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    Applied anthropology is relatively nascent sub-discipline of anthropology, which only starts to gain more currency both within and outside of academia at present. To provide its meaningful definition before we start discussing its possible usefulness for the project of Romani inclusion is obviously necessary, although it should be noted that applied anthropology is very dynamic field in which vivid debate unfolds about its role, ethical limits and instruments. A standard anthropological textbook offers following formulation: ‘[Applied anthropology is] special, praxis-oriented research domain using anthropological theories and methods in management of cultural change processes.’
 In fact, the imaginary list of possible applications is much longer, for applied anthropology can be used in various stages of the project life-cycle: planning (e.g. needs assessment), implementation, and evaluation (e.g. social impact assessment). It can (or perhaps even should) play important role in the designing of local, national or international policies which in any way relate to ‘human dimension’. It can also help governmental and non-governmental organisations to achieve goals as diverse as identifying correctly the ‘target groups’, ensuring these will profit from their programmes in the first place, cooperating effectively with the beneficiaries (ideal of participation) and partner institutions in the receiving country (in the case of international development aid) or adapting the programme blueprints to local social and cultural conditions. The possible policy domains can range from public health, education or social services provision to technical innovation and infrastructure construction in the developing countries. Sometimes, applied anthropology is distinguished from practicing anthropology, the former being conducted on part-time, one-shot basis by anthropologists working primarily within academia and the latter by anthropologically trained people working full-time in the applied sphere, engaged not only in research but often in project administration and management as well.
  For strictly practical ends, we can also distinguish development anthropology as a special sub-type of applied anthropology concerned with the process and idea of ‘development’, mainly in the so-called ‘global South’ or Third-World countries
, but even the segregated Romani settlements in Eastern Slovakia lacking basic technical infrastructure can be thought of as ‘tiny Third Worlds’ insulated in the European Union, hence in want of development. 
     While the anthropologists working in development or general applied sphere are often accused of academic inferiority or even moral corruptedness by their more ‘theoretically’ oriented colleagues, in the applied settings they face profound problems in communication with policy makers and project administrators, tend to dispose of little power within the project teams or institutions and therefore find it hard to change or even subvert the dominant discursive ‘modes of seeing and saying’. The former set of problems seems to stem from the orthodox hierarchical division between honourable and ‘truly academic’ interests and objects of study (often hued by traditional exoticism and orientalism present in cultural/social anthropology which can lead to obscure, antiquary interests) and the ‘inappropriate’ ones. As Edelman and Haugerud optimistically suggest in the introduction to their reader, this dilemma, emblematised by the artificial institutional divide between anthropology of development and development anthropology, seems to be gradually removed as the awareness grows that separating the theory and practice or establishing hierarchical relationships between them is counterproductive and unjustifiable both from strictly scientific and practical points of view. It could also reflect the inability or unwillingness of anthropology to acknowledge the central role played by the dubious concept of ‘development’ in its constitution, more exactly in the social-evolutionary theories.
 The ideology of cultural relativism built into the very grounds of discipline is routinely invoked by the contemporary critics (some of them inspired by postmodernism, poststructuralism and discourse analysis) claiming that the Western or cosmopolitan elite is not by any means entitled to make decisions on behalf of others as to which directions of economic or social change are desirable for them. In this context, Gardner and Lewis argue that ‘[i]f anthropologists are to retain a commitment to improving the world they therefore need to move beyond deconstruction, taking with them its critical insights, but leaving behind the political apathy that it sometimes evokes.’

     But even though gradual progress in the work on role and theory of applied anthropology can be expected without danger of being charged of naivety, the ethical issues are on the contrary likely to remain as pressing in the future as they are now, not least due to the imperative to assess the ethics individually in every project or initiative. A few have claimed that the anthropologists working in development aid are ‘selling out’ and being co-opted by the hegemonic modernisation discourse which serves rather the Western need to ideologically and practically dominate and control former colonies than the supposed beneficaries – Arturo Escobar is probably the most eloquent of these deconstructivist or radical left-wing critics.
 While certain rules of game under which participation of an anthropologist is acceptable and meaningful can be determined, there are no means how to bind a) all relevant organisations to follow them, and b) all practitioners of anthropology to share the belief in their significance.  
     I hope that this brief introduction to the field have made it sufficiently clear that applied anthropology can be very relevant to the goal of social integration or social inclusion of the Roma. Nevertheless, this perspective has not yet been systematically analysed in the Czech or Slovak anthropology and only very few people working in the field can be said to consciously practice anthropology. Still, certain ideas which can be reformulated and framed in applied-anthropological fashion have already emerged in the literature on the subject. In the following pages, I plan to sketch out few concepts or topical clusters which occur in the domain of applied anthropology, and which, as I argue, could also represent important contributions to the ongoing debate on how the goal of Romani inclusion should be achieved. Due to lack of space, I will concentrate more on conceptual or planning dimension of the problem than on the technical or methodological one. The problems debated are to be understood more as accidentally selected examples than anything else, intended to illustrate the potential usefulness of applied anthropology for the Romani social integration; the goal to fuse the two fields systematically remains an important and exciting challenge. 
Social Inclusion of the Roma and the Anthropological Insights
     The need to achieve successful ‘inclusion’ (the term is used more or less interchangeably with ‘integration’) of the Roma into society is recognised as one of the most pressing social policy issues by the governments both of the Czech Republic and Slovak Republic.
 The underlying assumptions of this concept, often used rather as a buzzword than clearly defined term, needs to be considered before we proceed to more specific topics. Rhetorically, meaning and moral value of this strategy is fiercely differentiated from the one of ‘assimilation’, which is currently broadly understood as ineffective, unjust and antiquated (this is due to its historically accurate association with official policy of the socialist Czechoslovakia). The prevalence of such discursive framing stems from currently dominating political ideology of communitarian multiculturalism
 (which is not be understood as an epitome of multiculturalism as such), emphasising preservation of ‘cultures’ or ‘ethnics’ perceived in deeply problematic, static and essentialising manner. As the Czech anthropologist Tomáš Hirt pregnantly puts it, „within the context of multiculturalism, the worst ethical transgression is no doubt deemed to be ‘assimilation’, i.e., not psychic, social or economic deprivation of individuals or families,  but ‘repression’ on the level of (ethnic) ‘culture’“
. Indeed, to imprison a number of individuals characterised by diversity of dynamic, polydimensional and often ‘non-ethnic’ identities within the ethnic category of Roma
 and then attempt to integrate them in accordance with their supposedly Romani walks of life, is not only revealing of the folk taxonomies we tend to apply onto those having radically different collective identities, but as a social integration policy is also doomed to failure in advance.
     Little is known about complex processes of identity formation amongst Roma, but the present state of research seems to confirm Lozoviuk’s suggestion that the Roma fall into the category of ‘ethnically indifferent’
 groups. Anthropology has much to contribute to comprehension of both the intra-group and inter-group social dynamics which lead to establishment of spatially delimited populations recognised as Romani, be these integrated communities with functioning social relationships or mere segregated concentrations of previously unrelated people, with complexion usually being their only common denominator. In the former case, with rural segregated ‘settlements’ of Eastern-Slovakian type being its characteristic example, the origins of each settlement have to be sought in historical relationships of exclusion and identity formation in different than ethnic terms, such as ‘race’, kinship, ritual im/purity, socioeconomic status etc. However, it must be added that while certain authors interpret these settlements as integrated and well-preserved ‘traditional’ socio-cultural systems
, others prefer to see them through the prism of the ‘culture of poverty’ theory, which was coined by the American anthropologist Oscar Lewis in 1966
. In my view, these two perspectives can combine and each of them is more appropriate for different type of analysis. The second insight is especially suitable for interpreting the socially excluded and poverty-striken urban ghettos in the Czech Republic which result either from the voluntary migration of the Slovak Roma or from their forced ‘dispersion’ administered by the then Czechoslovakian government in the 1970’s. Another inspirational approach may be found in the works of G. Foster, who developed the notion of directing system denoting all institutions and organisations in the position of executive power towards directed system. These two meet in particular interaction settings, the nature of which heavily impacts final outputs of the interactions.
 In case of our interest matter, the public administration authorities managing welfare, social housing, labour market and the like on the local level, can be analysed as components of directing system, while each socially excluded ‘Romani’ population represents single directed system.

      After this brief discussion of some ways in which applied and general anthropology can contribute to more critical and precise understanding of the concept of ‘inclusion’, let’s now move to two particular topics which are or can be significant for planning, implementation and evaluation of integration projects.

Example 1: Access
     The idea of community development often presupposes that all members of a community (often constructed by the developers) will profit equally from the benefits brought along by the project. Thus, when a community centre is built in a Romani settlement, all its inhabitants are as likely and prone to visit it and use its facilities; when there is an opportunity to obtain ‘micro-credits’ for enterprise takeoff, again everyone is able to obtain them and capitalize on them as they find appropriate, etc. This idyllic and naive image obviously ignores the reality of power relationships which exist on every level of social organisation and which can effectively keep certain categories of individuals from accessing the assets and services provided by development or integration projects. In the end, we can discover that those profiting the most from an integration project for the Roma, such as affluent usurers, had already been assimilated in cultural terms before the project started, while the most impoverished and socially excluded have not been reached by the project at all or have been actually even more disadvantaged. The reasons for this are numerous – the well-integrated individuals can be able to communicate accordingly to majority or ‘directing system’ standards, thus persuading the project administrators that they qualify for help, or they can simply have the necessary social competences and skills in hand. For instance, those who are better educated can opportunistically set up an NGO which will conform to the formal requirements for obtaining grants intended for the community they supposedly represent (which will also ‘click’ pleasantly with the fashionable emphasis on ‘participation’), and afterwards they can defraud the resources or use them differently as originally planned.

     As noted by Gardner and Lewis within the context of international development, ‘[i]inequality, and differential access to and control over resources (...) may involve inequality between different households, whether structured through caste, ethnicity, social status or economic class. (...) Inequality may exist between different kinship groups, thus transcending the boundaries of individual households, or it may exist within households, whether this is in terms of gender, age or particular kinship relations.’
 The relations of inequality existing in the Roma settlements are not solely based on the above-mentioned factors such as education level, social competences or socioeconomic status, which operate in the post-industrial non-Romani societies as well. The central role played by the codes of ritual im/purity and ascribed statuses (e.g. gender, age, kinship) in the social organisation of the Romani settlements culture is widely known, yet its significance for the equality of access to the benefits of integration projects does not seem to be sufficiently recognised by the policy makers. This is a serious flaws when we consider that in settlements, „endogamous ‘castes’ of ritually im/pure exist, whereas only certain form of declassed humanity of the ritually impure is acknowledged, and in more extreme formulations, their humanity is denied altogether.“
 Much the same can be said about gender relations, relations between subethnic groups (particularly between Vlachike Roma and Rumungri in the Slovak and Czech contexts), extended families or patrilineal lineages, settlements etc. The obvious conclusion is that if we intend to ensure that all of the socially excluded Roma living in a particular site will profit from the benefits of an integration project, the local structures of inequality must be described and understood in detail and their interpretation incorporated into the project’s blueprint already in the planning stage.  
Example 2: Target Groups and Needs Assessment
     The problem of access is directly related to the procedure of identifying the target groups. In the context of the more traditional development initiatives drawing on the theories of modernisation, almost magical quality was granted to the concept of ‘trickle down effect’, meaning ‘that the riches of the top of the economic scale will eventually benefit the rest of society through increased production and thus employment.’
 Not only has the strictly economist orientation underpinning such developers’ beliefs been largely diluted, the effect was simply not confirmed by empirical observations at all, be it on national or micro level. This has led to growing awareness that particular groups who tend to be omitted by the projects on grounds of their stigmatisation or marginalisation have to be carefully identified. Of course, who they are will depend on the nature of resources the project aims to redistribute – so for example, if the latter are artefacts or symbols of Romani ‘high culture’, clearly the self-identified members of the nascent Romani nation are to be deemed target group, and if they are services and policies supporting social inclusion and cohesion, it seems rational to include the socially excluded Roma and non-Roma to the target group alike, as I argued elsewhere.
 K.A. Novák cites another example: [f]or the first group [the Roma sharing the same culture with the majority - MM], strategies leading to reduction of their discrimination should be developed, while for the second group [the culturally different Roma - MM] it is necessary to provide longitudinal programmes aiming to make their way from margins back into society easier and less harder’.
 
     But the other way round is also possible, with an institution or project scheme being open to the needs waiting yet to be identified and formalised according to the requirements of the project planning and administration. To let the members of target groups to express their needs freely is much more feasible than to have these determined and in fact imposed by outsider ‘experts’, not only as regards the ideals of subsidiarity and participation, but also the probability that the project is going to succeed. This procedure is called needs assessment in applied anthropology and can be defined as ‘a process of identifying and seeking solutions to the problems of particular peoples or institutions, regardless of whether programs or solutions have already been designed to ameliorate them.’
 
     The people can be prevented from expressing their needs openly and getting the message across to policy makers or project implementers not only by the local structures and dynamics of inequality, but also due to the barriers created by the administrative procedures of the projects and institutions. These include usage of exclusive communication codes and professional jargons, dependence on top-down management and bureaucratic tools such as project frameworks, as well as more down-to-earth issues such as spatial and socio-cultural distance between project planners and beneficiaries. The Roma, typically poorly educated and qualified, are very likely to end up in position of passive receivers, sometimes of flows of resources they have not asked for. To evade this, it is crucial to address and deconstruct the culturally contingent features of the integration projects, to measure the extent of their inevitability strictly by the likelihood that the project will succeed and henceforth to eliminate the practices serving rather the exclusion of intended target groups from planning and implementation than any other purpose. Generally, bottom-up models of planning are needed, empowering people to discuss their needs and viable routes to their achievement in open forums in presence of interculturally competent facilitators. They can be also enabled to participate in the preliminary research by usage of a method known as Participatory Action Research (PAR)
 or  other participatory research methodologies.       



Notes and literature





1 Soukup, V.: Přehled antropologických teorií kultury. Portál, Praha 2000, p. 199. Author’s translation.


� Ervin, A. M.: Applied Anthropology: Tools and Perspectives for Contemporary Practice. Allyn and Bacon 2000, p. 4.


� Comprehensive introduction to the field is e.g. The Anthropology of Development and Globalization: From Classical Political Economy to Contemporary Neoliberalism. Edelman, M., Haugerud, A. (eds.), Blackwell Publishers 2004.


� Ferguson, J.: Anthropology and Its Evil Twin: "Development" in the Constitution of a Discipline. In: The Anthropology of Development and Globalization: From Classical Political Economy to Contemporary Neoliberalism. Edelman, M., Haugerud, A. (eds.), Blackwell Publishers 2004. 


� Gardner, K., Lewis, D.: Anthropology, Development and the Post-Modern Challenge. Pluto Press, 1996/2005, p. 157.


� Cf. Escobar, A.: Encountering Development: Making and Unmaking of the Thirld World. Princeton, NJ, Princeton University Press 1995.


� Cf. The Conception of the Romani Integration 2005 (Koncepce romské integrace) of the Czech government or � HYPERLINK "http://www.government.gov.sk/romovia/basic_information.php" �Basic Positions� of Slovak Government´s Roma Communities Integration Policy (� HYPERLINK "http://www.government.gov.sk/orgovanova/dokumenty/4zakladne_tezy.rtf" �Základné tézy� koncepcie politiky vlády SR v integrácii rómskych komunít) as two examples of relatively up-to-date government strategies.


� An interesting critique of which offers e.g. Seyla Benhabib in The Claims of Culture. Equality and Diversity in the Global Era. Princeton, USA: Woodstock / UK: Princeton University Press 2002. 


� Hirt, T.: Svět podle multikulturalismu. In: Soudobé spory o multikulturalismus a politiku identit. Hirt, T., Jakoubek, M. (eds.), Vydavatelství a nakladatelství Aleš Čeněk, Plzeň 2005, p. 52. Author’s translation.


� Numerous authors have taken different paths to the deconstruction of unreflected ‘Romani’ identity, for more contemporary examples cf. Mayall, D.: Gypsy Identities 1500-2000. From Egipcyans and Moon-men to the Ethnic Romany. Routledge, London and New York 2004;  Belton, B.A.: Questioning Gypsy Identity. Ethnic Narratives in Britain and America. AltaMira Press, 2005.


� Lozoviuk, P.: Evropská etnologie ve středoevropské perspektivě. Monoprahica vol. III, Fakulta humanitních studií, Univerzita Pardubice 2005, Chapter 3.


� Jakoubek, M.: Romové – konec (ne)jednoho mýtu. Socioklub, Praha 2004.


� Novák, K. A.: Romská osada – tradice versus regres. In: Romské osady v kulturologické perspektivě. Jakoubek, M. – Poduška, O. (eds.). Doplněk, Brno 2003.


� Foster, G.: Applied Anthropology. Little, Brown and Company, Boston 1969.


� Gardner, Lewis 2005: 80.


� Jakoubek 2004: 185. Author’s translation.


� Gardner, Lewis 2005: 7.


� Mikuš, M. : „Ethnic or Social/Cultural?”(The Romani Nationalism in Trap of Discursive Intensification). Final Essay in the European Policy and Practice towards Ethnic Minorities course, Faculty of the Social Sciences, University of Charles, Prague 2005. Unpublished.


� Novák, K.A.: Romové, nacionalismus a rozvojové programy. In: Romové: kulturologické etudy. Jakoubek, M., Hirt, T. (eds.). Vydavatelství a nakladatelství Aleš Čeněk, Plzeň 2004, p. 147. Author’s translation. In this context, Novak talks explicitly about affirmative action. 


� Ervin 2000: 63.


� Ibid.: 199-211.





