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I

.
Becoming a Member of a Group

Group membership can be considered as a result of  categorization of the person into one or another of the groups in the social environment. Group membership has endogeneous and exogeneous determinants. Both determinants should be taken into account. 

On the one hand, membership is a function of naming. The name is a linguistic tool for membership definiton  based on processes of categorization (Foot, 1951, Smith, 1983). As a result of categorization, various people can be seen as belonging to different socially constructed units, each having a different name to be denoted by outsiders and themselves respectively.

Names, however, are not necessarily value-free terms. According to the Self Categorization Theory developed by Tajfel and Turner (Tajfel,1981; Turner et al. 1987) names denoting the ingroup have positive emotional power, while names denoting outgroups may have negative emotional power. This is especially true in the case between groups which are to live together in ranked relationships (Horowitz, 1985) or compete with  each other for scarce resources.

On the other hand, membership can be considered as a psychological process resulting in self-identification (Verkuyten, 1998). Identification implies deep and intense psychological involvement rooted in the practices of socialization.  Consequently, naming and self-identification are intertwined with each other and both contribute to the maintanaince of identity. Self-identification, however, as a development of a set of collectively elaborated and psychologically deeply embedded narratives might be more stable and more fixed constituent of identity while definition stemming from name is guided by socially constructed rules. Identification from the perspective of the outgroup poses less difficulty and is more in lack of ambiguity. Unless the person to be perceived does not resist his/her categorization his or her group membership will be function of the nature of the preestablished category of the perceiver.

We would expect that compared to the sense of membership the mere definition of being a group member is more  flexible and more dependent on social context. The sense of being member of a group, however, in the long run cannot remain detached from definition practices. Categorization into ethnic groups is a complex and flexible process full of negotiability. Quantitative differences and  qualitative differences can equally serve as bases of categories. Results of the external and internal categorization processes ideally correspond with each other. Members of group A perceive themselves as A and they tend to be perceived also as A. 

In other cases there is an overlap between the results of categorization both from the ingroup and the outgroup perspectives but there is no consensus concerning the denotation and/or connotation of the common term. In this case the group will be in its entirety or partially  product of outgroup pressure. Groups are forced to realize the power of external definition. Exit is blocked. In the ranked relationship between majority (with power) and minority (powerless) the latter has usually been deprived of political, cultural and economic resources. The negative connotations stemming from the categorization process are part of the deprivation. On the other hand, minorities striving for emancipation begin with renaming and reconceptualizing themselves.

II.The problem of Gypsy categorization

The case of the Gypsy people living in contemporary Hungary demostrates the lack of overlap between the population termed as Gypsy by the outgroup and the population resulted in the self-identification of persons calling themselves Gypsies. 

In 1989 2433 young respondents were questioned by personal interviews in Hungary (Csepeli, Békés, 1994). The sample represented those young people who were born between 1974-79 and did not finish the elementary school or after having graduated were forced to go to the labor market. After completing the questioning, the interviewers (who were not Gypsy) were asked to indicate whether they thought the respondent "looked like a Gypsy" or not. Results of this external categorization have shown that 32 % of the respondents "looked like a Gypsy". The majority (61 %) of the respondents "looked not like a Gypsy". Because of uncertainty 7 % of the respondents were not categorized neither as Gypsy nor as non-Gypsy.

Self-identification was not asked, but a set of questions concerning the nationality or ethnic origin of the grandparents was posed. It turned out that 22 % of the respondents counted four Gypsy grandparents and 6 % mentioned less than four Gypsy grandparents. Altogether 28 % of the respondents mentioned Gypsy ancestry. This is less than the proportion of those respondents who were categorized as Gypsy by the interviewers. This discrepancy raises the question: How can one become a Gypsy who has no Gypsy ancestors?    

III.
Patterns of Gypsy categorization

In order to explore the varieties of Gypsy categorization among non Gypsy and Gypsy populations in Hungary a series of focus groups were organized in a village near to Budapest in the fall of 1998. Non Gypsy participants of the focus group have been selected on the basis of their professional role which enabled them to encounter members of the local Gypsy population on a regular basis (mayor, priest, physician, health care assistant, primary school teacher, policeman, kindergarten teacher). The aim of the focus group research was to explore the set of criteria used by non-Roma persons in categorizing other persons as Roma in the society. The same research aim was set in focus groups consisting of persons who were identifiing themselves as Roma being recruited by the leaders of of the local Roma of the local Roma self-government.

External categorization

Due to the stable social composition of the local community, no doubts were revealed concerning the question "Who is Gypsy?". The stock of beliefs concerning the answer, however, varied immensely. According to the results there seem to be many ways of becoming Roma from the perspective of persons who are not Roma. 

Physical, sociological and social psychological traits were mentioned by the non Roma people which can serve as a basis of Gypsy categorization .

Physical traits

dark skin color 

dark color of the eye 

dark color of the hair

smell of sweat

white teeth

Sociological traits

living in segregated space reserved for Gypsies

poverty

family names

Social psychological traits

communication-social comparison

begging behavior

playing Gypsy music

clothing

style of behavior

life style

speech (vocabulary, intonation)

clannishness

arrogance

bragging

The non Gypsy respondents never admitted the role of discrimination in the profile which has emerged from the focus group interview. While the respondents sincerely believed that on the basis of the aspects enlisted fast and accurate definiton is possible, a mere glance at the list is enough to conclude that there are many situational circumstances which have been implied. There is no trait in the list which could not have had a  different meaning depending on the situation of the encounter with the person.

Sources of Gypsy self-identification

On the basis of the responses of the persons who identified themselves as Gypsy two sorts of sources have emerged. The first source stemmed from exogenous effects.   

Exogeneous effects

dichotomization ("we the Gypsies vs. they the Magyars"

negative identification

( "You are not Magyar, "I am not a peasant""

perceived direct discrimination in childhood

avoidance on behalf of the outgroup

suspicion on the behalf of the outgroup

negligence on behalf of the teacher

labelling (prejudice, hostility, degradation)

social discrimination

perceived indirect discrimination in childhood 

(How clever you are despite your being Gypsy)

Endogeneous effects

In contrast with the motives of self-identification stemming from external sources the members of the Gypsy focus groups in defining themselves from the ingroup perspective were much less definite. The list of motives for endogeneous Gypsy self-definition was rather short:   

sense of self-identification

temperament

emotionality

proneness to superstition

In 1999 Mária Neményi (2000) carried out an investigation among mothers living in poverty in Hungary. There were Gypsies and non-Gypsies among the respondents. Some of them identified themselves as Gypsies, some of them were identifiing themsleves as non-Gypsies, and there was a mixed group. Members of this group denied the Gypsy self-identification while they were categorized as Gypsies by the nurse of the local public child care agency.

The mothers were asked about their identity. The answers have shown again a variety of identity patterns ranging from acceptance to rejection of the category of Gypsy. 

1. Gypsy identity

This identity reflected an unambigous self-identifaction leaving no maneuvering for negotiation or doubt for the observer.

2. Gypsy identity through subgroup identification 

This identity reflected the inner division of the group which seems homogenous only for the non-Gypsy observer. In fact, there are severaly subgroups within the Gypsy group. One can be "oláhcigány", "zenészcigány", "kolompár", "beás", or other. 

3.Double identity 

Respondents of this response pattern referred to themselves as being "half Gypsy and half Magyar." It has been an open question how they would manage this duality of identity in everyday life.

4. Taking the external categorization

Mothers of this response pattern have taken the external perspective without admitting whom they really consider themselves. "Other claim that I am

Gypsy" -they stated. Or: "I look like a Gypsy".

5. Magyar identity

As a result of the assimilation process these respondents identified themselves with the Magyar category stating that "we already are Magyars" or simply referred themselves as "Magyar citizens".

6. Negative identity

There were respondents who were reluctant to identify themselves as Gypsy but simultaneously they were also unable to identify themselves with the Magyar category. This marginal status elicited the "neither-nor" type of response which can be considered as the tragic consequence of a failed attempt to assimilate on the other hand and self-hate of the other.

IV. Identity by default

Gypsy self-identification in contemporary Hungary clearly depends on discrimination. The role of discrimination, however, has not been seen by the non Gipsy  respondents. Being Gypsy in Hungary is mainly an externally constructed social psychological cage from which there is no easy escape. In lack of this social psychological cage one is wondering what would remain from the Gypsy identity  which is tormented by duality, negativity, and at the best is hardly more than a mood or personality pattern.

Central Europe has frequently been cited as a nest of ethnic hatred where small nations such as Czechs, Slovaks, Magyars, Romanians, Croats, Serbs continously were involved in hopeless historical zero sum games. I contemporary Central Europe the otherwise bellicose small nations seem to be united in their hatred toward the Gypsy people.

Table 1. Social distance in the Carpathian Basin

                    HH       H-SL     SL-SL   H-TS    R-TS

from Slovaks        2.29      1.44      1.11    x      x

from Romanians       x         x         x     1.86   1.07

from Hungarians     1.09      1.13      1.56   1.05  2.12 

from Czechs         2.32      2.03      1.41     x     x 

from Gypsies        4.36      5.91      5.73   3.86   4.39

form Jews           2.31      3.36      2.77   2.35   2.49

Source:

Csepeli, Örkény, Székelyi, 2000.

Table 1 demonstrates that compared to the average level of interethnic social distance Hungarians living in Hungary (HH), South-Slovakia (HS) or Transylvaia (H-TS), Slovaks living in South Slovakia (SL-SL) and Romanians living in Transylvania (R-TS) feel far most distant from the Gypsy people.

In order to investigate in a comparative perspective the situation of the Gypsy people in Central and Eastern Europe in 1999 a series of sociological surveys were carried out in Slovakia, Hungary, Romania and Bulgaria. The research was directed by Iván Szelényi. One of the research aims was to reveal how the Gypsy categorization was brought about in the individual countries. In this paper results of the Hungarian survey will be presented briefly.

The sample of respondents consisted of three parts. The first part of the sample was formed of a national representative sample (n=936). The second part consisted of 424 poor people who were selected after sreening a representative sample of 19000. Criteria of the screening are shown in Table 2.

Table 2.

Poverty characteristics

unstable building

unhealthy housing

undernourishment 

inadequate clothig

absence of basic furnishing

crowdedness

If any of the criteria was experienced by the interviewr the respondent was assigned into the "poor" sample. The third part of the sample was selected after screening the sample of 19000 too. Perceived attributes of Gypsy identity formed the basis of screening. After completing the screening interview the interviwers were asked to categorize the respondent whether he/she "looked like a Roma" or not. 

Criteria of the external categorization were taken from the focus group research which was mentioned above. Family name, way of life, speech characteristics, color of skin, self-identification of the respondent were taken into account as a basis of categorization. (Self-identification was not detected in the screening). Moreover, if the interviewer categorized the respondent into the Gypsy group he/she had to indicate the level of certainty of the judgment (from being certain to being undecided).

Cosequently, respondents could be faced more than once with the categorizaton. Categorization could have been the result of the first encounter with the interviwer (screening) or result of the second encounter (international comparative survey). There were respondents who were categorized two times as Gypsies, there were ones who were categorized once (in the first encounter), and finally, there were respondents who were not categorized as Gypsies at all.

External categorization and self-identification sometimes overlapped, sometimes not. 

As far as the nature of external categorization on behalf of the interviewers concerns further sociological and social psychological studies should be carried out. For the moment, it seems to be clear that the interviewers do not represent the non-Gypsy environment. The interviewers tend to be younger, more educated than the population. Women were overrepresented among them. It can be safely assumed that inteviewers on the whole probably would be more tolerant and open minded than the population which is especiall prone to hostility and intolerance against the Gypsies (Postma, 1996.)       

The number of respondents involved in any of the categorization procedures was 514. Taking into account all categorization varieties experienced in the research,  four  roads to Gypsy existence were distinguished.

1. External categorization, once (28 %)

2. External categorization, twice (27 %)  

3. Overlapping categorization (45 %)

Level of certainty of the external categorization was clearly influenced by the presence or absence of self-identification. Persons who identified themselves as Gypsies were identified by the interviewers as Gypsies too. Certainty of the categorization, however, was much less when the respondents gave no encouragement concerning their Gypsy identity.

Poverty and being Gypsy is one of the cornerstones of the stereotypes attributed to the Gypsy people. Consequently, in the first part of the analysis we tried to find those sociological variables which made possible the differentiation of Gypsies from non-Gypsies on the grounds of common poverty characteristics.

From the six poverty characteristics which were earlier mentioned in Table 1 three characteristics had an effect of discrimination.

Surprisingly, results of discrimination analysis have shown that persons who were affected by any variety of the Gypsy categorization proved less poor than poor persons without Gypsy categorization. Whatever is the meaning of Gypsy, being Gypsy per se does not increase the level of poverty compared to the level of poverty of the poor people without Gypsy categorization. 

Non-Gypsy poor people were more prone to live in dangerous or unhealty houses than the Gypsies. Moreover, the Gypsies were seen less undernourished that the non Gypsy poor respondents and inadequate clothing was also more characteristic to the non-Gypsy poor than to the Gypsy ones.   

Absence of furnishment, overcrowding and living in an unstable building were playing much less role in disriminating the poor non Gypsies and the Gypsies on the level of perception of the interviewers. 

In order to explore more differences other variables were included in the analysis. It turned out that the non Gypsy poor people compared to the Gypsies were differentiated by abstaining from agricultural activity, and their place of residence. People categorized as Gypsies tend to live in greater settlements than the poor non-Gypsies.

Other models of discrimination analysis have shown that Gypsy categorization depends on the age of the respondent. The younger were the respondents the higher was the chance of becomiong Gypsy. Years of education have shown a reverse effect. The less was the years spent in education the higher was the chance to become Gypsy. Finally, the number of living young children had an effect too. More children - greater likelihood of becoming Gypsy.

Summarizing the results of the first step of our analysis we can state that on the background of perceived poverty characteristics external Gypsy categorization tends to be elicited by persons who seem relatively young, less poor in terms of dangereous and unhealty housing, undernourishment, have less education (unfinished elemantary school, no attendance in vocational or secondary school), and have a greater number of children.    

In the next step of the analysis we tried to look for the variables which account in discrimination between the two groups of persons of Gypsy appearance (categorized as Gypsies in the first encounter but were not categorized as Gypsies in the second encounter). 

The same set of variables were selected. Poverty characteristics did not play any role in discrimination. Years in education, number of children and age continued to play a role in discrimination. The chance of Gypsy categorization was much higher in the case of the younger, the less educated, and those who had more children. 

New variables were introduced. We looked for the the role of the criteria of external Gypsy categorization. The number of children ceased to play a role in the discrimination. Instead, family name and self-identification each emereged as a variable determining the result of external catgorization. 

In the third step of the analysis we tried to identify variables which account for the discrmination between persons of Gypsy appearance without Gypsy self-identification and persons of Gypsy appearance with Gypsy self-identification.

In order to find the most adequate explanation three models were created. Each model had common and different elements. The first model showed that compared to persons categorized as Gypsies without self-identification persons identifying themselves as Gypsies (and also identified as such) tend to have parents who have extremely low education, who are less prone to self-sustaining agricultural production, and tend to live in segregated neighbourhoods.

The second model showed that there is an impact of the characteristics of poverty taken them together in one principal component. Persons appearing as Gypsies and identifying themselves as Gypsies seem much poorer than Gypsies who are not sharing the external catgorization. According to this model the perceived income level also had an effect. The greater the felt discrepancy beween the own income and the perceived average income in the society, the higher was the tendency to end up in the group of persons categorized as Gypsies by the interviewers and simultaneously categorizing themselves as Gypsies. The third model substantiated the results of the second and the first models.

All models, however, had relatively little explanatory power. As we have approached the group of unambigous Gypsy identity the explanatory power of the models have decreased. Taking into account the complexity of the cognitive processes involved this tendency gives no reason to surprise.  

Concluson 

In contemporary Hungarian society poverty per se does not seem to be the necessary condition of setting in operation the Gypsy categorization procedure. Persons, however, can be defined as Gypsy without their consent. External categorization practices seem to be determined by preestablished patterns of perception such as family name, abstaining from agricultural acitivity judged as habitual, low education, greater than the average number of children. External categorization does not necessarlily correspond to internal acceptance of the categorization. The overlap of the two categorizations seems to be resulting in segregation and exclusion such as assignment into the poorest echelons of the society, and the experience of deprivation. Gypsy identity at the moment seems to be the identity of those in society who have nothing to lose. Passing of the category of Roma seems possible.  It remains to be seen how it would be possible to preserve Roma identity without derogatory meaning perpetuated by the non Roma majority. 
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