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Ethnic, National, or Social Class: Differentiation
“Discourses”
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Ethnicity is a complex notion that includes structural and cultural
aspects, which can be understood through cultural anthropology, sociol-
ogy, political science, and historical perspectives. This interdisciplin-
ary notion concerns examining how ethnicity relates to power, social
norms, the past, and both individual and shared identities. In cultural
anthropology and history, scholars like Edward Shils and Clifford Geertz
suggest that ethnic groups are similar to tribal structures found in tra-
ditional societies. In contrast, Fredrik Barth’s scholarship underscores
the profound influence of social relations and interactions in shaping
ethnicity. According to Barth, cultural differences often lead the domi-
nant majority to perceive ethnic groups as the “other”, and furthermore
he suggests that these cultural distinctions can endure and replicate
within the same social context, thus contributing to the construction
of ethnic identities. Thomas Hylland Eriksen views culture as an emic
category, recognizing that ethnicity is a public construction and repre-
sentation of the “native”. This position and idea provide a framework
for individuals in societies to place themselves in relation to the “we”
and the “other”. Building on Stuart Hall’s theoretical framework, the
earlier descriptive approaches to ethnicity in the 1970s paved the way
for critical responses, ultimately setting the stage for the emergence of
Critical Cultural Studies.*®
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tures; Barth: Ethnic Groups and Boundaries; Eriksen: Ethnicity and Nationalism
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Ethnic, National, or Social Class: Differentiation “Discourses”

Analyzing the concept of ethnicity within the context of cultural
and political frameworks and outlining its historical origins back to
the 1870s reveals that this idea is intertwined with the strengthening
of social classes and classifying their members. This classification of
social class concerns the critical analysis of systemic social and eco-
nomic inequalities within society. Understanding how poverty affects
different social groups and critically scrutinizing what it means to be
marginalized or part of the underclass is essential for a comprehensive
analysis of social inequality.** In the 1960s, Gunnar Myrdal brought
his theory of the “underclass” into the social sciences. His conceptual
framework aimed to provide an understanding of a social stratum that
had undergone significant transformation following the losses of World
War IL. It placed individuals within the concept of the underclass who
had been collectively marginalized or excluded from the redefined
middle or upper social class structure in the post-war era.’”” The new
economic pillars and landscape had reshaped social class structures,
emphasized cultural factors and values, and advanced the concept of
the “culture of poverty”. This structural shift from the poor (or margin-
alized) to the underclass was particularly noticeable in Central Europe,
especially in Hungary, during the late 1970s, when there was a change
from examining cultural patterns to looking at the so-called ethnic
backgrounds of the “Gypsy”. Societal transformations and economic
challenges have led to the segregation of marginalized groups, who are
often characterized as unproductive or socially disadvantaged. Péter
Szuhay posits that the underclass embodies a culture of poverty within
a specific cultural framework, distinct from the cultural anthropology
perspective.'® Michael Stewart’s viewpoint (as a social anthropologist
who has worked on Romani issues in Hungary and Romania for over
thirty years) pivots around the notion that ethnic identity originates
from shared cultural practices and traditions, functioning as the basis
for collective cultural capital. His anthropological research in Hun-
gary resulted in and introduced to academic discussions the notion
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of the “Gypsy way of life” of Romani people.*** Janos Ladanyi and
Ivan Szelényi offer another perspective on the relationship between
ethnicity and poverty. They argue that the underclass originates from
poverty rather than as a collective ethnic issue. Furthermore, their
analysis shows how social, political, and economic factors shaped the
perceptions of Roma and how the idea of ethnicity supported the spread
of stereotypes about them, such as being nomadic, uncivilized, and
socially unassimilable. Social class and poverty are not ethnic issues
because members of society can belong to the same ethnic group, but
their social classes can differ; therefore, it is not a homogeneous status.
This biased perception has resulted in segregated educational settings,
the stigmatization of genetic differences, and the marginalization of
the Roma within society. Moreover, these stereotypes have reinforced a
misconception linking “Gypsies” to involvement in subsistence crime.**®

Romani people’s collective ethnic minority classification is men-
tioned in various public platforms and in academic literature, and it
is closely associated with a lower socioeconomic, political, and social
status. This leads to a situation where social scientists, politicians, and
civil rights activists in their discourses construct the “invisible bridge”
that spans social distances. Whether political or civic, such efforts
stereotypically serve society’s need to compare itself to the “Other” to
confirm its superior status; ergo, society needs the “Gypsy” to ensure
its centered and sustained position. Therefore, based on the principle
of self-subordination, stereotypes enable members of society to com-
pare the common perception of “Gypsies” with the world of non-Roma
laborers and middle-class bureaucrats—if such a sphere exists. Roma are
often seen as “navvies” who serve the public with their invisible efforts
and actions. These “navvies” tirelessly strive to build these “bridges”
between the “Gypsy” and “Gadzo” aspects of society, such as work,
education, health, and employment.

The connection between ethnicity and social class is problematic. It
links to multiple dimensions, including educational, economic, political,
social, and cultural aspects.

The bases and the connotations of “ethnicity” and “ethnic minorities”
in the 1990s generated a great deal of interest in the social sciences,
and from one day to the next scholars of the “Gypsy” became ethnicity

104 Feischmidt: Etnicitas, p. 11; Ladanyi/Szelényi: A kirekesztés valtozoé formaéi;
Stewart: The Time of the Gypsies.
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scholars whose field of focus did not adjust. Additionally, the time’s
consistent categorization of the “Gypsy” as an ethnic minority led to the
development of a seemingly politically correct language, which simply
mitigated how they were perceived in the public imagination. Social
sciences often focus on the identity of the Roma people, examining them
primarily through the lens of ethnicity, which forms the foundation
for an ongoing scholarly debate. In this specific context, Angéla Kocze
underscores the importance of acknowledging ethnicity as a meaning-
ful and appropriate concept for academic discussions. She proposes
that examining ethnicity is not inherently problematic as long as it is
approached carefully and respectfully within the social sciences. Margit
Feischmidt offers a thought-provoking view on ethnicity in society.
She states that ethnicity is closely linked to the visible and organized
differences people see around them. Feischmidt points out that ethnicity
stays consistent over time, but can be shaped by cultural influences.
A noteworthy part of her argument is that the Romani people should
be recognized as a minority and included in the ethnic category.**
However, I argue that this form of “inclusion” creates the controversial
dynamic of majority—minority relations, leading to the establishment
of categorization and hierarchization. This perpetuates the ongoing
regeneration of social power relations and positions between Roma
and non-Roma people, a challenge that significantly impacts our soci-
ety. The practice of social distancing inadvertently maintains existing
power dynamics between majority and minority groups, leading to
the prioritization of certain privileges, norms, values, and identities in
social discourse.

This grounding in the dilemma of “who can talk about whom” is
deeply ingrained in the fabric of society and culture and is particularly
relevant in the context of ethnicity, as in the case of the Roma in Hun-
gary and Central Europe. The relation between the majority and ethnic
minorities creates a clear division within society, further aggravating
social tensions, divisions, and a sense of exclusion. One key issue in the
study of Roma (not only in Hungary but potentially on an international
scale) is the persistent use of ethnic categorization that frames the
Roma identity inaccurately and disproportionately. Despite researchers’
awareness of this problematic framing, it continues to be part of the
broader public discourse. This inadequate approach contributes to a
lack of comprehensive understanding of the Roma and damages efforts

106 Feischmidt: Ethnicity.
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to establish a socially and politically inclusive acceptable framework
for identity politics. It determines the account of social relations and
creates a structural vision through the social practice of separation
and differentiation.

The ethnic categorization of Roma creates a system that defines dif-
ferences between people. This approach separates those seen as “other”
from those who are part of a valued society and sets apart individuals
identified by their outsider position, neglecting their respective sense
of national belonging. Considering these aspects, it can be argued that
the portrayal of the ethnic makeup of the Roma is constructed by the
dominant perspectives, which frequently disregard the heterogeneity
of Romani people. This perpetuates social exclusion and inequality
by failing to acknowledge Romani lived experiences, memories, and
cultural heritage. By looking at these structures, we can see how they
impact Romani political actions and their positions in the social sci-
ences and public discourse. Moreover, how others perceive the social
system also influences what being Roma means, ensuring their ethnic
categorizations, which at the same time confirms their putative social
engagement and responsibility.

Within the Central European context, the intertwined notions of
underclass and ethnicity, whether examined from a cultural, economic,
or political standpoint, effectively position the Roma as “Gypsies”
within a biased conception of ethnicity. Considering these multifaceted
dynamics, the current scholarly understanding of Roma and ethnicity
is inadequate and outdated.

However, Eva Kovacs, Zsuzsanna Vidra, and Tiinde Virag, in the
early 2010s, challenged the discourse on ethnicity. Their work is based
not only on desk research but also on extensive fieldwork and discourse
changes among Romani people. Their critical approach did not apply
to other ethnic groups in the country (Hungary); therefore, it is argu-
able that the new discourse itself is not ethnically based. They recog-
nized that the earlier discourses that linked Romani people to ethnicity
shaped the relations between the “Gypsies” and non-Romani people,
which had evolved based on non-Romani people’s perceptions decades
before. Furthermore, they argue that stereotypical ethnicity labeling
generates and embodies the atmosphere that characterizes “Gypsy”
and non-Romani spaces and “questions”. This characterization further
causes an atmosphere that is often frustrated and violently antigypsy
and sometimes anti-Semitic. This also means that these atmospheres,
by default, are authoritarian, ordinary, and essentialist. On the other
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hand, however, Eva Kovacs, Zsuzsanna Vidra, and Tiinde Virag, due
to their research in the field, managed to develop a methodology in
which they focused on local practices of society reproduction, meaning
that they did not employ the racist topos of public discourse character-
ized by ethnicization. Therefore, they chose a model of ethnicity that
could deal with extreme situations (tending towards racism) while
also recognizing ethnicities often overlooked in public discourse but
acknowledged within society.

In their research, they shared a broadly similar understanding of
ethnicity as Richard Jenkins’ “basic model of social anthropology”
from 1997.%" Although Kovacs, Vidra, and Virag are not convinced that
ethnicity is fundamentally a cultural distinction, they consider that:

- itis based on shared understandings, but is rooted in and generated
by social interactions;

« itis not fixed and not constant, but situational; and

- it manifests itself in social interaction (as a collective and individual
social identity) and becomes embodied in personal self-identity.**®

Eva Kovacs, Zsuzsanna Vidra, and Tiinde Virdg argue that this socio-
anthropological model effectively explains ethnic identities in a “resting
state” or latent form. However, it falls short in addressing situations
where ethnic boundaries become more pronounced through struggle,
competition, or exclusion, such as when an ethnic group or individual

faces racial discrimination.*®’

3.1 Ethnicity as Social System Heritage

Individuals’ ethnic identity is determined by their lived experiences,
cultural heritage, and identity, and is influenced by how the broader
society and dominant cultural norms perceive them. Moreover, people’s
social and economic position shapes their aspirations, decision-making,
and behaviors. This status significantly impacts their self-perception,
which is closely intertwined with the availability of economic resources
and social and cultural representations. However, it is important to note

107 Jenkins: Rethinking Ethnicity.
108 Kovacs/Vidra/Tiinde: Kint és Bent, pp. 78-79.

109 Kovéacs/Vidra/Tiinde et al.
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that access to these social goods can either help or obstruct people’s
ability to move up socially and economically.** Max Weber’s theory
confirms that ethnicity is a social construct based on social perceptions
and concepts. It refers to individuals who are not necessarily tied to a
specific nationality but are identified based on external perceptions of
shared attributes, traditions, principles, and collective memories within
social groups by connecting individuals through their heritage. Fredrik
Barth argues that people in a society highlight their similarities and
differences by labeling and categorizing themselves and others, not
necessarily to create social distances.'! Rogers Brubaker argues that
ethnicity is an aspect of how individuals perceive, interpret, represent,
categorize, and identify themselves within society. He clarifies that
ethnicity is not static but dynamic, sustained, and shaped by social con-
texts and perspectives, reflections, and representations. Furthermore,
Rogers Brubaker stresses that ethnicity is not simply the outcome of
fixed categories but is instead influenced by a range of societal factors
and interactions.'*?

James Woodburn and Ernst Gellner’s work has significantly influ-
enced international ethnography, anthropology, and evolutionary
studies. They highlight the importance of understanding “pre-tribal
society” as a critical foundation, which could support examining the
social structures within “hunter-gatherer” communities.'** In the late
1980s, James Woodburn pointed out to Michael Stewart that he had
noticed significant similarities between the lifestyles of the “Gypsy”
and the hunter-gatherers.’** Based on this observation, Stewart has
made influential contributions to the field of ethno-anthropology, where
his work focuses on the social and cultural relations of the “Gypsy”.
Stewart’s research centers on providing descriptive anthropological
perspectives, with an emphasis on the social differentiation between
the “Gypsy” and broader society, ergo an understanding of the concept
of “us versus them”. His scholarship confirms that Romani groups
exhibit a solid cultural homogeneity, a notable characteristic that is

110 Durkheim: The Elementary Forms of the Religious Life; Bourdieu: Outline of a
Theory of Practice; Bourdieu: A tarsadalmi egyenl6tlenségek ujratermel6dése;
Weber: The Origin of Ethnic Groups.

111 Weber: Gazdasag és tarsadalom.
112 Brubaker: The Return of Assimilation?
113 Woodburn: Egalitarian Societies; Gellner: Plough, Sword, and Book.

114 Stewart: A roma/cigany “etnicitas” az antropoldgiai vizsgalodas homlokterében.

49



Ethnic, National, or Social Class: Differentiation “Discourses”

of interest to anthropologists familiar with the studies of traditional
tribal communities. Michael Stewart considers Romani identity politics
to be particularly challenging, and even problematic for anthropolo-
gists, especially those studying ethnicity within the European context.
However, he also argues that to conduct forward-looking research to
address the “Roma question”, we need to examine ethnicity reflectively.
Nevertheless, he describes Roma as having a distinct cultural attribute
that sets them apart from the conventional tribal model, with the dif-
ferentiation of the nature of the “Gypsy issue” as a substantial social
and political dilemma in contemporary Europe.'*’

In the early 2000s, ethnographic studies, similar to research con-
ducted in the 1940s, examined the sociocultural structures present in
the assumed everyday practices of Romani people and their “nomadic
cultures and lifestyles” within European societies. Alfred Reginald
Radcliffe-Brown introduced his zoological model, which proposes that
the characteristics of different animal species can be likened to and con-
trasted with human social groups. Following up on this, Michael Stewart
further elaborated on this model, suggesting that it is based on the
concept of a world comprising nation-states where “A” is populated by
“A” people in area A and “B” by “B” people in area B. Developing Alfred
Reginald Radcliffe-Brown’s zoological, sociological-anatomical model,
Stewart pointed out in his 2008 work that one of the primary challenges
for the first generation of anthropologists studying the “Gypsy” was
understanding the connection between hunter-gatherer (early Stone
Age) societies and the “urbanized, motorized and, to be fair, somewhat
tamed Gypsies”, interpreting their descriptive discourse through the
lens of anthropology. According to Edward Evan Evans-Pritchard, the
zoological model proposed by Alfred Reginald Radcliffe-Brown faced
opposition and was not completely welcomed in ethnographic research
and in the interpretation of social groups, as it had been in earlier
periods."*® In the 1970s and 1980s, scholars highlighted the limitations
of using ethnographic approaches in Romani Studies. Their criticism
was that research methodologies based simply on observations and the
analysis of customs and cultural characteristics in the form of notes

115 Stewart: A roma/cigany “etnicitas” az antropoldgiai vizsgalodas homlokterében.
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were not constructive for accurately and objectively studying nomadic
and peripatetic groups and individuals.

During the second half of the twentieth century, the Gypsy Lore
Society acted as the primary international society in this field (since
its 1888 establishment). However, their previously published studies
of the “Gypsy” were often characterized by biased categorization and
perspectives.’” Another aspect of the debate on representation, access
to memories, and ethical research on Roma touches upon the perspec-
tives presented by folklorists who were associated with the Gypsy Lore
Society. These scholars emphasized a view of the “Gypsies” as a closed,
homogenous, circumscribed cultural model. Alongside this, early schol-
ars between the 1940s and 1990s, demonstrating a relatively progressive
approach compared to previous schools of ethnography, acknowledged
the necessity for changes in the research methodologies about Romani
people. However, their work initiated the notion of a “culture of pov-
erty”, which influenced ethnographers across Europe, leading to the
distinction between pure and impure, ergo to categorizing cultural
values into “pure and impure”.**® The concepts of purity and impurity
are Orientalist terms, focusing on the notion that purity is associated
with the culture of Romani speakers, and that those who do no longer
hold this heritage are considered “impure”. Thomas Acton presents
an alternative perspective that offers a different understanding of the
issue. His research suggests that purity versus impurity is more about
addressing needs rather than its supposed spiritual essence.'*” On the
other hand, it is argued that impurity or purity is not related to physical
dirt, grime, or hygiene but rather to the body politics of the “Traveller”
woman. According to Judith Okley, the body of a “Traveller” woman
symbolizes and defines the concept of purity and impurity. Based on her
argument, this closed society’s priority is maintaining purity, enabling
a substantial sense of community and devotion to traditional values.
Conversely, anything believed to be impure or uncivilized is projected
onto the outside world, creating a clear boundary between the com-
munity and the broader society.

Judith Okely further analyzes the body politics of female “Travel-
lers”, arguing that the female body is considered unclean from the waist
down, where women’s bodies regularly have a physical association with

117 Herzfeld: Ours Once More.
118 Okely: The Traveller-Gypsies.
119 Acton: Gypsy Politics and Social Change.
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blood. She points out that the female body remains symbolically pure
from the waist up so long as the upper body does not come into contact
with the lower body during impure periods. Another of her anthropo-
logical examinations focused on “Gypsy/Traveller” connections and
customs with animals around the household, where she categorized
specific animals in terms of the concepts of purity and impurity within
their customs. The analysis distinguished between the categorization
of animals as “Gypsy”-like and non- “Gypsy”, where certain animals
are represented as having “Gypsy-like” characteristics. She positions
hedgehogs, horses, and cats as embodying these characteristics, due
to their perceived connection with living on the outskirts of society
and in the wilderness, akin to totem animals. In contrast, she views
caged animals, dogs, and pigs as “non-Gypsy” animals. She sees dogs
as obedient, controlled, and dependent, in contrast to the independence
valued in cats. Dogs are associated with the domesticated lifestyle of
“non-Gypsies”. Furthermore, Okely argues that in some Romani and
“Traveller” traditions, pigs are considered taboo or viewed as impure,
which reinforces social distancing from “non-Gypsy” food practices and
rural farming lifestyles. She suggests that these cultural perspectives
and associations with animals can be analyzed as delineating the ethnic
boundaries between “Gypsy” and non- “Gypsy”.**

The study of Roma representation within the French and Italian
schools takes a different approach compared to previous discussions.
Leonardo Piasere and Patrick Williams introduce an alternative inter-
pretation of the “ethnic specificity of the Roma”, contrasting with the
viewpoint espoused by the British “Gypsy Studies” school. Their work
signifies a shift in the conventional understanding of ethnic identifica-
tion within the “Gypsy” that is in opposition to the prior perspectives
framed by Judith Okely and Michael Stewart. Leonardo Piasere and
Patrick Williams’ reinterpretation offers a divergent outlook on the
cultural and ethnic identity of the Roma people. It challenges the histor-
ical marginalization of Roma culture as a peripheral aspect within the
social framework, as reproduced by the British school, which regarded
it as a byproduct of the prevailing societal structure.

Louis Dumont’s analysis suggests a deconstruction of the substantial
structural differences between the French and Italian schools of Romol-
ogy and the British “Gypsy Studies”. His critique of the social system
examines the value system’s collective structures and interdependence

120 Acton: Gypsy Politics and Social Change; Okely: The Traveller-Gypsies, et al.

52



Ethnicity as Social System Heritage

on individual identities. Thus, the way individual values are collectively
constructed offers a thorough and credible framework for understanding
the actual functioning of social value systems.'** Leonardo Piasere, a
student of Louis Dumont’s, extensively engaged with Patrick Williams’
concept of “the Gypsy system” as expounded in his doctoral thesis,
Mariage Tsigane. Despite Leonardo Piasere’s results, Michael Stewart
points out that Patrick Williams was unable to fully provide a systematic
framework for it that could accommodate the concepts associated with
Roma/“Gypsies”.’”* Stewart proposes that ethnographers researching
the Roma should adopt a classification system developed by the Roma
themselves. He suggests that it is reasonable to consider a classifica-
tion system that positions the Roma in contrast to the “Gadzo” while
also acknowledging that the Roma are perceived as a “closed, invisible
central concept” from the perspective of non-Roma people. Patrick
Williams supports Judith Okely and Michael Stewart’s view that the
French Roma (“Manus”) may have a distinct “world” as defined by
others. However, despite sharing this theoretical perspective, Williams
disputes the notion that fixed values determine Roma-perceived ethnic-
ities and identities. Additionally, Williams argues that interpretations
of Roma ethnic identities and “ways of life” should consider external
economic and cultural circumstances. In Patrick Williams’ percep-
tion, the “Manus” share a similar social structure to the “Gadzo” but
may not necessarily experience the same social reality. This observed
difference creates a social distance between the two groups, and it is
what constructs the so-called two worlds and realities. As a result, the
unknown is transformed into the “Gypsy”, and non-Roma people are
perceived as “Gadzo”. From this perspective, ethnicity is viewed as a
collective external social concept constructed on social distance and
power dynamics.'”

In the 1990s, Paloma Gay y Blasco re-examined Williams’ research,
focusing on the symbolic boundaries of ethnic identity and social con-
structions within the Spanish “Gitano” community. She argued that
“Gitano” identity is shaped by social and political thoughts rooted in
the values of majority perceptions. Furthermore, Paloma Gay y Blasco’s

121 Dumont: Homo Hierarchicus, pp. 28— 15, pp. 225-284.
122 Williams: Mariage Tsigane. Translated as Pronai: Cigany hazassag, pp. 5-63.
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work criticized the social roles of “Gitano” women and men, their behav-
ioral patterns, and the symbolic boundaries within the community.
She pointed out the ongoing struggle for social acceptance within the
“Gitano” community, as well as the clear divisions between genders in
how they are perceived in society. Building on Paloma Gay y Blasco’s
work, Stewart used the term “pongy” in describing his own doctoral
dissertation, dating back to 1988, Olah Gypsy Identity and the Persistence
of Communities. In his later work, in The Time of the Gypsies from
1997, Stewart is openly critical of earlier anthropological approaches,
including British “Gypsy” Studies, which often treated Roma as static,
culture-bound, or exotic others. In his research, Michael Stewart pro-
posed that “Gypsy” groups cannot be strictly defined in community
terms, reasoning that they can only exist as imagined nations consisting
of people who relate to institutional structures within the concept of
nationhood. Additionally, Elisabeth Tauber’s argument focused on the
German Sinti linguistic paradigm, similar to Gay y Blasco’s, arguing
that Roma (Spanish “Gitanos”) cannot be considered a nationality from
a social perspective.'**

3.2 Gadzology: Non-Roma Fragility

In order to understand Romani resilience, it is essential take a closer
look at non-Romani positionality, and their fragility when it comes to
the critical Romani response. Based on my experiences, non-Romani
people do not recognize their racism toward Romani or other racialized
people in their everyday lives and actions because they live within a
normalized racist and antigypsyist structure. Even when intentions
are good—for example creating a Roma-“only” panel at an academic
conference—it reinforces the nature of racism and puts Romani people
in a “Gypsy” position, depriving them of the privilege of expressing
their academic results and thoughts. By emphasizing this assumed
inclusive willingness of non-Romani scholars, this action puts them
not only in the oppressor position in the eyes of Romani people, but
also in the “White” savior position in front of their “Gadzo” fellows, like
knights with shields. This situation has resulted in a lot of frustration

124 Gay y Blasco: A “Different” Body?; Stewart: A roma/ cigany “etnicitds” az antropo-
logiai vizsgalddas homlokterében, p. 43; Tauber et al., quoted by Pronai: A ,masik
asszony” kéregetni megy. A mangapen értelme az esztraiharé szintok koérében,
pp. 172-184.
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and distance between Romani and non-Romani people, which is one
of the causes of the drive for self-improvement and the compliance
obligation from the “Gypsy” towards the “Gadzo”, which explains the
resilient actions and responses. However, in these cases, Romani people
should not seek to prove themselves to their oppressors; rather, they
should confront “Gadzo” people with their racism.

In the social sciences, the subaltern position refers to a marginal-
ized status compared to the dominant group(s) as the subaltern faces
insufficient recognition of their voices.’* By expressing their lived
experiences and the challenges they face owing to racism, they not
only reclaim their narratives but also bring them into the public dis-
course. The nature of racial inequality in society impacts power and
privileges that are often referred to as “White”. People without racialized
labels like “Others, Black, or Gypsy” have better and easier access to
social goods and benefits. Therefore, this book also refers to “White”
as a privilege and not as a categorization of skin color. The foremost
criticism of so-called “Gadzology” is that “White” privileges not only
uphold the unequal social system but also, with their often Gadzological
hidden exploitative actions, the “Gadzo” aim to sustain their advantages
and access. Furthermore, I refer to “Gadzology” as every knowledge
production, assumption, and stereotype that has been produced by
the “Gadzo” about the “Gypsy” over the centuries. I also refer to this
term as the science on the “Gypsy” because everything that we know
about the “Gypsy” is based on “Gadzo” perceptions and objectification.
In this sense, all the studies and schools on the “Gypsy” fall under the
term “Gadzology”, such as Gypsyloreism, Ciganology, Romology, and
Romani Studies—hence all the studies without Romani involvement.
Controversially, when the racialized “Gypsy” confronts the “Gadzo”
with their racist attitudes, the “Gadzo” reflect with discomfort the stand-
points of their privileged positions. Furthermore, when their privilege
is questioned, as a defensive reaction (from their positions of power),
they respond with the core of existing inequalities without possibly
reflecting on how they regenerate them through their actions and
putative solidarity. The potential for “Gadzo” to confront and recog-
nize their status of superiority and acknowledge it would entail losing
the comfort and security associated with their positions of power. In
critical self-reflection, a necessary step is deconstructing, confronting,
and rectifying one’s own racial biases and prejudices.

125 Spivak: Can the Subaltern Speak?
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Robin DiAngelo’s analysis reasons that the acceptance and sup-
port of the “White” position is underscored by inherent hypocrisy,
ultimately representing a subtle yet pervasive form of racism. The
seemingly benevolent behavior masks itself in kindness and sensitiv-
ity, often depicted to the public as a display of inclusivity and social
responsibility. She argues that this deceptive behavior stems from a
self-centered perspective characterized by obscuring one’s biases and a
sense of self-glorification.'?® As a general experience, the “White” often
seeks solutions and answers from marginalized groups without fully
comprehending the societal injustices they face. There is a critical need
for a comprehensive examination of the systemic impact of the “White”
in sustaining racism. Despite all these criticisms, it is crucial to employ
self-reflection not only in scholarship but also in daily life as well.

Citing Edward Said’s theory of Orientalism, it can be concluded
that power plays a crucial role in shaping marginalized communities’
knowledge, representation, ideologies, and perspectives.'”” Referring
to this scholarship, Angéla Koczé contends that the colonization of
Roma in Europe represents a societal phenomenon that has been unac-
knowledged and forgotten. She posits that this colonization functions
as a tool utilized by the dominant society to perpetuate their power
structures and maintain political and economic dominance. Koczé also
underlines the consequences of neglecting postcolonial theories in
the local context, or ignoring of its broader impact on the academic
and political discourse surrounding the Roma “question” from a non-
Roma perspective. This neglect and control of academic knowledge
production, building memories, and representation has given rise to
a range of ethnicized challenges, including but not limited to poverty,
housing disparities, and segregation within European societies, which
has resulted in the “Gypsy”.*?®

Nancy Fraser argues that the fundamental reason for social inequal-
ities is the unfair distribution of cultural and economic prosperity. The
dual recognition and distribution theory posits that pursuing social
justice should be grounded in the politics of recognition; ergo, our
societies should acknowledge and disassemble the notion of exploita-
tion, which is structurally rooted in economic and cultural aspects.
Economic exploitation pertains to unjustly marginalizing individuals’

126 DiAngelo: White Fragility.
127 Said: Orientalism.
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capabilities and labor, encompassing constraints, refusals, and exclu-
sions from material resources. Exploitation, in this context, involves
the unfair treatment of individuals or groups for the benefit of others,
leading to the deprivation of basic needs and rights. Such exploitation
is typically motivated by a desire to gain an unjust advantage or profit
at the expense of others.’® Cultural exploitation is a type of social
injustice that emerges from the lack of acknowledgment, symbolically
limiting and negating a community’s cultural expression and products.
Nancy Fraser’s analysis makes a clear distinction between the politics
of recognition and of identity. In her reflective analysis, she presents
an argument regarding the limitations imposed by identity politics on
the recognition of individuals. This means that the misconception that
only individuals belonging to specific groups—in our case, Romani
people—should address issues related to their own identity politics
criticizes the need for comprehensive inclusivity. Moreover, she raises
consequential concerns about the current framing of identity politics,
particularly its focus on intersecting identities. She argues that the
complexity of individuals with multiple layers of identity is often over-
looked and underscores the importance of fully recognizing and under-
standing these realities. Furthermore, she stresses the essential role of
identity politics in addressing the causes of inequities experienced by
marginalized groups. From her point of view, it would be crucial for
identity politics to effectively confront power dynamics, exclusions, and
oppressions within the communities it seeks to represent.**

129 Fraser: Rethinking Recognition.
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