevgsion of kindergarten services to
children from disadvantaged backgrounds would reguew funding in Bulgaria and



Romania. Some financing for this purpose could twided by the EU structural
funds for education of Roma, especially if the cterpadministrative procedures
governing the use of such funds were simplified.

In countries of Central and South-Eastern Europ&gaificant proportion of
poor Roma children are either streamed into renhedasses in general public
schools or are sent to special schools for mentdibllenged pupils. Both types of
remedial schooling provide Roma pupils with subdsad primary education while
limiting their exposure to majority population pgeNot surprisingly, only a minority
of Roma students enters secondary schools. Appsaiglgnone-half of Roma students
at secondary schools drop out before graduatioroatyda few of those who graduate
continue their education in colleges or universitiBy contrast, a relatively large
proportion of Roma who complete primary educationtmue to study at vocational
schools that are characterized by low academicinegents and inadequate training
standards.

A number of authors have argued that the social ethedic selection in
primary education should be reduced in order toraw educational equity. Ethnic
segregation in Hungarian schools has increasedglthie transition period due to the
early streaming of students into advanced, requidrremedial classes or schools and
growing concentration of marginalized populations ghettoes and segregated
settlements (Havas, 2009). According to a surveguflarian schools and preschools
in 2005, over 10 per cent of them had a majoritiRoma children. Not surprisingly,
such segregated schools have provided educatigpoaf quality (UNDP, 2008).
According to unofficial data, the extent of segtémain Romanian schools appears to
be similar (Rostas, 2009). In all three countribg, early streaming of students has
been supported by the relatively well educated teidthss parents aiming to
maximize the chances of their children to bene&itf higher educational standards.
By contrast, the less educated parents of Romestsichave more often than not
accepted segregation of their children in substahdachools. Nevertheless, in
response to the growing educational divide, a nurabschool integration initiatives
have been launched over the last decade.

The evidence of benefits of school integrationdiudents from disadvantaged
backgrounds has been provided by empirical studieghe impact of school
desegregation on the educational attainment ofkbd&iedents in the United States.
This literature suggests that desegregation rebkulte improved educational
attainment for blacks. The policies equalizing adeanfor black and white students
were often accompanied by increased per-pupil spgnd

Kézdi and Suranyi (2009) provide a comprehensivaluation of a school
integration programme in Hungary. Their study corada30 schools participating in
the Hungarian voluntary desegregation programmie 86tcontrol schools. Results of
the study indicate that both Roma and non-Romaestsdin programme schools
achieve somewhat higher grades, acquire somewttat beading skills and are more
likely to pursue further education in secondaryostt that provide a graduating
examination (a pre-requisite for University adnmosgi than their peers in control
schools. The effects on cognitive and academic |[dpueent are largest for Roma
students but are also positive, albeit to a less&nt, for non-Roma students. The



effects on non-cognitive (social) skills are alswsiive and larger than effects on
cognitive skills.

The positive results of integrated education inghdicipating schools, which
saw both Roma and non-Roma students improve theintath skills and social
attitudes, were made possible with the aid of teatfaining and modest incentives
provided by the national government. In principmilar outcomes could be
achieved on a national scale, if the Hungarian gowent would provide adequate
financial incentives and most schools were willitay participate. However, the
decentralised nature of the school system in Hyngavuld prevent the national
government from mandating desegregation in pulhosls, even if it were willing to
do so. Nevertheless, since the mid-2000s the gowanh has provided funding for a
school integration programme for disadvantaged ggpuncluding the Roma who
account for 13 per cent of primary school childr&y. now some 1,500 schools
participate in the programme. However, the numbesegregated school classes
appears to have increased at the same time (H2003).

Although the Hungarian school integration programm&reases short-term
budgetary outlays, the available economic analysiEates that policies resulting in
improved educational attainment should generatduaget savings of some €70,000
for each successful Roma student who completesndacy school (Kertesi and
Kézdi, 2006). From the fiscal point of view, theéeigration programme would be self
financing if at least one out of five beneficiarigsuld complete secondary school.

The financial feasibility of integrated schooling also implied by pension
models that factor in ethnic population trends. Bgraphic projections indicate that
the share of Roma in the Hungarian population isblao keep increasing over time
(Hablicsek, 2008). Given the overall populationiagdrend, the improvement of the
educational attainment and labour market performarsfcthe comparatively young
Roma minority would be beneficial to the long-tesastainability of the Hungarian
pension system. The OECD simulations using a sirppductivity catch-model and
demographic scenarios for Hungary indicate thaghdr employment of Roma could
increase GDP growth by 0.2 per cent per year ampiawe the pension balance in the
long run (Burns and Cekota, 2002).

Similarly as in Hungary, government programmestfi@ education of Roma
in integrated schools have been launched in Budgand Romania in mid-2000s. In
Bulgaria, the number of segregated schools deatelagelO per cent between 2005
and 2007 (Republic of Bulgaria, 2008). In Romanggvernment initiatives
encouraged the use of the Roma language in sonoelscheserved some places for
Roma students in schools and universities, anddotted a special food programme
for Roma school children (European Parliament, 200NICEF (2010) describes
examples of good practice in Roma education in @eand South-Eastern Europe,
including a desegregation project in Bulgaria amd ealucation equity project in
Romania. Such projects have improved the schodbipeance of participating Roma
students and could be successfully replicatedpite ®f positive evaluations, the lack
of government funding limits the scaling-up of schimtegration projects (European
Commission, 2010). To some extent, the lack of ifbpdseems to result from
administrative capacity bottlenecks that limit tiidization of the structural funds
available for education equity programmes in theri@imber States.

10



In addition to improving the graduation rates afdgints from disadvantaged
backgrounds, it is extremely important to enhariee quality of education, a key
factor for successful labour market participatiothe OECD Programme for
International Student Assessment (PISA) evaludteqquality, equity and efficiency
of school systems in more than 60 countries, inoldBulgaria, Hungary and
Romania. PISA measures 15-year-old students' ¢yeira reading, mathematics, and
science every three years. All three countries@pated in PISA surveys since 2000;
however, Bulgaria and Romania did not participatehe 2003 survey. The latest
survey, conducted in 2009, indicates that the rgpapderformance of students from all
three countries improved since 2000 (OECD, 2018ajvever, the available data do
not identify ethnic minority students so that ituisclear whether they benefited from
the educational progress.

According to OECD (2010b), GDP per capita explathper cent of the
differences in average student performance in Pi&#As. This implies that public
policy can have a significant impact on the quabty education. The education
systems in OECD countries with excellent PISA rssutuch as the Republic of
Korea or Finland, have been able to achieve stamigequitable learning outcomes.

All three countries investigated in this paper exheducational equity below
the OECD average with respect to the performancati@an explained by students’
socio-economic background (OECD 2010b, Figure4).IThe performance variation
within all three countries tends to be large andstrgiudents from disadvantaged
backgrounds tend to perform poofly.

Given the above-average strength of the relatigndletween the socio-
economic status and learning outcomes in Bulgatimgary and Romania, socio-
economically targeted interventions are of paréicuklevance. In all three countries
early tracking amplifies socio-economic disadvaagagrhis system tends to place
students from low-income families in vocational @ols while students from higher-
income families go to more demanding secondary alshiinat provide them after
graduation with access to university education (d/Bank, 2003).

A recent study based partly on PISA methodologgnattts to explain the
ethnic test score gap of'@rade students in Hungary (Kertesi and Kézdi, 20The
study shows that for this age group test score ga@pween Roma and non-Roma
students in mathematics and reading are closedat@mmdard deviation and thus quite
similar to gaps between African American and wisitedents in the early 1980s. In
Hungary, the ethnic test core gaps almost disappkan one factors in the following
variables: health status, parenting, school andsclixed effects, and family
background. The results of the study thus confih@ decisive impact of socio-
economic status on learning outcomes.

Due to relatively high birth rates, the populatgirare of the Romani minority
has a tendency to increase in all countries of I@ekand South-Eastern Europe. At
present the share of Roma students in primary $shodhe countries investigated
ranges from 13 per cent in Hungary to 22 per cerBulgaria (Kolevet al, 2010).
This implies that the economic costs of social @sicn are bound to grow over time
unless forward-looking policies help to integragdtér the minority into the economy

4 See also World Bank (2010b).
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and society. Such policies should include affirmataction measures for the most
disadvantaged Roma communities living in isolatettlements (Cekotat al, 2004).

lll.  Economic activity
Employment

The low level of education limits the chances ofnRRoto find gainful
employment, especially in the formal sector. Empient to population rates of
young Roma males are generally lower than thoséhef comparable majority
population> Employment rates of Roma women are even lowgurgi5 shows self-
reported employment rates of majority and Romalyautthe countries investigated.
In the data used we are not able to distinguistvésmt formal and informal/irregular
employment, and as a consequence employment repested here include both
forms of employment and result in some cases ihdrigates than those reported in
other studies (O’Higgins (2010), Kertesi and Ké&afi10), UNDP (2002), O’Higgins
and Ivanov (2006), Ringoldt al (2005)). Another important difference is deterngine
by our focus on the age group 25—-34 years; in faotna of older age groups have

Figure 5
Employment rates of young adults, mid-2000s
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Source:Authors’ calculations based on data from the Gatiears and Gender Surveys.

typically even lower employment rates. Employmeates for young Roma males
vary considerably among the countries investigatadging from 26.7 per cent in
Bulgaria to almost 70 per cent in Romania. Thesesraompare unfavourably with
the majority rates of about 80-90 per cent. Ronmaafes report employment rates
below 20 per cent; about a third of majority rates.

> Employment to population rates are defined fohestbnic group as the ratio of the number of

currently employed to the total population of teepective group.

12



Differences in female employment rates are paditylsensitive to the age
range chosen and the overlapping of this with thédibearing age. However,
employment rates for older Roma women, for exarnptee age range 35 to 44 years
are clearly higher only in Bulgaria (29.6 per cent)ile are about the same or even
lower than in the reference age range in HungadyRomania (respectively 23.7 and
13.2 per cent). Roma male employment rates in tier age range are — with the
exception of the already very low Bulgarian casth\&#9 per cent — even lower than
in the younger range reaching only 43.3 per ceth®@fRoma population in Hungary
and 62 per cent in Romania. This is at odds witplegment patterns of the majority
population where employment rates of the age gB%ut 44 are usually comparable
with the younger group for males and markedly highefemales.

Education reduces employment gaps especially fonevp who seem to profit
more than men from schooling. Those few Roma womwéo achieve at least
secondary education more than double their probaltd be employed (Figure 6).
Calculating unemployment rates from self-reportediseconomic activities, might
give misleading results, depending on the respdidemterpretation of the
definitions of employment and importantly of unemphent® For example, over
50 per cent of Romanian and Hungarian Roma fermefest being inactive — either

Figure 6
Employment rates of young adults with at least secalary education, mid-2000s
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Source:Authors’ calculations based on data from the Gatiears and Gender Surveys.

looking after the home or on parental leave — wioNer 60 per cent of Bulgarian
ones report being unemployed. However, it is gaaatlle whether Bulgarian Roma
females are really actively seeking jobs. The lteguunemployment rates range
quite strikingly from over 70 per cent in Bulgat@a about 10 per cent in Romania
(Figure 7), roughly corresponding to rates reportsd UNDP (2002). Notably,

6 According to the standard ILO definition, an unéoyed person is one who is willing, able
and actively seeking work. Unemployment rates aeéndd by the ratio of unemployed to active
population where active population is given by uptiyped and employed population.
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Romanian Roma report very low unemployment rateésiwtor males possibly reflect
the extensive engagement in the informal sectorcasdal employment activities and
for females reflect the high inactivity rate asally mentioned.

Figure 7
Unemployment rates of young adults, mid-2000s
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In the case of Bulgaria (Table 2) it is possibleirigestigate a bit further
Roma’s unemployment conditions: of the unemployealesy only less than half
report having had a job before the unemploymentl spbkile for females this
percentage shrinks below 30 per cent. The repartechge unemployment duration is
above 5 years for male Roma and almost 8 yearfefomles. Even though the

Table 2
Unemployed population in Bulgaria, mid-2000s

Majority Turkish minority Roma

males females males females males females

% had a job before unemployment 77.7 72.1 54.5 43.2 44.6 28.4
average unemployment duration in months 41.2 446 72.8 79.6 69.3 92.3
% receives unemployment benefit 10.1 9.7 4.6 5.7 7.9 6.2

Source:Authors’ calculations based on data from the Gdimrsiand Gender Surveys.

Bulgarian majority’s unemployment spells are refgly long (around 3 years and a
half for men and a couple of months more for fesalde minorities’ unemployment
durations are much longer for the population of nguwvorkers. At their age, they
seem to have spent more time unemployed than jcteegaged in economic
activities. Given the long unemployment duratioiiss not surprising that only a
minority of them receive unemployment benefits.
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Determinants of employment and the gap decomposition

In this sub-section we analyze the determinants eofployment and
decompose the employment gap for the whole workigg population (18-65). We
consider as employed all individuals engaged in famgn of gainful employment:
formal and informal, day work, self-employment. ircrease the sample size all
adults aged 18-65 of the households surveyed arg@idsyed. This, however, limits
our analysis to a purely descriptive exercise.

The Annex Table 2.1 provides descriptive statisties the sample used.
Statistics are broadly similar to the one analyredhe previous sections for the
younger population. Employment rates are belowé&Qcent for males and below
20 per cent for females. On average the Roma pomuls 4 years younger than the
majority and has completed only primary schooliBgen if the number of children
per Roma adult is almost double that of the majgrdpulation (two children versus
less than one per adult), Roma are less frequendlgried (with the exception of
Hungarian ones). The low percentage of married Roougples reflects the fact that
traditional Romani marriages are not always reggsté In Bulgaria and Romania,
most Roma live in rural settlemerits.

Following Kertesi and Kézdi (2010), we decompose émployment gap into
differences in education, age, geographical looaftummies for regions within each
country), number of children and civil status. Eatimn and age are proxies for skills,
while regional dummies and an indicator for rurettlement capture the geographical
differences in available jobs; marital status amdnber of children are proxies for
differences in labour supply decisions. The decaitjpm is based on the linear
probability models (OLS) estimated separately fier Roma and majority populations
and for males and females in each of the counti@ssidered. The resulting
standard Oaxaca-Blinder decomposition of the empéoyt gap is shown in Table 3.

Raw differences in employment rates range fromr&pet for Romanian
males to 43 per cent for Bulgarian males. Educagipiains in all cases, almost half
of the gap and it is more important for femalesntfiar males as already seen in
previous sections. Age on the contrary plays irofevof Roma population that is
considerably younger. As expected family structurdluences labour force
participation: the high number of children conttésito explaining low Roma female
labour participation, while the marital status hasme influence on males.
Geographical location does not explain the Romamiaxployment gap, probably
because many Roma in Romania work in the agrialltsector and are thus not
disadvantaged by living in rural settlements. lifRkohad the same endowments as the

! In some Romani communities arranged marriagéd charriage and forced marriage are still

prevalent as ,traditional practices”. These triadiél marriages often take the form of "custom law"
marriages. However, Roma "custom law" marriagesremeto be confused with the Anglo-Saxon
"common law" marriages and are not recognized bysthte as legally binding. "Custom" means that
the couple is viewed as married by the communéigtives and their own but not in the eyes of the
admlnlstrauon (UNDP 2002, European Commission 2009

Unfortunately Hungarian data do not include anyggephical indicator. Geographical
indicators and rural environment indicator mightvéhaa very important impact in explaining
employment patterns. As a consequence, resulthifocountry need to be interpreted with caution.

The same analysis performed on the basis of pnaditels is not significantly different.

15



majority population, employment gaps would be reduby as much as 72 per cent
for Bulgarian women to virtually nothing for Hungeam males.

Table 3
The Oaxaca-Blinder decomposition of employment gaps
Bulgaria Romania Hungary
males females males females males females
Raw Gap 0.429 0.387 0.095 0.322 0.264 0.351

(0.019)**  (0.018)***  (0.041)**  (0.028)**  (0.031)**  (0..023)**

Explained
education 0.172 0.215 0.057 0.189 0.083 0.161
(0.012)*  (0.014)***  (0.012)***  (0.016)***  (0.006)***  (0.009)**
age -0.036 0.005 -0.062 -0.050 -0.090 -0.064
(0.007)***  (0.010) (0.017)***  (0.012)***  (0.012)**  (0.013)***
No. of children 0.007 0.022 0.001 0.045 -0.008 0.081
(0.005) (0.005)***  (0.005) (0.008)***  (0.004)* (009)***
married 0.020 0.000 0.017 -0.003 0.003 -0.001
(0.003)***  (0.003) (0.004)***  (0.004) (0.003) (o)
rural 0.029 0.023 -0.001 0.016
(0.004)***  (0.004)***  (0.001) (0.004)**
region 0.022 0.013 -0.003 -0.002
(0.005)***  (0.004)***  (0.003) (0.004)
Total explained 0.214 0.278 0.009 0.195 -0.013 0.177
(0.016)***  (0.018)***  (0.022) (0.022)***  (0.015) 0.017)*=**
% explained 0.4982 0.7182 0.0951 0.6064 -0.0481 0.1128
Unexplained 0.215 0.109 0.086 0.127 0.277 0.175

(0.024)*  (0.023)***  (0.044)*  (0.034)***  (0.031)***  (0.025)**

Source:Authors’ calculations based on data from the Gdimrsiand Gender Surveys.
Working conditions

The Roma seem to encounter not only more diffieslin finding a job, but
also the type of occupation and the conditions ofkwthey are able to access are
clearly worse than those of the majority populatiaviost of the young Roma men
report being employed in elementary occupati@ngften they work in the public
sector and part-time, notably in public employm@nbjects. This is worrisome
because public employment projects, combined witlentives built into the welfare

10 Elementary occupations include: cleaners and help®n-skilled labourers in agricultural,

forestry, fishery, mining, construction, manufagtgr and transport, food preparation assistants and
refuse workers.
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system, are likely to contribute to the short emgpient spells and thus likely to
reinforce welfare dependenty.

Table 4
Typical occupation of young men and their fathers

Young men Fathers

Bulgaria

Majority ~ Craft and related trades workers (20.2 %) Craft and related trades workers (26.1 %)
Plant and machine operators, assemblers (19. Plant and machine operators, assemblers (24.9 %)

Technicians and associate professionals (16.€ Technicians and associate professionals (12.3 %)

Elementary occupations Elementary occupations
Roma (70 %) (60.1 %)
Craft and related trades workers (11.1 %) Plant and machine operators, assemblers (15.2 %)

Plant and machine operators, assemblers (5.6 Craft and related trades workers (13.8 %)

Hungary

Craft and related trades workers -
Majority (32 %)

Plant and machine operators, assemblers (12. -

Professionals -
(12.3 %)

Roma Elementary occupations (28.1 %) -
Plant and machine operators, assemblers (23. -

Craft and related trades workers (23.5 %) -

Romania

Craft and related trades workers Craft and related trades workers (37.2 %)
Majority (25 %)

Plant and machine operators, assemblers (17. Plant and machine operators, assemblers (28.8 %)

Skilled agric., forestry, fishery workers (11.6 % Elementary occupations

(17.7 %)
Elementary occupations Elementary occupations
Roma (32 %) (65 %)
Skilled agric., forestry, fishery workers (32 %) Craft and related trades workers
(15 %)
Service and sales workers Plant and machine operators, assemblers (15 %)

(16 %)

Source Authors’ calculations based on data from the Gatrens and Gender Surveys.

Table 4 reports the three most popular occupatfonsyoung men of the
majority population and for the Roma population &mel occupation of their fathers
when they were 15 years ofdA comparison with the majority population offers a
picture of highly segmented labour markets whersmm&are only able to access low-

11
12

For the analysis of welfare dependency in Hungseg, Kertesi (2010).
A corresponding table for females is not availagieen the small share of young Roma
women employed.
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skilled occupations. Where it is possible to makeoaparison with the previous
generation, the position of Roma on the labour efaidkoes not seem to have
improved much in spite of the educational prograshieved. In Bulgaria and
Romania, the decline of the manufacturing industegarly brought about a reduction
in the occupational share of plant and machineaipes, and assemblers.

Even more worryingly, the share of young Roma dblgain a living from
traditional skills in the craft and related salestsr is relatively small and shrinking
in comparison to the previous generattdnThis means that traditional Roma
activities are no longer demanded in the curreahemic environment and that their
skills need to be upgraded and adapted (O’Higgmisleanov, 2006). The Romanian
Roma seem to have specialized in the agricultoresfry and fisheries sectdr.

Confirming that there is also a qualitative empleyingap, interviewed Roma
workers report being less satisfied with their jabsn the majority population
workers (Table 5). However, differences in jolisfattion rates are not as big as one
would expect given the inter-ethnic differencesviorking conditions and salaries.

Table 5
Employment characteristics of the majority and minaity workers
Percentages of employed

Bulgaria Hungary Romania

Majority  Turkish Roma  Majority Roma  Majority Roma

job satisfaction 7.1 7.1 5.8 7.3 6.1 7.5 6.6
working in public enterprises 29.3 25.1 38.5 275 33.0 57.7 50
working part-time males 6.2 14.4 33.3 4.6 10.5 8.7 28
self-employed 7.9 10.8 8.1 9.7 7.2 17.7 455
having health care/insurance

(private plan from employer) 18.3 7.6 7.7 - - 69.1 375
having training 9.3 1.7 0 - - 13.8 0
permanent type of contract 73.2 50.4 31.3 - - - -

continuous employment through
much of the year 95.1 80 60.4 - - - -

retired (50—-65yrs) receiving
pension 78.2 73.8 75.0 88.9 80.5 65.9 44.4

Source Authors’ calculations based on data from the @G&iiens and Gender Surveys.

The Bulgarian and Romanian survey data offer aigimn this from two different
perspectives: while Bulgarian Roma are usually relaworkers, almost half of
Romanian ones are self-employed. In both casegdimentage of Roma covered by

13 The craft and related sales sector includes Is&dlls occupations such as bricklayers, roofers,

blacksmiths, toolmakers and related trades worlerd handicraft workers.
14 See also Ringolet al (2005) for a description of Roma’s working expades and living
standards in several European countries.
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healthcare or medical insurance is half of thahefmajority and their ability to take
advantage of work-related training is nil. Not sisimgly, less than a third of
Bulgarian Roma workers report having a permanentraot and only 60 per cent of
them are employed on a continuous basis throughhmuafc the year. These
percentages are considerably lower than thoseeomidjority working population of
which nearly 75 per cent enjoy a permanent conaadt95 per cent are continuously
employed throughout the year.

The professional instability is perhaps one ofrtian factors behind the very
high level of frustration and feeling of powerlesss registered in Roma
communities. When asked about their ability over tiext 3 years to control their
household financial conditions, their work, headthd family situation, the Roma
respondents both in Bulgaria and in Romania sedi@elqgarticularly helpless. About
50 per cent of Bulgarian and around 30 per cent Rmmanian young Roma
irrespective of their gender declare to have notrobrat all over their financial
situation or work (Table 6). These perceptionspuiWerlessness” are 2—-3 times those

Table 6
The ability of young people to control their lives
How much control in age group 25-34
the next three years: Bulgaria Romania
% declaring not at all _
Turkish
Majority minority Roma Majority Roma

Financial situation

female 15.9 29.6 47.3 8.9 36.0

male 11.5 27.3 48.1 8.4 30.0
Work -

female 18.3 33.1 54.3 6.8 27.3

male 11.4 29.6 58.5 4.5 16.7
Housing conditions

female 12.4 16.7 31.5 5.3 16.0

male 9.0 20.5 26.3 5.3 5.3
Health

female 7.6 12.4 15.9 4.6 4.0

male 6.1 11.3 25.3 4.2 10.0
Family life

female 4.4 6.5 13.9 15 4

male 4.8 5.2 13.9 2.3 0.0

Source:Authors’ calculations based on data from the Gdimraand Gender Surveys.

of the majority population, even for more amenabseies like family life. There is a
small tendency for females to feel more powerlesls the exception of health issues
where Roma females feel more in control than theite counterparts. This may be
due to the fact that although Roma women use health services less than the rest
of the population, they are nevertheless primang aoviders within their families
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and communities and also beneficiaries of healthsarvices (for example by going
to the hospital to give birth) and, often, theyresent the main liaison between their
families/communities and these services (Europeanr@ission (2009)).

Responses about the control of the financial sanand work conditions are
literally dramatic, especially in Bulgaria, showitigait Roma minorities do not believe
and do not think to be able to control their wogkilife and consequently their
earnings but rather live on a day-to-day basis. dienot report statistics for older
age groups, as these do not add to the picturew@uokl expect that at the beginning
of the working life uncertainty would be greateanhlater on in life; however, the
data show a progressive worsening of the abilitgaotrol over the life cycle, with a
total collapse for all groups during the retiremagé (above 55).

It is often claimed that Roma minorities sufferednach deeper transition
crisis than the majority population and that therki)g and consequently living
conditions of the current generation worsened ctamably with respect to those of
their parents. We verify whether retired Roma ia #ge of their parents (50 to 65
years) receive pensions. The right to receive enetémt pension is matured after a
certain number of working years in the formal sed¢tegistered employment), and
can thus reveal if the generation of parents enjdygher employment rates and more
stable working conditions. In Bulgaria and Hungdhg retirement pension coverage
rates are relatively similar across ethnic groupsl above 75 per cent of the
population. In Romania, the pension coverage m@atehe Roma is much lower and
the gap with respect to the majority populationmsre important. This would
confirm at least partially the hypothesis that pgséhad a better working life and have
nowadays a stable and safe source of income. Haowewde in all three countries
parents of the majority population report beingmhaeither retired or still active with
negligible unemployment rates, Roma parents who aod retired report
unemployment rates similar to the ones of the yopaulation'> Thus only those
who managed to retain their job across the tramsiperiod accumulated pension
rights, while the others most likely share theidifit working conditions and high
unemployment rates of the younger Roma population.

Most worrisome is the future prospective. The igésrerational gap in living
conditions seems bound to increase with the muerergpercentages of today’s
young Roma being able to accumulate enough pemsiotnibution years to secure a
stable source of income when old.

The poor working conditions and the unskilled o@atigns are mirrored in
quite high wage gaps. In Figure 8, we report wadeke different groups and gender
as a percentage of the average wage earned by afdles majority population (this
group’s earnings index is set to 100).Wage gaps are quite wide ranging from
almost 50 per cent for male Roma in Bulgaria touab40 per cent in Romania.
Interestingly gender wage gaps for Roma do not deelpe much higher than for the
majority of population with the exception of Hunigar workers. This is in

15 Almost 38 per cent of Hungarian Roma parents telpeing inactive because ill or disabled.

These receive in 95 per cent of the cases some dfimtisability allowance. This allowance can be
viewed as a sort of social assistance/income stippor

16 Bulgarian data reflect monthly total income armt only earnings from main occupation/
business as in the Romanian and Bulgarian cases.
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contradiction with some literature according to ethgender pay gaps were higher in
Roma communities because of the stronger traditiovla of females (European
Commission, 2009).

Figure 8
Ethnic and gender wage gaps for young adults, mide®0s

Wage gap: age group 25 — 34
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Source Authors’ calculations based on data from the Gatrens and Gender Surveys.

If accumulating experience on the job allows impmgvproductivity and thus
salaries, one would expect, considering the pregarworking conditions and the
little training Roma workers are undergoing, toerys wider wage gaps in older age
groups. Looking again at the age range 35 to 44sy@amge gaps for male Roma are
higher than those in the reference age group by Saper cent in Bulgaria and
Hungary, and by more than 30 per cent in Romanietehses in the wage gaps for
older females are much greater ranging from 5 abget cent in Hungary and
Bulgaria to over 40 per cent in Romania. Likelystis due to the accumulation over
their working histories of disadvantages, i.e. lonagemployment spells, work
discontinuity, and poor working conditions. As auk the gender pay gap for Roma
also increases.

Raw wage gaps reflect many factors, most impostawiifferences in
education. However, wage gaps for workers who hageomplished at least
secondary schooling (Figure 9) are bigger tharttierwhole group aged 24 — 35 by
almost 10 per cent in Romania and roughly the saniulgaria while being clearly
smaller only for Hungarian males and Romanian fesfdl This indicates that for
Roma workers education slightly increases the fitibato be employed but does
not contribute to closing the income gap with thegarity population.

Not having more detailed data, it is difficult tole out straightforward
discrimination as an explanation for these wagesg#s a matter of fact, many
reports, e.g. UNDP (2002), EU (2009), Decade Wa{@010), cite heavy

1 Data on wage gaps for Hungarian Roma femalestiavalable.
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discrimination as one of the main factors deterngrthe poor performance of Roma
in the labour market.

Figure 9
Ethnic and gender wage gaps for young adults withtdeast secondary education

Wage gap: age group 25-34 with
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Source Authors’ calculations based on data from the Gatrens and Gender Survey.

IV.  Living conditions

The large wage gaps highlighted in the previoudi@@clow employment
rates and the poor working conditions determineevgdps in the standard of living.
The following figure shows the gaps in monthly toteusehold income. The
Bulgarian Roma households’ average income represess than 30 per cent of the
majority’s average. The Hungarian and Romanian Réanalies’ average incomes
reach more than 60 per cent of the majority’s ayera

The second bars of the graph show the gap in getachousehold income.

Gaps increase by 6 per cent in Bulgaria to 16 pet m Hungary and Romania, due
to the fact that Roma households are on averagpased by 4 — 5 members, while
the majority’s households are smaller (3—4 persddgg to the different demographic
trends*® and the widening income gaps over the workingdlfeady mentioned in the
previous paragraph, family income gaps increask thi¢ age of the household head.
For household heads aged 35 to 44 Roma per capitanes are, across the countries
under study, around 30 per cent of the majoritysrage per capita income.

18 Roma women not only procreate more but theirlfigriperiod also seems to last longer. The
number of household members increases with theoddke household head: for Roma household
heads aged between 35 and 44 years, the averagehudd size is above 5 while the size of the
majonty population families remains stable acrags groups.

A similar analysis by educational group is notgible due to the limited sample size.
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The high inactivity and unemployment rates lea@ tmarked dependency on
social welfare benefits; in other cases informal ancasional employment prevents

Figure 10
Per capita income gaps between the Roma and majoyipopulation, mid-2000s
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Source:Authors’ calculations based on data from the Geimraand Gender Surveys.

Roma from accessing unemployment benefits or adberal security contribution-

based benefits (i.e. child-raising allowance), esly in countries where social

benefits are related to the employment status awiklsassistance is based on
residential criteria.

In figure 11, we report for Bulgaria and Romania thousehold income
composition for different age groups defined on llasis of the main respondent’s
age: 25-34, 35-44, 45-54, and over 55 years. Heeefocus on the different
composition of incomes across age- and ethnic gramqd not on the life cycle
properties of incomes; thus we set for each agepgtioe average household income
of the majority population to 100 and show the agerincome of the corresponding
age group of the Roma population as a percentageTdfis highlights once again the
income gap across groups while providing an ovenoé the relative importance of
social welfare benefits for the two populationso donstruct this graph, we sum all
income sources for all family members; as a cornsecg there might be small
discrepancies with the previous figure on incomgsgas some types of income (such
as interest or rent) are not correctly reportedefocth member of the household, while
they are most probably included in the total mognthtome used in figure 10.

We classify income types from 5 major sources: iags; unemployment
benefits, social assistance, maternity/child alloges, and pensiof$.The category

20 This analysis only refers to monetary incomes#fars. For Roma a very important source of

support from the state is represented also by agh-cocial assistance (energy costs rebates, health
programmes, food) and housing. The share of Romdiés (considering the whole population, all age

23



earnings includes wages and earnings from self@mmnt, as well as earnings from
second occupations and occasional jobs.

Figure 11
Composition of household incomes in Bulgaria and Roania, mid-2000s

Households' Income Composit
100

Per
cent 50

Bulgaria Romania

| earnings B unemployment [0 social assistance B maternity/child allowance W pension
benefits

Source Authors’ calculations based on data from the Gatiens and Gender Surveys.

The category ‘social assistance’ includes sociaistence and disability
benefits. Maternity/child allowances include al$vld:rearing benefits. The pension
category includes old-age pensions, social pensantssurvival pensions.

Bulgaria and Romania seem to have very differertane structures, with the
Bulgarian majority population mainly benefiting gnfrom child allowances and
pensions while Romanian social assistance prograrsaem to play a bigger role
across ethnic groups. This can most probably béaegul by the better targeting of
Bulgarian social protection schemes such as faalibwvances and social assistance
(World Bank, 2009) in comparison to the Romaniaaiaopolicy mainly aiming at
sustaining families and thus fertility (Cenar, 210

Another important aspect of welfare benefits isirthportance for Roma
incomes, representing from a minimum of 30 per ¢entnore than 75 per cent (for
retired) of their total income. In both countriebjld allowances are fundamental to
younger groups’ incomes while pensions effectivalgtain older Roma generations,
reducing — for this age group — the income gap wekpect to the majority

groups) reporting to benefit from non-cash socedistance was over 32% in Bulgaria, 15.5% in
Hungary and almost 9% in Romania while for housthg shares were 2%, 8.6%, and 21.6%
respectively. The percentages of majority poputatienefiting from this support were in contrast
minimal; for non-cash social assistance: 4.5% (Bu#), 5.4% (Hungary), and 7.3% (Romania), while
for housing the shares of recipients were: 0.5%g&in), 1.4% (Hungary) and 8.5% (Romania).

However, some recent literature highlights thd faat in Bulgaria since 2004 conditions to
access social assistance benefits have becomeasiugly selective and restrictive as well as
complicated while the period of payment of socianéfits was reduced four times, leaving
considerable shares of poor population uncoveregdBnov and Zahariev, 2009).
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population. As a matter of fact, the biggest incoga@ is registered for the group
aged 45 to 54 years when the child allowances ar®mger available and pensions
are not yet accessible.

In both countries, one can notice that the amoahtselfare benefits Roma
receive are quite important both in absolute atative terms. The degree of welfare
dependence of minorities is considered a key igsuketermining the support of the
majority population for integration policies andushon the minorities’ ability to
participate more actively in the economy. The that Roma communities are largely
beneficiaries of welfare states without contribgttaxes to finance them considerably
increases the majority population’s intolerance ag@ction of them. On the one
hand, extensive dependency of minorities on sdaisfers increases the social tax
burden and, on the other hand, it reduces the ressavailable for other public uses.
This increases the income-generating populationtscerns about the uses of their
social security contributions (UNDP, 2002). Moregvas for any benefit, too
generous transfers can reduce incentives for hmaeés to actively look for
employment and other sources of income, leading ¥ecious circle. In this respect,
the World Bank has calculated that breaking thisous circle in countries of Central
and South-Eastern Europe and giving young Romaahee working opportunities as
the majority population could increase GDP up fmeBcent and government budgets
by 4 per cent (World Bank, 2010a).

In spite of the relatively high amount of benetitgey receive, Roma families
remain in the lowest half of the per capita incodistribution and can easily be
classified as poor. This is evident from the follogvtable reporting the results of a
small income survey included in the GGP questiaenaiThe majority of Roma
households with a head aged 25 to 34 is declanngllithree countries to have
difficulty or even great difficulty to make ends eteVirtually none are able to save.

Roma households are more likely than other houdshol rent their dwelling
or benefit from social housing. Almost half of theme unable to pay rent for their
accommodation. More than half cannot afford payinigity bills. In all countries,
these percentages are 2, 3 and sometimes 4 timglesrithan those of the majority
population in the same age group. The poverty om&douseholds is both a
consequence and a cause of their low incomes. Tihalility to afford adequate
clothing, housing and food is likely to negativelgpact their children’s schooling
performance as well as their employability. Theadahow that very few Roma
households have a sufficient protein intake. Thigaborates UNDP (2002) survey
findings that substantial numbers of Roma childseffer from undernourishment.
This has negative effects on their health and eduea capacities.

Moreover, considering that a big part of the Roroautation lives in rural
areas, the fact that only a minority of them haweeans of transport and a telephone
reduces their ability to reach a school or to fangob. Poor access to transport is
increasingly being recognized as a barrier to eympént and other key activities and,
thus, an important contributing and reinforcingtéadn reduced social participation
and social exclusion even in G7 countries (Luc&932 In a rural context where
public transport is less available, a car can betarmining factor for employability.
Their complete lack of access to new technologasnputers) also excludes the
Roma from the labour market and undermines th&iréuemployability.
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The educational attainment, labour market I£>artici pation and living conditions

of young Roma in Bulgaria, Hungary and Romania
Table 7
Selected characteristics of Roma and non-Roma hous#ds, mid-2000s
Bulgaria Hungary Romania

majority Roma majority Roma majorittRoma

with money left for savings 12.8 1.1 - - 214 111
own their dwelling 76.4 628 746 646 842 822
rent 8.5 8.9 8.2 14.6 7.0 11.1
social housing 14.0 26.2 8.3 14.6 6.6 4.4

Computer 27.7 0.5 56.1 11.2 31.0 2.2
Dishwasher 5.3 0.5 8.9 0.9 1.3 0.0
Telephone (whether fixed/mobile) 926 237 888 60.6 79.0 31.1
Car/van available for private use 63.3 13.2 66.1 275 33.1 13.2
Second car 8.3 1.6 - - 3.3 0.0
Second home 10.4 1.6 - - 3.3 0.0

replacing any worn-out furniture 21.1 1.1 28.6 167 21.2 4.4
buying new, rather than second-hand

clothes 75.7 13.2 599 219 719 20.0
eating meat, chicken or fish every

second day 65.3 11.6 69.7 40.0 71.3 31.1
having friends/family for a

drink/meal once a month 65.4 16.3 - - 56.9 15.6
rent for accommodation 242 444 10.8 45.6 154 57.1
utility bills 235 702 146 523 15.3 455

Source:Authors’ calculations based on data from the Gdimrsi.and Gender Surveys.
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Looking at tables 7 and 8, one should consideg#ugraphical distribution of
different communities. In Bulgaria, the majoritygudation is mainly urban and only
20 per cent live in rural areas. However, Roma steebe particularly disadvantaged
and enjoy a very low rate of access to water andtageon, also in comparison to the
Turkish minority which has a significant share ofal population (63 per cent of all
the Turks interviewed are living in rural areasttrs relatively similar to the Roma
one (58 per cent). Housing conditions can conteliotthe vicious circle: poverty —
low education — no employment — bad housing andttheapoverty. Researchers
found that poor housing conditions in part conti@outo Roma poverty in several
countries. In many cases, this is because Romalefreut of the property and land
privatization processes that occurred during thiy é890s (Ringolcet al, 2005).

The poor living conditions translate into poorealte, especially in the older
age. Several European studies show that Roma wamémen have an average life
expectancy at birth considerably lower than thd o#sthe population. This is a
consequence of their bad housing and living comiéti as well as their patchy access
to screening and healthcare (Fundacién Secretari@dano, 2009; European
Commission, 2009).

For Bulgaria it is possible to verify the water asdnitation access of
minorities.

Table 8
Access to water and sanitation in Bulgaria, mid-20@s

Percentage of households: Majority Turkish Roma
with access to piped water 99.4 95.0 78.5
with bath or shower 96.5 78.1 34.7
with a flush toilet 89.0 42.7 22.0

Source:Authors’ calculations based on data from the Gdimraand Gender Surveys.

In the following table, we report three indicatafshealth conditions for two
age groups, between 25 and 34 years and aboveadS. yihe first indicator is the
percentage of individuals reporting good or verydycealth, the second shows
whether the individual has any long standing illhv@s chronic condition, and the
third one is an indicator for any health relatedifation or disability. In general, it
seems that while for Roma females the gap in headtiditions is already present
when young and it exacerbates when getting old;Rioma males the gap is only
evident in the older age.

The difference across genders is certainly relateddifferent hygienic
conditions and care necessities that females mqgespecially during the fertile
period. With respect to non-Roma women, Roma wotead to experience greater
health risks, because of early and multiple pregresnand abortions, a heavy
workload at home, poor housing, malnutrition, etc.
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Table 9

Selected health indicators, mid-2000s

Bulgaria Hungary Romania

Majority Roma Majority Roma Majority Roma

f m f m f m f m f m f m
good / very good health
24 — 35 yrs 89.8 915 770 859 : 848 857 787 857 : 89.2 935 840 80.0
good / very good health
> =45 yrs 375 505 290 436 : 383 435 312 211 348 468 256 424
Any long-standing illness / chronic
Any long-standing illness / chronic
condition > = 45 yrs 505 390 50.0 516 545 469 639 59.7i 409 312 442 394
Any health-related limitation /
disability 24 — 35 yrs 2.3 2.2 2.7 2.6 8.0 80 128 4.1 2.0 1.8 0.0 5.0
Any health-related limitation /

13.0 11.8 20.0 194 : 435 400 492 59.0: 16.7 13.2 200 111

disability > = 45 yrs

D
Source:Authors’ calculationdased on data from the Generations and Gender Survey



The health gap for Roma women can be at leastyparplained by the
different contraceptive methods used. There is \ggnt use of family planning
services among the Roma, partly explained by calltoeliefs that discourage the use
of contraception: abortion is still adopted as ahwé of ‘birth control’ even though
the tendency is decreasing. In some countries (ascblovakia, the Czech Republic
and Hungary), cases of involuntary sterilizationyoling Roma women have been
reported (Balogh and Kocze, 2011). Many pregnanm&owomen (including
underage Roma mothers) are not registered withmalyfgohysician and fail to go
through prenatal check-ups because of lack of mé&bion and cultural barriers such
as lack of trust in professional care and the diffies of discussing their health
problems with strangers, especially men (Europeamr@ission, 2009). The inclusion
of a gender perspective in designing inclusiveqoed for Roma in the health sector is
not only justified by the inequalities detectedvietn men and women, but also by
the multiplying effect of interventions aimed at wen, for their pivotal role in the
organization of the family and the transmissionvafues and habits. Fundacion
Secretariado Gitano (2009) in a study of Roma headhditions in EU countries calls
for interventions seeking to promote a greaterbilisy (as mediators, educators) of
and access to health resources by women.

In the following table, we report the percentageBafgarian and Romanian
women aged between 18 and 44 years using diffemnitaceptive method$.Given
their relatively high fertility rate, it is not gomsing that more than 40 per cent of
Roma women do not use any contraceptive method. dan certainly be due to their
family values, discussed in the following sectitwy it could also mean that their
access to family planning methods and health carather limited. As a matter of

Table 10
Use of contraceptive methods in Bulgaria and Romaaj mid-2000s
Percentage of women aged 18 to 44 using the follewicontraceptive method

Bulgaria Romania
Majority Turks Roma  Majority Roma
pill 9.7 4.9 1.5 22.7 11.8
condom 25.0 11.0 7.6 27.8 14.7
withdrawal 33.8 41.0 43.9 10.8 17.6
safe period method 6.0 7.1 5.6 32.3 23.5
other contraceptive methods 15.6 7.8 5.1 12.8 2.9
nothing 24.7 37.8 41.4 21.9 44.1

Source:Authors’ calculations based on data from the Gdimaraand Gender Surveys.

22 The different methods can add up to more thangdiCcent as in some cases more than one

method is used at the same time.
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fact, some European studies (Fundacién Secretarfadano, 2009; European
Commission, 2009) discovered that Roma women usaéihtare services less than
the rest of the population, because medical treatmey conflict with the Roma
rules of hygiene and modesty, and because they &t excluded by the negative
attitudes/racism/discrimination of some healthcaoekers and hospitals. Moreover,
social disorganisation and poverty are often uryttegl causes for reduced access to
information, especially in isolated Roma commusiti€heir access to services is also
hindered by language problems, as the Roma langaalge many specific words in
the fields of medicine and health and social care.

The hypothesis that Roma women could wish to haweeroontrol over their
fertility is supported by the high percentage otrnth using withdrawal as a
contraceptive method and the very low use — bothhbsolute terms as well as in
relative terms (in comparison to the majority women of the pill, condom and any
other contraceptive method requiring access toyaipian or a pharmacy (excluding
thus the safe period method).

Gender

Statistics about labour market participation, etiooaand health presented
thus far highlight the vulnerable position of Romvamen, being at higher risk of
poverty and social exclusion. The handicaps of Ramiaen with respect to the men
from their community and ethnic majority women, @gplly in accessing
employment, education, health and social serviees,due to some extent to the
gender roles persisting in some of the most disatdg@d communities.

Subsequently, we further investigate the role ofmBRowomen in their
community, presenting the results of a survey ondge power balance within
households. We look at women who were the mainorefgnt in a household and
have a partner/family, without focusing on a paac age group to avoid having too
small samples for Roma women.

We first investigate the gender power balance & hbuseholds’ decisions
with respect to routine expenses, expensive pueshagoman’s own time in paid
work, male partners’ time in paid work and the vedychild-raising. The following
figure shows for Bulgaria and Romania who withirh@sehold takes “always or
usually” the specified decision: the woman, hetrpar; if both take it equally often or
if someone else in the household takes it. Thedemoted with M refers to the
majority population while the R bar refers to Roma.

Figure 12 shows that Roma males have more decsaking power in the
household even in typically female domains liketimeiexpenses or the way of child-
raising. What is really striking is the high infaee of Roma male partners in the
decisions on women'’s time spent in paid work, whilemen’s influence on their
partners’ time in paid work is rather marginal. §Buggests the presence of stronger
gender roles within Roma families, with Roma worneeoying less decision-making
power outside their traditional domains (e.g. noaitexpenses, child-raising), and it is
confirmed by the division of tasks reported in figd3.
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Figure 12
The gender power balance in household decisions, ar2000s

Gender Power Balance in Household's Decision
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Source:Authors’ calculations based on data from the Gatiers and Gender Surveys.

Figure 13
The division of tasks within the household

Tasks Division within the Household
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However, even within Roma families women seem tweha strong
participatory role in family decision-making — withe important exception of the
partner’s time in paid work — not only as the mdactision takers in many female
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domains but also as being often involved in joietidion-making processes. This has
important implications for policies and projectsgeting Roma households. A gender
sensitive approach and a broader participation @vdlvement of women are
important. European Commission (2009) lists a whralege of examples of good
practice in social inclusion of Roma women acrb&esEU members. These examples
include interventions in the provision of publicuedtion and health services with
some countries like Romania setting up cultural iateds or Hungary improving
access to services at the local level. With respethe labour market inclusion, the
main activities focus on training of Roma women Iffawia, the Czech Republic,
Romania). All initiatives listed in the report aegther pilot projects or applied in
small areas; moreover, any evaluation of theseept®jis missing. This highlights the
fact that practical efforts for Roma inclusion andparticular of Roma women are
still very limited (geographically and financiallgnd/or very recent and only rarely
entail a wide ranging programme targeting disacvged youth.

In figure 13, we show how tasks are divided amongskhold members.
Roma women seem to have a higher share of tradilyofemale tasks like preparing
daily meals and dressing the children, while thayeha less predominant role with
respect to majority women when the task involvesi@yomanagement or is related
to financial records. The most worrisome picturgiien by the last task analyzed:
helping children with their homework. Here, evencifildcare is predominantly a
female task (one can see that in the child-dressisk), Roma women do less than
their majority counterparts, most probably becaufseir poor education while their
partners are slightly more involved than those bf tmajority population.
Unfortunately Roma parents’ poor educational attnt results in higher
proportions of children doing their homework by rtieelves, partly explaining
governments’ difficulties in improving educatiormltcomes of Roma.

The gender roles emerging from Figures 12 and 18 freflect the
predominant Roma view of family relations. In th@ldwing table we report the
percentage of respondents agreeing or stronglyeagyavith statements in the first
column. In the first row we report females’ answarsgl in the second line men’s.
Women are considered to be primary care takerserhbusehold, both of children as
seen in the figures mentioned above and of sea®is the first question asked in the
table below. Men are seen as principal breadwinmwéis should be older and better
able to take care of political and financial issu@ema respondents agree more often
with the statements confirming stronger gendersradetheir communities. As it was
evident from the task division and the householdigrobalance, Roma women are
less likely than non-Roma women to be able to agetidw to spend money. Not
surprisingly, both Roma women and men considerrftpehildren as a necessary
condition for personal fulfillment and this is nared in their relatively high fertility.

Most studies addressing gender issues in Roma cartiesureport high levels
of domestic violence against women. This is a défiquestion where surveys often
do not capture the full extent of the problem, withny respondents, females as well
as males, underreporting or not answering quest@nghis subject. While this
misreporting behaviour is arguably common acrogswhole population, the very
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nature of the issue combined with the differentdggrrole perceptions might bring
about some ethnic differences in reported violétice.

Table 11
Percentage of respondents agreeing with the follomg statements

First row women, second row men Bulgaria Hungary mBRoia

Maj. Turks Roma Maj. Roma Maj. Roma

When parents in nee_d,__daughtersshould taI~e22.9 387 412 292 530 312 411
more caring responsibility

men 18.3 353 39.7 23.7 458 256 39.0

In a couple it is better for the man to be oldgr

52.4 62.1 571 519 659 448 61.1
than the woman

men 53.7 553 525 471 601 46.1 579
On the whole, men make better political Ieaaler%.7 354 358 304 378 357 489
than women

men 50.5 59.3 57.9 39.1 480 538 54.7

Women should be able decide how to spend

i . 63.0 429 47.0 260 26.3 438 41.1
money without asking

men 40.5 26.8 22.0 18.8 149 21.0 16.8
When jobs scarce, men have more right to j )big_3 395 449 9253 457 256 433
than women

men 374 542 743 321 581 383 56.8

A woman has to have children in order to be 60.6 757 734 871 951 795 88.9
fulfilled

A man has to have children in order to be
fulfilled 549 694 708 719 809 774 833

Source:Authors’ calculations based on data from the Gdimraand Gender Surveys.

In Figure 14 we report slightly different statistiche frequency of couple
disagreements about different issues: money, chiking and alcohol consumption.
The last set of bars is available only for Bulgagiad Romania and shows the
frequency of disagreement episodes that becomentidRoma couples seem to argue
more about all issues considered, including reddifimeutral topics like child-raising
ways. Money, as already mentioned above, is cleahyghly debated issue, as well
as alcohol consumption. These findings not onlyalmrate the idea that relations
within Roma households are relatively tense bui algght give some support to the
evidence about Roma men’s abusive behaviour wiarceto alcohol consumption
that was presented in a recent study (Fundaciéree@do Gitano, 2009). The last
four bars in the graph show that couple disagreémamd up becoming violent more

23 Preliminary results of a recent UNDP survey on Bgmopulation show that Roma are more

tolerant of domestic violence than the majority plagon.
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frequently for Roma than for the majority populaticouples. The difference is
relevant, keeping in mind the misreporting problenentioned above.

Figure 14
The frequency of couple disagreements

Couple Disagreement
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Source:Authors’ calculations based on data from the Gdimrsiand Gender Surveys.

V. Conclusions

This paper describes the living conditions, edoceti attainment and labour-
market performance of young Roma adults in Bulgdfiangary and Romania with
the aid of UNECE generations and gender surveys filee mid-2000s and other
sources of information. The historically disadvaeeh Roma minority suffers from
social exclusion in all three countries that mastdatself in poor housing conditions
and a lack of decent education and employment dyppides.

Although the educational attainment of young Romalta (25-34 years old)
exceeded somewhat that of their parents by the 20@fds, the educational
achievement and employment gaps between the Roohdahanmajority population
increased considerably over the generation. Theulalmarket participation and
employment rates of young Roma adults have beeatively low and below the
levels achieved by their parents in all three coestinvestigated, reflecting the
impact of supply-side factors such as lack of adeguskills and personal
transportation as well as the economic restrugguaimd racial discrimination limiting
demand for Roma workers.
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The paper highlighted the particularly vulnerablesifon of young Roma
women. Having lower educational attainment, lowempkyment rates and poorer
health they are at higher risk of poverty and doeiclusion. Roma women’s
comparative disadvantage with respect to men frbeir tcommunity and ethnic
majority women, especially in accessing employmendtjcation, health and social
services is due to some extent to what is callétligle discrimination”; for being
women in a patriarchal society, for belonging toeimic minority that is affected by
most negative social perceptions, and for belongpng culture whose gender values
have been associated almost exclusively with thection of mother and spouse
(Fundaciéon Secretariado Gitano, 2009). This pdeiby severe discrimination
against Roma women calls for targeted interventishgh aim at improving Roma
women health, education, labour market participaamd more generally inclusion
into society.

Given the rapid ageing of the majority population Central and South-
Eastern Europe, a greater educational attainmehbigher employment in the formal
sector of the demographically more dynamic Romaufan would be beneficial
from the economic point of view. In addition to Isting economic growth, the high
employment of Roma in the formal economy would pfevthem over time with
social security benefits that are based on the reumwmiyears of contributory service.

The higher tax revenue and social security contiobg as well as the lower
welfare payments associated with higher employn@nRoma would result in
considerable net savings to the general governseator and improve the long-term
sustainability of the social security system. Tapresuch benefits, however, current
education and employment policies would have toebf@med in a major way with a
view to providing Roma with equal access to quaddycation and decent jobs. Such
reforms appear to be affordable. According to redétorld Bank estimates, the
annual fiscal gains from bridging the ethnic empleyt gap exceed considerably the
total cost of investing adequately in public edimatof Roma to ensure that their
educational attainment catches up to the majayulation (World Bank, 2010a).
The World Bank economists assume that the requadedtation expenditure would
amount to at most 50 percembre per Roma pupil than per non-Roma pupil. Such
outlays on education would have to be accompaniecdditional investment in
health and housing services that would enable treeRo escape the poverty trap.

The findings of this paper imply that the improvgdality of education
available to the Roma would not ensure by itsedfrthigh employment in the formal
sector, given the apparently strong racial disaration in the labour market that is
reflected to some extent in the relatively low retuto education for the Roma
population (Trentini, 2011). However, this probleould be addressed with reforms
that strengthen the implementation of the existargi-discrimination legislation
pertaining to employment and procurement policlest tvould award government
contracts only to business firms that practice-disitrimination. The fiscal cost of
such reforms would be probably marginal.

Given the expected fiscal benefits of social inidnsthe obvious question is
why governments in Central and South-Eastern Eudopaot develop and implement
comprehensive policies that would integrate the Rdetter into society. Aside from
the political arithmetic constraints that limit teeope for pro-Roma policies, the lack
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of reliable data poses an important obstacle toabgarogress. Accountable
governments need to evaluate the impact of poliaie$ concentrate scarce public
funds in most effective programmes. This implies amgent need for better
disaggregated data.

Robust ethnic monitoring is urgently needed budl@®l available. Examples
of good practice from the Central European regianlude a well developed
demographic model of the Roma population in Hungdgblicsek, 2008) and a
detailed labour-force survey of the Roma working-ggpopulation in the Czech
Republic (World Bank, 2008). Outside the region, immportant example of good
practice is provided by the British labour forcevay that reports quarterly labour
market trends for the mainstream population andietgroups on a consistent basis
(Office for National Statistics, 2006).

Population census data that represent adequatehiceminorities should
provide the principal source of information for jogl makers. Such data seem to be
available only in a few countries of the UNECE wmagiA relevant example of good
practice is provided by the 2006 census in thehlIrRepublic that includes
comprehensive socio-economic data on the Irish éll@v Minority (Central
Statistical Office, 2007). The British 2011 censudl provide similar information
about the Roma and Travellers living in the Unitddgdom. Given the history of
Roma persecution in Central and South-Eastern Eumpst members of this ethnic
group are understandably reluctant to identify tbelves as Roma in census
questionnaires. The Czech Statistical Office htengited to overcome this problem
in its 2011 population census with the aid of Rassistants who were tasked to help
the respondents living in excluded areas to coraplatcurately the census
questionnaire.

In the absence of accurate census data, speciaysucan provide valuable
information. Surveys of the Roma population in fentral and South-East European
countries were prepared by UNDP in the early 2@@ksimilar survey data are to be
collected by UNDP later this year. The UNECE Getiens and Gender surveys,
prepared by national statistical agencies in a &8-y&ycle, are supposed to be
representative and thus should provide valuabtanmétion about the socio-economic
situation of Roma and other disadvantaged mingritt®r instance, the GGP survey
of Bulgaria provided the authors of this paper vatith information. By contrast, the
GGP surveys of Hungary and Romania have apparemidierestimated the Roma
population in the first wave. Perhaps this shortcgntould be addressed in the next
wave of the respective GGP surveys with a viewrtwipling researchers and policy
makers with representative data.

In the area of education, all three countries p@die in PISA surveys of
15-year old students in a 3-year cycle. The PISgessment in 2012 and subsequent
surveys could be used by the Education MinistrfeBudgaria, Hungary and Romania
to monitor the achievement for students based @ir thnic classification. In
addition, the authorities could explore the finahdeasibility of collecting and
evaluating extensive data on the performance odflestis from the mainstream
population and ethnic groups in surveys with laggnples than those used for PISA
assessments. An example of good practice in tleia & provided by the statistical
monitoring of education outcomes in the United &afU.S. Department of
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Education, 2010). It would also be important to dnagliable administrative data on
school performance of the majority population atithie groups. For example, such
administrative data are collected each year in &mylby the Department for
Education for all pupils in public primary and sadary schools.

The quality and equity of public education shoulé kenhanced by
comprehensive reforms that provide adequate ressufor the sector while
eliminating the practice of early streaming of psipto academically oriented
institutions and less demanding vocational schobdisexample of good practice is
provided by Poland where separate Roma classesoabe phased out in 2011.
Another example is provided by local education supervices for Roma and
Traveller students in the United Kingdom.

The problem of low employment of the Roma is mlaiered and inter-
generational. Therefore, policies should promote #ldvance of Roma and other
disadvantaged minorities in a coordinated framewlbst would improve their access
to decent housing, good education and employmetttanformal sector. Increasing
labour-force participation of the Roma in the folmeector is a key task for forward-
looking structural reforms. An equally importanskafor the authorities is to tackle
the widespread prejudice and discrimination witheav to increasing employment of
Roma while reducing the earnings differentials dase ethnicity.

All three countries investigated are member statethe European Union.
That means that they are eligible for financial garp from the EU for programmes
that would enhance the skills and formal employna#riRoma. An example of good
practice is provided by the ACCEDER training pragnae in Spain, financed by the
European Social Fund, which improved the accesth®fRoma population to the
labour market. This as well as other examples afdgpractice are listed in the
following table.

So far we have not considered the policy-makingcgss. Generally, peer
reviews are powerful tools for the disseminationgobd practice. Peer reviews in
social protection and social inclusion provide @#fls of EU member states with an
interesting mechanism for sharing successful pdian this area. For instance, a
recent peer review examined how Hungary tacklelsl glmverty and Roma exclusion
in disadvantaged regions.

Last but not least, it is important that the Ronmal ather disadvantaged
groups become active participants in the formabbmpolicies that are designed to
help them. Given the proliferation of Roma NGOsisinot obvious which of them
represent significant sections of the Roma popatatA discussion of strengths and
weaknesses inherent in diverse approaches togablparticipation of minorities is
beyond the scope of this paper. However, it hdsetooted that a meaningful political
participation of Roma would be conducive to thealepment of pro-poor policies
that are both comprehensive and feasible.
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Country

Table 12

Examples of good practice

Area

Reference

EU member States

Peer reviews in social protection and social inolus

http://www.peer-review-social-inclusion.eu/newstett

Poland Phasing out of separate Roma classes iit mehiools http://www.coe.int/t/dghl/monitoring/ecri/Countryb
country/Poland/POL-CbC-I1V-2010-018-ENG.pdf

Hungary School integration programme Kezdi & Suranyi (2009); UNICEF (2010)

Hungary Demographic modeling of the Roma population Hablicsek (2008)

Czech Republic

Support for Roma during the census process

http://www.scitani.cz/sldb2011/redakce.nsf/i/setasmi komisari
vyrazi do terenu take specialni romsti asistenti

Irish Republic

Population census, including compredive social data on Central Statistical Office (2007)

the Irish Traveller Community

Czech Republic

Labour force survey of the Roma population

World Bank (2008)

United Kingdom

Quarterly labour force survey, irdihg classification by
ethnic origin

Office for National Statistics (2006)

United States

Systematic evaluation of data on performance uufesits
from different ethnic groups

U.S. Department of Education (2010)

United Kingdom

Collection of comprehensive admuasve data, including
ethnic origin of students, on the achievement dtadrament
in English primary schools, secondary schools afidges

http://www.education.gov.uk/researchandstatistics

United Kingdom

Local education support services for Roma and Tieve
students

European Commission (2010)

Spain

ACCEDER training programme

European Commis&010)
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Annex 1: GGP data

We use data from the surveys collected in the freonle of the Generations
and Gender Programm@&GP). The GGP is made of two major componentsjlyot
independent from each other at the data gatheewe),|but that could be interactive
at the statistical analysis level: the Generatiand Gender Survey (GGS) and the
Contextual Database (CDB). The GGS consists of reelpsurvey of three waves
(three years apart) in which 10,000 individualsdaffem 18 to 80 are followed. The
CDB on the other hand, relates to more than 20@bias, of national and/or regional
level, sometimes qualitative but more frequenthamuative (time series from 1970
up to present in most cases), related to a widgeraf topics: health, economy,
employment, culture, education, demography, pessiett.

While for some topics, as for example welfare spaitarisions and educational
systems, we referred to the CDB, our main souratatd is the GGS. The surveys are
nationally representative surveys which ensurermat@nal comparability of data at
least for the core questionnaire. Some of the mesdalre optional, e.g. housing,
ethnicity and nationality, previous partners, irni@m to break-up, preventing some
cross country comparisons. The first wave was coteduin the mid-2000’s: 2004 for
Bulgaria, mainly 2005 for Romania and Hungary. $heond wave is being collected.
The GGS questionnaire covers a wide range of tapiesed to the household and the
relations among genders and generations. Main nelgmés can be either men or
women aged between 18 and 80.

The interviews are done face to face in the maiguage of the country. This
most probably negatively influenced the inclusioh Roma communities in the
surveys for all countries analyzed in this studyré&bver, samples can exclude up to
5 per cent of the target population (United Natjd2305). Unfortunately, exclusions
are due to frame limitations or practical consttair— such as eliminating remote
regions where survey collection would be prohilglyvexpensive. These two survey
limitations can bring about an exclusion of Ronarfrthe survey and — what is even
more worrying — they imply an exclusion of the mdstadvantaged among them:
those living in the most remote areas and/or hatieglowest exposure to majority
population and to education. As a consequence weugpie that the situation we are
depicting in this paper while providing interestingsights of Roma communities
most probably overstates their real living condisio

The ethnic composition of all households’ main oegfents (without
imposing age limits) in our sample is given in &abl1.

Roma percentages are well below the European Coastimates, and are
only slightly higher when counting individuals iraad household; percentages
increase to 7.3 per cent of the persons livindhenhiouseholds surveyed in Bulgaria,
3.4 per cent in Hungary and only 2.3 per cent imBioia. Also percentages are a
little bit higher if one focuses on the younger adf due to the different fertility
(higher) and life expectations (shorter) of Roma.ithe paper we focus on the age
group from 25 to 34 years (with the exception ahscsections where we specify the
different sample) we often pool available informatfrom all the household members
of this age group to increase the sample. For rrdoemation on the GGP design,

42



UNECE DISCUSSION PAPER SERIES, No. 2011.2, Septemb2011

data availability and for accessing the data gahttp://www.ggp-i.org/data/data-
access.html

Table 1.1
Ethnic composition of respondents in the GGS
Bulgaria Romania Hungary
obs % obs % obs %

Turkish 1,127 8.8 - - - -
Hungarian - - 922 7.7 - -
other 297 2.3 132 1.1 227 1.7
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Table 1.2

The 25-34 years old age group in the GGS
Bulgaria Hungary Romania
Majority Roma Majority Roma Majority Roma
m f m f m f m f m f m f
Obs (25-34 yrs) 1716 2135 161 181 2277 2309 87 89 1318 1591 36 46
age 30.1 29.9 29.3 29.2 29.4 29.3 29.3 29.4 30.1 30.0 992 29.7
education: higher degree obtained, percentages
has not studied in school, incl. illiterate 0.1 0.3 7.5 7.8 - - - - - - - -
pre-primary 0.4 0.2 7.5 13.9 0.2 0.1 - 1.0 0.1 0.4 13.9 26.1
primary 0.8 0.8 7.0 7.4 0.5 0.9 135 16.0 14 1.2 27.8 28.3
lower secondary 9.0 6.6 49.1 38.9 9.7 11.2 52.6 64.4 16.5 24.6 44.4 34.8
upper secondary 69.5 545 6.2 8.3 445 26.3 25.6 13.7 60.8 51.9 13.9 8.7
post secondary non-tertiary - - - - 27.0 37.2 7.3 29 5.1 7.4 - -
first stage of tertiary 20.1 36.9 - 0.6 18.1 24.3 1.1 2.0 14.3 13.6 - 18.8
second stage of tertiary 0.1 0.8 - - - - - - 1.8 0.9 - -
t main activity, percentages
employed or self-employed 81.7 65.0 26.7 194 88.9 58.3 57.6 19.7 89.7 54.2 69.4 15.2
helping in a family business 0.6 0.4 0.6 - 0.2 0.2 - - 1.0 5.5 - 2.2
unemployed 15.1 18.3 70.2 62.8 5.7 6.2 30.8 13.1 5.2 3.1 8.3 2.2
Student (school, voc. Training) 1.2 1.4 - - 1.6 1.7 - - 0.7 0.6 - -
retired 0.4 0.4 0.6 2.8 0.4 0.2 - - 0.2 0.3 2.8 -
on parental leave 0.1 10.9 0.6 8.3 0.5 26.8 - 47.4 1.0 7.0 2.8 -
ill or disabled for a long time 0.6 0.6 0.6 - 1.2 11 3.9 4.4 0.5 0.4 - -
military service or social service 0.1 - - - 0.1 - - - 1.7 0.3 13.9 2.2
looking after the home or family - 2.8 - 6.7 - 3.3 - 6.4 0.2 28.5 2.8 78.3
other 0.2 0.2 0.6 - 1.6 2.4 7.7 9.0 - - - -
a“é’vrghég’?gﬂm HU, lei RO) 161.3 1157 79.8 731 | 7775 7587 4266 3753 | 1953 1558 1187 96.0
nr of household members 3.3 3.7 4.8 4.4 3.2 3.3 4.4 45 3.4 3.5 4.2 4.8
no. of children 0.6 1.1 1.7 2.0 0.6 1.0 2.0 2.3 0.8 1.2 1.9 2.5
age of females at first birth - 22.5 - 18.7 - 23.1 - 19.9 - 22.9 - 20.2
rural 215 17.8 61.5 55.8 - - - - 42.1 42.5 45.0 60.0




Annex 2: Descriptive statistics
Table 2.1
Sample used for the analysis of the determinanésngfioyment gaps in Bulgaria, Hungary and Romanid;2000s

C

P

Bulgaria Romania Hungary g

m

Majority Roma Majority Roma Majority Roma o

m f m f m f m f m f m f %

C

)]

o | s ems s s | w2 o as w0 [ ews  oms o s
O

Employed 0.676 0.575 0.246 0.187% 0.679 0.448 0.584 0.126 0.686 0.533 0.414 0.171 | =
(0.468) (0.49) (0.43) (0.39) (.46) (:497) (:494) 338) (0.46) (0.49) (0.49) (0.37) ;

5

age 41.57 40.23 35.36 34.49 44.02 43.57 40.55 39.56 43.36 43.38 39.20 38.95 %
(12.41) (12.73) (11.01) (11.63) (12.12) (12.23) (11.12) (11.51) (12.66) (12.79) (10.89) (11.58) rUr)l

A

& schooling 13.08 13.46 6.86 5.98 12.67 11.88 6.7 453 11.88 12.47 9.26 7.96 m
(2.60) (2.86) (3.80) (3.80) (2.63) (3.11) (4.34) 4.2@) (5.18) (4.63) (3.76) (3.59) (2

pd

married 0.700 0.713 0.489 0.472 0.787 0.807 0.525 0.526 0.598 0.624 0.621 0.605 i
(0.458) (0.452) (0.500) (0.500) (:409) (:394) (:500) (:500) (0.490) (0.484) (0.485) (0.489) =

=

No. of children 0.933 0.975 1.743 1.73] 0.954 0.982 1.9 2.11 0.934 0.984 1.861 1.911}F
(0.877) (0.869) (1.418) (1.363) (1.038) (1.026) .86D) (1.796) (1.033) (1.023) (1.553) (1.573) -%

3

rural 0.229 0.218 0.561 0.542 0.43 0.428 0.577 0.58 - - - - =3
(0.420) (0.412) (0.496) (0.498) (-495) (:494) (.495) (-495) N

=

=

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data from the Generations and Gender Surveys.




