AQCI 1

Differences in attitudes to self-ascription have already been noted in connection with preferred ethnic identification in censuses and on other less formal occasions. This sense of identity within a particular group or subgroup is evidently influenced by the long-established, if changing patterns of internal subdivision among Gypsies.
Marushiakova, Elne and Vesselin Popov (2001). “Historical and ethnographic background: Gypsies, Roma and Sinti.” In Guy, ed. Between Past and Future: the Roma of Central and Eastern Europe. Hartfield: University of Hertfordshire Press, 33-53, Reader, pg 5/41, 2§, beginning

Argument:

The author points out the difficulty of proper standardisation of all Gypsy peoples due to enormous variety of their self-descriptions as well as various perceptions of majority populations in national states. This leads to unrealistic results of official censuses concerning Gypsies.

Question:

Is it even possible, acceptable and advantageous to create one universal Gypsy identity? Is not it better to accept the internal divisions of Roma people and to include them in official administration? If (if!)** we wish to have a realistic picture of the situation of Roma vis-à-vis majority population, such acceptation would be useful.

Experiential connection:

The known internal differences among Roma people may be so big, that a question of value of creating one universal “Gypsy” category. The differences among Gypsies only in Czech republic, or even Prague (which I observe), lead to a question, if the major differences in various European states basically contest an existence of such a category.

It stays a sad fact, that the most universal proof of “Gypsiness” is a perception of individuals by an often unfriendly majority society.

Textual connection:

Can be found on various other places in the Reader. E.g. Kovats Martin (2001). “The Emergence of European Roma Policy”. In Guy, ed. Between Past and Future: the Roma of Central and Eastern Europe. Hartfield: University of Hertfordshire Press, 93-116; Reader pg 22/97, 2§ (One of the problems for those involved in trying to conceptualise the Roma is the lack of any single tangible thing that is common to all within the diaspora.); Mayall, David (2004). Gypsy identities 1500-2000. From Egipcyans and Moon-men to the Ethnic Romany. London and New York: Routledge; Reader pg 54/219, 2§ (However, although there is a de facto acceptance by most contemporary Gypsiologists that Gypsies do, unquestionably, form an ethnic group, the precise meaning of this ethnicity and the boundaries and criteria for inclusion and expulsion can and do vary considerably…). Other authors point out the difficulty for policy-makers to create an effective policy without knowing on whom exactly this policy should be focused.

Implications:

The difficulty in defining a universal Gypsy implies further problem in defining a viable policy towards Gypsies. This difficulty might be cancelled if a concept of a universal gypsy would be abandoned and a more delicate distinction among various ethnical subgroups as well as between different ranking of Gypsies in majority society.

* The question is, if the policy-makers really wish to solve the „Gypsy issue“ or if any such single issue exist.





