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Abstract. The present study gives an overview of the results of a research carried out

in Magyarhermany as one of the projects in a 2010 field workshop. The #im @&fsearch

was to investigate the issue of Székélypsy ceexistence but the topic was not
approached through an analysis of opinions and attitudes but by revealipgttices of
informal economic and social solidarity. The results show that inteefmld exchange
processes of labour, goods and services are still very intensive Willage and strengthen
cohesion in the local society. The Gypsy population, however doeparticipate in this
system and does not enjoy its benefits. The rangeaiamic contact between the two
communities is quite limited and the traces of cooperation still existing aesl lmas
traditional activities only.

Keywords: local community, reciprocity, informal economic behaviour

! The questionnaire survey that the present study is based on was administered Uiidiseim
September 2010 at a field workshop in Magyarherméfayci«lian), Romania. The survey used the
methods of an earlier Americatungarian ceoperative research (Browlulcsar 2001) and it was
an analysis involving various situations of economic behaviour and interhouselaidnge of
services. The 158 families responding in Magyarhermany were all of '$z€Reékler) origin.
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1. Introduction

The ®-existence and lationship of ethnic groups representidiferent
cultures is an issue that has been addressed by many and in various ways.
Researchms of anthropology, sociology amblitical studies have produced a good
number of volumesrothis topic.The central resgch questions have usually been
the following: what difficulties or problems arise in-operation due to cultural
differences and what is the attitude of the population represet@Engdminant
culture to assimilation, integration, or to the lack therdde theory of the
‘melting pot’, which was born in NortAmerica in the 1700s, or the European
theory of ‘plural integration’ originating in the 1910s both arose out of ictsfl
often present in the relationship of ethnic groups with different cultural
backgrounds. The ‘melting pot’ theory refers to processes of assimilation and
integration that, on the one hand, include the likely abandonment or loss of the
original cultural identity; and, on the other hand, require pressurising behaviour
and support bassimilation on the part of the majority society. This supportive
attitude towards assimilation can appear in economic institutions and thei
practices; therefore, the study of informal economic networks can serve as a good
starting point. The theory gilural integration envisages less the loss of identity
than the threat of segregatioBoth of these theories, however, are based on
underlying strategies that do not seem to operate with regard to the Gypsy
population in preserday societies of EasteEurope. Onef the reasons is that in
spite of the historical presence of Gypsies in the region, their levegahisation
and ability to lobby for themselves is minimal, except for a few local initimtive
The melting pot theory fails to describe the situation as well: the heterogeneou
Gypsy culture, lifestyle and value system are putting up resistance, ates no
significant efforts to assimilate and the majority society is not exercisingypees
in that direction either but upholds processes of separation and exclusial.inste
Thus, no adequate solution has been found to the problems manifest in the social
and economic status of the Gypsy population so far. As a matter, a group of
researchers (BirdDlah 2002) involved with such social issues asréhationship
between the Roma and the majority society give less attention to ethnical
dimensions than to social aspects. In their view the ethnic definitionathasic
serves the purpose of identifying a kind of economic and social exclusion. Others,
howeer, make a somewhat contrary observation when they point to the fact that an
asymmetric, patrowlient relationship is maintained even if a Gypsy achieves
better economic status (Szab6 2009). This statement is partly refinepaby sE
(2008) view about the Gabor group of Gypsies when, using the first category in the
typology set up in BiréOlah, he describes them as characterised by total
separation.
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The issue of the relationship betweetihnic groups representing different
cultures has been approachedplging a variety of sociological methods; the
Magyarhermany study used the concept of economic behaviour. In our
understanding the relationship andecastence of different cultures is adequately
illustrated by the form and intensity of contact in everyday economic a&givih
this respect we have been able to observe a significant change or transformation
The earlier patterns of economic integration have all disappeared as theeactiviti
traditionally providing jobs for Gypsies (such as agricultur@yehgone through
transformation or lost ground, and the lifestyle supporting production and services
involving Gypsies has changed. Nowadays very little reference is made to tasks
such as repairing or gathering and employment opportunities connected to
agliculture or stockreeding have also vanished. Some romantic efforts have been
made to reanimate the-salled traditional Gypsy professions or activities through
programmes financed by the European Union or launched by ruling governments
but, with the exeption of one or two projects, all these attempts failed and could
not offer any solution (not even at a local level) to the econdifficulties of the
Gypsy populationAnastisoaic—Tarnovschi 2001; Ladanyi—Szelényi 2004).

In the face of these changes, examining Gypsy participation in a local
economy should turn out to be very important. It is interesting to investigate
whether new kinds of coperation have been formednsidering the fact that the
economic base of old forms has disappeared or is disappearing. The
Magyarhermany study attempted to map the relationship between differemt ethni
groups by using a relatively rare method, namely, the examination of informal
ecoromic behaviour and practices ioterhousehold exchange of servicés we
see it, the relationship and-eaistence of different cultures can be described well
by the platforms and intensity of contact between representatives of svariou
cultures in everyaly economic and neeconomic activities and by the degree of
reciprocity involved in such contacts.

The analysis of informal economic and social networks is an importagttasp
in the sociological study of local communities. These studies usually folow t
approaches. The one that is probably known better (Plickert 2007) focuses on the
concepts ofrust, cooperation andreciprocity and describes the qualitative features
of a community. The degree of solidarity deepens trustpeaxtices of economic
or na-economic exchange of servicieglicate the relationship between different
groups in the community. It is not a coincidence that the category of sapitdlc
is also closely linked to communal manifestations of cooperation andaatypn
relevant literature.

The other approach is primarilgconomic and social in nature since it
considers informal economic behaviour and interhousehold exchange of services as
corrective factors in the communjtyhat is, as efforts made to counterbalance
poverty, depwration and exclusion and alleviate the deficiencies in the social
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welfare system. In their evaluation of several aspects of informal economy
Williams and Windebank (2000) point out that social and economic elements often
mix as well as support and streimgih each other. In economic contact situations
compensation for the service or labour received is offered eithkinth or in the

form of goods (e.g. presents) or ‘carkhand’. Reciprocity is highly relevant‘l

do the shopping for you and you balbyfer me’, etc. Whatever the payment, there

is a wide agreement among researchers that these activities or forms of behaviour
do not function according to the principles of strictly understood economity utili
but are dominated by social and welfare aspects. Informal econordic an
noneconomic behaviour is primarily organised within networks includingvesati
friends or neighbours (Brow#ulcsar 2001) and this is why the presence of a
person with a different cultural background in this system bears lggHicance.

The frequency of such a presence or the lack thereof indicates to whatteatent
relationship previously existing in economic contacts could be rebuilt under the
transformed circumstances. Naturally, this relationship is not to bastinoé a
economic partnership between equal parties but as asymmetraxistence’
(Bir6—0Olah 2002; Szabo 2009).

Geographical and socio-historical background

The description of the wider context is essential in the analysis of anyt aspec
of local social relabns. The demographic indicators of both towns and villages in
Székely Land are quite unfavourable and reflect a special situation: whetbas bi
rate is declining among Hungarians and Romanians, the tendency is just the
opposite in the case of the Gypypplation.

Population Change of Different Ethnic Groups in Covasna County (2002)
1992=100"%

[TRIRL KT

Hungarian Romanian Gypsy County

Ethnic groups

Figure 1.
Source: Horvath 2003, edited by the authors.
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The results of the 1992 census show that the total number of populatienthreée
counties of Székely Land is1B1644, out of which the number of Hungarians is 283,
that of Romanians is 4687 and that ofGypsiesis 41266 (Horvath 2003 123).
Concerning the present study the most relevant figures are the orasipgiio Covasna
County: in 2002 out of the total population of 2224 (1992: 23500) in Covasha Gmty
164055 were Hungarians (1992: 1362), 51664 were Romanians (1992: 586) and
6022 wereGypsies(1992: 2641), (Horvath 2003). As the datdicate, the natural decline
in population is the strongest among Hungarians, which is a natethdricyalthough, as
Tamés Kiss (2004) points out, Covasna County is a region where therddiethof
Hungarians is one of the highest. At the same time Valér Veres (Zd@$ses the
importance of taking emigration into consideration in order to grasp thet mxture of
population decline. As far as religious distribution (in the 1992 censu®)hnicerned, about
half of the Hungarians identified themselves as Reforme®298 total number 7802)
and the other half as Catholics (&45; total number 8648); Uritarians were almost
exclusively all Hungarians (1001), while the majority of the Orthodox were Romanians
(50467, out of which 4884 Romanians), (Horvath 2003).

Unofficial estimates report that there are more than 2 mikiypsiesliving in
Romania (Mrvath 2003; Ladanyszelényi 2004; Barany 2003)he Roma populatiois
not characterised byeakening childbearing intentisnon average, they have four children
per family (Horvath 2003). Based on the results of the 1992 and the 2@6@ses, the
averge decline in birth rate in Romania is 19,1%. Tamas Kiss (2004), hovealksr
attention to the fact that the only ethnic group in which this tendency is et dbserved
are Gypsies; in their case birth rate actually increésetil1,7%. Experience skws that
many Roma identify themselves as Hungarians or Romanians in the censuses;
alternative option is that census officers make arbitrary decisionsSztl&yyi (2004), who
directs attention to the fact that a linguistic community does notyaltegally overlap with
a corresponding ethnic community although the two correlate in the case airtdnsgnd
Romanians. As we have seen, the size of the Roma populatiorepa@rted to be 2641 in
the 2002 census. This result was found to be distorted by Sepsiszéki (188&)awve the
number 22000 as the number of the population with 71% speaking Hungarian and 29%
Romanian as their mother tongue. Obtaining exact figures is impgdbe tact that even
municipalities have approximated data. This ataplies that GypsyHungarian relations
can only be studied on the local le{®ir6-Olah 2002).

Concerning employmenturrent processes in Romania run counter to the tendencies
observed in Western Europe in the sense that the number of people working in
agricultural sector has been growing since the end of the Comrlautlist era. This has
been true of Székely Land as well in spite of the fact that its naturalrceso terrain
features (gradient above 10%) and soil structure are less favouinallethe national
average’ The municipality centre of Magyarhermany is Nagybad®tanii Mari), which
is famous for breeding cattle, processing milk and making ewetsand has a tile plant
that provides seasonal employment. The northern part of the regioreieddoy valuable

2 Some of the unemployed were recorded in the category of agritultrieers in order to decrease
unemployment rates.
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deciduous forests (oak and birch). Geographical diversity and cultiesirsithe area offer
opportunities for touristic utilisation.

Actors in interethnic relations
The Székely population

One of the actors in interethnielations is the Székely population. This ethnic
group and the frameworks of its organisation are presented briefly from an aspect
that is relevant to the topic. The origin of the Székelys has not yet bigearfd
convincingly cleared. Their groups, vested with guarding duties, first appeared in
Transylvania around Nagyvara@®rudea) in the 11" century and in Southern
Transylvania in the I2century. They settled in the territory of preseay Székely
Land in the 18 century on royal order to guard thientier. After signing the Union
of K&polna (Capdina), their special legal status was no longer a question of debate
and this forged the seven Székely seats into a unified hétonvath 2003). In the
Middle Ages and in modern times the history of this ethnic group was dominated by
fights for theirshrinking scope of privileges. Their rights to tax exemption and self
governance, granted as a compensation for voluntary military service, were also
curtailed. The village communities of the Székelys were characterised by their
yeoman members and werddregeneous in composition. The ‘possessorata’ (priors
or county noblemen) wanted to exert their influence over the ‘communitas’ (village
community:primipilus, pixidarius) that also included the lowest strata of the society,
that is, villeins and cottager The village was a closed community and formal
admittance into this community was regarded as a ceremony. Istvan Imreh (1973)
points out the proprietary aspects of the situation since members owningeatiabi
plot inside the village also participatesh undivided communal property.
Unfavourable environmental conditions strengthened the need for solidarity in the
communitas. This solidarity has survived to our present days in the form of ‘gjorkin
bees’ (voluntary gathering of people to accomplish a major task) and in the wide
range of economic and socialaperation.

A significant proportion of the Székely population was occupied in
agriculture. Besides farming, stebkeeding and forestry also played a dominant
role. Urbanisation and industrialisationSzékely Land only started during the last
decades of the ¥&entury due to railway construction and the increasingly active
presence of government and civil actors. The tariff war fought with Riamna
however, caused the smaller industries of thek@yé to erode more and more,
which process was completed by the forced and unnatural propagatiornooy fac

3 Seats were the traditional territorial sgtiverning units of the SzékelsikGyergy6Kaszon,
Udvarhely, Maros, Tordéranyos, Sepsi, Kézdi, Orbai; in the”lﬁentury the last three merged to
form Haromszék (Three Seats)
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production in the Socialist era. Agriculture was restructured from the 1950s
onwards through collectivisation. The new era following the political transition of
1989 called forth a democratic structural change and was the time of self
supporting and survival strategies. Agriculture during this stage was descyibed b
some (among others Maria Vince 1994) as diffuse and lacking efficfenitya
nationd economic perspective. Romania followed the policy gineatising lands

and returning them to their original owners (or their heirs) based astahes quo

in 1945/1962 The statute No. 1/2000 created favourable conditions for the re
establishment gjoint tenancy which used to be the traditional form of ownership
among the Székelys.

The Roma population

The Gypsiessettled in Transylvaniandin the two Romaian principalities
during the 1% and 1%' centuries. There was, nevertheless, a sigmfidistinction:
whereas in the Hungarian territories their status was thabvyafl serfs, in the
principalities they lived in slavery. In Hungary the Gypsy population was one of
the groups that were granted ethnic autonomy. Accordingaiel Achim (20QL)
this difference in social status resulted in the permanent, @Htumg infiltration
of Gypsies into Transylvania. They exploited the opportunities feizdraal
mobility which remained intact despite their inferior status; at the same ti
chancedor vertical mobility did not arise until their liberation in thé"i@entury®
As for measures regarding tly/psypopulation Ferenc Pozsony (2008pnsiders
them to be consistent both under the princes of Transylvania and the Habsburg
rulers in Vienngrom the point of view that the concentration of larger groups of
Gypsies around settlements wiasbidden Romania has had the largest Roma
population in Europe since the times following World War I. In the Socialst e
there were unsuccessful attemputdift them out of their peripheral status using the
concept of full employment. Higher social status and assimilation could be
achieved through party membership. After the political transition the aRom
population, which had already been heterogeneousgriexgged not only
polarisation but also deep ruptures between rsomal groups (Olah 2002). Their
conflictridden relationship to the majority society became apparent irRanta
pogroms’

Based on the results of the 1992 census, the religious disirildn Covasna
County reflects the general tendency for the Roma to follow the religion of the
dominant group. Accordingly, the majority of them were Roman Cath¢li235),

4 Act 18/1991 Act 169/1997

® The case of Stefan Rizvan, Prince of Moldavia, who was of Gypsy origin, can be treated as ‘sui
generis

® Bucharest, HadréyHdadareni), DanpatakdlValenii Lapusului).
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Reformed (551) or Orthodox (440). As reported in Horvath (2003), the next
denomirational group with several hundred members, however, were the
Pentecostals (280), which indicates an interesting tendency and provescdss suc
of the small Pentecostal church in evangelising primarily Romemeaaking
Orthodox Roma especially in Araphta (Araci), Elépatak (Valcele),
SzékelyszaldobosDpboseni) and Magyarhermany. According to Ferenc Pozsony
(1998), the Romanian authorities were not the least disturbed by these ggpcess
on the contrary, they encouraged them even prior to the policaition because,
being Romaniaispeaking, Pentecostal congregations reinforced acculturalisation.
Jozsef Gagyi (2002) and Laszlé Foszté (1998) claim that the ethical expestati
held in Neoprotestant churches (prohibitions on the consumption of alcohol,
tobacco and drugs, arguments and dancing) laid the foundations of a new system of
Roma conventions and customs.

In LadanyiSzelényi (2004) Romania is described as a country with neo
patrimonial systems, meaning that the relationship between the empluolytre
employeecan be interpreted with referentmepatronelient relations Spatially the
village Roma usually live on the outskirts in marginalised contexts; if, henvev
they gain majority in a community, they take the central positions in thgevilta
Covasna County the majority of Romanigpeaking Roma do not live in the
predominantly Romanian Bodza Region but in areas that are primarily Hungaria
speaking (Magyarhermany, Székelyszaldobos, Zagasv:]). Today they are still
pursuing some of theiraditional craftsmanship such as basket weaving, broom
making and trough making.

Magyarhermany, an interethnic micro-world

Magyarhermany lies at the upper reaches of the River Barét and abtlod fo
the Harghita Mountains at an elevation of 581 metresarlier times it belonged
to the filial seat of Bardoc (Bradut). It was first mentioned in official documents in
1566 in a deed of gift by John Sigismund. Imre Boér (2005) claims, however, that
the community had been established a long time before, since its German name
(Hermansdoif apears in documents as early as 1401. In 1550 its originally
Roman Catholic inhabitants converted to the Reformed religion. According to
Laszlo Vofkori (1998), the village was mainly inhabited bgefrSzékelys. His
claim is supported by the reports: in 176#® Reformed congregation had 443
members and at the same year 58 persons were sworn in to perform border
guarding duties; and in 1819 the community counted 810 members, out of which
365 men belonged to the military order and 48 were serfs (Mathé 2004: 62). In the
20" century Magyarhermany was part of the Kingdom of Romania until it was
briefly annexed back to Hungary as an effect of the Second Vienna Award. Due to
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its geographical features, the village escaped the wave of aggressive
collectivisation of he 1950s after having gone through several years of harassment
The village is a remote community with a-toough road and ligsr from the
main road crossing the region of Erdévidék but it has satisfactory coach connections
to both Barét Baraolt)and Sepsiszentgyorg$fantuGheorghe). An overview of the
ethnic, linguistic and religious composition of the community is given inegabl
and 2. Contrary to national and countywide tendencies, the number of inhabitants has
not declinedsignificantly but this can be attributed to the high birth rate in Roma
families whereas the Hungarian population struggles with demographicalrpsoble
There are no Romanians living in the village only Romanian speaking Roma. Oral
tradition has it that the first Roma settled there in the 1880s when the atagistr
Séandor Zsigmond, called in a dogcatcher from Vargydsghis) (Boér 2005). As
opposed to the other communities belonging to Nagybacon centre, the original
Gypsy inhabitants of Magyarhermany were a Romasjaeaking Orthodox group of
‘Beas’, who joined other denominations mainly in the ‘90s (Sepsiszéki Nagy 1998).
There is also a small Hungarigpeaking Gypsy minority who belong to the
Reformed Church but pay no church contribution.

Table 1. Denominational Distribution in Magyarhermany

Roman Other Pente-
Year Total Orthodox Catholic Reformed total® costal
1850 867 18 1 848 - -
1857 1013 22 56 926 9 -
1869 1198 56 56 1083 3 -
1880 1113 29 46 1036 2 -
1900 1183 56 22 1101 4 -
1910 1185 48 19 1106 12 -
1930 1159 66 33 1042 18 -
1941 1222 6 35 1169 12 -
1992 1047 14 19 800 5 209
2002 1169 [] 29 777 [] 358
2010 1173 3 31 776 11 352

Source: Arpad Varga Ehttp://iwww.kia.hu/konyvtar/erdely/erd2002.htr19.03.2011— the present
version was edited by the authors.

Note: In the column ‘Other total’ the asterisk (*) marks all denominationsitgao relevanceotthe
study because of their low percentage: Synédekbyterian, Evangelichutheran, Greek Catholic,
Israelite, Unitarian, minor Neoprotestant churches.

The 2002 settlemerspecific data submitted by the Statistical Office in Bucharest do not contain
entities under 5 people for reasons of data protection. These figures could mostly be deduced by
comparing municipality totals and communsiyecific items; in the remaining cases the missing
values are marked by [.].

The figures of 2010 indicated in this table are based on the information received from the Mayor’s

Office in Nagybacon.
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Table 2. Ethnic (Language / Ethnicity) Distribution in Magyarhermany

Year Total Romanian Hungarian German Gypsy
1850e 867 18 847 - 2
1900l 1183 33 1149 1 -
1910l 1185 2 1183 - -
1920l 1012 39 973 - -
1930e 1159 8 1095 - 56
1941e 1222 - 1149 1 72
1966e 1214 12 1084 - 118
1977% 1071 103 910 - 58
1992e 1047 70 877 - 100
2002e 1169 5 756 1 407
2010e 1173 3 759 - 411

Source: Arpad Varga E. http://www.kia.hu/konyvtar/erdely/erd2002.htrajcM 19, 2011— rhe
present version was edited by the authors.

The table is a revised and updated electronic version of the relevant part ofiuime VBrdély
etnikai és felekezeti statisztikdja. 1. Kovdszna, Hargita és Maros megye. Népszdamldldsi adatok 1850—

1992 kozott” [Statistics on Ethnicity and Religion I. Covasna, Harghita and Marositiesu Census
Data from 1850 to 1992] published by FRdnt in Csikszereda (1998). Last modified on November
2, 2008.

Note: No data. (In the censuis question no enquiries were made as to the ethnicity with the missing
data or the data were not reported).

Abbreviations following dates: | = language, e = ethnicity.

The 2002 settlemerspecific data submitted by the Statistical Office in Buchareshat contain
entities under 4 and 5 people4dor mother tongue;-5 for ethnicity) for reasons of data protection.
These figures could mostly be deduced by comparing municipality totals and coyaspedific
items; in the remaining cases the missiafygs are marked by [.]. When using these deduced data for
further purposes the possibility of miscalculation or typos should be taken intdevaiisin.

The figures of 2010 indicated in this table are based on the information received from the Mayor’s

Office in Nagybacon.

The spatial structure of Magyarhermany is such that the Roma population
lives onthe outskirts of the village in the ®alled ‘Ponk’ (Gypsy colony), which
is separated from the Elizabeth Hill by a ditch functioning as a symboliebaks
Janos Mathé (2008) describes, theegtstence of Székelys and Roma was
characterised by an asymmetric patotient relationship even in the Socialist era
in spite of the fact that the Roma participated in local governing bodies (a
example being Gyorgy Lingurain 1963).

The village primary school bears the name of theesilicated local historian,
Janos Méathé and has eight grades. Education is bilingual: Hungarian classes are

” “Nomen est omen”: in the f%entury Mihail Koginiceanu set up a typology of royal slaves and
listed the group oflingurarii’ (spoormakers or woodworkers) who belonged to ‘thedari’ tribe.
An alternative designation for the same group \katanyos’ (Albert 1998).



70 Kulesdr Ldszlo, Varga Norbert, Obddovics Csilla

mainly visited by children of Székely families, whereas Romanian edaase
composed of Roma pupils. In the 1990s, 104 pupils out of a total of 174 attended
the Romanian classes and at the beginning of the new millennium bataime
intensified even further (Sepsiszéki Nagy 1998). In the nursery school the
Hungarian group had 34 children and the Romanian 43 according to the March 13,
2003 issue of the newspaper ‘Haromszék’ (Frigyes Udvardy).

Because of the hilly landscape surrounding Magyarhermany, industrial
farming is impossible and the small patches of land are atdtivusingpartly
animal power. Local ownership relations are adequately illustrated fnys Ja
Mathé’s example (2008): Mathé was blacklistedkasdk’ (earlier landowners and
therefore class enemies in Communism the 1950s and owned 4,69 acres of
plougHand and 13,10 acres of meadows. Climate conditions are favourable for
growing oat, barley, maize and potato profitably. The farmers, however, eee for
to leave more and more areas uncultivated, which makes it difficult to ptiogect
land againstdamagecaused by wild animals. The majority ariea surrounding the
village was declared a wild reserve in the Socialism.

The main source of income cattlebreeding and forest farming. Handicraft is
pursued as a supplementary activity: according to Ivan Bald€89) one of the
typical products in Magyarhermany was the joined chest but pottery, steomya
and cooperage also used to be significant. These have all disappeared,rdnd th
sawmills taking their place are thought to threaten the future prespfeitte forest
(Boér 2005). The Roma population earns its livelihood by gathering forgtst fr
(e.g. cranberries) and selling traditional handicraft products. The areae of th
community is rich in acidulous minenater® but this natural resource hast iyet
been commercially utded.

Interethnic relations and informal economy

In a community or smaller region the relations between different groups of the
population can be described well by analysing the extent, andhatse of the
various kinds ofco-operation, mutual service and economic transaction. These
activities mainly occur in the framework of-salled informal economy and they
are distinctly local in nature. In relevant literature, increasing istteéneinformal
economic action is primarily linked to a deterioration of economic conditiods a
research is directed at disadvantaged regions and social diloigmn & Falk
1993; Jensen 1995; Nelson 1999; Tickamy¢ood 1998; Czakd et al 2010;
Williams—-Windebank 2000).In reality, a wide rangeof informal economic
practices have been deeply rooted in village communities all tweemworld

8 The four prings are calledAlszegi’, ‘Szénakerti’,' Szikra’, ‘ Agostonhidi’. According to Jézsef
Hermany Dienes they are also reflected in the name of the villdgeh originates in the word
‘érmany’meaning rill or spring (Vofkori 1998)
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similarly to interhousehold exchange of services, which is an expression of
solidarity and a cohesive power in local societies (Sik 1988; Bidulnsar 2001,
Szabd 2009). In thisvell-established system the Transylvanian Gypsies used to
have their own place and their own functions. The process of modernisation,
however, has made it more difficult, or in many cases impossible, to maiinéai

‘old order’; formerrules and traditions have lost their power to regulate.

In the present study we only examined those elements of the SEakedy
interethnic relations that are connected to economic transactions amarilyri
noneconomic services. Distinguishing betwdenttvo has proven to be difficult in
many instances especially since they tend to have strong social dimensions, that is,
the considerations taking a role in the activities are not only strictlyoadonn
nature Each community constructs its systemexfiprocal services and establishes
economic relationships primarily within the borders of the community but
eventually also across these bord&ire SzékelyGypsy interethnic relations were
analysed with regard to the activities listed in Table 3.

The da& indicate that relationships regarding all the activities above are quite
common in Magyarhermany, which also shows the scale of intagiatite local
society. Reciprocity, in its turn, apparently serves the function of stremgy
local social netwrks and community cohesion (Plickert et 2007; Szabd 2009;
Caliendo et al. 2011). Some activities are more suitable for practicingastyp
than others. The degree of reciprocity, however, is not only dependent on the
nature of the activity but also the conditions given in social structudetlze
structure of the given community.

Table 3. Frequency of participating in economic and noneconomic co-operation
and exchange of services in Magyarhermany (%)

Activities Given Received
Tasks in the gardebackyard or the fields 67 83
Trading sefmanufacturedjoods 60 70
Trading handicrafts 13 76
Personal services 53 66
Trading gathered produce 15 66
Repair, maintenance 35 70

Source: own research.

It is apparent from the table that the degree ciprecity is especially high in
the categories of exchange of personal services and barter transactions and within
these categories exchange of labour and exchange -ohaelffactured goods have
the most prominent values.
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Table 4. Nature of compensatiand reciprocity in Magyarhermany (%)

Degree of reciprocity if

Activities compensation is (%)
Money Product Service
Tasks in the garden, backyard or the fiel 22 54 65
Trading selfmanufacturedjoods 10 50 60
Trading handicrafts 5 6 12
Personal seiges 9 8 55
Trading gathered produce 4 0 24
Repair, maintenance 5 19 37

Source: own research.

In these categories exchange does not necessarily involve the same product or
service on both sides and it is even possible to exchange gos#sviimes. Thare

is no standard interpretation of the concept of reciprocity in literaturer €Falk-
Fischbacher 2006). In the present study mutual exchange involving the same
people was not a condition for reciprocity because such an approach would have
resulted ina rigid and unrealistic methodology. Since the basic units in our study
were households, reciprocity was interpreted on the higher level of hadseisol

well. As implied above, some other studies work with even wider, sometimes
communitytevel interpretations.

After this overview of the main features characterising informal enanand
noneconomic exchange of services in Magyarhermany, let us turn to examining the
role and place of the Gypsy population in this social network. The results wil
provide sore insight into the nature and extent of Gypsy participation in the
system or, in other words, they will enable us to discover to whantext
participation in informal economy has interethnic qualities in the community

Table 5.Gypsies in the system offarmal economic and noneconomic exchange (%)

Proportion of Gypsies Exchange

Activities Given to Received  reciprocity

Gypsies from Gypsies percentage
Tasks in the garden, backyard or the fie 9 19 65
Self-manufactured goods 16 8 60
Personal service 8 7 55
Repair, maintenance 6 2 37
Gathering 4 67 24
Handicrafts 1 30 12

Source: own research.
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The figures above imply that there is some contact between the Székely
culture and the Gypsy culture but the contact area is quite narrow and depends
primarily on the acceptance aniili sation of traditional Gypsy trades and services
by the Székelys. As mentioned before, traces of these traditional means of
livelihood can be found but they are not strong and competitive enough to
significantly influence irgrethnic relations in a positive way; on the contrary, they
tend to exert a negative influence. The Gypsy population has still not beeteddmit
into the ‘inner circles’ of the society; on the contrary, they are movingdutb
the periphery, which is well illustrated by our finding that the ethnic group in
question does not participate in personal services and networks of noneconomic
exchange. Economic relationships with Gypsies still follow the line of toaditi
activities (handicraft, gathering, inome instances contributing to agricultural
work) and communal solidarity is not extended to them. At the same time,
traditional economic relations (services and labour) have been Igingd and
the tendency is expected to continue, therefore, it sekehg that segregation will
intensify. Even though the question of Gypsy solidarity was outside the scope of
our study, we presume that the Gypsy population has also established a parallel
system among themselves and that this system is a function afelagimnship to
the population representing the majority culture.

Social distance between Székelys and Gypsies in Magyarhermany

We have attempted to analyse interethnic relations between Székelys and
Gypsiesby describinginformal economic and social networks. Although these
networks turned out to be very strong, we found that Gypsies generally do not
participate in them and do not benefit from reciprocity either. It was not clear,
however, whether the ditch physically separating the two cultures irilldmgevis
also paralleled by a mental ‘firewall’ in Székely consciousness and whether it can
be connected to the existing economic and social networks. Intordaswer this
guestion, we investigated thelations between the quality of SzékeGypsy
relationships and prejudices concerning the Gypsy population. Our hygotvesi
that these prejudices are too strong to be disrupted by economic and soaietl cont

We measured prejudices agaif@tysiesusing the Bogardus scale of social
distance Bogardusl926; Karakayali 2009; Babbie 199%vhich was only slightly
modified to adapt to local conditiohsThe average score ofzé&kelys on this

° The items of the social distance scale consisted of the opinions given to thenigil (1) What
would you say if the majority of the population in this village wesgsies (2) What would you
say if the majority of the children at the school wéngpsies (3) What would yowsay if aGypsy
family moved next door; (4) What would you say if your child or grandchild was madentexsiio
a Gypsychild at school; (5) What would you say if your child or grandchild Ggdsyfriends; (6)
What would you say if your child or grandchild invit€gpsyguests to your home; (7) What would
you say if your child or grandchild wanted to mari@ypsy.
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sevendegree scale was 4,17, which indicates quite a high degree of rejection and
simultaneously large social distan The highest degree of rejection characterised
29.7% of the inhabitant;n Magyarhermany, whereas total acceptance of Gypsies
was found in 15% of the cases. Deviation was also relatively high (2.64)points
which indicates that there is no unified opmi regarding this issue in
Magyarhermany. The next figure shows whether contact with Gypsies and
frequency of contact has an effect on social distance; in other words, it artswvers t
qguestion whether coperation in informal economy has any influence on
prejudices.

Figure 2. Prejudices against Roma and informal economic and social réigtsons
in Magyarhermany
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Source: own research.

The resultsshow that informal labour and serviexchange des have an
influence on the formation of prejudices agai@gpsies It is not clear, however,
whethercontact reduces prejudices or contact is more intense among those who are
less prejudiced anyway. Nevertheless, it is apparent that the shorteningabf soci
distance between Székelys and Gypsies is stronger iethgonship is directed
towards Gypsies. In opposite cases, that is, in cases of Gypsies offering services to
Székelys, deepening of contact does not entail a significant reducpogjudices.

Conclusion

The present studgivesan overview othe results of a research carried out in
Magyarhermany as one of the projects in a 2010 field workshop. The aim of the
research was to investigate the issue of SzéBglsy ceexistence but the topic
was not approached through an analysis of opinions and attitudes but by revealing
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the practices of informal economic and social solidarity. The resuttw $hat
interhousehold exchange processes of labour, goods and services are still very
intensive in the village and strengthen cohesion in the local society. Thwy Gyp
population, however, does not participate in this system and does not enjoy its
benefits. The range of economic contact between the two communities is quite
limited and the traces of cooperation still existing are based atidnad activities

only. The Székelys and the Gypsiestabiting the space of informal economic
and social networks exert some influence on prejudices; however, thesdscontac
are not capable of significantly reducing the traditional social distagteeebn the

two ethnic groupsThe unfavourable consequences of the present situation might
become more intense as the number of the Gypsy population is increasing.

References

Albert Emd 1998 A cigdnyok iitia Hdromszékre és itteni életiik, in: Bari Karoly (ed.)
Tanulmdnyok a cigdnysdgrol és hagyomdnyos kultirdjdrol. G6dolld, Petéfi Sandor
Miivel8dési Kézpont, 81-92.

Anastésoaie, Viorel — Daniela Tarnovschi 200Roma Projects in Romania. 1990-2000.
Cluj-Napoca

Babbie, Earll995A tdrsadalomtudomdnyi kutatds gyakorlata. BudapestBalassi

Balassa Ivarl989A hatdrainkon tili magyarok néprajza. Budapest: Gondolat

Barany, Zoltan 2003 kelet-eurdpai cigdnysdg. Rendszervdltds, marginalitds, és nemzetiségi
politika. Budapest: Atheneum

Bir6 A. Zoltan-Olah Sandor 20027elykeresdk. Roma népesség a székelyfoldi telepiiléseken,
in: Bodd Julianna (edJlelvkeresék? Roma lakossag a Székelyfoldon. Csikszereda: Pro
Print, 1349.

Boér Imre 200%datok Magyarhermdny néprajzdhoz és torténetéhez. Bardt: Gaal Mozes
Koézmiivelddési Egyestilet

Bogardus, Emory S1926 Social Distance in the CitYroceedings and Publications of the
American Sociological Society. 20, 4046.

Brown, David-L4szl6 Kulcsar 200Household Economic Behavior in P&cialist Rural
Hungary.Rural Sociology. Vol 66 (2). 157180.

Caliendo, M.,Et Al. 2011 Trust, positive reciprocity, and negative reciprocity: Do these
traits impact entrepreneurial dynamide?rnal of Economic Psychology.

Czak6 Agnes, Giczi Johanngjk Endre €d) 2010 Piachely — KGST piac — Emberpiac.
BudapestELTE TaTK

EparuKrisztian2008 Gaborciganyol@eszéls. Vol. 13, No. 10.

Falk. Armin-Fischbacher Urs 2006 A theory of reciprocity. Games and Economic
Behavior 54, 293-315.

Foszt6 Laszlo 1998igdny — magyar egyiittélés Székelyszdldoboson, in: Bari Karoly (ed.)
Tanulmdnyok a cigdnysdgrol és hagyomdnyos kultirdjdrol. Godolld, Petdfi Sandor
Miivelddési Kézpont, 93-110.



76 Kulesdr Ldszlo, Varga Norbert, Obddovics Csilla

Gagyi Jozsef 2002 kicsi cigdny és tdrsai, in: Bodo Julianna (ed.Jlelykeresék? Roma
lakossdg a Székelyfildon. Csikszereda: P¥Brint, 4969.

Horvéath Gyula (d.) 2003Székelyfold. BudapesPécs: Dialdg Campus

Imreh Istvan (ed.) 1978 rendtarté székely falu. Bukarest Kriterion

Karakayali, Nedim2009 Social Distance and Affective Orientatiaftsciological Forum,
Vol. 23, Na 3.

Kiss Tamas 2004Az erdélyi magyar népességet érinté ftermészetes népmozgalmi
folyamatok 1992-2002, in: Kiss TamasNépesedési folyamatok az ezredfordulon
Erdélyben. Kolozsvar: Kriterion, 928.

Ladanyi JanosSzelenyi Ivan 2004 kirekesztettség vdltozd formdi. Budapest: Napvilag

Méathé Jano2004 A magyarhermdnyi reformdtus egyhdzkizség tirténete. Bardt, Gaal
Mozes Kozmiivelddési Egyesiilet.

Méthé Janos 2008 agyarhermdny kronoldgidja(1944-64). Csikszereda: P¥Brint

Oldh Sandor 2002Pirosné, in: Bodd Julianna (ed.Yelykeresék?Roma lakossag a
Székelyfoldon. Csikszereda, P¥Brint, 109137.

Plickert Gabriele- Rochelle R- Barry Wellman2007It's not who you know, it's how you
know them: Who exchanges what with whd§ocial Networks, 29, 405-429.

Pozsony Ferenc 1998dltozdsok az erdélyi cigdny tdrsadalom életében, in: Bari Karoly
(ed.)Tanulméanyok a ciganysagrol és hagyomanyos kultlrajaiaolls, Pet6fi Saindor
Miivelddési Kézpont, 111-118.

Pozsony Ferenc 200-dély népei. Kolozsvar, Kriza JAnos Néprajzi Tarsasag

Richter, Ingo 1998European Youth Policy in Multicultural SocietieBrospects, Vol.
XXV, N o. 4, December

Sepsiszéki Nagy Baldzs 19%8¢ékelyfold falvai a huszadik szdzad végén, Hdromszék,
Kovdszna megye. Napkiadd

Sik Endre 1988Reciprocal Exchangefd.abor in Hungary in: On Work: Historical
Comparative and Theoretical Approaches. Ed. R. E. Pahl. New York Blackwell
Publishing.

Szabd A. T6hétdm 2008ooperdls kizisségek. Marosvasarhely: Mentor

Szilagyi N. Sandor 2004 Az asszimilacio és hatasai a edgssfolyamatokra, in: Kiss
TamasNépesedési folyamatok az ezredfordulon Erdélyben. Kolozsvér: Kriterion, 157
234.

Udvardy FrigyesA romdniai magyar kisebbség torténeti kronoldgidja 1990-2006.
http://udvardy.adatbank.ro/index.php?action=helymutato&helytatoa2224 March
19, 2011.

Varga E. ArpadErdély etnikai és felekezeti statisztikdja. I. Kovdszna, Hargita és Maros
megye. Népszdmldldsi adatok 1850-2002 kozot. http:/lwww.kia.hu/konyvtar/erdely/
erd2002.htmMarch 19,2011.

Varadi Péter Lowei Lilla 2002 Erdély-Székelyfild-Erdévidék. Veszprém, PéterPal Kiado.

Veres Valér 2004 romdniai magyarsdg természetes népmozgalma eurdpai kontextusban,
in: Kiss Tamas Népesedési folyamatok az ezredfordulon Erdélyben. Kolozsvar,
Kriterion, 2960.

Vince Méria 1994Agraratalakulasok a roman mezbgazdasigban. Hitel — Erdélyi Szemle
januar—februar, 6678.



Informal Economic Bahaviour and Interhousehold Exchange of Services 77

Vince Maria 1994 A mezbégazdasagi tulajdonviszonyok valtozasainak csapdajellege
RoméanidbanHitel — Erdélyi Szemle marciusaprilis, 66-73.

Viorel Achim 2001Cigdnyok a romdn térténelemben. Budapest: Osiris

Vofkori Laszl6 1998Székelyfold iitikonyve II. Budapest, Cartographia

Williams, C. C-J.Windebank2000Paid informal work in deprived neighborhoodgties,
Vol. 17, No. 4285-291



