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European Policy and Practice Towards the Roma

AQCI 1: Marushiakova, E., Popov, V.: ‘Historical and ethnographic background: Gypsies, Roma and Sinti’
1: Central Quotation: ‘The broader Gypsy community is divided into a widespread archipelago of separate groupings, split in various ways into metagroups, groups and subgroups, each with their own ethnic and cultural features. Sometimes these groupings are even opposed to each other...’1
2: Argument: The article is an attempt to provide a brief overview of various Gypsy/Romani groups living in the Central and Eastern Europe, delineated variously on grounds of dialect, cultural features such as nomadism/sedentarism, religion, professional orientation or the level in which they’ve preserved ‘tradition’. While the authors stress the extreme diversity of their characteristics, they still presume that an over-arching Gypsy identity exists which is not defined in the text. They also summarize basic ideal-typical models of the historical empires’ and national states’ policy towards the Roma, and discuss three layers or dimensions of what they call ‘development trends in the Roma community’.  
3: Question: The question most obviously lurking behind the stream of qualified ethnographic minutiae on various Romani groups is what enables us, if their differences (including the highly divergent patterns of collective identity formation) are indeed so great, to perceive them as constituting one ‘intergroup ethnic community’?
4: Experiential Connection: While doing anthropological fieldwork in a Rumungri settlement, I asked one of my informants if he was conscious of the fact that the local group to which he belonged was to be classified as a Rumungri one. To that he replied with overt amusement: ‘Oh yeah, that’s what those Vlax Roma use to call us, but we don’t really care.’ I find this formulation symptomatic for the trend of some social scientists to confuse their ‘objective’, etic-perspective categorization with emic-perspective self-identification as if their borders unproblematically matched.
5: Textual Connection: ‘I hold, even in spite of the above mentioned facts, that in the present the most prevalent and most frequently used (implicit) “definition” of the Roma is the one which refers to their physiognomy (the Roma are “the black ones”), eventually supplemented with the linguistic criterion (in both cases many “Roma” are excluded by such definition).’2  In his criticism of latent ‘non-scientific’ foundations of Romology, M. Jakoubek voices the opinion that no viable identity component exists on which grounds we could maintain the borders of supposed ‘Romani community’ in such breadth as it is common in works of more traditionally oriented authors such as Marushiakova and Popov. 
6: Implications: The implications of the text are standard and well-known, insisting to always bear in mind extreme cultural and social diversity of Romani groups and not to overgeneralize in regard to nature and origin of their ‘problems’.
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