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The fight against poverty and social exclusion is one of the
priorities of the United Nations Development Programme 
(UNDP). At the Millennium Summit in September 2000, the 
member states of the United Nations reaffirmed their com-
mitment to work towards a world in which sustaining de-
velopment and eliminating poverty would have the highest 
priorities. The result of this initiative is the acceptance of the 
Millennium Development Goals which build on agreements 
and resolutions made by the UN in the last decade. 

In Slovakia too there are vulnerable, excluded and mar-
ginalised groups, who have no opportunity for equal par-
ticipation in economic and social development. In some 
groups, exclusion is a long-term phenomenon, while other 
groups have “fallen” into poverty as a result of the transfor-
mation in society. The national report on the Millennium 
Development Goals for Slovakia in 2004 stated that “In 
Slovakia there continue to be sharp regional differences in
the rate of poverty, unemployment, the average wage and 
indicators for education and health … and … it is possible 
to find pockets of deep poverty within a relatively wealthy
society. Conditions in isolated Roma settlements indicate 
that these pockets of poverty contain a large part of the 
Roma population.”

The report that you are now reading is a continuation of the 
efforts of UNDP to quantify data on poverty, in particular
the poverty of Roma in the countries of Central and East-

Foreword

ern Europe. The study, carried out by a team of independent 
consultants and experts from the UNDP Regional Centre in 
Bratislava has been produced on the basis of data from an 
extensive questionnaire survey of Roma families and Roma 
households in Slovakia. This research was carried out with 
the support of the World Bank in 2005. UNDP sees this anal-
ysis as a step leading to the creation of space for a further 
deep mapping of the social and economic situation of the 
Roma in Slovakia. The report have helped to expose how 
sensitive Roma households are to changes in structures in 
the system of social policy, and what can be done to make 
these changes easier to come to terms with.

UNDP believes that the conclusions and recommendation 
of this publication will assist all interested parties in taking 
further steps to remove the pockets of poverty from the 
map of Slovakia.

Ben Slay
Director of the UNDP Bratislava Regional Centre
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The study presented here is part of the long-term efforts of
UNDP to acquire reliable information on poverty and the 
forms in which it manifests itself in the countries of Central 
and Eastern Europe. The empirical data on which the anal-
ysis is based were collected during regional research car-
ried out by UNDP in the years 2004-2005. Its main output 
was a publication containing a regional survey. The study 
entitled Report on the Living Conditions of Roma in Slovakia 
focuses on an analysis of the structure and dynamic of the 
“life chances” of this ethnic minority, findings relating to
the effectiveness of the existing measures in social policy
and seeking out relationships between them. The publica-
tion also offers a series of recommendations that derive
both from the knowledge acquired in this research and 
from the results of other work on the social and economic 
situation of marginalized groups in the Slovak Republic. 

Trained interviewers collected the data in interviews 
based on a standardized questionnaire. The questionnaire 
had ten sections covering housing, household structure, 
migration, education, health, economic activities, social 
benefits, subjective assessment of poverty, income, and
household expenditure. The basis for the selection of the 
Roma households was information from the socio-graphic 
mapping of Roma settlements carried out by non-gov-
ernmental organisations in 2004 with the support of the 
World Bank, the Office of the Plenipotentiary of the Slovak
Government for Roma Communities  and the Canadian 
International Development Agency (CIDA). The survey fo-
cused on three types of settlements based on the typol-
ogy defined in the socio-graphic mapping. The segregated
type refers to a settlement-type that is remote from towns 
and villages or separated by a barrier, the separated type 
refers to a Roma population concentrated in a certain part 
of a town or village – either  inside or on the outskirts, and 
the mixed type refers to Roma integrated among the ma-
jority population in the town or village. The same number 
of households was selected for each  settlement  type. 

The research showed that within the Roma population 
there is a high rate of dependency on  social assistance, 
since nearly three quarters of households (73 percent) had 
received in the last month some sort of social benefits re-
lated to material need. Receipt of this type of income was 
widespread regardless of the level of spatial integration 
with the majority population. Despite these facts, Roma 
households continue to make less than full use of the instru-
ments available in the material assistance system. A very 
small number of Roma households received a housing al-
lowance, a benefit intended to cover housing-related costs.

Less than 16 percent of households received such benefits
(out of those that received any benefit related to material
need), which was 11 percent of the total sample of Roma 
households. The reasons for the small number of recipients 
include the conditions for claiming the benefit, which many
Roma households do not meet – even though they live in a 
state of material need. Even less use was made of  scholar-
ships for pupils and students as an instrument for alleviating 
material need. The take-up rate among Roma households 
in material need was just 6 percent. These numbers should 
attract attention because important tools in the new social 
assistance system are not being used. 

There is a very low rate of engagement in the labour mar-
ket among the Roma population of productive age. They 
do not always carry out work in the formal segment of the 
labour market; work on a homestead is not uncommon.  
The fact that the survey finds greater participation in work
outside the household (33 percent for men and 23 percent 
for women) than is reported in the employment statistics 
(11 percent for men and 5 percent for women) may indi-
cate activity in the informal labour market. Eighty-six per-
cent of economically active members of the Roma popula-
tion who do not work (i.e. excluding students, pensioners 
and persons on parental leave) are registered at the labour 
office and 14 percent are not. Most unemployment takes
the form of long-term unemployment, which causes Roma 
women and men to lose the remainder of their working 
qualifications. This creates a“cycle of deprivation”and rein-
forces the culture of poverty (also in relation to the reduc-
tions in the level of social assistance benefits), which has
very negative effects on the life outcomes of the unem-
ployed and also their families. Since there are large num-
bers of children in families where parents are unemployed, 
the impact on the future life outcomes of the children of 
these families is especially dangerous.

There is quite a large gap between the unemployment 
rate and the rate of participation in training (less than 5 
percent) and activation work (37 percent). Given the high 
level of long- term unemployment, this may be a result of 
the unemployed already having used up their opportuni-
ties for training, without producing a very strong effect
in terms of people entering employment. Non-participa-
tion in activation programmes may reflect both a lack of
motivation as well as a lack of opportunities to undertake 
such work. In areas or localities with a high concentration 
of long-term unemployed Roma inhabitants, the supply of 
work suitable for people without qualifications may have
been exhausted.

Summary
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Research in the Roma households focused a considerable 
amount of attention on recording the Roma population’s 
experience with activation programmes. This aimed to 
track Roma households’ rate of participation in activation 
programmes and their structure, as well as their subjective 
perception of the purpose and effect of such programmes.
A comparison of rates of participation, reasons for non-
participation in activation programmes and structure of 
unemployment shows that there is room for improvement 
in the way these programmes relate to Roma communi-
ties if they are to achieve their declared objectives to “sup-
port active participation in the labour market, and increase 
qualifications and skills”.

The collection of “hard” information on the living condi-
tions of the Roma households  was supplemented by re-
search into their opinion of their level of poverty and their 

satisfaction with life, which enabled us to get an additional 
perspective in assessing the overall situation. These data 
show that most Roma households are dissatisfied with
their financial situation, which is reflected in their anxiety
about the future. 

Three basic tendencies can be identified from the data.
Firstly, Roma households were found to be in a worse situ-
ation in most of the monitored dimensions than house-
holds belonging to the general population in nearby areas 
– in terms of indicators for living conditions, availability of 
drinking water, dependency on social assistance benefits
and the rate of indebtedness. Secondly, Roma households 
reported the worst conditions when they lived in segre-
gated areas, followed by Roma households living in sepa-
rated parts of towns or villages. Thirdly, in all dimensions 
the objective and subjective indicators were in accord. 



1
INTRODUCTION
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The fight against social exclusion is one of the priorities of
the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP). The 
report that you are now reading is a continuation of the 
efforts of UNDP to quantify data on poverty and the “eth-
nicization of poverty” taking place in relation to the Roma 
ethnic minority in the countries of Central and Eastern 
Europe and the Balkans. The empirical data on which the 
analysis is based were collected during regional research 
carried out by UNDP in the years 2004-2005. Its main out-
put was a publication containing a regional survey, “At risk: 
Roma and the Displaced in Southeast Europe”. The report 
entitled “Report on the Living Conditions of Roma in Slova-
kia” UNDP sees as a contribution to the in-depth mapping 
of the social and economic situation of the Roma based on 
quantitative data. The study helps to show how sensitive 
Roma households are to structural change in the system 
of social support, in particular the changes in social policy 
since 2004, and what can be done to make these changes 
easier to come to terms with. The methodology developed 
for the research allows comparison over time, the study of 
development dynamics, and therefore the evaluation of 
individual social policy measures and their impacts. The 
data and the conclusions of the analysis may also become 
part of the regular Report on the Social Situation of the 
Population in Slovakia published by the Ministry of Labour, 
Social Affairs and Family of the Slovak Republic, enhancing
its range to include issues of the standard of living and the 
poverty of the Roma.

The global challenges facing the modern world include 
ending poverty and overcoming social exclusion. This 
challenge confronts not only the developing world but 
also Europe and Slovakia, which has been a member of 
the European Union since 2004. At the Millennium Sum-
mit in September 2000, the member countries of the 
United Nations reaffirmed their commitment to work to-
wards a world in which making development sustainable 
and eliminating poverty would have the highest priorities. 
The result of this initiative is the acceptance of the Millen-
nium Development Goals which build on agreements and 
resolutions made by the UN in the last decade. In Slovakia 
too there are vulnerable, i.e. excluded and marginalized 
groups, who have lost their opportunity for equal partici-
pation in development. For some groups exclusion has a 
long-term character (it existed before socialism and con-
tinued under that regime), other groups “fell” into poverty 
as a result of the transformation of society after 1989. The 
national report on the Millennium Development Goals for 
Slovakia states that “in Slovakia there continue to be sharp 
regional differences in the rate of poverty, unemployment,

1. INTRODUCTION

average earnings and also in indicators for education and 
health… it is also possible to speak of pockets of deep 
poverty within a relatively wealthy society. Conditions in 
isolated Roma settlements indicate that these pockets of 
poverty contain the life of a large part of the Roma popula-
tion” (Millennium…, 2004).

Poverty and social exclusion can have a great variety of 
forms or effects, and can be caused by a variety of fac-
tors or conditions. Research in this area focuses either 
on identifying the most vulnerable groups or identifying 
and analysing causes. Public interest very often focuses 
on identifying groups and regions with high incidence of 
deprivation requiring public action. Amongst the groups 
most often categorized as vulnerable are children, older 
people, women, and racial, ethnic or linguistic minorities. 
At other times primary  interest is not linked to identify-
ing the groups that are at risk but obtaining a better un-
derstanding of why this or that group is in an unfavour-
able situation – potential determining factor for these 
conditions are monitored. Different policies are required,
for example, in relation to rural poverty as opposed to ur-
ban (or “city”) poverty. At this second level the creation of 
research tools focuses as appropriate on measuring and 
classifying various determining factors in relation to pov-
erty and exclusion. 

The research carried out was focused on a group that has 
been identified by socio-economic analyses (not only) in
Slovakia. The Roma population frequently appears amongst 
the groups that are most vulnerable, i.e. the groups most 
threatened by poverty and social exclusion. A number of 

Box 1: Increased risk of poverty in the Roma population 
“Another at-risk group was a large part of the Roma population. The inhabit-
ants of segregated Roma settlements were in a particularly disadvantaged 
situation. Despite improvements in their situation in the period of social-
ism, many Roma families, especially the low qualified and other groups in
marginal positions, ranked for a long time among the poorest because in 
their case the key factors in the reproduction of poverty – different life op-
portunities – were not eradicated” (Kusá 1997). 

Among foreign researchers, Rudolf Andorka and Zsolt Spéder identified
groups most likely to be long-term unemployed through an analysis of a 
sample of Hungarian households during 1992-1995: “There was stable 
representation of members of the Roma ethnic group in the lowest income 
decile, of whom nearly half were poor in all four years studied” (Andorka, 
Spéder 1996). István Kemény, Béla Janky a Gabriella Lengyel came to a simi-
lar conclusion through a study of the living conditions of Roma in Hungary in 
1971-2003 (Kemény, Janky, Lengyel 2005).
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disadvantages come together for this ethnic group: in this 
group there is poverty linked to demographic factors (such 
as family size), poverty created by unemployment (espe-
cially long-term unemployment), poverty caused by low 
quality work or a lack of education and also discrimination. 
It is said that Roma living in segregated settlements are the 
worst off. Their situation is often compared to that found in
developing countries.

This ethnic group is also mentioned explicitly in political 
documents and action plans of the Slovak Republic for the 
eradication of poverty and exclusion. For example, the Na-
tional Action Plan on Social Inclusion 2004-2006 for the Slo-
vak Republic identified groups within the population that
were most vulnerable to poverty and social exclusion. In 
addition to the long-term unemployed (with a low level 
of education, or education for which there is no demand 
in the labour market), families with children, single-mem-
ber households, migrants, people with disabilities and the 
homeless, these groups included people living in Roma 
communities. 

Both research data and political documents show that the 
Roma population in Slovakia is one of the groups most vul-
nerable to exclusion. 

Box 2: Groups most vulnerable to poverty and social ex-
clusion according to the National Action Plan on Social 
Inclusion (NAPs/INCL) 2004-2006
 “…the most vulnerable group facing the risk of poverty includes the unem-
ployed, and primarily the long-term unemployed. Extraordinarily serious is 
the fact that also young people aged 16-24 (or 15-29) years are exposed to 
the risk of poverty and social exclusion, primarily those with a low degree of 
education or without an education corresponding to the needs of the labour 
market. Other vulnerable groups are families with children, with a signifi-
cantly higher risk of poverty in single-parent families and families with a 
large number of children, where the risk increases proportionally with the 
number of members of the family. From an analysis it is found that children 
(0-15) as well as young people (16-24) are, more than other age groups, 
threatened by poverty and social exclusion. The at-risk groups, identified on
the basis of common indicators of poverty and social exclusion, include also 
lone-person households essentially in all age categories and both genders.”

“Although the Roma national minority is a heterogeneous group, a large part 
of Roma people belongs to the most vulnerable inhabitants in the Slovak Re-
public. Their social situation has for a long time been determined by a high rate 
of unemployment, in particular long-term, dependency on benefits from the
social system, a low level of education and housing. Among the groups most 
threatened by social exclusion and poverty, in the case of which various key 
disadvantages accumulate, are unintegrated Roma communities living in rural 
or urban settlements, the number of which in Slovakia is estimated at several 
hundred. Approximately 100,000 Roma live in these settlements, which repre-
sents almost 2 percent of the total Slovak population and 28 percent of the es-
timated number of the Roma population in Slovakia (according to professional 
demographic estimates there are approximately 350,000 Roma). The most 
vulnerable group is made up of Roma who face double marginalization. On the 
one hand, they live in marginalized regions in which there is a minimal pos-
sibility of finding a job and thus extricating oneself from the social assistance
system, and at the same time, for various reasons, they cannot be integrated 
into the labour market, or their entry to the labour market is made difficult (for
example in consequence of a labour disadvantage or social exclusion). To this 
as an additional complication are added certain specific factors, such as ethnic
discrimination or socially pathological phenomena in segregated Roma com-
munities” (Národný…, 2004).

INTRODUCTION
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2.1. Characteristics of the approach and 
type of research

The literature and research and statistical works recog-
nize three basic approaches to research into the poverty 
or vulnerability of the various disadvantaged groups in 
the population. The first analytical option is to set a pov-
erty threshold in terms of income per member of house-
hold (a one-dimensional approach). The second option is 
a multi-dimensional approach which broadens the mea-
surement of the level of material deprivation to include 
access to basic public services and information (educa-
tion, social security, the labour market, health, cultural 
and social dimensions). The basis of the third approach 
is social capital, which is founded on an analysis of the 
“assets” possessed by the vulnerable group. A very impor-
tant part of this approach to the measurement of poverty 
is an analysis of the opportunities available in the given 
locality or region.  

Various statistical and research instruments are used in 
measuring poverty. They are often highly complex and 
require specific datasets such as panels, long-time series,
very large survey samples, and the like. Statistical and re-
search techniques include studies of the eating habits of 
the population, family accounts, continuous surveys of 
employment and consumer prices, analytical use of ad-
ministrative registers (in particular records on the provi-
sion of benefits linked to material need), census surveys,
regularly repeated surveys of households and in-depth 
studies of living conditions.2 

The term social exclusion is generally used to refer solely 
to exclusion from meaningful participation in spheres and 
subsystems that have economic, political, social and cul-
tural significance in the given society. Individuals can be

2. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Box 3: Basic approaches to the measurement of poverty
1. The most common method for measuring the level of poverty is setting a 

poverty threshold. This analytical opportunity reacts to the need to make a 
comparison from multiple points of view. The poverty threshold can be de-
fined in absolute or relative terms (e.g. Mingione 1999 and many others) and
a national and super-national level can be set. The World Bank and UNDP use 
this approach in their analyses. Super-national definitions of poverty thresh-
olds take into consideration differences in the cost of living in different regions
or areas. Most frequently the poverty threshold is defined in terms of the in-
come per family member or the income of the household. Although poverty 
thresholds can be very useful for regional and international comparisons, 
within the national context they are quite controversial. One of the problems 
is that they are not able to take into account non-monetary forms of income 
and access to services, which are very important for the survival strategies of 
disadvantaged social and ethnic groups. 

2. It is precisely for the reasons stated above that the idea of multiple dimen-
sions is starting to spread in the study of poverty. Such an approach is based 
on the assumption that poverty cannot be understood only as a threshold 
but the objective should be to see poverty in a wider perspective. This con-
cept of poverty is based on the assumption that poverty cannot be defined
solely in terms of material needs or the lack of resources necessary for sur-
vival. The definition should also take into consideration individuals whose
income exceeds the minimum necessary for survival but who do not have 
access to the most important benefits or“achievements”of society. The most
frequently mentioned of these are education, a basic social security and 
health care system, and cultural or social integration.1 The advantage of the 
multidimensional approach is that it makes it possible to integrate issues of 
regional differences in access to public services, which is especially important
with respect to marginalized areas. Although this idea is not totally excluded 
in discussions of poverty thresholds, its integration usually takes place only at 
the level of the objective, because it is difficult to incorporate this dimension
into a comparison based on a quantitative approach. Another advantage of 
the multidimensional understanding of poverty is that it allows families to 

1  This understanding also forms the basis for the definition of poverty accepted in 1995 at the Copenhagen World Summit for Social De-
velopment (UN): “Poverty has various manifestations, including lack of income and productive resources sufficient to ensure sustain-
able livelihoods; hunger and malnutrition; ill health; limited or lack of access to education and other basic services; increased morbidity 
and mortality from illness; homelessness and inadequate housing; unsafe environments; and social discrimination and exclusion. ... 
Absolute poverty is a condition characterized by severe deprivation of basic human needs, including food, safe drinking water, sanita-
tion facilities, health, shelter, education and information. It depends not only on income but also on access to social services”. 

2  Some of these techniques have been implemented in Slovakia too, while others are unknown in this environment (either for fi-
nancial or organizational reasons). Those that are available in the Slovak Republic include family accounts, continuous surveys of 
employment and consumer prices and the census.  Administrative data on social assistance recipients are available but they are 
not (adequately) used for analytical purposes. Regular surveys of households were unknown in the Slovak Republic until 2005 but 
in that year the Slovak Republic became involved in EU-SILC research, which is repeated in a four-year cycle. Surveys of the popu-
lation’s eating habits are completely unknown and it is very unusual to do an in-depth survey of the living conditions of a selected 
segment of the population. The research into the living conditions of Roma households in Slovakia carried out by UNDP expands 
the data available to cover the deficit in in-depth research.
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understood as being included or excluded from multiple 
points of view and inclusion in various social systems and 
subsystems can have many degrees and forms. In the most 
modern approaches the most positive value for inclusion 
is considered to be work in the formal labour market, i.e. 
the greatest emphasis is given to inclusion in the formal 
labour market (European and Slovak employment policy, 
a wide range of foreign and domestic specialized and sci-
entific publications). Nevertheless, successful inclusion in
the labour market depends on a number of other factors; 
the life chances of individuals derive not only from work 
but also from education, household composition, life cy-
cle, age, gender and other life circumstances. An in-depth 
analysis of vulnerable groups must therefore take all rel-
evant dimensions into consideration. 

The research presented here belongs to the last group of 
research instruments mentioned above. It is a detailed sur-
vey of the living conditions of Roma households in the Slo-
vak Republic based on a very wide-ranging questionnaire. 
The aim of the research was to create a database for a com-
bination of all the main dimensions of living conditions for 
a particular group of vulnerable households. The survey 
included all the main dimensions of poverty as identified
in the definition agreed by the UN at the Copenhagen Sum-
mit (1995): income and productive resources, structure of 
expenditure, but also access to food, drinking water, sani-
tation facilities, the level of housing conditions, health and 
education, and access to information  and services (health 

Box 4: Research instruments for measuring poverty
Studies of the eating habits of the population (nutritional content of various 
types of food and their relationship with indicators for health): This type of 
research forms the basis for measuring basic needs, it is a part of medical 
research and research into the health of the population.

Studies of family accounts: These focus on identifying the “shopping basket” 
of different social groups, which is used to calculate an index of the cost
of living for the different groups. Surveys provide information on resources 
expended to cover basic needs such as food, accommodation and household 
expenses, or the population’s access to non-monetized services and mon-
etary transfers (gifts, family assistance). As a rule, these are carried out by 
national statistical offices periodically.

Continuous surveys of employment and consumer prices: Usually a monthly 
survey is carried out, whose results monitor short-term fluctuations in em-
ployment and prices. If these results are combined in an appropriate way 
with the results of other research, they can contribute useful information on 
the changes in the conditions of poverty in the population. 

Administrative registers: If the state provides benefits linked to conditions
of poverty or social need, it may keep administrative registers that will catch 
not only numbers but also other characteristics for poverty in the popula-
tion. This information can be combined with household survey data and 
data from other sources.

Census data: These represent a good basis for measuring poverty at the local 
level. There are, however, two serious problems associated with them: the 
long period between individual counts (10 years) and the limited number 
of variables in the census form (usually the form does not capture income 
and information about non-monetary transfers). There are however many 
ways to combine and build on census data using various kinds of household 
research to get over the stated limitations.

Repeated surveys of households: Carried out regularly, once a year or at a 
greater interval. They cover such aspects of the household’s circumstances 
as living conditions, work and employment, education, income and the like. 
They are much more detailed and broadly targeted than continuous surveys 
of employment and consumer prices. They also provide general coverage 
of individual groups or regions in a given country. Household surveys are 
the basic instrument for monitoring the living conditions of the population, 
their income and employment. Their limitations include the fact that they 
are not representative for small regions or small population groups and they 
cannot be carried out very often. They should therefore be combined with 
information from other sources (family accounts, expenditure and prices, 
empirical research focused on a specific problem or group).

Surveys of living conditions: This methodology is used only seldom because 
it is based on a wide-ranging questionnaire that is answered by a relatively 
small group of households. Its objective is to combine in one survey all the 
main dimensions affecting the living conditions of a specific group of poor
households including consumption patterns, household budgets, income, 
non-monetary gifts and transfers, housing, household goods, access to 
goods and services, work and employment, and the like. This type of re-
search specializes in in-depth analysis of the conditions of poverty and its 
contexts. Because there is a small dataset and a highly complex question-
naire, the survey is less useful for setting parameters, standards and poverty 
thresholds for wider regions or the country as a whole. 

Based on: General Information on the Sixth Meeting of the Expert Group on 
Poverty Statistics. Rio de Janeiro, 12 -14 November 2003).

be classified as poor if they live above the survival threshold (i.e. above the
poverty threshold) but could become extremely vulnerable in the event of a 
misfortune such as becoming unemployed, ill health, or the like.

3. The third method by which poverty is analyzed is based on the idea of “as-
sets” (inputs, requirements in terms of social capital). This is the approach 
presented by Caroline Moser (Moser 1998). It is based on the claim that 
families living in the worst social conditions are usually defined in terms of
the things that they lack (that they do not have) and not in terms of their 
“assets”, i.e. those properties and characteristics that they actually have 
(physical, human, and social capital). According to this approach, investi-
gations of poverty should focus on an analysis of the assets that the family 
or community have and situations that can lead to “social vulnerability” as 
a result of error or fraud in the use or maintenance of these assets.  In this 
sense social vulnerability is defined as a situation where there is a strong
“tendency towards a decline in social mobility” (Torres, Gomes, Marques, 
Ferreira  2004, p. 3). A suitable strategy for overcoming localized poverty 
could then draw on easing use of the “assets” that the given population has 
access to. The relationship between the “assets” and the vulnerability is me-
diated by the “structure of opportunities” available in the given area (the 
role of the market, state and community). For example, even a relatively 
poor area may have important forms of access to the local labour market, 
which over the long term can increase the local population’s chances to 
achieve social mobility. This can also work the other way round. For ex-
ample, a community that specializes in manual workers can become more 
vulnerable as a result of technological changes or a process of deindustri-
alization which reduce the value of their particular skills (human capital 
as an asset) making them redundant. Supporters of such an approach un-
derstand vulnerability as a dynamic category that is one of the difficulties
that social groups may face in adapting to change of an external character 
i.e. changes in the labour market and/or public policy (base on Bodnárová, 
Džambazovič, Filadelfiová, Gerbery, Holubová, Porubänová 2005). 

care, social services, education, employment services, and 
so on). The questionnaire used contained a total of 10 rela-
tively autonomous content modules.
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The basic objective of the research carried out among the 
Roma population was to capture the “life chances” of this 
ethnic  minority. The research attempted to illustrate their 
overall situation in life and identify the main barriers to in-
clusion. To this were added findings on the effectiveness of
existing general social policy measures affecting the living
conditions of this vulnerable group in the population of the 
Slovak Republic. It also monitored both the individual ex-
perience (in work, education, health, and the like) and the 
socio-economic situation of Roma households. In addition 
to household monetary income and material deprivation, 
the survey also included the availability (use and effective-
ness) of various kinds of services, including monitoring of 
assets and the local opportunity structure. With regard to  
the latter, there was increased research into the spatial as-
pects of poverty: two elements were added to the survey 
that were important for purposes of classification: the level
of integration of the Roma population by type of settle-
ment and comparison with members of the general popu-
lation living in nearby areas (for more information see the 
Methodological Annex).3 

The research is based on the assumption that the level of 
deprivation in basic human needs depends not only on 
income but also on access to (social and other) services. 
Thus, in addition to the well-known “Copenhagen dimen-
sions” there is a spatial dimension: mobility, social net-
works in the given community and monitoring of the level 
of segregation in the settlement (an indicator promoted 
to a selection criterion). To control for regional differences,
the selected sample of Roma households and individuals 
was compared to a group of households from the general 
population in nearby areas.

2.2. Description of the sample used  
in the survey 

2.2.1. Size of samples used in the survey

Information of this type can be acquired only through a di-
rect interview with household members. The most reliable 
and most complete method of obtaining information for 
this type of research is to visit household members in their 
home. Data was collected with the financial support of the
World Bank in the period April to June 2005. Data collec-
tion was coordinated by the Tambor research agency. 

Data was collected in 720 Roma households with precisely 
one third of households coming from each group deter-
mined by settlement type4 (240 households for the Roma 
population living in segregated settlements, in separated 
parts of municipalities and mixed with the majority popu-
lation). With each economic household having an average 
of 5.23 members, this created a sample of the Roma popu-
lation consisting of 3,769 persons. For the purposes of this 
report a household is defined as an individual or group of
people, whether related or not, who live together as an 
independent group in the sense that they manage their 
affairs in common (this means that they share with each
other or support each other within one family budget). 

It was necessary to distinguish between the terms “fam-
ily” and “household”. A family represents a social relation-
ship covering genetic ties and marriage. A household here 
represents an economic unit. Although it is very often the 
case that a family is also a household, this need not always 
be the case.

Table 2.1: Sample size of Roma households and  individuals by 
settlement type (in absolute numbers)

SELECTION GROUP Segregated Separated Mixed Total
Households 240 240 240 720
Individuals 1,361 1,241 1.167 3,769
Average number of 
members of household

5.67 5.17 4.86 5.23

The control group selected from the population in near-
by areas was approximately half the size in terms of the 
number of studied households. It consisted of a total of 
355 households in which there were 1,204 individuals. On 

Box 5: Modules into which the questionnaire was divided
• Module 1: Housing
• Module 2: Household structure
• Module 3: Migration
• Module 4: Education
• Module 5: Health
• Module 6: Economic activity
• Module 7: Social assistance benefits
• Module 8: Subjective assessment of poverty
• Module 9: Income 
• Module 10: Expenditure

3  This group of randomly selected households included both Roma and non-Roma households.
4  The basis for the selection of the Roma households was data from the sociographic mapping of Roma communities carried out by 

the non-profit organisations the Institute for Public Affairs, S.P.A.C.E. and the Regional Centre for Roma Issues with the support of
the World Bank, the Office of the Plenipotentiary of the Government of the Slovak Republic for Roma Communities and the Cana-
dian International Development Agency in 2004 . This census of the Roma settlements identified four settlement types in the Roma
population in relation to the majority: integrated – mixed (Roma living in towns or villages mixed with the majority), integrated 
– concentrated (Roma living in towns or villages but concentrated in a particular part or area), on the outskirts of towns and villages 
(Roma living in concentrated communities on the outskirts of a town or village) and outside a town or village (Roma living in settle-
ments that are distant from the town or village or separated by a barrier). 

For the purposes of this research the second and third type of settlements were merged so that Roma households were selected from 
three types of settlements: segregated (those living in a settlement at a distance from a town or village or separated by some barrier), 
separated (those living concentrated in a certain part of a town or village on its outskirts or within it) and mixed (living mixed in a town 
or village, i.e. among the majority population). The same number of households was selected from each type of settlement. 

In every town or village where data was collected, households were selected for a control group, which corresponded to the struc-
ture of the general population in the studied area (further information on selection is given in the Methodological Annex). 
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average each common household had 3.4 members. Thus, 
although the sample of general households represented 
half the number of Roma households, the smaller number 
of household members meant that the set of individuals 
from the general population had only a third of the num-
ber in the Roma group. 

Table 2.2: Sample size of households and individuals from the 
general population living in nearby areas (in absolute numbers)

SELECTION GROUP Total
Households 355
Individuals 1,204
Average number of household members 3.4

2.2.2 Composition of sample by number of 
household members

The numbers of persons in Roma households vary ac-
cording to settlement type. While the average number of 
members in households living in segregated settlements 
approached 6 persons (5.67 members per household), in 
Roma households living in separated parts of a town or 
village there were 5.17 members and Roma households 
living in mixed settlements where the majority did not ex-
ceed the 5 member level (4.86 members per household). 
As integration – measured by settlement type – increases, 
the average number of members of a common household 
decreases. 5 

The average numbers of members has already shown that 
compared to their neighbours from the general popula-
tion, Roma households are substantially larger. What is 
their internal structure though, and to what extent do the 
numbers in different size groups differ according to spatial

integration with the majority and in comparison with the 
general population in nearby areas?  

Graph 2.2: Structure of Roma households by number of mem-
bers (in %)

Among Roma households, single-member households 
make up not quite 4 percent, a percentage in sharp con-
trast to the situation in the population of the Slovak Re-
public as a whole (single-member households made up 
30 percent of overall households in the Slovak Republic in 
the 2001 census). Two-member households made up 10.8 
percent. The most common were households with 4 or 5 
members, which accounted for more than 16 percent of 
all Roma households. From 5 members upwards, the per-
centage share decreases as the household size increases, 
but households with many members are not extremely 
rare within the Roma population. Households with over 10 
members made up 6.4 percent of all Roma households. 

Graph 2.1: Average number of members per Roma household by  settlement type (in absolute numbers)
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5  According to information taken from the Census of the population, houses and flats in 2001, the average number of members in
each surveyed household in the Slovak Republic was 2.6 (see Annex). Although the average number of members of each economic 
household is greater, the number is still lower than the average for Roma households.
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Table 2.3: Structure of Roma households by number of mem-
bers and settlement type (in %)

NUMBER OF 
HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS

Segregated Separated Mixed Total

1 member 1.7 6.7 3,3 3.9
2 members 7.9 8.8 15.8 10.8
3 members 12.1 10.0 13.3 11.8
4 members 15.0 17.1 18.3 16.8
5 members 14.2 19.2 15.0 16.1
6 members 15.8 11.3 13.3 13.5
7 members 12.9 11.3 7.5 10.6
8 members 7.1 5.4 6.3 6.3
9 members 5.0 4.6 1.7 3.8
10 and more members 8.4 5.7 5.3 6.4
Households total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

The size of Roma households varies according to the settle-
ment type. In segregated settlements, the Roma population 
showed fewer single-member households than in the other 
two groups and households with many members appeared 
more frequently. Households with 10 or more members 
made up more than 8 percent of households in segregated 
settlements, in separated and mixed settlements this type 
of household made up around 5 percent. In the Roma popu-
lation living in mixed housing, the most numerous house-
holds were those with four members, in the population liv-
ing in a separated part of the town or village five-member
households were most common, in segregated settlements 
the most common household size was six members. House-
hold sizes in segregated settlements are larger than those in 
other groups of the Roma population defined by the settle-
ment  type, though the differences are not extremely large. 

This is different in comparison with the general popula-
tion in nearby areas. In this comparison significant differ-

ences were clear from the proportion of one-member 
households. While the average for Roma households 
was not quite 4 percent, in the structure of households 
belonging to the general population in the geographi-
cal vicinity it was above 11 percent. There was also a 15 
percentage point difference between the proportions
of two-member households: in the general population 
they make up 26.2 percent and in the structure of Roma 
households they amount to 10.8 percent. The percentage 
in the general population was higher up to households 
with 4 members; larger sizes were more frequent in Roma 
households. 

Among Roma households there were certain differ-
ences in the size of households depending on the level 
of spatial integration with the majority population, but 
the Roma households remain more similar to each other 
than to the general population in nearby areas. The larg-
est differences are in the representation of one-member
and two-member households, which are less common in 
the Roma population. The proportion of households with 
many members is also several times larger in the Roma 
population. 

2.2.3 Sample by economic status

In terms of the relation to economic activity, the compo-
sition of the Roma population is markedly non-standard, 
especially as regards participation in the labour market. A 
quarter of the sample consists of children and another 19.6 
percent are in education. Elderly pensioners make up just 
under 5 percent of the overall structure of the Roma popu-
lation. Of other groups, the largest was the unemployed, 
who made up 34.9 percent of the total sample of the Roma 
population. The proportion of people who receive dis-
ability benefits was 2.9 percent, while those on maternity
or parental leave made up 7.4 percent of the total Roma 

Graph 2.3: Structure of households by number of members – comparison of Roma and the general population living in nearby 
areas (in %)
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population. Those in formal employment made up a very 
small proportion: in the sample as a whole they were just 
4.3 percent. These were mainly full-time workers, the pro-
portion of part-time workers and self employed was negli-
gible (under 1 percent).

Graph 2.4: Structure of the Roma population by economic 
status (in %)

This economic status is consistent to a greater or lesser de-
gree within all groups defined by settlement type and var-
ies only in terms of the empirical composition of individual 
categories. In segregated communities there are more 
representatives of the pre-productive categories (children, 
pupils and students) and the productive were found less 
frequently. There was also a small increase in the numbers 
of people on leave taking care of young children. The pro-
portion of unemployed and people receiving disability 
pensions is approximately equal in all three sub-groups 
of the Roma population. As regards workers, the smallest 
numbers were among the inhabitants of segregated set-
tlements (only 2.2 percent).

Table 2.4: Structure of the Roma population by economic sta-
tus and settlement type (in %)

ECONOMIC STATUS Segregated Separated Mixed Total
Child 27.4 23.8 23.6 25.0
Worker 2.2 5.5 5.4 4.3
Unemployed 34.5 33.8 36.5 34.9
Pupil, student 21.3 20.8 16.2 19.6
Old-age pensioner 3.2 5.1 6.4 4.8
Disabled pensioner 2.3 2.6 3.8 2.9
Homemaker 0.5 0.6 0.8 0.6
On maternal/paternal 
leave

8.3 7.3 6.5 7.4

Others 0.3 0.5 0.8 0.5
Individuals total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

The structure of the general population in nearby geograph-
ical areas is fundamentally different from that of the Roma
population. There is a difference in the composition of the
pre-productive and post-productive groups, i.e. in relation 
to the proportion of children and old-age pensioners, and 
also in participation in the labour market. The general popu-
lation reports a proportion of workers that is several times 
higher, and less than half the proportion of unemployed. 
The proportion of persons on parental leave is significantly
lower than the figure reported in the Roma population.

In terms of economic status, the Roma population has a 
fundamentally different structure from the population of
the Slovak Republic as a whole and also from the popula-
tion in their geographical vicinity. This means that the stat-
ed proportions for the Roma minority are of a more general 
character and are not the result of regional conditions. The 
identified structure reflects not only the different repro-
ductive behaviour of the Roma population but indicates a 
higher level of exclusion from the labour market.  
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Graph 2.5: Structure by economic status - comparison of the Roma population and the general population living in nearby 
areas (in %) 
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The Roma are the second most numerous ethnic minority 
in Slovakia (after Hungarians). In the Census of the popula-
tion, houses and flats in 1991, 75,802 inhabitants (1.4 per-
cent of the Slovak population) declared themselves as be-
longing to this ethnic minority while the number in 2001 
was 89,920 inhabitants (1.7 percent of the total population 
of the Slovak Republic). From a regional point of view, the 
largest numbers of Roma live in Prešov, Košice and Ban-
ská Bystrica regions and the districts with the largest rep-
resentation of this minority include the Spišská Nová Ves, 
Gelnica, Rožňava, Rimavská Sobota, Kežmarok, Trebišov, 
Sabinov, Medzilaborce, Revúca, Vranov nad Topľou and 
Košice-okolie districts.

The data on the nationality of respondents in the census 
depend however on self-identification,6 and the actual 
number of Roma is substantially larger. Estimates of the 
Demographic Research Centre speak of 380 000 Roma 
living on the territory of the Slovak Republic, which is 
7.2 percent of the total population (Vaňo 2001). The re-
productive behaviour of the Roma population shows 
several differences from that of the general population,
which subsequently affect the overall structure of the
Roma population and households. It is characterized by a 
higher birth rate and fertility rate, but also a higher death 
rate, an earlier start of reproductive activity and a longer 
reproduction period (Vaňo 2001). The conclusion from 
such trends is that the Roma population has higher pop-
ulation growth7 and in comparison with the majority its 
age composition is weighted towards youth. According 
to the same source, the average age of the Roma popula-
tion in 2001 was around 24 years, while in the population 
of the Slovak Republic as a whole at the same time it was 
more than 36 years. In comparison with the majority, the 
structure of households also differs: Roma households
are larger and have more children. 

Reproductive behaviour and its effects on population
and household structure are also different for the Roma
population. They are therefore not only the result of de-
mographic and cultural factors (proportion of the popu-
lation of reproductive age, influence of traditions, values),

3. STRUCTURE OF THE ROMA  
 POPULATION:  
 BASIC CHARACTERISTICS

but also political and social factors. In the case of the Roma 
population, the role of living conditions and the relation 
to integration with the majority population is emphasized 
(Vaňo 2001, 2002; Vašečka 2002a, 2002b). The next part of 
the analysis is dedicated to identifying this internal hetero-
geneity in the Roma population in relation to the level of 
spatial integration with the majority population of the Slo-
vak Republic. 

3.1 Age structure of the Roma 
population 

Out of a total of 3,769 individuals studied, 39.4 percent 
were children under 15 and another 27.6 percent were 
persons aged 15-29 years. Adult persons over 30 years 
made up the remaining 33 percent of the total sample. 
Children are therefore the single most numerous group in 
the Roma population studied; older people make up the 
smallest group (10.2 percent).

Box 6: Development of the age structure of the overall 
population of the Slovak Republic
The development of the age structure of the population of the Slovak Re-
public as whole in recent years has shown a strong trend towards falling 
birth rates (see Annex). The primary impact has been on the composition 
of the youngest generation: not only has the overall number of the young-
est inhabitants fallen since 1990, but the internal structure of the youth 
population has also changed. At the start of the 1980s, the largest num-
bers were among the youngest children; in the mid-eighties the middle 
years became most numerous and at the start of the nineties the oldest 
children and young people filled this category. The share of children under
15 years has fallen below 20 percent, in 2004 they made up 17.1 percent 
of the total number of inhabitants (see Annex). The reduced proportion of 
children in the population has served to boost the numbers in the middle 
generation. The most numerous group are people of productive age. The 
numbers in the oldest, post-productive age group have so far increased 
only slightly (just under 13 percent post-productive women and 6 percent 
post-productive men). 

6  Experts explain the unwillingness of Roma to declare their ethnicity (they claimed Hungarian or Slovak ethnicity in the census) as 
the result of a crisis in Roma identity “caused by years of assimilation and the perception that being Roma is a mark of lower worth, 
both in the eyes of the majority and also the Roma.” (cited from Vašečka 2002b, p. 214). The motivation for this may therefore be an 
attempt to avoid stigmatization and discrimination (Employing..., 2006).

7  According to estimates, by 2025 the number of Roma in Slovakia may rise to 580,000 (Vaňo 2002). 
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Graph 3.1: Structure of the overall sample of the Roma popu-
lation by age (in %)

By settlement type, the segregated Roma population con-
tains the largest number of children. Within this monitored 
group children under 15 years represented 43.6 percent. In 
the other two sub-groups of the Roma population, the pro-
portion of children was 5 to 7 percent lower: 38.6 percent for 
Roma living in separate parts of towns and villages and 35.6 
percent for thoseliving mixed with the general population. 

Tab. 3. 1: Age structure of the Roma population sample by 
settlement type (in %)

AGE GROUPS Segregated Separated Mixed Total
Under 15 43.6 38.6 35.2 39.4
15-29 28.2 27.1 27.6 27.6
30-49 21.1 22.7 24.9 22.8
50 and over 7.1 11.6 12.3 10.2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Average age 21.29 24.04 25.50 23.50

The large proportion of children was not the only charac-
teristic feature of the age structure of the Roma population. 

Research also found that as age increases numbers in the 
population decrease. The older a person is, the smaller their 
age group is in the overall structure of their sub-group in the 
Roma population. This tendency was strongest in the group 
living in segregated settlements, where people over 30 years 
made up only 28.2 percent and people over 50 years only 7.1 
percent. The stated differences between individual groups in
age structure show not only the different reproductive be-
haviour of the Roma population depending on their settle-
ment type, but also the differences in living conditions that
appear in different death rates and life expectancies.

The difference in age structure leads logically to different
average ages in the individual sub-groups of the Roma 
population. The lowest average age was found in the sub-
group of Roma living in segregated settlements, where it 
was 21.3 years. The average age of the inhabitants of sepa-
rate parts of towns and villages was over a year higher – 24 
years. The highest average age was among Roma living in 
integrated communities, where the average age was over 
25 (25.5 years).  The average age of the population of the 
Slovak Republic as a whole is substantially higher, in 2004 
it was 37.13 years (see Annex). 

There was also a much higher average in the sample of the 
nearby general population (the population living close to 
ethnic Roma), which was 36.4 years. The proportion of chil-
dren in the “control” group from the general population is 
closer to the average for Slovakia as a whole because with-
in this sub-group children under 15 make up 18.4 percent. 
The age group 15-29 here made up 25.6 percent, 30-49 
years 26.6 percent and the over 50s, 29.5 percent of the 
general population living nearby. 

While the presence of the middle-age group is approxi-
mately the same in both compared populations, the pro-
portion of the youngest and oldest groups differ sharply.
In the Roma population the youth element is dominant, 
while in the general population it is the oldest. 

The studied group of the Roma population confirmed in-
formation obtained in analyses of the Roma ethnic group 
(see the work of B. Vaňo, R. Džambazovič, M. Vašečka and 
others) or regional demographic comparisons (studies by 

Graph 3.2: Average age of the Roma population by settlement type (in years)
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the group of authors from the Sociological Institute of the 
Slovak Academy of Sciences). The regions with the high-
est concentration of Roma populations and in particular 
the segregated Roma population show poorer long-term 
demographic indicators: a lower average lifespan, higher 
mortality rate – including child mortality, lower life expec-
tancy (for differences between districts see the Annex). In
conclusion, we can summarize two basic differential lines
as regards the structure of the population by age:

• The age structure of the Roma population differs sharp-
ly from that of the majority population, both in compar-
ison with the total population of the Slovak Republic, 
and also in comparison with the population of nearby 
geographical areas. The current structure of the Roma 
population corresponds to the structure that the major-
ity population had in the 1950s, when the share of the 
youngest inhabitants was close to 30 percent.

• Differences in age structure can also be found within
the Roma population depending on the degree of inte-
gration with the majority population. There is a stronger 
dividing line between the inhabitants of the segregated 
settlements and the other groups than between those 
living in separate areas and those living in integrated 
ones. Nevertheless there are pronounced differences
between even the integrated segment of the Roma 
population and the majority.

3.2: Structure of sex and family status in 
the Roma population 

The structure of the Roma population sample shows a 
balance of the two sexes. Men made up 49 percent and 
women 51 percent of the population. This proportion cor-

responds to the structure of the population of the Slovak 
Republic in general, where the long-term trend is a slight 
preponderance of women over men (51.4 percent women 
and 48.6 percent men).

Table 3.2: Structure of the Roma population by sex and settle-
ment type (in %)

SEX Segregated Separated Mixed Total
Male 50.5 48.3 47.9 49.0
Female 49.5 51.7 52.1 51.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Equal representation of the sexes was the same in all groups 
of the Roma population defined by geographical integra-
tion with the majority population. The only difference was
in the case of the inhabitants of segregated settlements, 
where the proportion of women to men was reversed (a 
slight preponderance of men). All three sub-groups of the 
Roma population also showed equal representation of 
women and men in the basic age groups.

With regard to family status, the most common category 
was for people to be married, which applied to 48.1 percent 
of the population. Another 12.3 percent consisted of Roma 
living as partners but not married. Partnerships made up a 
total of 60.4 percent of the overall Roma population. The 
second most numerous group was single people, who made 
up almost a third of the sample. Divorced or separated Roma 
were rare (2.7 percent) and 4.4 percent were widows or wid-
owers. This structure shows that the absolute majority of the 
Roma population live as partners. Breakdown of a marriage 
or relationship is rare and is as a rule followed by the estab-
lishment of a new relationship. Only a very small segment of 
the Roma population lives as single-parent families. 

Graf 3. 3: Comparison of age structure of the Roma population and the general population living in nearby areas (in %)
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Graph 3.4: Structure of the Roma population by marital status 
(in %)

In terms of the level of geographical integration with the 
majority population, the survey did not reveal large differ-
ences between sub-groups. The only difference was found
in inhabitants of segregated settlements – compared to 
the other two sub-groups of the Roma population they 
were a little more likely to live with a partner without be-
ing married. The Roma who lived mixed with the general 
population were more likely to be divorced. These differ-
ences were not large, however, and we can speak of a rela-
tively uniform structure of the Roma population regardless 
of settlement type. 

Table 3.3: Structure of the Roma population by marital status 
and settlement type (in %)

MARITAL STATUS Segregated Separated Mixed Total
Single 32.3 31.4 34.9 32.9
Married 48.4 51.5 44.5 48.1
Living together without being married 14.2 10.3 12.3 12.3
Divorced 1.4 1.4 3.4 2.1
Separated 0.3 1.3 0.2 0.6
Widowed 3.4 4.0 4.6 4.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

The structure of the population in nearby areas is notice-
ably different from that of the Roma population. The larg-
est difference is in the status category “partner”. While, as
stated, this category covered over 12 percent of the Roma 
population, in the control group from the majority popula-
tion the percentage was barely a third of that figure (4.4
percent). There was also a difference in the proportion of
widows and widowers: while this was less than 5 percent 
in the Roma population, in the majority sample in nearby 
areas the proportion was 10 percent. The structure of the 
Roma population also differs from the population struc-
ture of the Slovak Republic as a whole.8 There were no dif-
ferences in family status between Roma men and women 
– a comparison of the proportions of individual status cat-
egories showed very similar values for men and women.
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8  At the time of the survey (in 2005) in the population of the Slovak Republic as a whole, 42.8 percent of people were single, 45 per-
cent were married, 5.2 percent were divorced and 7 percent were widows or widowers. At the same time, the Slovak Republic has 
large long-term differences in the breakdown for men and women: while 47.6 percent of men are single, only 38 percent of women
are; the percentage of divorced women is 1.5 percentage points higher and the proportion of widows is 10 percent higher that of 
widowers.

Graph 3.5: Comparison of Roma and the general population living in nearby areas by marital status (in %)

�

����

����

����

���

���

���

����

����

���

���

���

����

��� ��� ���� ���� ���� ���� ���� ���� ���� ���� ���� ����

�������

�

������

���������������

��������

���������

�������

� ���������������������������������������������������



REPORT ON THE LIVING CONDITIONS OF ROMA IN SLOVAKIA

28

Roma are more likely to live as partners than the majority 
population including those living in nearby areas and are 
also less likely to be widows or widowers or divorced.

3.3 The Roma population by mother 
tongue and language used in daily life
One of the most frequently cited barriers to education and 
subsequent inclusion of ethnic minorities is the inability to 
communicate effectively in the majority language. From
the data obtained, it appears that this may be a significant
barrier affecting the Roma minority in the Slovak Republic.
Less than a third of respondents gave Slovak as their moth-
er tongue (31.7 percent) and 13.7 percent gave Hungarian.  
Overall, more than half of the Roma population declared 
Romani to be their mother tongue. 

Graph 3.6: Structure of the Roma population by mother 
tongue (in %)

Note: Mother tongue was defined as the language spoken by the respon-
dent’s mother.

In terms of spatial integration, Slovak is least frequently the 
mother tongue in segregated settlements, where it was 
given by only 16.9 percent of the population. Where the 
Roma lived in a different spatial relation to the majority, it
was much more common as a mother tongue. Thirty-three 
percent of Roma living in separated parts of a town or vil-
lage identified Slovak as their mother tongue, the propor-
tion was 47 percent for those living in mixed society. 

Table 3.4: Structure of the sample of the Roma population by 
mother tongue and settlement type (in %)

MOTHER TONGUE Segregated Separated Mixed Total
Slovak 16.9 33.1 47.3 31.7
Hungarian 8.1 10.5 23.5 13.7
Romani 74.6 56.1 29.0 54.4
Other 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Note: Mother tongue was defined as the language spoken by the respon-
dent’s mother.

There were a number of interesting points of com-
parison with the general population living in nearby 
areas. In terms of Hungarian language, the Roma and 
the general population were absolutely the same: 13.7 
percent gave Hungarian as their mother tongue in both 
monitored groups. Comparison of mother tongue in the 
Roma and the general population showed strong dif-
ferences in the case of Slovak and Romani languages. 
While the Roma population gave Slovak as its mother 
tongue in less than a third of cases, Romani was given 
by more than half of respondents. In the general pop-
ulation in nearby areas the percentages for these two 
languages were reversed: Slovak language dominated 
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Graph 3.7: Comparison of Roma and the general population living in nearby areas by mother tongue (in %)

Note: Mother tongue was defined as the language spoken by the respondent’s mother.
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with 73.5 percent and Romani was given by 10.7 percent 
of respondents. Respondents listed other languages as 
their mother tongue extremely rarely.

The basic percentages given above for mother tongue ap-
plied also in the case of the language used in the house-
hold in everyday life, with differences only in the empirical
numbers for individual languages. The Roma population 
used mostly Romani language in daily life although the 
percentage was nearly 10 percent less than for mother lan-
guage (44.9 percent). This difference was mainly in favour
of Slovak tongue with a smaller increase in the use of Hun-
garian. In daily life, 40.8 percent of the Roma population 
use Slovak and 14.1 percent Hungarian. 

Graph 3.8: Structure of the Roma population by language in 
daily use (in %)

Note: The question focussed on the language used for everyday pur-
poses in the home. 

In everyday life, Slovak was used least by the part of the 
Roma population living in segregated settlements (36.6 
percent). This part of the population was also the most 

likely to use Romani – nearly 54 percent. It is interesting to 
compare the use of Hungarian in daily domestic conversa-
tions: its use increases significantly as households become
more integrated. While only 9 percent of the segregated 
population use Hungarian for everyday purposes,  the fig-
ure is 10 percent for the population in separate parts of 
towns and villages and 24.1 percent for the Roma living 
among the majority. 

Table 3.5: Structure of the sample of the Roma population by 
language in daily use and settlement type (in %)

LANGUAGE IN DAILY USE Segregated Separated Mixed Total
Slovak 36.6 41.8 44.3 40.8
Hungarian 9.1 10.0 24.1 14.1
Romani 53.7 48.1 31.6 44.9
Other 0.6 0.1 - 0.2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

If we compare the Roma population and the general popu-
lation in nearby areas we find basically the same structure
as for the mother tongue, especially in the general popu-
lation. Within the control sample Slovak is used for every-
day purposes in the majority of cases (73.4 percent), use of 
Hungarian is around 14 percent and Romani makes up 10 
percent. As mentioned above, the Roma population reports 
lower use of Romani in daily use, and shows increased use of 
Slovak. There was a completely identical use of Hungarian in 
both groups also with regard to “everyday” language.

The stated results indicate that spatial integration is linked 
to linguistic integration mainly in Hungarian regions. The 
level of use of Hungarian in everyday domestic situations 
is completely identical in the Roma population and in the 
general population in nearby areas. It also suggests the hy-

������
�����

���

����

���� ����

�������
���������

Graph 3.9: Comparison of Roma and the general population living in nearby areas by language in daily use (in %)
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pothesis that geographical integration is more likely in ar-
eas and regions with a majority or at least a higher number 
of ethnic Hungarians in the overall  population structure. 

Graph 3.10: Comparison of mother tongue and language in 
daily use for the Roma population (in %)

Note: The total of 100% includes other combinations of mother tongue 
and language used in routine communication at home.  Because of the 
very small number of such combinations they are not shown in the graph.

A comparison of mother tongue and current everyday lan-
guage shows that these languages are the same for most 
of the Roma population (75.8 percent). The greatest con-
formity is in the case of Romani: 39.1 percent of the total 
Roma population had Romani as a mother tongue and 
used it for everyday purposes within the household. Slo-

vak was given in both cases by 25.4 percent of the Roma 
population and Hungarian by 11.3 percent. 

In total, 23.6 percent reported a different mother tongue
and daily language within the household. The most com-
mon change was from Romani to Slovak (13 percent) and 
followed by the reverse – from Slovak to Romani (5.3 per-
cent). Other combinations were less common within the 
Roma population. 

Continuation or change with regard to mother tongue and 
currently used language varies with spatial integration with 
the majority population. Among the segregated Roma pop-
ulation, continuous use of Romani dominates (the same ap-
plies for those living in separated communities, though to 
a lesser extent), while in those living in mixed communities 
continuous use of Slovak is more common. Continuous use 
of Hungarian is also most common in the Roma population 
in mixed communities (nearly a quarter within this group). 
The most frequent change of language was for Roma in seg-
regated settlements to go from speaking Romani to Slovak. 
The transfer from Slovak to Romani was strongest in Roma 
populations in mixed communities. 

The Roma population was much more likely than the 
nearby general population to use a different “domestic”
language than their mother language. In the general 
population the two languages were the same in a total of 
92.5 percent of cases. The most frequent combination was 
continuous use of Slovak in 71 percent of cases, followed 
by continuous use of Hungarian at 12.7 percent and the 
smallest was continuous use of Romani at 9.8 percent.9 A 
quarter of the Roma population had a different mother
tongue and current language. 

�������
������

���

����
����

����

����� ����� �����
����� ����� �����
����� ����� �����

Graph 3.11: Comparison of mother tongue and daily-use language for the Roma population by settlement type (in %)

9  Although the combination of Hungarian and Romani language looks rare, it corresponds to the overall representation of these 
two ethnic minorities in the population of the Slovak Republic as a whole and even exceeds these proportions slightly (the cited 
estimate of the proportion of Roma in the overall population of the Slovak Republic is 7.2 percent).
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This applies to the first language used for domestic commu-
nication. The survey also studied knowledge and use (at least 
occasionally) of a second language. More than half the Roma 
population used at least one second language in daily com-
munication apart from their main language. (The majority 
population in the geographical vicinity gave a substantially 
lower percentage – only 30 percent used a second language 
for communication). A combination of two languages is most 
frequent for Roma populations living in separated parts of 
towns and villages (only 35 percent of them do not use a 
second language). In segregated settlements, 52.5 percent 
of the population use two languages for communication (the 
remaining 47.5 percent use only one language). Non-use of 
a second language is most common in the part of the Roma 
population living among the majority: 54.8 percent of them 
do not use a second language for communication. 

Table 3.6: A combination of two languages in daily communi-
cation in the Roma population by settlement type (in %)

COMBINATION OF DAILY 
USED LANGUAGES

Segregated Separated Mixed Total

Slovak and Hungarian 2.9 3.0 5.9 3.9
Slovak and Romani 8.0 18.4 12.5 12.8
Hungarian and Slovak 2.3 5.2 9.6 5.5
Hungarian and Romani 0.9 1.5 0.8 1.1
Romani and Slovak 33.8 34.2 15.0 28.1
Romani and Hungarian 2.1 1.7 0.4 1.4
No second language 47.5 35.0 54.8 45.7

Note: The mother tongue is listed first. Combinations of other languages
bring the total up to 100%.

The most common combination is Romani as the main 
language and Slovak as the secondary language (28.1 per-

cent). It occurs mainly in those parts of the Roma popula-
tion living in segregated settlements and separated parts 
of towns and villages. The second most frequent combi-
nation is the reverse – Slovak as the main language and 
Romani in second place (12.9 percent). This occurred more 
frequently in the segregated and spatially integrated Roma 
communities. 

22.2 percent of the general population and 33.2 percent 
of the Roma population claimed to know and occasionally 
use a third language. The Roma population was most likely 
to mention Slovak (22.7 percent) followed at a much lower 
level by Romani (5.8 percent) and Hungarian (3.1 percent). 
Other languages included Czech, Russian, and some West 
European languages. The percentage claiming to use a 
third language did not vary according to the level of inte-
gration of the Roma population.

The analysis shows that the Roma population very of-
ten combines a number of languages, either at different
stages of life (during childhood and at present) or in the 
current period (current use of a number of languages). 
The fact remains, however, that for a large part of the 
Roma population their main language is Romani. It is their 
mother language and they also use it for communication. 
This situation is most common among the inhabitants of 
segregated settlements. In this group it is highly likely that 
there is an increased risk of limited access to services and 
difficulties of social inclusion.

3.4 Health of the Roma population

In the available analyses and research into the Roma mi-
nority, the health of the Roma population is assessed to 
be worse than that of the majority (National..., 2000). The 
cause of this difference is said to be their poor socio-eco-

Graph 3.12: Comparison of mother tongue and language in daily use for the Roma population and the general population living 
in nearby areas (in %)
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nomic situation and the related unsuitable living condi-
tions and infrastructure in their places of residence. A par-
ticularly important factor is health problems associated 
with inadequate hygiene and poverty. The poverty of part 
of the Roma population leads to deprivation on many lev-
els, which can lead to shorter lifespan, increased risk of ill-
ness, or chronic diseases. It is usual to describe the general 
health situation in Roma settlements as “alarming” (Nation-

al…, 2000, p. 101). According to the most recent informa-
tion, median lifespan in the Roma population is under 60 
years (Vaňo 2002).  

3.4.1 Occurrence of chronic illness and disability 

In the studied sample of the Roma population11 the de-
clared rate of chronic illness and disability lasting more 
than 6 months was 15.8 percent. In nearly all cases, the ill-
ness was diagnosed by a doctor. Only 2 percent of Roma 
had undiagnosed illnesses. 

The highest rate for chronic illness was found in that part 
of the Roma population living in integrated communities 
(19.8 percent); for the inhabitants of separated parts of 
towns and villages the rate was 14.4 percent and for the 
inhabitants of segregated settlements it was 13.7 percent. 
This shows that the situation does not become worse as 
spatial segregation increases. Comparison with the nearby 
general population also appears to favour the Roma popu-
lation: 15.8 percent among Roma and 26.8 percent in the 
general population. 

The finding of substantially lower rates of long-term illness
in the Roma population and the tendency for it to rise with 
spatial integration rather than segregation of the Roma 
population contradicts the previous findings of worse
health in the Roma population, especially the population 
in the segregated settlements. In this context a number 
of explanations is possible. The stated result may con-
ceal a high level of misunderstanding of the basic sense 
of the question among Roma respondents (as to what is 
a chronic illness) or a different understanding among the
Roma and the majority, or greater unwillingness of mem-
bers among the Roma minority to admit that they have a 
chronic illness12. The resulting state may also be the result 

Box 7: Mortality and median life expectancy  
in the Slovak Republic
A comparison with the health situation in EU countries, in particular the 
EU-15, places Slovakia in a low position. General indicators of health con-
dition and the level of health care such as the gross mortality rate and 
median life expectancy show a relatively large deficit. The gross mortality
rate at around 10 deaths per 1, 000 inhabitants means a deficit of more
than two points. Median life expectancy at birth has already exceeded the 
value of 80 years for women and 75 years for men in many countries but in 
the Slovak Republic it is substantially lower: in 2005 the values were 77.9 
years for women and 70.1 years for men. The difference in median life
expectancy at eight years is nearly double that in the old member coun-
tries of the EU (see Annex). The most common cause of death in Slovakia 
is illness of the circulatory system and tumour infections. Other relatively 
frequent causes of death are so-called external factors (mainly for men, 
the proportion for women is a third of that for men), diseases of the respi-
ratory system and diseases of the digestive system. According to foreign 
and domestic analytical reports10 people with a poor social position are 
more vulnerable to health risks.  In economic terms, health is influenced
by low income, growing income inequality and reduced resources in the 
health care system. Current information shows that only 11.5 percent of 
people living in rural areas have access to health care facilities within 20 
minutes of their place of residence. (Správa..., 2002; Health..., 2004; Zdra-
votnícke ročenky SR). 

Graph 3.13: Comparison of the occurrence of chronic illness in the Roma population and the general population living in nearby 
areas (in %)

10  For national policies in the area of health care and the access of Roma to health care services see Grellier and Šoltésová 2004. 
11 Health conditions were studied for all persons over the age of 6 years, with an adult answering for any child under 15 years. The size 

of the sample selected for this block was 3,765 persons. 
12  The UNDP regional study came to the same conclusion (Avoiding..., 2003).
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of worse access to health care services (and therefore to 
diagnosis of illness) in large sections of the Roma popu-
lation, or a different approach to health (ill health is not
considered to be a problem)13.

Table 3.7: Roma population with chronic illness by type of 
disorder and sex (in %)

TYPE OF DISORDER Males Females Total
Cardiovascular disorders 19.0 25.5 22.5
Disorders of the nervous system 
and sense organs

20.8 12.7 16.4

Joint and bone disorders 17.5 14.6 15.9
Respiratory disorders 13.4 13.4 13.4
Mental disorders 7.8 7.5 7.6
Endocrinal disorders 4.5 7.5 6.1
Digestive system disorders 5.2 5.8 5.6
Urinary tract and genitals 4.8 5.3 5.1
Infectious diseases 1.1 2.2 1.7
Other chronic illness 5.9 5.5 5.7
Respondents with chronic 
illness total

100.0 100.0 100.0

Note: For persons older than 6 years of age; the table gives the percent-
age share of occurrence of particular disorders for those persons who 
stated some type of disorder. 

The empirical findings for individual types of chronic 
illness show cardiovascular disorders, disorders of the 
nervous systems and sense organs, motor system disor-
ders (joints and bones) and respiratory disorders. Within 
the Roma population of those over 6 years of age who 
reported a long-term illness, these occurred within a 
range from 13.4 percent to 22.5 percent (see Table 3.7). 
The most pronounced differences between men and 
women were in disorders of the nervous system and 
sense organs. Among men suffering from chronic ill-
nesses, disorders of the nervous system and sense or-
gans affect about a fifth and they are the most common 
type of chronic illness. Among women, disorders of the 
nervous system and sense organs affect only 12.7 per-
cent, which places them in fourth place by frequency of 
occurrence. The data in the table show that the ranking 
of illnesses by numbers of cases in men and women dif-
fer and that some illnesses affect men and women to a 
different extent. 

The structure of individual types of chronic illness also 
differed with the level of integration with the majority 
population. In the segregated population, cardiovascu-
lar disorders and disorders of the nervous system and 
sense organs are most frequent, motor system disorders 
and respiratory disorders are also relatively common. In 
this group of the Roma population the most frequent ill-

Note: For persons over 6 years of age; the graph gives the percentage share of those who declared a chronic illness or disability lasting more than half a year.

Graph 3.14: Comparison of the occurrence of chronic illness in the Roma population by settlement type (in %)

13  The survey carried out studied the declared rate of chronic illness and disability. In order to identify the true level of long-term ill 
health, it would probably be better to choose a different more appropriate method of measurement such as an analysis of health
records, research among doctors and the like. Because of the low reliability of the data on the occurrence of chronic illness, the fol-
lowing analysis is limited solely to a comparison within the studied sub-groups.
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nesses were disorders of the nervous system and sense 
organs – these occurred in 18.4 percent of the popula-
tion of segregated settlements over the age of 6 years 
who reported a chronic illness. In the Roma population 
living in separated parts of towns and villages, the top 
two illnesses were joint and bone disorders and respira-
tory disorders and they were followed by disorders of 
the nervous system and sense organs and cardiovascu-
lar disorders. The Roma population living in mixed com-
munities were most likely to suffer from cardiovascular 
disorders, which affected more than 28 percent of the 
population over 6 years of age with a long-term illness. 
Other illnesses recorded in this group were much less 
frequent: disorders of the nervous system and sense 
organs were just under 15 percent, joint and bone dis-
orders nearly 13 percent and respiratory disorders just 
under 12 percent. Prolonged occurrence of other types 
of illness, lasting more than 6 months (disorders of the 
thyroid gland, digestive system, urinary tract and geni-
tals) occurred mostly in the part of the Roma population 
living in separate parts of towns and villages or in seg-
regated settlements. 

In comparison with the general population correspond-
ing to the regional distribution of the Roma population, 
there are quite substantial differences in the occurrence
of individual types of illnesses. The Roma population is 
more likely to suffer from disorders of the nervous sys-
tem and sense organs or respiratory disorders, and also 
mental breakdown, disorders of the digestive system, or 
disorders of the urinary tract or genitals. In contrast, the 
general population was substantially more likely to suffer
cardiovascular disorders (33.6 percent compared to 22.5 
percent of the Roma population over 6 years of age with 

long-term disorders) and endocrine failure (10.7 percent 
vs. 6.1 percent).  There was also a higher occurrence in 
the general population of motor system disorders, the dif-
ference from the Roma population was not however as 
great as in the illnesses mentioned above (17.3 percent 
and 15.9 percent). 

From the data it is clear that the structure of long-term 
illnesses in the Roma population and the general popula-
tion are different. Disorders of the nervous system and
sense organs are much more common in the Roma popu-
lation, as are other illnesses (respiratory disorders, disor-
ders of the urinary tract and genitals or the digestive sys-
tem).  Although cardiovascular disorders were the most 
common illness in the Roma population they made up a 
smaller part of the overall structure than in the general 
population.

3.4.2 Occurrence of everyday illnesses

Other “common” illnesses such as toothache, flu or injuries
were only a little more frequent in the Roma population 
than chronic illnesses. 18.9 percent of Roma had suffered a
common health problem in the previous month, of which 
more than half (55.2 percent) had resulted in a break in 
their regular activities (school, work, and so on). 

The most frequent length of a break in routine activities 
as a result of illness or injury that was not a chronic illness 
was 7 days (35.4 percent). 13.8 percent of Roma had ex-
perienced a period of twice that length when they could 
not carry out normal activities. The most common periods 
of incapacity for work were therefore of one week or two, 
which is also supported by the percentages of respon-

Graph 3.15: Comparison of the occurrence of chronic illness in the Roma population and the general population living in nearby 
areas (in %)

Note: For persons over 6 years of age; the graph gives the percentage share of those who declared a chronic illness or disability lasting more than half a year.
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dents who were unfit for work for 5 days (12.1 percent) and
10 days (8.2 percent). It can be assumed that these respon-
dents counted the number of days as the number of work-
ing days lost in a week. If we count together the propor-
tion of Roma who had to take a break of 5 days and 7 days 
in their activities (one week) we obtain a proportion of 47.5 
percent. This also increases the proportion of Roma who 
were unfit for work for two weeks (if we count the ten-day
and fourteen-day categories together as two weeks) to 22 
percent. Other time periods for breaks in normal activities 
resulting from illness or injury were less common. The 5.9 
percent of respondents who stated that they had to stop 
their regular activities for 28 days are noteworthy because 
more than half of these respondents are registered as un-
employed. 

3.4.3 Visits to a doctor

23.6 percent of Roma (20.3 percent of men and 26.7 percent 
of women) had visited a doctor for medical reasons. When 
we look at the settlement structure for respondents who 
had visited a doctor in the previous month, we find that it
was the Roma population living in mixed settlements who 
were most likely to visit the doctor and the least likely were 
those who were living on the outskirts of a town or village. 
The frequency of visits to the doctor may indicate various 
facts: deteriorating health conditions and concern about 
it, the proximity or affordability of health care, but also fear
of doctors and the like. Nearly half the Roma population in 
the survey who had visited a doctor in the last month had 
sought medical assistance once, and 28.8 percent twice. 
8.4 percent of Roma had visited the doctor three times and 
6.5 percent four times. 

3.4.4 Expenditure on medical treatment and 
medicine

Respondents were asked how much they had paid for 
these visits in the previous month. The aim was to deter-
mine the level of payments for visits to the doctor exclud-
ing transport costs or the cost of medicine. The numbers 
received varied from zero to several thousand crowns. The 
most common amount was SKK 20, which was paid by 43.4 
percent of Roma. 20.7 percent paid SKK 40 and 7.2 percent 
of respondents paid SKK 60. In some cases patients are not 
required to pay. In the sample of this survey this applied to 
5.2 percent of Roma who did not pay any fees on visiting 
the doctor. 

The amount paid for visiting the doctor should depend 
on the number of visits and the diagnosis because prices 

are set centrally and the doctor cannot choose to increase 
them independently of the prescribed rates. At the time of 
the survey SKK 20 was the charge for each visit to the doc-
tor and this is reflected in respondents’ answers. Of those
who reported paying SKK 20 for visiting the doctor in the 
previous month, 81.4 percent made one visit and 13.8 per-
cent two. Among those who paid SKK 40, the majority had 
visited the doctor twice (70.9 percent). The majority of re-
spondents who paid SKK 60 had visited the doctor three 
times (61.9 percent). 

Some Roma have a problem not with paying fees for visits 
to the doctor but with paying for medicine, although this 
affects only a small number of persons. Ninety-one percent
of Roma who visited a doctor in the previous month re-
ceived a prescription for medicine. The vast majority (90.4 
percent) bought the prescribed medicine. 7.1 percent of 
them collected only some of the prescribed medicines and 
2.5 percent did not collect any. The most frequent reason 
for not collecting all medicines was lack of money and the 
fact that they had the prescribed medicines at home. 70.1 
percent of Roma who failed to collect some or all of their 
medicine stated that they did not buy the medicine be-
cause they did not have enough money. 14 As in the case 
of payments for visiting a doctor, respondents reported 
a wide range of fees for medicine – from a few crowns to 
several thousand.  

3.4.5 Use of prenatal care and social assistance in 
pregnancy15

70.1 percent of women had already given birth to one or 
more children (out of 997) and of them, 54.4 percent had 
given birth to a child within the last five years. Numbers of
(all) live births per mother are shown in table 3.8.

93.7 percent of mothers went for regular medical check-
ups during their last pregnancy and in most cases they 
were examined by a doctor (95.5 percent). Examination by 
a nurse can be understood as a certain form of alternative 
solution if no qualified specialist doctor is available. 3.6
percent of mothers had such an examination. The num-
ber of mothers who were treated by a nurse before birth 
and not a doctor varies according to the settlement type. 
The largest proportion of mothers who were examined by 
a nurse during their most recent pregnancy was among 
women living in mixed areas (7.3 percent). The propor-
tion examined by a nurse in this sub-group of mothers 
is double the overall proportion examined in this way in 
the Roma population as a whole. For comparison, barely 1 
percent of mothers living on the edge of a town or village 
were examined by a nurse. 

14  It should be noted that this relatively high number conceals a small absolute value (54 persons).
15  This question was answered by women of reproductive age i.e. 14-49 years (N=997 women).

Table 3.8:Number of live births per mother (in %)

Number of children 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9+ Total

Share in % 16.5 23.6 20.5 14.6 10.0 6.0 3.3 2.3 3.2 100.0
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Table 3.9: Breakdown of Roma mothers by person carrying 
out an examination during the most recent pregnancy (in %)

TYPE OF PERSON 
CARRYING OUT 
EXAMINATION

Segregated Separated Mixed
Whole sample of 

Roma mothers

Doctor 95.7 99.1 91.7 95.5
Nurse 2.9 0.1 7.3 3.6
Midwife 0.7 - 0.9 0.6
No answer 0,7 - - 0.3
Total 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0

The most common places for examination were offices
(82.2 percent) and hospitals (16.4 percent). Other types 
of services – house calls by doctors and services in private 
clinics – were used only in a minimal number of cases. 
The maternity ward of the hospital was the most com-
mon place for births to take place. Only a small minority of 
women gave birth at home. 

As is clear from the above information, a high proportion 
of women went for regular medical check-ups during preg-
nancy. In this context they were asked whether they were 
aware that pregnant women can receive additional social 
benefits provided that they attend regular check-ups. Only
a quarter of Roma women knew that it was possible to get 
this supplementary social benefit, most of whom lived in
segregated settlements (46.4 percent). Women living in 
mixed communities were the least well-informed. Approx-
imately half the number of women (24.2 percent) knew 
about the possibility of receiving the stated benefit.

Table 3.10: Awareness of the supplementary social  
benefit for pregnant women conditional upon regular medical
check-ups, by settlement type (in %)

SETTLEMENT TYPE Yes No 
Segregated 46.4 31.9
Separated 29.4 33.0
Mixed 24.2 35.1
Mothers total 100.0 100.0

Respondents were also asked a question on their aware-
ness of methods for postponing or preventing pregnancy. 
63.6 percent of Roma women claimed to be aware of these 
methods. The most aware were women living in mixed 

communities (67.1 percent), the least aware were women 
in segregated settlements (61.5 percent). 

3.4.6 Subjective assessment of health

The Roma tended to give a positive assessment of their 
health. The number of people satisfied with their health
increased rapidly as the number of members of the house-
hold increased. (This may be a result of the fact that only 
one member of the household responded to questions 
on behalf of all the others). More than half the Roma con-
sider their health to be very good, about a quarter assess 
it to be good. Only 4.4 percent of Roma see their health 
as very bad. 

The least favourable assessment of health was given by 
Roma living in mixed communities. The proportion of 
negative assessments (bad and very bad) is higher than for 
Roma living on the edge of a town or village or those in 
segregated settlements. Likewise, while the proportion of 
those responding “very good” among Roma living on the 
edges of towns and villages or in segregated settlements 
is greater the proportion in all Roma sub-groups taken to-
gether (59.2 percent), Roma living in mixed communities 
have a lower rate for these answers. 

Table 3.11: Subjective assessment of own health in the Roma 
population (in %)

DEGREE Segregated Separated Mixed Total
Very good 62.0 61.2 53.7 59.2
Good 24.0 24.1 26.5 24.0
Poor  10.1 11.4 13.2 11.5
Very poor 3.6 3.2 6.5 4.4
No answer 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

The respondents who assessed their health condition neg-
atively were mainly persons with chronic illnesses. Of those 
who considered their health to be very bad, 92.6 percent 
came from the Roma population over 6 years of age who 
suffered from a chronic illness, while in the case of those
who considered their health to be bad this proportion was 
68.8 percent. This meant that there was a strong correla-
tion between chronic illness and the subjective perception 
of one’s own health condition.
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4.1 Material conditions: housing and 
household goods

Box 8: The housing situation in the Slovak Republic 
At the last census carried out in the Slovak Republic in 2001, it was found 
that the total housing stock consisted of 49.2 percent housing in family 
houses and 49.9 percent housing in blocks of flats (other types of housing
made up 0.9 percent). 

Out of the total surveyed housing stock 73.8 percent was owned privately 
and 14.9 percent belonged to housing associations (the remaining 11.3 per-
cent was owned in other ways).

As regards the technical infrastructure of housing in the Slovak Republic, the 
census found the following: 

- 60.2 percent of households had a sewerage connection
- 74.8 percent of households were connected to a gas main
- 94.7 percent of households were connected to a water main
- 62.2 percent of households received hot water from a source outside the  
 household
- (district) central heating was provided for 76.3 percent of households

(Data source: Sčítanie…, 2001)

Box 9: Size of housing in the Slovak Republic

INDICATOR 1960 1970 1980 1991 2001
Overall area of 1 apartment in m2 44.0 64.2 71.0 72.8 83.9
Number of rooms per 1 apartment 2.7 2.2 2.6 2.9 3.2
Number of inhabitants per 1 room 2.5 1.8 1.4 1.1 1.0
Living area per 1 inhabitant in m2 7.9 10.2 12.8 14.6 17.5
Share of apartments with 2+ census 
households  (in %)

18.4 15.1 15.1 11.8 18.8

Source: Census of the population, houses and flats 2001. Statistical Office of the SR,
Bratislava 2002.

4.1.1 Housing type 

The type of housing was one of the basic selection character-
istics. Since there were some changes in the representation 
of individual households in terms of housing type during 
the implementation of selection, we begin by giving a de-
tailed description of this aspect of the studied households. 

Approximately half of the Roma households studied re-
sided in detached brick houses and 13.5 percent lived 

4  THE SOCIAL SITUATION  
 OF ROMA HOUSEHOLDS

in brick houses comprising two or three flats16. A total of 
18.3 percent lived in blocks of flats. (10.7 percent lived in
blocks of flats comprising less than 10 flats and 7.6 per-
cent in blocks with more than 10 flats). 12.1 percent of
the studied Roma households lived in houses built from 
various materials referred to as shanty housing. Together 
with 0.6 percent who lived in temporary modular hous-
ing and 5 percent living in wooden houses, they make up 
a total of 17.7 percent of the Roma living in clearly sub-
standard conditions. 

There are marked differences depending on the level 
of integration of the Roma population. While less than 
50 percent of the inhabitants of segregated settlements 
lived in brick houses, the figure was 60 percent for the 
inhabitants of separated parts of towns and villages and 
84.2 percent for Roma living in mixed communities. The 
opposite trend was observed in the case of shanty hous-
ing: this housing type was most common in segregated 
settlements (up to 23.3 percent of households in seg-
regated settlements were classified as shanty housing). 
In separated parts of towns and villages, the proportion 
was approximately a tenth and in mixed communities 
this housing type was almost absent. In total, more than 
35 percent of households in separated settlements live 
in houses made of wood or non-standard materials. 

16  It should be noted that although these dwellings were brick houses their quality was relatively low. 
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Graph 4.1: Composition of the sample of Roma households by 
housing type (in %)
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Table 4.2: Composition of the studied sample of households 
by housing type – comparison of Roma households and 
general households living in nearby areas (in %)

HOUSING TYPE
Roma 

households

Households of 
general population 

in nearby areas
Individual brick house 50.3 72.7
Brick house with 2 or 3 apartments 13.5 8.2
Apartment in new house with less than 
10 apartments

10.7 9.0

Apartment in new house with more 
than 10 apartments

7.6 9.6

Wooden house 5.0 0.3
Housing built from different materials
(shack)

12.1 0.3

Other (prefabricated house...) 0.8 -
Households total 100.0 100.0

Comparison with households from the general population 
living nearby reveals major differences in the type of house
or flat that people live in. For the majority population the
situation is fundamentally different: nearly three quarters
of these households (72.7 percent) live in detached brick 
houses and 8.2 percent live in brick houses comprising two 
or three flats. Another 18.6 percent live in flats situated in
blocks with a greater number of flats. Other types of hous-
ing are almost completely absent from the sample of the 
majority population. 

4.1.2 Size characteristics of Roma housing  

Assessment of the size of a house or flat is based on two
main indicators: number of rooms17 and the area in square 
meters. There was strong variation for both of these size 
characteristics both according to the degree of integration 
of the Roma population and in comparison with the ma-
jority population. 

Nearly a fifth of Roma households live in accommodations
that have only one room. Another third live in two rooms 
and more than a third have three rooms. 20.8 percent of 
Roma households had flats or houses with four or more
rooms. The Roma population living in mixed communities 
with the majority population are the most likely to have ac-

commodation consisting of several rooms; the least likely 
are those living in segregated settlements. While nearly a 
third of households in settlements lived in one-room ac-
commodation, for the Roma population in mixed commu-
nities the proportion was under 8 percent.

Table 4.3: Accommodation of Roma households by number of 
rooms and housing type (in %)

NUMBER OF ROOMS Segregated Separated Mixed Total
1 room 29.2 22.1 7.9 19.7
2 rooms 33.3 27.5 35.8 32.2
3 rooms 22.9 26.7 31.3 26.9
4 rooms 12.5 18.8 14.6 15.3
5+ rooms 1.7 4.9 10.0 5.5
Not stated 0.4 - 0.4 0.4
Households total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

When we consider the structure of Roma households with 
various degrees of integration by type of house or other 
dwelling inhabited, we find that segregated Roma house-
holds in shanty housing or wooden houses are more likely 
to have a small area of living space. Roma households living 
in mixed communities usually live in two or three rooms, es-
pecially in brick houses or blocks of flats. Housing with mul-
tiple rooms is most common in brick houses and the Roma 
population living in mixed communities: Over 30 percent of 
Roma households living in brick houses in mixed communi-

Table 4.1: Composition of the sample of Roma households by housing type (in %)

HOUSING TYPE Segregated Separated Mixed Total
Individual brick house 40.3 48.3 62.5 50.3
Brick house with 2 or 3 apartments 7.5 11.3 21.7 13.5
Apartment in new house with less than 10 apartments 14.6 8.8 8.8 10.7
Apartment in new house with more than 10 apartments 6.3 12.5 4.2 7.6
Wooden house 8.3 5.8 0.8 5.0
Housing built from different materials (shack) 23.3 10.8 2.1 12.1
Other (prefabricated house...) - 2.5 - 0.8
Households total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

17  In this research a room is considered to be a space used for eating or sleeping and may also be a space marked off by a partition
(including the kitchen but not bathroom, toilet, larder, store room and the like).

Graph 4.2: Composition of the sample of Roma households by 
number of rooms (in %)
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ties had four or more rooms.  The greatest variation in type 
of housing was reported by the group living in separated 
areas (those living on the edge of a town or village or in a 
separated neighbourhood within the town or village). For 
this group there was a high rate of variation in the number 
of rooms depending on the type of housing inhabited.

Roma households with one-room homes are also likely to 
have a very small living area.  69.7 percent have less than 
20 m² and only a quarter have an area of between 20 and 
40 m². The majority of two-room homes do not have a living 
area greater than 40 m2. As the number of rooms in a home 
increases, the proportion of housing with a larger floor
space also increases. In the general population in nearby ar-
eas the situation is a little different. Most one-room homes
have a floor area of 21- 40 m². Two-room homes most often 
have a floor area of 41 to 60 m². If we compare the size of 

flats or houses categorized by number of rooms, we can find
differences between the studied Roma population and the
general population in nearby areas.  

A more detailed illustration of the size characteristics of Roma 
housing is provided by the average values and proportions of 
the number of members of a household. Both demographic 
and sociological studies (National..., 2000; Vaňo 2001, 2002; 
Vašečka 2002a, 2002b; Living..., 2002 and many others), and 
also the introductory description of the studied samples 
(Chapter 2) show that Roma households have a substantially 
higher number of members than households in the major-
ity population, especially those who live in segregated and 
separated communities. The connections between these 
quantitative characteristics and indicators on housing size 
provide more detailed information on the living conditions of 
the Roma population in the Slovak Republic. 
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Graph 4.3: Roma housing by number of rooms, type of construction and settlement type (in %)

Table 4.4: Size of housing by number of rooms and square meters – comparison of  Roma households and general households 
living in nearby areas (in %)

NUMBER OF ROOMS below 20 m² 21-40 m² 41-60 m² 61-80 m² 81+ m² Not stated TOTAL
1room:
General households 38.5 53.8 7.7 - - - 100.0
Roma households 69.7 25.4 2.8 1.4 - 0.7 100.0
2 rooms:
General households 5.3 35.1 45.6 8.8 5.3 - 100.0
Roma households 7.8 55.2 30.6 5.6 0.9 - 100.0
3 rooms:
General households 1.0 8.2 29.9 34.0 26.8 - 100.0
Roma households 0.5 13.9 41.8 34.0 9.3 0.5 100.0
4 rooms:
General households 1.0 1.9 13.3 37.1 46.7 0.0 100.0
Roma households 2.7 3.6 14.5 42.7 36.4 0.0 100.0
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All the stated average characteristics clearly indicate that the 
Roma population in segregated settlements live in cramped 
conditions. Although these households have a larger number 
of members, they live in considerably smaller homes even in 
comparison with other sub-groups of this minority. They have 

a considerably smaller number of rooms per member (0.6 
rooms, while the number for Roma in mixed communities is 
1 room), and also considerably less living space per member 
(10.2 m2, while those living in separated communities have 
16 m2 and those in mixed communities 20 m2).

Table 4.5: Average Roma housing size by settlement type (relevant units)

AVERAGE CHARACTERISTICS Segregated Separated Mixed Total
Average number of household members 5.7 5.2 4.9 5.2
Average number of rooms per home 2.6 2.6 3.3 2.9
Average number of m2 per home 45.1 60.2 67.2 57.5
Average number of rooms per 1 member 0.6 0.7 1.0 0.8
Average number m2 per 1 member 10.2 16.1 19.4 15.2
Average period living in a given home  (in years) 16.8 26.3 21.3 21.5

Graph 4.4 Average housing size – comparison of Roma households and general households living in nearby areas (in relevant units)�
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Graph 4.5: Average housing size – comparison of Roma households and general households living in nearby areas (in relevant units)
�

�
�

����

����

����

����

����

����

��� ���� ���� ���� ���� ���� ���� ���� ���� ����

��������������� ����������������������������������

�

��������������
�������

��������������
��������

��������������
�����������

����������
����������



REPORT ON THE LIVING CONDITIONS OF ROMA IN SLOVAKIA

42

In comparison with the general population, even when 
in close proximity, the Roma have considerably less living 
space. Although Roma households have on average two 
members more, the average number of rooms occupied by 
the household was one whole room less. For each member 
of a Roma household there are on average 0.8 rooms, while 
for each member of a majority household in a nearby area 
there are 1.4 rooms. 

The same tendencies also appear in the context of liv-
ing area: This indicator also shows that Roma households 
have much less space for living than the general popula-
tion living in nearby areas. One Roma home has on aver-
age just under 60 m2, while one house or flat occupied
by the majority has nearly 85 m2. While on average one 
member of a general household has 31.3 m2 of space, 
a member of a Roma household has half that amount 
(15.2 m2). 

4.1.3 Ownership of houses and flats  

With regard to ownership, most Roma households 
report that the flat or house that they reside in is the 
property of a family member (more than 81 percent). 
Such a high reported rate of personal ownership in the 
studied population is probably the result of a high rate 
of misunderstanding of the question asked. It may also 
reflect a different understanding of the term “owner-
ship” on the part of the Roma minority (“if I live in it, it’s 
mine”). From ongoing discussions in Slovakia it is also 
clear that the high figures Roma gave for home own-
ership do not correspond with the number of cases of 
disputed ownership, particularly relating to the land on 
which the homes stand. Many mayors are currently try-
ing to resolve such problems.

Graph 4.6: Structure of the sample of Roma households by 
declared form of home ownership (in %)

Something that supports the guess made above, that respon-
dents had misunderstood the questions on ownership, is the 
fact that ownership of the house or flat by a family member
was most commonly reported by Roma in segregated com-
munities. The answers received tell us more about what 
people think than the real situation as regards ownership. An 
average share of households living in their own house or flat
was recorded among households living in separated parts 
of towns and villages. The most common form of ownership 
in this group was state or municipal ownership of flats. This
value greatly exceed the values obtained in the other two 
household segments (segregated and mixed). 

Table 4.6: Average Roma housing size by settlement type 
(relevant units)

OWNER OF HOME Segregated Separated Mixed Total
My family 87.9 73.8 83.3 81.7
My relatives 3.8 5.0 2.5 3.8
Other person 0.8 0.4 4.2 1.8
State/municipality 6.7 19.6 7.9 11.4
Cooperative 0.8 0.8 1.3 1.0
Other - 0.4 0.8 0.3
Households total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

There were certain differences between the ownership of
the flats or houses in which the sample of the Roma popu-
lation lives, and the situation with regard to the general 
population in nearby areas.18 More than 90 percent of re-
spondents from the majority population stated that they 
live in property owned by their family while 81.7 percent 
of Roma households claimed to live in their own property. 
It is also clear that a much greater proportion of Roma than 
representatives of the general population reported living 
in property owned by the state19 or municipality (11.4 per-
cent compared to 2 percent). 

4.1.4 Rental of housing

More than three quarters of Roma households that did not 
claim to own their own home and declared another form 
of ownership than family ownership (around 20 percent of 
Roma households) pay rent for their house or flat (2.3 per-
cent pay with goods or services). The remaining quarter 
stated that they do not pay rent. Interesting information 
can be learned from the identity of the landlord of these 
households. Roma households live most frequently in 
municipal flats (68 percent) and to a much lesser extent in
flats rented from the state (17 percent). Rental from private
companies (8 percent) and private persons (6 percent) was 
comparatively rare. 

18  It is however difficult to assess to what extent they are the result of a different understanding of the question of dwelling owner-
ship in these two groups and to what extent it reflects real ownership. The comparison may indicate such a general tendency
however.  

19  Within the process of decentralization and transformation of ownership, the state put its property under the control of local govern-
ment. The property that towns and villages obtained in this way was enormous but also significantly burdened with debts… The
inability to manage property encumbered with debts and ideological pressure to liberalize the market resulted in the sale of these 
flats to their tenants. In 2000, 6.2 percent of rented flats remained the property of towns and villages (Fotta 2004).
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Table 4.7: Ways in which Roma households rent their homes 
by settlement type (in %)

HOMES ARE RENTED 
FROM THE:

Segregated Separated Mixed Total

State 9.5 18.4 20.0 17.0
Municipality 76.2 77.8 46.7 68.0
Private owner 
(company, cooperative)

9.5 2.0 18.7 8.0

Private person 4.8 2.0 13.3 6.0
Not stated - - 3.3 1.0
Households in rented 
space total

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

In this case too there were certain differences depending
on the level of integration with the general population. 
While households living in separated or segregated com-
munities were most likely to rent from the town or village 
(more than 75 percent of Roma households living in rented 
accommodation), households in mixed communities were 

less likely to rent from the municipality (less than half of 
households in mixed communities).20 

4.1.5 Building materials used 

The following table presents a comparison of the studied 
sub-groups in terms of the basic material used to make 
the outer walls of the dwelling. It is necessary to draw at-
tention to a number of matters on this subject. A much 
greater proportion of Roma households have homes 
whose outer walls are made of wood, unbaked bricks and 
other materials not specified in greater detail. Among
majority households there is a much higher proportion 
living in brick houses or flats. Wood is most commonly
used as a building material by Roma living in segregated 
settlements, while Roma in mixed communities use it 
the least.  Within the Roma population the proportion 
of homes made from baked bricks is highest for Roma in 
mixed communities and lowest for Roma in segregated 
settlements. 

20  Only a few households belonging to the general population in the same area occupy rented flats or houses (under 10 percent) and
in the plurality of cases flats are rented from a housing association (47.8 percent of all rented flats).

Graph 4.7: Housing by type of ownership – comparison of Roma households and general households living in nearby areas (in %)  
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Table 4.8: Materials used for outside walls of homes – comparison of groups (in %)

MATERIAL General households Roma households 
Roma by type of settlement

Segregated Separated Mixed
Bricks 53.0 38.1 33.3 38.8 42.1
Concrete plates 11.8 13.2 12.9 17.1 9.5
Unbaked bricks 7.9 15.4 13.3 8.8 24.2
Wood 0.8 7.6 12.9 8.8 1.3
From different material 4.5 9.0 13.3 7.1 6.7
Other 21.8 16.6 14.2 19.5 16.2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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As regards the materials used to make the roofs of dwell-
ings, they were most frequently made of roof tiles, both in 
the majority population (47.9 percent) and among Roma 
households (41.9 percent). Wood was used more frequent-
ly by Roma (6.5 percent) than by households belonging to 
the general population (0.8 percent). Concrete was one of 
the most widely used flooring material in both sub-groups
(78.8 percent in the majority population in nearby areas, 
among the Roma 74.3 percent). It is interesting to compare 
the presence of earth floors in these sub-groups. While in
the general population they are almost unknown (0.6 per-
cent), 10.7 percent of the Roma population have them, 
most often in segregated settlements (the least in house-
holds in mixed communities). 

In terms of objectively identifiable living conditions such
as housing size and the building materials used, it is clear 
that there are a number of differences between the Roma
households in different types of settlements and the gen-
eral population in nearby areas. On the basis of the hous-
ing indicators used, Roma households were found to be in 
a worse situation than households sampled from the gen-
eral population in nearby areas. Within the Roma popula-
tion, the worst situation was found among Roma house-
holds living in segregated settlements. 

4.1.6 Availability and quality of drinking water  
in dwellings

A factor in quality of life is easy access to good-quality wa-
ter. Insufficient access to drinking water can be considered
to be one of the forms of environmental discrimination.21 
There were sharp differences for this indicator of living con-
ditions between the Roma households and the households 
of the majority population in nearby areas. While the great 
majority of households in the general population was sup-
plied by the public water main (73.2 percent), water sources 
for the Roma were more diverse. Nearly a quarter of them 
draw water from a covered well or bore-hole (compared to a 
tenth of majority households) and 12.8 percent use a public 
water source in the local community. 3.9 percent of Roma 
households obtained water in a completely non-standard 

way (water from a spring or stream). Within the sample of 
Roma households, the situation varied according to the set-
tlement type, with the greatest differences being between
those who lived on the edges of towns and villages and 
those living in mixed homes on the one hand and house-
holds in segregated communities on the other. 

The proportion of households that have running water (the 
public water main or pipes from the yard) is much lower in 
the Roma population surveyed (54.8 percent) than in the 
sample of the general population (85.9 percent). The Roma 
households are more likely to have to draw water from sourc-
es outside their house or flat. The percentage of households
with water supply to their house or flat was lower in segregat-
ed communities (43.7 percent) than in the other two types of 
housing. In segregated communities there was also a higher 
percentage of households that used public water sources in 
the town or village or a covered well or bore-hole.

45.2 percent of Roma households used a water source locat-
ed outside their home. These households were also asked 
how far the water source was from their house or flat. 16.9
percent had to go more than 50 meters for water and 42.8 
percent had a water source 11 to 50 meters from their house 
or flat. 39.2 percent of Roma households had to go less than
10 meters for water. 19.2 percent of Roma households living 
in separated parts of towns or villages had to travel more 
than 50 meters for water, while the same applied to 20 per-
cent of Roma in segregated communities. 

Table 4.10: Distance between the main water source and the 
dwelling by settlement type (in %)

DISTANCE Segregated Separated Mixed Total
Less than 10 meters 31.1 41.3 51.1 39.2
11-50 meters 48.9 38.5 38.4 42.8
More than 50 meters 20.0 19.2 9.3 16.9
Not stated - 1.0 1.2 1.1
Households total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

The opinions of the Roma population and the nearby gen-
eral population did not differ as regards water quality: in
both groups the vast majority think that the water from 

Table 4.9: Main source of water for households – comparison of groups (in %)

SOURCE OF WATER General households Roma households 
Roma by settlement type

Segregated Separated Mixed
Public water supply 73.2 45.8 35.4 51.3 50.8
Piped water from own well 12.7 9.0 8.3 5.4 13.3
Public tap in community 2.3 12.8 17.9 11.7 8.8
Covered well or borehole 10.4 23.9 26.3 23.3 22.1
Water from spring 0.3 2.1 3.3 2.5 0.4
Water from stream/river 0.3 1.8 1.7 2.5 1.3
Water in homes of friends/relatives 0.6 4.4 6.4 3.3 3.3
Not stated - 0.1 0.4 0.4 -
Households total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

21  Access to drinking water is one of the most serious problems throughout the world and represents an acute threat especially in 
developing countries. It is a paradox that Slovakia has such huge potential in its water resources but some of its population has dif-
ficulty getting access to drinking water… [many settlements] … are dependent on wells with poor-quality drinking water, whose
capacity is insufficient for the large Roma community (Filčák 2004).
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the given source is good to drink (81.1 percent of house-
holds in the general population and 81.4 percent of Roma 
households). 9.3 percent of representatives of the major-
ity and 7.9 percent of Roma thought that it was unsuitable 
for drinking. There was no difference in opinions on water
quality by settlement type. 

4.1.7 Sources of hot water

The sample of the majority population most frequently 
obtains hot water from electric (39.7 percent) and gas 
(23.9 percent) water heaters. There is a different situation
in Roma households. More than half of them (55.8 percent) 
use a wood-burning stove to heat water (in the majority 
sample drawn from nearby areas, only 13 percent heat wa-
ter in this way). The second most frequent source of hot 
water for Roma households is an electric water heater (16.7 
percent). 4 percent of Roma households have no hot water 
(0.6 percent of majority households). 

There are large differences between the Roma house-
holds in the different types of housing with regard to 
the ways in which hot water is obtained. While more 
than three quarters of Roma households in segregated 
communities use wood-burning stoves to heat water, 
households in separated parts of towns and villages 
or in mixed communities use them to a considerably 
lesser extent. The reverse also applies, the proportion 
of households using electric heaters is lowest in segre-
gated communities and highest among Roma living in 
mixed communities. 

Wood is the material used most frequently in Roma house-
holds as fuel for cooking and heating. While households 
in the general population most often cook with gas from 
a cooker (56.1 percent), the majority of Roma households 
use wood (62.8 percent), especially in segregated commu-
nities (87.1 percent of households). 66.4 percent of Roma 
households use wood-burning stoves as a means of heat-
ing and only 6.1 percent of households have central heat-
ing. In the sample of the general population selected from 
nearby areas, radiators fed by a boiler – domestic central 
heating – were most common (40.6 percent) followed by 
district central heating (29 percent). 

The largest proportion of Roma households that use wood-
burning stoves for heating is in segregated communities, 
where the percentage is 86.3 percent. This percentage is 
considerably lower for Roma living on the edge of a town 
or village (57.5 percent) or in a mixed settlement (55.4 
percent). Roma households living in mixed settlement re-

ported above-average use of district central heating (9.6 
percent), while in segregated settlements the percentage 
was only 2.1 percent.

4.1.8 Subjective assessment of living conditions

A comparison of “objective” easily identifiable living 
conditions with subjective perceptions of living condi-
tions can provide a more nuanced illustration for the 
overall interpretation of the housing situation for the 
Roma population. A clear majority of the sample of the 
general population gave a positive assessment of their 
living conditions: 29 percent of respondents considered 
them to be excellent and 43.4 percent indicated that 
they were good. This means that a total of three quar-
ters of respondents in the sample of the general popula-
tion in nearby areas gave a positive assessment of their 
living conditions. 

Graph 4.8: Assessment of living conditions – comparison of 
Roma households and general households living in nearby 
areas (in %)  

The representatives of the Roma population were much 
more critical in their assessments. Only just under a quar-
ter of Roma gave a positive assessment of their living con-
ditions. The most common assessment was an average 
“grade” (37.6 percent). 31.1 percent of Roma households 
considered them bad and 7.1 percent thought them unfit
for habitation. 

Table 4.11:  Sources of hot water for households – comparison of groups (in %)

HOT WATER SOURCE General households Roma households 
Roma by settlement type

Segregated Separated Mixed
Public water supply 19.2 9.6 1.7 13.8 13.3
Gas water heater 23.9 6.8 0.4 8.3 11.7
Electric water heater 39.7 16.7 10.4 17.9 21.7
Coal stove 1.7 3.1 3.3 2.5 3.3
Wood stove 13.0 55.8 78.3 48.8 40.4
Other 2.0 4.0 2.4 4.1 5.5
No hot water 0.6 4.0 3.3 4.6 4.2
Households total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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Table 4.12: Assessment of the living conditions of the Roma 
population by settlement type (%)

DEGREES Segregated Separated Mixed
Excellent 2.9 6.3 7.1
Good 9.2 22.1 21.7
Average 29.6 37.9 45.4
Poor 42.1 29.6 21.7
Unsuitable for living 14.6 4.2 2.5
Under construction 1.7 0.0 0.0
Not stated - - 1.7
Households total 100.0 100.0 100.0

An assessment of the objective living conditions of the 
Roma population found the least favourable conditions 
in the segment living in segregated communities. A sub-
jective assessment produced the same results – as many 
as 42.1 percent saw their living conditions as bad and 
14.6 percent saw them as unfit for habitation (making a 
total of more than 55 percent). Only a small percentage 
assessed the living conditions of their household as ex-
cellent or good (12 percent) and just under a third saw 
them as average. 

Differences in living conditions, understood generally as
the construction method used for the dwelling and the 
basic infrastructure available in it (water, gas and the like), 
are found both when Roma households are compared 
with households of the general population in nearby areas 
and when compared with other Roma households with 
a different level of integration with the majority popula-
tion. The results showed that the greatest correspondence 
in material living conditions between the Roma popula-
tion and the general population in nearby areas is among 
Roma living in mixed communities. There is a much greater 
difference when Roma households live in segregated com-
munities or separated parts of towns and villages.

4.1.9 Presence of consumer goods in households 

The Roma and members of the general population living 
in close  proximity showed different patterns in terms of
durable consumers goods in the household. There are also 
differences between Roma households depending on the
settlement type. The most common consumer goods in 
majority households were colour televisions, automatic 
washing machines and mobile telephones.22 More than 
half the households from the sample of the general popu-
lation also owned bicycles, refrigerators and cassette or CD 
players. Colour TVs were also the most common consumer 
goods in Roma households, followed in frequency by re-
frigerators and non-automatic washing machines. 

In nearly all categories the proportion of households that own 
consumer goods in the given category is greater in the general 
population than among the Roma.  Two categories are excep-
tions in that they occur more frequently in Roma households: 
these are non-automatic washing machines and black-and-
white televisions, i.e. categories where a “higher quality” ver-
sion (colour televisions and automatic washing machines) are 
more frequent among the majority population. Comparison 
of the presence of consumer goods in the households of the 
general population and the Roma population also reveals oth-
er findings. The largest differences are in ownership of (fixed-
line) telephones and computers, where the percentage in the 
general population in nearby areas is several times higher 
than in Roma households. Differences with regard to house-
hold goods also exist within the Roma population depending 
on the settlement type, in most cases to the disadvantage of 
households in segregated communities. 

Not only the “infrastructure” conditions of housing but also 
household goods in terms of consumer durable goods are 
in worse condition among Roma households and, within 
this group, among households living in segregated settle-
ments. In this group of households the situation for some 

Table 4.13: Household possession of consumer durable goods – comparison of groups (in %)

TYPE OF GOODS General households Roma households 
Roma by settlement type

Segregated Separated Mixed
Refrigerator 55.8 47.1 39.2 51.3 50.8
Freezer 38.5 10.0 6.3 9.6 14.2
Washing machine 32.1 43.3 34.6 44.2 51.3
Automatic washing machine 60.6 15.4 5.8 17.9 22.5
Dishwasher 1.1 0.1 0.4 0.0 0.0
Sewing machine 33.3 4.7 3.8 4.2 6.3
Telephone- fixed line 43.4 6.7 3.3 8.3 8.3
Telephone- mobile 59.2 30.8 17.5 40.4 34.6
Black and white TV set 9.6 18.2 24.6 15.0 15.0
Colour TV set 86.1 72.6 63.8 77.5 76.6
Satellite 13.0 5.3 4.2 6.3 5.4
MC recorder/player, CD player 53.5 35.4 33.7 39.6 32.9
Video recorder/player 27.9 11.8 7.5 15.0 12.9
Computer 23.1 1.7 0.8 2.1 2.1
Bicycle 56.1 28.9 22.5 30.0 34.2

Note: The table shows the percentage of households that own one or more items in the given category of consumer goods. The remainder to 100% is 
made up of households that do not own consumer goods in the given category.

22  Mobile telephones can be considered to be a personal consumer item.
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indicators such as the amount of living space, the quality 
of building material, and drinking water sources are several 
times worse than in the other groups of Roma households 
or in general households in the geographical vicinity. The 
subjective assessment of living conditions among those 
living in segregated communities is the most critical and 
just as negative as their objective conditions. The living 
conditions of this group of Roma households are a long 
way behind standard conditions in the Slovak Republic 
and those of households in close proximity.

4.2 Dependency on social assistance 
payments 

The welfare system was undergoing major reform at the 
time when data was being collected in the field. One of the
most important measures in the reform of the social ben-
efits system in Slovakia was Act no. 599/2003 on assistance 
for material need passed in 2003. This act changed several 
of the basic features of the then existing social benefits
system. The definition of material need did not change, nor
did its connection to the subsistence minimum: “Material 
need is a condition where the income of a citizen and indi-
viduals assessed together with the citizen, is not sufficient
to achieve the subsistence minimum” (Act no. 599/2003 on 
assistance for material need, Article 2). 

The stated act removed the distinction between objective 
and subjective reasons for material need and introduced a 
completely new structure of benefits consisting of a basic
benefit and various supplementary allowances. The basic
benefit for material need had various levels depending on
the composition of the household (jointly assessed indi-
viduals) and was supplemented by four allowances:  health 
care allowance, activation allowance, housing allowance 
and protection allowance.

Box 10: Definition of benefits and allowances
Benefit in material need: This benefit is intended to cover basic living condi-
tions for a citizen who is in material need and individuals assessed together 
with this citizen (i.e. jointly assessed persons).

Health care allowance: An allowance to a citizen who is in material need and 
jointly assessed persons to cover costs associated with health care services 
(SKK 50/month).

Health care allowance for a child under 1 year of age: An allowance paid to 
the parent of a child under 1 year of age if in material need and on condition 
of regular check-ups with a paediatrician (SKK 350/month).

Housing allowance: Intended for a citizen in material need to cover living 
costs, if conditions for entitlement are met i.e. proof of ownership of a flat or
house or a rental relationship and no arrears (for individuals SKK 1,360 per 
month and for families SKK 2,150 per month).

Activation allowance: Intended for citizens in material need who “actively 
cooperate in resolving their social situation”, actively seek employment in 
the labour market, increase their skills and qualifications, do work for the
benefit of their community (so-called activation work) or voluntary work
(maximum amount: originally SKK 1,000, at the time of the research 
SKK 1,500, at present SKK 1,900; some welfare is deducted from the maxi-
mum amount of the allowance, citizens will not necessarily receive the full 
amount).

Protection allowance: For a citizen in material need in life situations during 
which the citizen in material need cannot obtain income through his or her 
own work (as a result of age, disability, caring for a child, illness, partici-
pation in re-socialization programmes, the amount was the same as in the 
case of the activation allowance).

Box 11: Amounts of benefit in material need  
in 2003-2006 (SKK/month)

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

2003 2004 -2005 2006

Sin
gl

e

Co
up

le

Sin
gl

e

Co
up

le

Sin
gl

e

Co
up

le

No children 1,450 2,530 1,530 2,660 1,560 2,710
With 1 child or with 
maximum 4 children

2,160 3,210 2,450 3,630 2,500 3,700

With more than 4 
children

3,160 4,210 3,640 4,850 3,710 4,950

Source: www.employment.gov.sk 

New legislation has considerably expanded the range of 
circumstance that do not count as income in the assess-
ment criteria for the benefit for material need. For these
purposes, the following, for example, are not considered 
to be income:

• 25 percent of income from dependent activities
• 25 percent of old-age pension awarded to a pensioner 

who has been entitled to a pension for at least 25 years
• 25 percent of maternity allowance
• 25 percent of disability pension
• child allowance
• essential immediate assistance provided by local au-

thorities
• tax bonus
• activation allowance and several other potential sourc-

es of income 

The scope of the responsibility of central government and 
municipal authorities in reducing and assessing material 
need was reformed. After two years, covering basic sur-
vival conditions, health care, protection and activation al-
lowances should become the responsibility of towns and 
villages rather than the central government. The self-gov-
erning powers of towns and villages were expanded to in-
clude the option to decide on reducing material need by 
granting allowances, which the authors of the act believe 
will produce more targeted assistance.

4.2.1 Take-up of social benefits conditional upon
material need

In the Slovak Republic, poverty is defined for the purposes
of social policy as a lack of income, as a state of materi-
al need, in which the income of the household (persons 
jointly assessed) is less than the subsistence minimum. The 
reforms of social policy carried out in the period 2002-2004 
were, amongst other things, aimed at issues related to the 
solution of poverty. The original social assistance benefit
was replaced by a new benefit supplemented by various
new allowances. The declared aim of the new structure 
and level of assistance for material need was to put social-
benefit recipients back to work.
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Box 12: Introduction to the poverty situation  
in the Slovak Republic
Data on poverty in the Slovak Republic after 1989 can be obtained from vari-
ous sources. A number of studies captured partial aspects of poverty and the 
way that it is perceived subjectively, but there was no continuous monitoring 
of poverty as part of the creation of social policy during the 1990s. 

The Microcensus provided and continues to provide important information on in-
come distribution by collecting data on the socio-economic structure and income 
of households and finding information on living costs.The post-1989 period is cap-
tured in three waves of research – in 1992, 1996, and 2002. The data from 1992 
show that the most important factor producing poverty was household structure. 
In 1996 there were three strong factors linked to poverty – the level of education 
achieved by the head of the household, his or her  status in the labour market and 
where the household lived. The last wave of research in 2002 showed a continu-
ing increase in the proportion living in poverty in comparison with the preceding 
period. In 2002 the proportion of people living on less than 60 percent of median 
equivalent income was 21 percent.  Sixteen percent of the population of the Slo-
vak Republic had an income below 50 percent of median equivalent income. The 
categories that were most at risk of poverty were the unemployed (47 percent), 
incomplete families (40 percent) and children under 15 years of age (30 percent). 

In 2005, a new national statistical survey was commenced from which the expert 
community expects great things. This is the Survey on Income and Living Condi-
tions (EU SILC). In addition to identifying the level and structure of monetary pov-
erty, it also takes into consideration a broader concept of social exclusion. At a na-
tional level, it provides information on income, material deprivation, the opinion of 
households on their financial situation and the like. The results of this survey can-
not be compared methodologically with the results of the preceding microcensus 
surveys but it is a basis for further repeated surveys with the same methodology. 

According to initial data (published on www.statistics.sk) the proportion of 
persons at risk of poverty (less than 60 percent of median equivalent income) 
was 13 percent.  8.3 percent of the population earned below 50 percent of 
the median and 4.8 percent of the population earned less than 40 percent of 
median equivalent income. 

In terms of age categories, the most vulnerable category included children under 
15 years of age (17.8 percent), while as age increases the number of vulnerable 
persons falls. With regard to type of household, poverty is most common in single-
parent households (30.2 percent) and households with two adult members and 
three or more dependent children (25.2 percent). The occurrence of poverty also 
depends on a person’s relation to the labour market. Poverty is much rarer among 
people who work (8.6 percent) than among the unemployed (38.4 percent). 

Another very important source of information on poverty is the administrative 
systems providing assistance in material need. Because the benefit for material
need is provided to people whose income is less than the subsistence minimum, 
aggregate data on the numbers of recipients of benefit in material need provide
important information on the proportion of the population that is “officially”con-
sidered poor. The number of recipients of social assistance benefits grew sharply
in the years 1999-2001, reaching 325,195 recipients in 2001. In order to obtain 
relevant data on the number of people affected by poverty defined in this way it is
necessary to add to this number the members of the households of the recipients 
of these benefits. The number of persons dependent on welfare obtained in this
way then provides information on the part of the population that is in material 
need (dependent on the benefit for material need).

In 1993 the number of recipients of social assistance benefits in the Slovak Repub-
lic was below the 400,000 level, which represents 7.2 percent of the population of 
the Slovak Republic (Gerbery, Džambazovič 2006). In the period 1994 to 1996 this 
proportion fell temporarily to its lowest recorded level (7 percent) and thereafter 
rose gradually. The highest level was reached in 2001, when 11.7 percent of the 
total population of the Slovak Republic was in material need. Since 2002 this pro-
portion has fallen continuously. In 2004 it was around 7.1 percent. 

Several studies of the social situation in the Slovak Repub-
lic and social assistance recipients, together with surveys 
focusing in particular on the Roma communities in Slova-
kia show that there is a high frequency of material need 
among Roma households.23 According to the survey of 
Roma households, as many as 72.7 percent of the house-
holds surveyed stated that they had received some form 
of income related to material need in the last month. 27.3 
percent of households had not received such income. 

Graph 4.9: Take-up of poverty-related social benefits by Roma
households (in %)

Question: Have you received any income related to material need in the 
last month?

This type of income was widespread in all types of house-
holds, without regard to the level of spatial integration 
with the majority population. In all three studied sub-
groups the proportion of those who received some kind 
of financial payment related to material need was above
the 70 percent level.  The rate was even higher for house-
holds living in segregated settlements, where it was nearly 
80 percent.  

Table 4.14: Take-up of poverty-related social benefits by
settlement type (in %)

TAKE-UP Segregated Separated Mixed Total
Receiving 77.8 70.6 70.1 72.7
Not receiving 22.2 29.4 29.9 27.3
Households total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Studies frequently discuss and assess regional differences
in the level of welfare dependency (Reports on the social 
situation of the population of the Slovak Republic, regional 
analyses carried out by the Central Office of Labour, So-
cial Affairs and Family, publications of the Sociological
Institute of the Slovak Academy of Sciences on regional 
typologies and the like). These show not only that certain 
districts or regions of the Slovak Republic have deficits in
economic development but also reveal great differences in
unemployment, especially long-term unemployment and 
also strong differences in social deprivation. Studies very
often mention the ethnic composition of the population 
of districts when characterising the districts with the worst 
social situation. Worse indicators are reported for districts 
where the Roma minority makes up a larger proportion of 
the population (see Annex). This provides indirect evidence 

23  Research by the Institute for Labour and Family Research, the Institute for Public Affairs, S.P.A.C.E., the World Bank, UNDP and others.
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that the bad situation of Roma households and communi-
ties makes a significant contribution to the overall indica-
tors for the region. 

Comparison of the occurrence of income related to ma-
terial need in the Roma population and in the general 
population in nearby areas confirms the worse situation of
Roma households. Despite the fact that the control sam-
ple of the general population was selected from the same 
geographical area as the Roma, the majority households 
were only one third as likely to receive income associated 
with material need. Only a quarter of general population 
households in nearby areas reported income linked to ma-
terial need. Although even this level is relatively high, in 
comparison with the Roma population it is a much better 
result, confirming that differences can exist within a geo-
graphical area. 

4.2.2 Take-up of social benefits associated with
material need

“Income associated with material need” is a broad term 
covering more than just benefits for material need. In ad-
dition to the basic benefit and the allowances, it can also
cover a broad spectrum of support from charity and non-
profit organisations, local government or other bodies. Of
those Roma households that received some income re-
lated to material need (72.2 percent of Roma households), 
under 60 percent received the benefits for material need.

The stated amount of benefit for material need covered
quite a wide range. The amount stated most frequently 
was SKK 1,500, which was reported in 22.5 percent of 
households. 9.4 percent of households said that they 
received benefits under SKK 1,500 and 44.8 percent said 
that they received more than  SKK 1,500. Nearly a quarter 
of the representatives of the studied Roma households 
did not give an exact amount. The table gives the per-
centage of recipients of benefit for material need in indi-
vidual financial bands.  

4.2.3 Take-up of health care allowances

34.9 percent of Roma households that had received some 
income related to material need in the previous month 
received an allowance for health care (26.4 percent of all 
Roma households). The amount of the allowance, which 
depends on the number of jointly assessed persons in 
the household, was most often SKK 50 (which is the ba-
sic amount for one person). In this case, as in the ques-
tion relating to the allowance for material need, a certain 
percentage of respondents (10.1 percent) did not give 
an exact amount. The differences were however not very
pronounced.

4.2.4 Take-up of activation allowances

65.8 percent of Roma households who were recipients of 
some form of income related to material need said they 

Graph 4.10: Take-up of social benefits – comparison of the Roma and the general population living in nearby areas (in %)�
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Table 4.15: Roma households receiving benefits for material need by amount of benefit (in %)

CATEGORIZATION I. Share in % Categorization II. Share in % Categorization III. Share in %

Less than SKK 1500 9.4
Less than SKK 1500 

(including)
32.0

Less than SKK 1500 
(including)

32.0

SKK 1500 – 2499 35.0 SKK 1501-2500 13.2 SKK 1501-3000 24.3
SKK 2500 – 3499 15.9 SKK 2501-3500 15.6 SKK 3001 and more 20.4
3500 Sk and more 16.4 SKK 3501 and more 15.9
Not stated 23.3 Not stated 23.3 Not stated 23.3
Households total 100.0 Households total 100.0 Households total 100.0
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had received an activation allowance in the previous 
month (47.9 percent of all Roma households). The largest 
percentage of recipients of activation allowances came 
from households living in mixed settlements (68.4 percent) 
and the lowest from households on the edge of towns or 
villages (62.1 percent). 

4.2.5 Collection of housing allowances 

A very low number of Roma households received a 
housing allowance, which is intended to cover the costs 
associated with housing. 15.7 percent of households 
received the housing allowance (of those who received 
any payment related to material need), which was 11.4 
percent of all Roma households. The reasons for the  low 
number of recipients include the conditions entitling a 
person to a contribution, which many households do 
not satisfy – even though they live in a state of mate-
rial need (see the section on housing). In order to be a 
legitimate recipient, a claimant must be the owner of 
residential property (a house or flat) or a tenant. In addi-
tion they must be paying costs associated with living in 
the house or flat, as documented by proof of payment of 
these costs for the last six months. If claimants have not 
paid these costs, they must submit an acknowledge-
ment of their debt and a schedule for its payment. Many 
households fail to meet these conditions precisely be-
cause of the character of their housing – they often lack 
official approval, they are built illegally without formal 
recognition of ownership rights or they are unable to 
pay the accommodation costs regularly, which becomes 
a barrier to satisfying the second condition entitling a 
person to the allowance. These assumptions are sup-
ported by the fact that Roma households show a differ-
ent take-up rate for housing allowances depending on 
the type of settlement that they live in.  While more than 

a fifth of households living in mixed settlements (22.8 
percent) received a housing allowance, the percentage 
for households living on the edges of towns and villages 
was 16.4 percent and in segregated settlements it was 
only 7.8 percent. 

4.2.6 Collection of scholarships for pupils  
and students

A resource for reducing material need that was used even 
less was scholarships for children. These were reported by 
only 6.2 percent of Roma households in material need (i.e. 
those who reported some income related to a state of ma-
terial need in the previous month). 

Collection of benefits and allowances varied with the level
of integration, though not to a major extent. The largest dif-
ference, as stated above, was in housing allowances. Oth-
er allowances had approximately the same level in all three 
settlement types. The most widely used types of welfare 
included benefit for material need and the activation al-
lowance; housing allowance and in particular scholarships 
and other allowances were little used. The take-up rate for 
the health-care allowance was in the region of a third of 
the median take-up rate. 

There were no major differences between Roma house-
holds and general population households in nearby areas 
who are dependent on benefits and allowances for mate-
rial need.  Take-up rates for individual benefits are on ap-
proximately the same level. If a family starts to be in mate-
rial need, the benefits that they receive are linked mainly to
the composition of the household and their living condi-
tions. The only difference was observed at the level of use
of scholarships. This may indicate that the conditions are 
harder for Roma children to satisfy. Provision of the grant 

Note: The percentages given are of those households that received income related to material need (which make up 72.7 percent of all Roma house-
holds) not of the full sample of Roma households.  

Graph 4.11: Take-up of benefits for material need and allowances by settlement type (in %)
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also depends on the success of the child in school and his 
or her improvement. 

With regard to the take-up of income linked to material 
need, the results of the survey show a strong difference in
the rate of dependency, which is three times higher among 
Roma households. There were no major differences in the
way individual benefits were taken up. Most assistance for
material need is equally available to all segments of the 
population in the Slovak Republic.

4.3 Household expenditure

4.3.1 The overall level of expenditure 

Household consumption and expenditure are affected
by many factors such as the level and type of income, the 
composition and number of members of households and 
preferences in the area of lifestyle. Research data indicate 
that there are differences in expenditure not only between
Roma and general households but also within the Roma 
population. 

Table 4.16: Overall expenditure of Roma households in the 
preceding month by settlement type (in %)

EXPENDITURES Segregated Separated Mixed Total
Less than SKK 4000 6.7 6.3 5.0 6.0
SKK 4001-8000 46.7 42.5 29.6 39.6
SKK 8001-12000 27.5 28.8 36.7 31.0
SKK 12001-16000 11.3 12.5 15.8 13.2
SKK 16001-20000 4.6 4.2 5.89 4.9
SKK 20001 and more 3.3 5.8 6.3 5.1
No  answer - - 0.8 0.3
Households total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Note: In the table are given expenditures in the preceding month. 

Most households in the vicinity of the Roma sample spent 
SKK 8,001 – 12,000 in the last month, while Roma household 
expenditure was most frequently in the range SKK 4,001 
– 8,000. Above the SKK 12,000 level, the percentage of 
households in each expenditure category in both groups 
fell as the amount of expenditure increased – though the 
percentage in the general population was always higher 
than the percentage for the Roma households. 

The breakdown of expenditure differed in the sub-groups
defined by settlement type. While 42.5 percent of house-
holds living on the edge of town and villages and 46.7 
percent of households living in segregated settlements 
were in the second lowest expenditure category, the per-
centage in this category for those living in mixed settle-
ments was substantially lower (29.6 percent). This percent-
age was lower than the value for the sample of the Roma 
population in the study as a whole (39.6 percent). The 
same differences – in the opposite direction – can also be
found in the next higher expenditure categories. The high-
est percentage of households having expenditure in the 
range SKK 8,001 – 12,000 was in the households in mixed 
settlements. 

4.3.2 Structure of expenditure by type

The types of household studied differ not only in the to-
tal amount that they spend but also in the structure of 
their spending. With regard to expenditure on consumer 
durables in the previous year (fridges, washing machines, 
televisions, and the like), more than three quarters of the 
majority and Roma populations had not spent any mon-
ey on such goods in the last year. An amount lower than 
SKK 10,000 was spent by less than a tenth of represen-
tatives of the majority and 7.6 percent of Roma. 5.1 per-
cent of general households and only 0.7 percent of Roma 
households spent more than SKK 30,001. 

Graph 4.12: Take-up of benefits in material need and allowances by settlement type – comparison of Roma households and gen-
eral households living in nearby areas (in %)
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The situation with regard to expenditure on education was 
different (this type of expenditure includes costs related to
tutoring, text books and educational materials, clothing, 
transport and accommodation in student dormitories). It 
was found that declared costs for education were higher in 
Roma households, which may relate to the larger propor-
tion of children in this sub-group. 62 percent of majority 
households and 47.8 percent of Roma households had no 
education expenditure. 

The proportion of households that had spent up to SKK 
10,000 on the education of their children in the previous 
year was twice as high for Roma households (36.3 per-
cent) as for the general population in nearby areas (18.8 
percent). Thereafter, the proportion of households in each 
category fell as expenditure increased. There was an iden-
tical fall in the proportion of general households, although 
it increased in the highest category of expenditure and 
reached 9.3 percent, which is half the number of house-
holds with expenditure below SKK 10,000. 

Roma households in segregated settlements were most 
likely to report costs related to education (59.2 percent), 
the least likely were those in mixed settlements (47.1 per-

cent). It is interesting to compare the percentage of house-
holds that spent more than SKK 20,000 per year on goods 
and services related to education. While this percentage 
was 5 percent for households living on the edge of a town 
or village, in segregated settlements it was 7.9 percent and 
among households living in mixed settlements it was 9.2 
percent.

Expenditure on health care was the most widespread of 
the three types of expenditure studied. Only 6.8 per-
cent of general households and 9.3 percent of Roma 
households reported no expenditure on health care in 
the preceding year. In both groups of households, most 
spent less than SKK 10,000 per year on health care. As 
the amount spent on health care increases, the percent-
age of households gradually decreases both in the sam-
ple of Roma households and in the general households 
selected in nearby areas. 2.3 percent of general house-
holds and 4.4 percent of Roma households spent more 
than SKK 30,000 on health care during the previous year. 
Out of the Roma households, the inhabitants of the seg-
regated settlements reported the lowest spending on 
health care. 

Graph 4.13 Expenditure on consumer durables – comparison of Roma and general households living in nearby areas (in %)

Note: The graph shows the household expenditure for the preceding year.
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Table 4.17: Household expenditure on education for children – comparison of groups (in %)

AMOUNT OF EXPENDITURES General households Roma households
Roma by settlement type

Segregated Separated Mixed
No expenditures 62.0 47.6 40.8 49.2 52.8
Less than SKK 10,000 18.6 36.3 42.9 35.4 30.4
SKK 10,001- 20,000 6.2 8.8 8.3 10.4 7.5
SKK 20,001 – 30,000 3.9 4.2 5.0 2.9 4.6
SKK 30,001 and more 9.3 3.2 2.9 2.1 4.6
Households total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Note: The table shows household expenditure for the preceding year.
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A comparison of the amount spent in all three select-
ed categories, i.e. expenditure on durable consumer 
goods, education and health care is shown in the fol-
lowing graph. In this subset of household expenditure 
structure, households spent the least on consumer du-
rable goods: 80 percent of nearby households of the 
general population and 90 percent of Roma households 
had no expenditure in this category. Where households 
spent money on such items, they most often spent 
up to SKK 10,000 in both sub-groups. The most com-
mon expenditure was for health care, and most Roma 
and general households had spending in this category. 
Spending in this category was most often in the range 
of SKK 20,001 – 30,000. 

A breakdown of households into categories by overall 
expenditure reveals the same pattern in both the basic 
groups studied. In each of the three categories, most gen-
eral and Roma households that had any expenditure in the 
category spent less than SKK 10,000. As expenditure in-
creases, the percentage of households falls, except for the 
relatively high percentage of general households whose 
expenditure on education in the preceding year had been 
greater than SKK 30,000. 

4.4 Household debts and arrears

Monitoring of the frequency of arrears shows that their rate 
in all studied categories is higher for Roma households. 
Roma households are most often in arrears for electricity 
supplies. This affects approximately one household in ten.
Debts are least frequent in relation to the purchase of food. 
There are no large differences between the rate of different
types of arrears for Roma households at different levels of
spatial integration. It is interesting that the proportion of 
indebted households in segregated settlements was the 
lowest for all Roma households, the only exception being 
with regard to debts for food. 

The low numbers of households that admitted to having 
arrears made deeper analysis impossible. Arrears can only 
be compared in terms of their duration. Among Roma 
with arrears for water supplies, the arrears lasted less 
than half a year in 56.8 percent of cases, in the remaining 
43.2 percent the arrears were older than 6 months. Fifty-
nine percent of Roma households in arrears had arrears 
for electricity under six months, the remaining 41 percent 
had older debts. Most Roma households (60 percent) who 
had debts for other living expenses (telephone, heating) 

Table 4.18: Household expenditure on health care – comparison of groups (in %)

AMOUNT OF EXPENDITURES General households Roma households 
Roma by settlement type

Segregated Separated Mixed
No expenditures 6.8 9.3 8.3 11.7 7.9
Less than SKK 10 000 67.6 66.1 65.8 72.1 60.4
SKK 10 001- 20 000 18.6 14.7 17.9 9.2 17.1
SKK 20 001 – 30 000 4.8 5.4 4.2 4.6 7.5
SKK 30 001 and more 2.3 4.4 3.8 2.5 7.1
Households total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Note: The table shows household expenditure for the preceding year.

Graph 4.14: The level of expenditure on selected items in the preceding year – comparison of Roma households and general 
households living in nearby areas (in %) 

Note: The graph shows the household expenditure for the preceding year.
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had been in arrears for over half a year. Debts for food 
tended to be short-term debts: three quarters of house-
holds that had debts for the purchase of food had had 
this debt for one month; only 10 percent of Roma house-
holds reported debts relating to food lasting more than 
half a year.  

4.5 Subjective assessment of the social 
situation and expectations for the 
future
Asking for people’s opinions on their own socio-economic 
situation and their rate of satisfaction with life gives us a 
better understanding of the quality of the studied living 
conditions. In this research into Roma households, a bat-
tery of questions was used to assess the financial situation
of the household, the level of expenditure and satisfaction 
with life. 

4.5.1 Satisfaction with current financial situation

Empirical data have shown that most Roma households 
are dissatisfied with their current financial situation. 
Deep dissatisfaction was expressed by 65.7 percent of 
Roma households and 26.1 percent were relatively un-

happy. Most of the general households in nearby areas 
also expressed dissatisfaction with their current financial 
situation, although compared to the Roma households 
their rate of dissatisfaction was lower. Only 8 percent of 
Roma expressed satisfaction with their financial situa-
tion, among households in nearby areas 17.5 percent 
were satisfied.

4.5.2 Comparison of current financial situation
with the past

In addition to evaluating the current financial situation, 
it is important to know the context for the assessment 
and compare the current situation with some time pe-
riod in the past. Research often uses a comparison with 
the situation 3 years earlier, in which the interviewee 
is asked whether their situation has changed during 
this period and whether for the better or worse. This 
perspective makes it possible to identify whether the 
current situation is the outcome of an improvement or 
worsening of conditions or if it is a continuation of the 
same situation. 

The information obtained showed that the financial 
situation of most Roma households worsened in the 
last three years. More than a quarter of Roma claimed 
their situation was slightly worse and more than half 

Table 4.19: Proportion of households with arrears for housing and food costs – comparison of groups (in %)

TYPE OF ARREARS General households Roma households 
Roma by settlement type

Segregated Separated Mixed
Water supply 2.3 6.1 5.0 7.5 5.8
Electricity supply 2.0 10.8 9.6 10.4 12.5
Other housing related utilities (phone 
bill, heating...) 

2.3 7.6 6.3 8.3 8.3

Food debts 0.8 5.1 5.4 3.8 6.3
Note: The table shows the proportion of households that responded that they have arrears in the given category. The remainder to 100% consists of 
households that do not have arrears for the given service or item. 

Graph 4.15: Duration of debts in Roma households (in %)
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reported that it was much worse. Those affected most 
frequently were Roma living in segregated settlements. 
Those  Roma households who reported an improvement 
in their financial situation over the previous three years 
were very few – 6.6 percent (within this group only an 
insignificant number claimed a strong improvement in 
their situation). The proportion of positive trajectories 
was slightly higher for Roma living in mixed settlements 
(8.4 percent) and lowest for Roma in segregated com-
munities (5 percent). Families with a large number of 
members were most likely to claim their financial situ-
ation had got worse. 

Comparison with the general population showed a more 
favourable experience for the majority. The situation was 
improved for 14.6 percent of them, while the situation for 
nearly a quarter had remained the same. The proportion 
of households where the situation had worsened was 
also smaller in the general population than in the Roma 
population.

4.5.3 Anticipated change in situation

A person’s current situation and previous experience 
can come together to create expectations for the future. 

Roma households do not show any great optimism re-
garding possible changes in their financial situation in
the next 12 months. Less than a tenth of Roma house-
holds expected an improvement, with nearly five times
as many of these households fearing that the situation 
will get worse. Uncertainty for the future can be seen not 
only in the high percentage that expects a worse finan-
cial situation, but also in the relatively high number of 
respondents who were unable to answer the given ques-
tion. While the percentage of “don’t know” answers (and 
thus the ability to take a position) for the questions relat-
ing to the current situation and the development of the 
situation over the previous three years was negligible, 
the question relating to the future produced a greater 
degree of uncertainty. 

There were differences in the expectations of Roma house-
holds depending on the settlement type. While Roma liv-
ing on the margins of towns and villages expected a wors-
ening situation in 38.7 percent of cases, these fears were 
shared by approximately half the Roma in mixed settle-
ments. Roma living in mixed settlements also reported a 
lower percentage of expectations that the situation would 
not change and likewise a lower proportion who avoided 
answering. 

Graph 4.16: Satisfaction with the current financial situation – comparison of Roma and general households living in nearby
areas (in %)
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Table 4.20: Change in financial situation for households over the previous three years – comparison of groups (in %)

DEGREE General households Roma households 
Roma by settlement type

Segregated Separated Mixed
Improved 1.4 1.3 0.4 1.3 2.1
Somewhat improved 13.2 5.3 4.6 5.0 6.3
Remained the same 24.8 13.6 13.3 13.3 14.2
Somewhat deteriorated 30.4 26.1 22.5 27.1 28.8
Deteriorated 29.0 52.2 57.1 51.7 47.9
Don’t know 1.1 1.5 2.1 1.7 0.7
Households total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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Table 4.21: Expectations of change in the financial situation in
the next 12 months by settlement type (in %)

DEGREE Segregated Separated Mixed Total
Situation will improve 0.8 0.4 0.0 0.4
Situation will 
somewhat improve

7.1 9.2 9.6 8.6

Situation will remain 
the same

21.7 22.5 16.7 20.3

Situation will somewhat 
deteriorate

26.7 23.3 33.3 27.8

Situation will deteriorate 15.4 15.4 17.9 16.3
Don’t know 28.3 29.2 22.5 26.7
Households total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

4.5.4 Assessment of the level of food consumption 

The mainly negative assessment that households gave of 
their financial situation was reflected in their assessment
of their own household’s consumption and level of expen-
diture.  Nearly three quarters of Roma households consider 
the current level of food consumption in their households 
to be insufficient: 25.6 percent consider it to be completely
inadequate and 47.6 percent to be less than sufficient.

A household’s food consumption depends on the number 
of its members and this is reflected in the breakdown of
assessments of sufficiency of food consumption by num-
ber of members in the household. 16.5 percent of three-
member Roma households, 21.6 percent of five-member
households and 34.9 percent of households with more 
than seven members consider their food consumption to 
be completely inadequate. 

4.5.5 Assessment of the level of expenditure on 
basic needs

The overall pessimistic mood of the Roma population 
regarding their own economic situation is also reflected

in their dissatisfaction with the level of their expenditure 
on food and other basic needs (clothing, home). 81.4 per-
cent of Roma households described the volume of their 
spending on basic needs to be less than sufficient and
only 15.7 percent consider it to be appropriate (“the way 
it should be”). The assessment of the level of spending on 
food and other basic needs differed within the studied
Roma population by settlement type. Although nega-
tive values dominated everywhere, the opinions of Roma 
living on the margins of towns and villages were more 
positive. More than a fifth of Roma living on the margins
of towns and villages assessed their spending on basic 
needs as appropriate, which is a higher number than that 
for Roma with the same opinion in segregated and mixed 
settlements. 

Tab. 4.22: Assessment of the level of expenditure of Roma 
households on basic needs by settlement type (in %)

DEGREES Segregated Separated Mixed Total
More than adequate 0.8 1.3 0.8 1.0
Just adequate 11.7 22.1 13.3 15.7
Less than adequate 86.3 73.8 84.2 81.4
I don’t know 1.3 2.9 1.7 1.9
Households total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

In the general population in nearby areas the break-
down of answers was different. 55.2 percent of respon-
dents considered the level of food consumption to be 
adequate. Although the rate of dissatisfaction with food 
consumption (counting together the answers “less than 
sufficient” and “completely inadequate”) was lower than 
among the Roma, it still represented a high value (39.7 
percent). 60 percent regarded their level of expenditure 
on satisfying their basic needs as inadequate and 35.5 
percent as average. This information shows that both 
groups had a predominantly negative opinion, though 
the degree of intensity varies. 

Graph 4.17: Assessment of the level of food consumption in Roma households (in %)
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4.5.6 Fears for the future

As in the estimates for the development of the household 
financial situation in the coming year, pessimism dominat-
ed when Roma households estimated their ability to satis-
fy their own and their household’s basic needs. More than 
half the Roma expressed a strong fear that they would not 
be able to satisfy basic needs, and another 27.4 percent ex-
pressed a slight fear. 8.1 percent had not doubt. 

Graph 4.18: Assessment of ability to provide food and basic 
goods for the household in the coming year (Roma house-
holds, in %)

Roma households living in mixed settlements were the 
most likely to suffer such fears: 59.1 percent of them ex-
pressed strong fears that they might not be able to satisfy 
the basic needs of members of their household (compared 
to 49.6 percent of those living in separated settlements and 
50.4 percent of those living in segregated settlements). 

Roma living on the margins of towns and villages had the 
highest percentage of those who do not share such fears.  

4.5.7 Self-classification on a poverty scale

In addition to questions investigating the assessment of 
household financial situation and consumption, the re-
spondents were given a ten-point scale from 1 (the poor-
est) to 10 (the richest) and asked to place themselves on 
this scale based on an assessment of their own situation. 
Both groups studied showed significant differences in how
respondents assigned themselves to the notional catego-
ries. In the Roma sample, numbers in each category fell 
with each increase in “class”, which means that as status 
increases, there is a fall in the number of respondents as-
signing themselves to the stated “class”.24 Nearly a third of 
Roma assigned themselves to the lowest – poorest – class, 
a quarter to the second lowest class and a fifth to the third
lowest class. More than half of Roma respondents placed 
themselves in the two lowest categories. 

The representatives of the majority population were most 
likely to place themselves in the fourth and fifth category
(close to average), which corresponds approximately to the 
results for a representative survey of the population of the 
Slovak Republic for the purposes of studying subjective 
perceptions of poverty. In these surveys people also assess 
themselves most frequently at an average or below average 
level. 28.7 percent of the majority population placed them-
selves in the fourth category and 25.6 percent placed them-
selves in the fifth category – which accounts for more than
half of the total. In the three lowest categories, the percent-
age of non-Roma respondents in each category increased 
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24  “Classes” 8 to 10 constitute an exception but their numbers are so low that they are irrelevant. Furthermore, the small numbers and 
very high status of the classes means that the answers of the respondents need not reflect the actual conditions of the household.

Graph 4.19: Self-classification on the poverty scale – comparison of Roma households and general households living in nearby
areas (in %) 
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together with wealth. By way of comparison, while 57.2 per-
cent of Roma households placed themselves in the two low-
est categories, 18.6 percent of households from the general 
population in nearby areas gave such a self-classification.

When we compare the distribution of Roma households 
into the given 10 categories in the sub-groups defined by
housing, we find some characteristics in common and some
different ones. In all three sub-groups, households were
most likely to be in the lower categories and numbers fell 
as status increased. The differences were in the precise form
that this general pattern took. The greatest proportion of re-
spondents who assigned themselves and their household 
to the poorest category was found in the Roma living in seg-
regated settlements. This very low self-assessment was giv-
en by 42.9 percent of them, which is a significant deviation
from the percentages for Roma living in separated settle-
ments (27.1 percent) and those living in mixed settlements 
(26.7 percent). The highest proportion of households in the 
second and third lowest categories was among Roma living 
in separated settlements. In this sub-group the number of 
respondents that ranked themselves in the lowest and sec-
ond lowest categories was the same. 

4.6 Main conclusions of Chapter 4

The data show that within Roma communities there is 
a high rate of dependency on social assistance, since 

nearly three quarters of households had received 
some income related to material need in the preced-
ing month. Many households received income of this 
type, at all levels of spatial integration with the majority 
population. Paradoxically, it was also found that Roma 
households do not make use of the full range of instru-
ments of social assistance that the system offers and 
which were introduced in the social reforms. A very low 
number of Roma households received a housing allow-
ance, which is intended to cover costs associated with 
housing. The reasons for the low number of recipients 
include the conditions entitling a person to a contribu-
tion, which many households do not meet even though 
they live in a state of material need. The very low take-
up rate for scholarships in the studied sample of the 
Roma population shows that this need not be the result 
of a lack of interest or willingness on the part of parents 
but that the criteria for scholarships “miss” their target in 
the situation in which the vulnerable community typi-
cally finds itself. The stated facts should attract attention 
because of the failure to make use of important instru-
ments in the social benefits system. In most indicators, 
the Roma households were found to be in a worse situ-
ation than the general population in nearby areas. The 
worst parameters for living conditions were reported by 
those Roma living in segregated settlements. Subjective 
assessments of life situation and the future tend to be 
negative and pessimistic.

Graph 4.20 Self-classification of Roma households on a poverty scale by settlement type (in %)

�����

����

����

����

���

���

����

����

����

����

���

����

����

����

����

����

�� ��� ��� ��� ��� ����

�

�

�

�

�

��������

���������� ���������



5
THE ROMA POPULATION 

AND EDUCATION: 
STRUCTURE 

AND CONTEXT



REPORT ON THE LIVING CONDITIONS OF ROMA IN SLOVAKIA

60

One of the key factors with a (direct and indirect) influence
on living conditions is education. Education is one of the ba-
sic “assets” available to individuals, households and localities 
(human capital). Education influences not only patterns of
reproductive behaviour but also successful involvement in 
the labour market and the benefits obtained from such in-
volvement (employment, quality of work, remuneration). 

Box 13: Education is a factor that increases  
the risk of poverty
According to the World Bank report (Roma in…, 2004) there were three mu-
tually reinforcing factors most strongly associated with poverty: the level of 
education achieved by the head of the household, his or her employment sta-
tus in the labour market and the location of the household (on the one hand in 
the region and on the other hand whether it was in a rural or urban area).

Another determining factor in poverty is the level of education achieved by the 
household head. There was an above-average number of poor individuals living 
in households where the head of household had only a primary education.

The probability or risk of becoming or remaining poor is highest where a 
number of determining factors for poverty combine. These include low edu-
cation, employment status – exclusion from the labour market (unemploy-
ment, especially long-term), seasonal employment, low-paid work, only 
one parent or a larger number of children (or a high proportion of depen-
dent persons) and living in a particular region or area. 

The following groups make up a disproportionate part of the population of the 
long-term poor: women, persons with low education (primary or incomplete 
primary), families without an employed member of productive age, house-
holds of old people (especially old people living alone or pensioner couples), 
the long-term unemployed (disproportionate representation of households 
with a member who has been unemployed for longer than 6 months) and 
households in which some of the members come from a non-EU country.

In this context it is necessary to point out that all studies of 
the labour market in the Slovak Republic clearly indicate 
that unemployment, in particular long-term unemploy-
ment, is most closely associated with unskilled workers, 
whose vocational training ended at a low level. This ten-
dency or correlation is confirmed not only by studies of
employment and unemployment statistics (statistics of 
registered unemployment produced and published by 
the Central Office of Labour, Social Affairs and Family, sta-
tistical surveys carried out by the Statistical Office of the
Slovak Republic – e.g. the Labour Force Survey, and so on) 
but also by empirical research and studies carried out by a 
number of university, academic or independent research 

5.  THE ROMA POPULATION 
 AND EDUCATION: 
 STRUCTURE AND CONTEXT

institutions (the Department of Sociology of the Faculty of 
Philosophy of Comenius University, the University of Eco-
nomics in Bratislava, the Centre for Work and Family Stud-
ies – now the Institute for Labour and Family Research, the 
Employment Institute, the Institute for Public Affairs, the
World Bank, UNDP and many others). 

5.1 Procedure and basic lines of analysis 
of the situation of the Roma population 
with regard to education

As a priority, the study focuses on an analysis of the level 
of education achieved, the type of school attended (the 
amount of variation within the household) and felt/hid-
den barriers and selection mechanisms. Attention will 
also be given to the “transfer” or reproduction of educa-
tional achievements from one generation to another and 
the relation between education and performance in the 
labour market. Within this area of interest the following 
dimensions/themes will be monitored: level of education, 
level of literacy, growth dynamic for education, reasons 
for low education, value of education and relationship 
between education and success in the labour market.

The analysis of the structure and context or results of ed-
ucation focuses mainly on the Roma population but for 
some indicators it makes use of the possibility of compar-
ison with the general population living in close proximity 
to the Roma ethnic group. Such a comparison is used for 
those aspects and dimensions which are not affected by
the different age structure and the different structure of
economic activity in the sample representing the popu-

Box 14: Education as a factor in unemployment
Low qualifications are associated with a marginal status in the labour market
and also a higher risk of exclusion from the labour market. The highest level 
of registered unemployment comes from the group of excluded persons, per-
sons who have completed only primary education or who have no education. 
A stable segment of the long-term unemployed consists of those persons who 
worked as auxiliary or unskilled workers before joining the official register.

As the data after 1989 shows, the population segment with a low level of 
education in particular is one of the groups most likely to be vulnerable to 
loss of employment and therefore also lower income and eventual poverty. 
Likewise, families with a large number of children or single-parent families 
(most often with just the mother) are currently amongst the poorest. 
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lation in the vicinity of the Roma. The differences in the
structure of the Roma and non-Roma samples are not the 
result of doubts about methods or inadequacies in data 
collection. The different structure is a reflection of the
real regional structure: a higher concentration of Roma 
inhabitants usually occurs in the geographical vicinity of 
“older” communities and towns and villages. 

The basic procedure for classification will be to compare
the situation of the Roma population by settlement type. 
This will involve the comparison of three basic sub-groups: 
inhabitants of segregated Roma settlements, those living 
on the outskirts of towns and villages (separated) and 
those in mixed areas. This approach allows us to trace the 
effects of integration not only at the level of education
achieved but also to identify and measure the influence
of obstructions of various types that inhibit access to ed-
ucation and its effective use in obtaining a position and
performing in the labour market. The researchers there-
fore work mainly with the sample as a “(quasi)-area selec-
tion” which means that it does not present conclusions 
on the overall sample of the Roma population but com-
pares the corresponding structures of data in individual 
sub-groups defined by settlement type with respect to
the majority population.

5.2 Specification of analytical groups
and their basic characteristics

In order to analyse the situation with regard to education 
it is necessary to distinguish between persons who no lon-
ger study (or participate in vocational training) and the 
youth population of either pre-school age or those who 
are attending school. People who no longer study made 
up 55.8 percent of the total sample of the Roma popula-
tion; the remaining 44.2 percent were children or students. 
In what follows we will focus in turn on these two groups 
of the Roma population defined by whether or not they
are in school. It is therefore necessary to devote some at-
tention to their basic characteristics from the viewpoint of 
sex, age, and settlement type.  

• Basic characteristics of the Roma above school age who 
no longer study

There were 2,104 Roma in total who were above school 
age and no longer study. On average there were three 
such persons for each household. The sample is evenly dis-
tributed between the three groups defined by degree of
integration/separation of housing i.e. the three-way divi-
sion of the whole sample was preserved. Men and women 
are approximately equally represented in each group. 

Table 5.1: Basic characteristics of the Roma above school age 
who no longer study by settlement type and sex (in absolute 
numbers)

SEX Segregated Separated Mixed Total
Females 360 354 361 1 ,075
Males 344 341 344 1 ,029
Total 704 695 705 2 ,104
Share in  % 33.5 33.0 33.5 100.0

In terms of age, the most numerous categories of the Roma 
population above school age are the ranges 30-59 years and 
15-29 years. The 50 and over age group has a smaller percent-
age representation than the preceding two groups, but it is 
still large enough to allow more fine-grained comparisons. In
the sample there were a few individuals who declared that 
they had left school even though they were under 15 years of 
age. It is not possible to decide retrospectively whether this 
was an error or a special circumstance but given their very 
low number they will be excluded from further analysis.

Table 5.2: Age composition of the Roma above school age 
who no longer study by settlement type  (in %)

AGE GROUPS Segregated Separated Mixed Total
Under 15 2.1 1.3 0.7 1.4
15-29 43.3 37.7 38.0 39.7
30-49 40.8 40.3 41.1 40.7
50 and over 13.8 20.7 20.3 18.3
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Average age 34.19 36.57 36.87 35.87

This demographic characterization given above leads us 
to conclude that the composition of the research sample 
by sex, age and settlement type meets the basic require-
ments to permit further, more detailed analysis.

• Basic characteristics of the Roma population with in-
complete education

The set of children and students in the Roma population, i.e. 
those who have not completed school or subsequent voca-
tional training, consisted of 1,665 individuals (an average of 
2.3 per household). The numbers of those who haven’t com-
pleted school were highest in segregated settlements and 
lowest in mixed areas. The structure by sex is balanced both 
in the full sample of individuals who have not completed 
their education and the individual categories by degree of 
spatial integration/segregation (around 50 percent).

Table 5.3: Composition of the Roma population with incom-
plete education by settlement type and sex (in absolute 
numbers)

SEX Segregated Separated Mixed Total
Female 314 288 247 849
Male 343 258 215 816
Total 657 546 462 1,665
Share in  % 39.5 32.8 27.7 100.0

In terms of age, the absolute majority are under 15, i.e. 
pre-school age children and children who are required 
to attend school. Pre-school-age children (0-5 years 
of age group) made up 39 percent of the group and 
school-age children (6-14 years) made up 48.3 percent 
of the Roma population with incomplete education. 
Only a small percentage of the Roma over the age of 
15  is in the sample of Roma population with incomplete 
education. In the total sample this segment  makes up 
only 12.8 percent, with little variation depending on the 
type of settlement. 
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Table 5.4: Age composition of the Roma population with in-
complete education by settlement type (in %)

AGE GROUPS Segregated Separated Mixed Total
Under  6 41.2 36.8 38.5 39.0
6-14 46.9 49.3 49.4 48.3
15-29 11.9 13.6 11.7 12.4
30-49 - 0.4 0.4 0.2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Average age 7.46 8.09 8.14 7.86

The dominance of very young children in this sample is 
shown by the average age – around 8 years, with the fig-
ure for the sub-group in segregated settlements being 
under 7.5 years. This sample can only be used to illustrate 
very specific aspects of education (attendance of special
schools and the like).

5.3 Level of education achieved 

35 percent of all members of the Roma population above 
school age had not finished their primary education. Approxi-
mately the same percentage of individuals (36.6 percent) had 
finished primary education. Less than a quarter of the studied
group (24.3 percent) had continued to study after finishing
primary school. Of these, nearly 9 percent were unsuccess-
ful (they left school during vocational training in secondary 
school and ended up with incomplete secondary education) 
and just 15.4 percent of the studied Roma population had fin-
ished secondary or higher education. Under 4 percent of the 
total sample had graduated from special schools. 

Graph 5.1: Composition of Roma above school age who no 
longer study by level of education (in %)

An analysis in terms of sex revealed certain differences with-
in the studied group. Women were more likely than men to 
have not finished primary education or a primary education
and fewer women acquired higher levels of education. The 
percentage that attended a special school was approximate-
ly the same (4 percent) for both men and women. Overall, 
the education structure of the Roma women studied can be 
assessed as lagging behind that of men to some extent.  

More pronounced differences were observed when catego-
rized by age. The percentage that had not finished primary
education was largest in the oldest age group over 50 and 
gradually fell as groups got younger. Nevertheless, the per-

centage that had not finished primary education exceeded a
quarter (25.8 percent) even in the youngest group. Compared 
to the other age groups the youngest had a higher percent-
age with primary education (nearly 41 percent) and incom-
plete secondary education (11.5 percent). It is interesting that 
the youngest did not have the highest value for completed 
secondary education, instead this percentage was largest in 
the middle age group. While 13.7 percent of the youngest 
age group had completed secondary education, 20 percent 
of the middle age group aged 30-49 had completed this level 
of study. Less than 10 percent of the oldest age category had 
a secondary education. The highest percentage of individuals 
who had been educated in special schools was in the young-
est age group – 7.5 percent. In the other two older age seg-
ments this group was smaller than 2 percent. 

Table 5.5: Composition of Roma above school age who no lon-
ger study by level of education and sex (in %)

LEVEL OF EDUCATION Males Females Total
Not finished primary 32.2 37.7 35.0
Primary 33.8 39.3 36.6
Not finished secondary 10.4 7.5 8.9
Secondary 19.2 11.4 15.2
Higher 0.3 0.1 0.2
Special school 4.1 3.8 3.9
Don’t know 0.1 0.3 0.2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

It seems that two trends can be observed in the studied 
Roma population: as people get younger, the education 
level rises but only to that of “incomplete secondary educa-
tion”. Completed secondary education is most common in 
the middle generation. A further trend is that the younger 
generation is more likely to have attended a special school. 

Table 5.6: Composition of Roma above school age who no lon-
ger study by level of education and age (in %)

LEVEL OF EDUCATION
15-29 
years

30-49 
years

50 and 
more

Average 
age

Not finished primary 25.8 33.9 52.5 39.9
Primary 40.9 34.7 34.3 34.9
Not finished secondary 11.5 9.5 2.4 30.7
Secondary 13.7 19.8 9.5 34.8
Higher 0.4 0.1 - 28.7
Special school 7.5 1.9 1.1 26.8
Don’t know 0.2 0.1 0.3 39.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 35.9

The trends described above are supported by the average 
ages for individual levels of education. The average age for 
those who had not finished primary school was nearly 40
years, while for those with completed primary school it was 
35 years and for those with incomplete secondary educa-
tion the average age fell to under 31 years. For completed 
secondary education the average age went up again close 
to 35 years. As regards special schools, the average age was 
much lower – 26.8 years. 

The growth in the proportion of special schools is also 
confirmed by the current child population. Among current
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school children and students (the segment of the Roma 
population in education) the percentage attending spe-
cial schools rises to 12 percent. The lowest percentage in 
this form of education was in Roma households in mixed 
settlements (8.7 percent) and the highest was among seg-
regated settlements’ households (14.8 percent). 

Table 5.7: Composition of the Roma population with incomplete 
education by level of education and settlement type (in %)

LEVEL OF EDUCATION Segregated Separated Mixed Total
Not finished primary 81.4 84.4 86.8 83.9
Not finished secondary 3.5 3.3 3.7 3.5
Higher - 0.2 0.4 0.2
Special school 14.8 11.4 8.7 12.0
Don’t know 0.4 0.7 0.4 0.5
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

The increase in attendance of special schools for young 
Roma generations has three possible explanations. The first
is that in the past there was no widespread network of spe-
cial schools and those who would attend them were placed 
in normal primary schools, where they failed to complete 
their studies. The second possibility is that young Roma in 
recent years have become less likely to meet the standards 
for entry into the general education system. The third possi-
ble explanation could be the statement that Roma children 
have been placed in special schools in recent years without 
any realistic and objective assessment of their education 
potential. In any case, it should also be mentioned that cases 
of discrimination have been found in the assessment and 
placement of Roma children25 (Tomatová, 2004a; Monitor-
ing..., 2001; Správa o stave…, 2004). Research and monitor-
ing (IVO, SNSLP, SGI) suggest that the most likely explana-
tion is the third one – interpreting a lack of knowledge or 
command of the Slovak language as an inability to meet 
the conditions for education, the wish to fill special schools,
dealing with Roma children’s poor habits of hygiene by mov-
ing them to special schools and so on. This problem could 
be solved by introducing a compulsory pre-school year and 
employing teaching assistants to work with these children.

Table 5.8: Composition of Roma above school age who no lon-
ger study by level of education and settlement type (in %)

LEVEL OF EDUCATION Segregated Separated Mixed Total
Not finished primary 44.2 37.4 23.5 35.0
Primary 36.7 31.5 41.5 36.6
Not finished secondary 6.5 9.4 10.8 8.9
Secondary 8.5 18.1 19.1 15.2
Higher 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.2
Special school 3.9 3.1 4.7 3.9
Don’t know 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

In terms of settlement type, the worst education structure 
was found amongst the inhabitants of segregated settle-
ments. In these communities there was a much higher rate 

of incomplete primary education – up to 44.2 percent – while 
the rate for Roma living in mixed settlement was about half 
of this (23.5 percent). Furthermore, segregated-settlement 
inhabitants were much less likely to have completed pri-
mary and especially secondary education (8.5 percent com-
pared with 18-19 percent). Settlement type did not have 
a strong influence on the likelihood of having attended a
special school. More detailed information on the structure 
of education by settlement type is given in Table 5.9.

Table 5.9: Composition of Roma above school age who no lon-
ger study by level of education and settlement type (in %)

LEVEL OF EDUCATION Age group Segregated Separated Mixed

Not completed 
primary

15-29 32.1 28.6 16.0
30-49 47.7 33.9 20.1

50 and over 61.9 56.7 41.8

Primary
15-29 43.6 35.3 43.3
30-49 33.3 32.1 38.5

50 and over 30.9 25.5 45.4

Not completed 
secondary

15-29 7.1 13.1 14.8
30-49 8.1 9.0 11.5

50 and over 1.0 3.5 2.1

Secondary
15-29 8.4 15.5 17.9
30-49 10.2 23.5 25.7

50 and over 5.2 13.5 8.5

Higher
15-29 0.3 0.8 -
30-49 - - 0.3

50 and over - - -

Special school
15-29 8.1 6.3 8.0
30-49 0.7 1.4 3.5

50 and over 1.0 0.7 1.4

Where the studied Roma population had a secondary edu-
cation, it was more often vocational training than academic 
education. Approximately 15 percent of the sample had an 
apprenticeship certificate, while the percentage who had
the more academic maturita school-leaving certificate was
less than 2 percent. Higher diplomas were extremely rare. 
More than 80 percent of the Roma population therefore 
lack any qualification for the labour market. The resulting
condition worsens with increased spatial segregation: the 
worst results were found among the inhabitants of segre-
gated settlements, where even the percentage with an ap-
prenticeship certificate was under 8 percent.

Table 5.10: Composition of Roma above school age who no 
longer study by attained degree/certificate and settlement  
type (in %)

ATTAINED DEGREE/CERTIFICATE Segregated Separated Mixed Total
Vocational certificate 7.8 16.1 19.5 14.5
Secondary school leaving certificate 0.8 3.7 1.5 1.9
Title BC - - 0.2 0.1
Title MA - 0.2 - 0.1
None 91.4 80.0 78.8 83.5
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

25  The main issues are the creation of segregated classes and schools, regular requests for professional evaluations, professional ex-
amination, after placement in the special school or class, short examinations etc. (Tomatová 2004).
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An analysis of the Roma population in terms of the level of 
education achieved showed that Roma were significantly be-
hind the overall education structure of the population of the 
Slovak Republic. While the rate for better than primary educa-
tion is over 90 percent in the Slovak Republic as a whole, in 
the Roma population primary education continues to domi-
nate, and there is a sizeable percentage that has not finished
primary education. Even though the results are better in the 
younger generation, no breakthrough has yet been achieved. 
When we compare the older and middle generations we find
better results for secondary education in the middle genera-
tion. But a comparison of the middle and younger genera-
tions also shows better results for secondary education in the 
middle generation. Although there has been a slight increase 
in the level of education over the years defined in terms of the
level of education achieved, this positive trend has weakened 
recently. It is also worrying that there has been an increase in 
attendance of special schools by the youngest generation. If 
education is one of the basic requirements for success in the 
labour market and thereby for reduction in the risk of poverty 
and social exclusion, the situation described above does not 
offer grounds for much optimism.

There are also differences of various sizes within the Roma
population. In addition to age, an important differentiat-
ing factor is the level of spatial segregation. The worst situ-
ation is found among the inhabitants of Roma segregated 
settlements. Where the level of education and educational 
qualifications is low and combined with life in a segregated
community, it is hard to find any reasonable employment.
The risk of becoming trapped in poverty, dependent on 
welfare, is enormous in such an environment. In addition, a 
comparison of the generations showed that minimal prog-
ress has been achieved.

5.4 Comparison of respondents’ school 
attendance and level of education with 
those of their parents’ generation 

As the research data shows, not all Roma had experience in 
the education system.  When asked whether they had ever at-
tended school, some respondents answered in the negative. 
Out of the total sample of 2,104 Roma in the study, 4.3 percent 
of those above school age claimed that they had never attend-
ed school. Once again the situation was more pronounced 
among the group living in segregated communities, where 
nearly 6 percent said that they had never attended school. 

Table 5.11: Composition of Roma above school age who no lon-
ger study by school attendance and settlement type (in %)

SCHOOL ATTENDANCE Segregated Separated Mixed Total
Yes 94.2 97.5 95.6 95.7
No 5.8 2.5 4.4 4.3
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

The most common reasons for non-involvement in the 
education system were health problems and disabilities 
(nearly a third of those who had never attended school). 
The second most common reason given was the need to 
work or help in the home (over 19 percent of responses). 
Frequent reasons also included claims that parents had not 

sent their children to school and lack of interest in school. 
Lack of resources to pay education costs and to buy suit-
able clothing was cited in 4.5 percent of relevant cases. 

A comparison of respondents’ school attendance with their 
parents’ generation shows that the situation has changed a 
great deal. In the parents’ generation nearly a fifth of fathers
had not attended school in their life, and the proportion for 
mothers was even higher (22.5 percent). This proportion is 
nearly 5 times higher than in their children’s generation. 

Table 5.12: Composition of Roma above school age who no 
longer study by school attendance of father and mother and 
settlement type (in %)

SCHOOL 
ATTENDANCE-FATHER

Segregated Separated Mixed Total

Yes 74.6 83.9 78.0 78.7
No 22.7 15.6 20.6 19.7
SCHOOL 
ATTENDANCE-MOTHER

Segregated Separated Mixed Total

Yes 72.4 77.1 79.2 76.2
No 25.0 22.1 20.4 22.5

Table 5.13: Breakdown of Roma above school age who no lon-
ger study by level of education of father and settlement type 
(in %)

LEVEL OF EDUCATION-FATHER Segregated Separated Mixed Total
Not completed primary 51.5 37.2 31.9 40.1
Primary 30.7 36.6 39.3 35.6
Not completed secondary 3.0 1.8 5.2 3.3
Secondary 3.8 8.4 10.3 7.5
Higher - 0.2 0.4 0.2
Special school 0.8 1.0 1.0 1.0
Don’t know 10.1 14.8 11.8 12.3
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Secondary education was also much less common in the 
parents’ generation. Only 3.3 percent of fathers had an 
incomplete secondary education and only 7.5 percent of 
them had completed secondary education. In their chil-
dren’s generation the rate for incomplete and complete 
secondary education was more than 20 percent in total, an 
increase of more than 100 percent. 

5.5 Results of education – level of literacy

The schools that a person has completed provide only a 
formal indicator of education and there are others that can 
be studied. The research measured the effectiveness of
education or the impact of non-participation in the school 
system using two indicators of literacy: the ability to read a 
newspaper and the ability to write a one-page letter. 

Table 5.14: Roma who never attended school by ability to read 
a newspaper and settlement type (in %)

ABILITY TO READ NEWSPAPER Segregated Separated Mixed Total
Yes, with difficulty 7.5 5.9 9.7 8.0
No 92.5 94.1 90.3 92.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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The literacy of the Roma who had never visited school 
for one reason or another was very limited. The absolute 
majority of them were unable to read a newspaper (92 
percent) and the remaining 8 percent read a newspaper 
with difficulty. The situation was the same when assessing
their ability to write a one-page letter: 92 percent could 
not write a letter, 8 percent were able to carry out the task 
though with difficulty. Falling out of the education system
is almost certain to result in illiteracy. Settlement type had 
almost no influence on this fact.

Table 5.15: Roma population who never attended school by 
ability to write a letter and settlement type (in %)

ABILITY TO WRITE A LETTER Segregated Separated Mixed Total
Yes, with difficulty 7.5 11.8 6.5 8.0
No 92.5 88.2 93.5 92.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Nevertheless, school attendance is no guarantee of literacy. 
Nearly 20 percent of the adult Roma population who attend-
ed school were able to read a newspaper either with difficulty
(14 percent) or not at all (4.3 percent). There are sharp differ-
ences in results for the studied group depending on the type 
of settlement. Ten percent of Roma living in mixed settle-
ments had difficulty reading a newspaper while the percent-
age in segregated settlements was nearly 30 percent. 

Table 5.16: Roma population who attended school, by ability 
to read a newspaper and settlement type (in %)

ABILITY TO READ NEWSPAPER Segregated Separated Mixed Total
Yes, easily 71.4 83.5 90.0 81.7
Yes, with difficulty 20.9 14.1 7.2 14.0
No 7.7 2.4 2.8 4.3
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

An even more negative picture of the literacy of the Roma 
population was provided by their ability to write a one-
page letter. Despite having attended school, 24.7 percent 
of the non-student adult Roma population stated that 
they could not write a letter at all (6.9 percent) or only with 
difficulty (17.8 percent).

Table 5.17: Roma population who attended school, by ability 
to write a letter and settlement type (in %)

ABILITY TO WRITE A LETTER Segregated Separated Mixed Total
Yes, easily 62.1 78.3 85.0 75.3
Yes, with difficulty 27.4 16.4 10.0 17.8
No 10.5 5.3 4.9 6.9
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

This indicator also showed variation according to settle-
ment type: in segregated communities only 62 percent 
of Roma are able to write a letter without problems, while 
among integrated communities the percentage is 85 per-
cent, a difference of over 20 percent. In many cases, segre-
gation means a loss of acquired skills or limited opportuni-
ties to acquire literacy. 

5.6 Connection between education and 
success in the labour market

Many studies indicate that a low level of education and 
low-quality education represent a major barrier to success-
ful involvement in the labour market. This conclusion is also 
supported by the structure of economic status in the Roma 
population above school age who no longer study. Despite 
the relatively young sample in the survey (the average age of 
Roma above school age was 36 years), only 7.6 percent were 
involved in the labour market. 6.3 percent worked full time or 
were self-employed. The remaining 1.3 percent did part time 
work or seasonal work. The absolute majority in the sample, 
nearly 62 percent, was unemployed. Old-age pensioners 
made up just under 9 percent and those receiving disability 
benefits amounted to over 5 percent. Nearly 15 percent of the
total sample were home makers or on maternity or parental 
leave and the remaining 2.6 percent had another status. 

Graph 5.2: Structure of the Roma above school age who no 
longer study by current economic status (in %)

There were quite significant differences between the cur-
rent economic status of Roma men and women. There 
were significantly fewer women unemployed (50.6 per-
cent of women vs. 73.8 percent of men) and there were sig-
nificantly more individuals taking leave to care for young
children (nearly a quarter for women but only 1 percent 
for men). The group of women included twice as many re-
cipients of old-age benefits. The resulting ratio to working
persons was therefore substantially lower among Roma 
women than men (only 4.2 percent of all non-student 
adult women). The sexes were equal in only one category, 
those receiving disability benefits (5.1 percent).

Table 5.18: Breakdown of Roma above school age who no lon-
ger study by current economic status and sex (in %)

ECONOMIC STATUS Males Females Total
Full-time job 9.4 3.3 6.3
Part-time job 1.7 0.9 1.3
Unemployed 73.8 50.6 61.9
Old-age pensioner 5.9 11.1 8.6
Disabled pensioner 5.1 5.1 5.1
In homestead 0.5 1.7 1.1
On maternal/paternal leave 1.1 24.7 13.1
Other 2.6 2.6 2.6
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
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A comparison by settlement type confirmed the expec-
tation of lower participation in the labour market among 
the inhabitants of segregated settlements, where only 4 
percent worked at the time of the survey. In the other two 
groups the percentage was twice as high, although even 
here the percentage remained very low – at a level slightly 
higher than 9 percent. There was an increased percentage 
of unemployed in Roma segregated settlements (making 
up more than 66 percent of the sample) and individuals 
on leave to take care of a small child. The percentage of 
old-age pensioners was lowest in segregated settlements, 
which related to the overall age structure of the studied 
population (the youngest group).   

Table 5.19: Structure of Roma above school age who no lon-
ger study by economic status and settlement type (in %)

ECONOMIC STATUS Segregated Separated Mixed Total
Full-time job 3.4 8.2 7.4 6.3
Part-time job 0.7 1.6 1.6 1.3
Unemployed 66.1 59.6 60.1 61.9
Old-age pensioner 6.1 9.1 10.5 8.6
Disabled pensioner 4.4 4.6 6.2 5.1
At homestead 1.0 1.0 1.3 1.1
On maternal/paternal leave 15.9 12.8 10.6 13.1
Other 2.4 3.2 2.3 2.6
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Although overall involvement in the labour market is very 
low for the sample of the Roma population studied, the data 
showed the influence of education on the extent of this in-
volvement. The percentage of participation increased with 
each level of education achieved – reaching over 20 percent 
among those who had completed secondary education. 
Completion of secondary education produced a correspond-

ing fall in the proportion of persons on maternity or parental 
leave and also the proportion of unemployed persons. On the 
other hand, even among those who had finished secondary
education the unemployment rate was nearly 60 percent. Al-
though education increases the opportunities in the labour 
market for members of the studied population, it has not yet 
led to a noticeable reduction in unemployment.  

5.7 Main conclusions of Chapter 5
According to the research data, Roma report a very low rate 
of involvement in the labour market, which is even lower 
for Roma living in segregated settlements and women. It 
has also shown the influence of the achieved level of edu-
cation on employment. 

It can be said that one of the basic factors that fixes the
marginal status of the Roma population in the labour mar-
ket is lack of skills, abilities, and human capital indicated 
mainly by education. The low level of education, where a 
sizeable part of the Roma population has not even finished
primary school (not infrequently influenced by insufficient
ability in the Slovak language), is the basic and crucial ob-
struction in the labour market and will probably remain so 
in the future. The Roma population that has incomplete 
primary education or only primary education is in the 
worst situation.

The role of education from a long-term perspective is cru-
cial: a higher level of school education gives the Roma 
population better prospects of finding a position in the la-
bour market. From this analysis it is however clear that the 
tendency towards higher educational levels in the Roma 
population has been weak in recent years, and for some 
younger-age groups the situation has even got worse. The 
achievement of broader effects require additional support
measures and a change in models of behaviour. 

Table 5.20: Structure of Roma above school age who no longer study by economic status and education (in %)

ECONOMIC STATUS Incomplete primary Primary Incomplete secondary Secondary Higher Special schools
Full-time job 1.2 5.0 9.2 21.3 25.0 1.2
Part-time job 0.6 1.6 2.2 1.9 25.0 -
Unemployed 60.6 66.3 66.8 58.4 25.0 64.2
Old-age pensioner 15.5 6.2 1.6 4.4 - 2.5
Disabled pensioner 7.5 4.5 1.6 2.9 - 8.6
At homestead 1.1 1.5 0.5 1.0 - -
On maternal/paternal leave 12.4 13.9 17.4 8.6 25.0 23.5
Other 1.1 1.1 0.5 1.6 - -
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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The relation of inclusion/exclusion and the sphere of work 
is complex and operates on many levels. Exclusion from 
one sphere of work need not automatically mean exclu-
sion from the remaining areas. The importance of labour 
is underlined by the fact that participation in the formal 
labour market is generally considered to be the most sig-
nificant dimension of inclusion. When seeking adequate
strategies and measures to support the inclusion of the 
Roma population in the labour market, it is very impor-
tant to have reliable information. The research that we 
have carried out has tried to contribute to completing 
information in areas with no coverage or weak coverage. 
In addition to identifying the real level of employment 
and unemployment and their internal diversity within the 
Roma population, it has also tried to find answers to ques-
tions relating to the real needs of various groups and lay-
ers of the Roma work force in relation to their application 
in the labour market, and also the adequacy of support 
measures and instruments provided given the breadth 
of the unemployment problem in this ethnic group. The 
character of Roma problems and their extent were ad-
dressed in previous chapters (language requirements, 
health, level of education, the material aspects of the life 
of Roma households and the level and forms of welfare 
dependency). The aim of this chapter is to describe the 
forms and breadth of the basic problems that the Roma 
population encounters in the Slovak labour market.

Box 15: Standard and non-standard forms of work  
(Van Berkel, Moller 2002)
The latest literature in the area of employment distinguishes between work 
that includes economic and social rights (the formal labour market) and 
work that does not include economic and social rights (unpaid work, the 
informal labour market). In this context, R. van Berkel speaks of standard 
and non-standard work. Standard work is full time work, fully and formally 
paid (based on an employment contract, formal rights and responsibilities); 
it is in fact equivalent to formal employment in the primary labour market. 
Non-standard forms of work include the following types: irregular work 
(part-time work with a fixed contract, a form of work derived from standard
work in the formal labour market, i.e. flexible forms of work); work within 
employment programmes (work with a wage that is paid in part or in full 
from state funds, work in the secondary labour market); targeted training 
(focussed on implementing education in the working environment); unpaid 
work (within the family or networks of friendships and relationships, vol-
untary or community work); informal work (paid work without tax, social 
security or employment rights).

6.  THE ROMA POPULATION 
 AND THE LABOUR MARKET: 
 INCLUSION - EXCLUSION

Nearly from the very beginning, since the problem of unemployment ap-
peared, public discussion and political practice has focussed with greater 
or lesser intensity on the issue of active support and assistance in achiev-
ing the employment and stable involvement of the Roma population in 
the formal labour market (many specialist publications and newspaper 
articles, formal political documents such as the national action plans on 
employment and social inclusion, and strategic materials concerned with 
the integration of the Roma population). Other possible forms of involve-
ment in work have also been discussed in UNDP studies (Avoiding the 
Dependency Trap., 2003).

On the one hand, cases are known where the inclusion of the Roma popula-
tion has prospered and on the other hand there are not a few voices (even at 
the official level) emphasising the lack of interest and the weak activity that
the Roma themselves show in relation to the labour market. There has also 
been much discussion at conferences of the low effectiveness of the active
labour market policies that have been put in place (for example, at the con-
ference “Elimination of discrimination against Roma in the labour market” 
held on 30 March 2006 organised by the International Helsinki Federation, 
the European Roma Rights Centre, the European Information Bureau and 
the Milan Šimečka Foundation). 

Box 16: Employment and unemployment in the Slovak 
Republic
The employment rate in the Slovak Republic in 2005 was 49.8 percent for the 
population aged over 15 and 57.7 percent for the 15-64 age group. For a long 
time there have been differences in the employment of women and men – the
employment of women is significantly lower: men 15+ years = 57.8, women
15+ years = 42.6; men 15-64 years = 64.6 and women 15-64 years = 50.9.

Unemployment is a relatively new phenomenon in the Slovak Republic – it 
began to appear after 1990 (before that there was a general obligation to work 
and the right to work). In the course of a few years, the restructuring of the 
economy (the transition to a market economy, the removal of overstaffing,
growth in competitiveness, efficiency and the like) caused unemployment in
the Slovak Republic to reach a relatively high level, in some years reaching a 
level of 20 percent of the total workforce, and in some regions breaking the 40 
percent level. In recent years unemployment in the Slovak Republic has been 
characterized by a high rate of unemployment, huge regional differences in
unemployment and a rise in long-term unemployment (see Annex).

6.1 Breakdown of Roma men and 
women by productive age

For several decades Slovakia has set different periods of
economic activity for women and for men. Men became 
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entitled to stop work and receive a pension at the age of 
60, women three years earlier, i.e. at the age of 57, with 
a further reduction in the retirement age for every child 
that they gave birth to. Because of this, the productive 
age for men was set as 15-59 years and for women at 15-
54 (because most women have two children). Since the 
period 2002-2003 there has been a fundamental reform of 
the whole pensions system in the Slovak Republic, which 
includes, amongst other things, the gradual equalization 
of the retirement age for men and women at the higher 
level of 62 years, and also the removal of the reduction in 
the retirement age for every child born. The retirement 
age should be fully equalized at 62 years in 2014. Because 
there were still differences between men and women at
the time of the research, the analysis of productivity and 
unemployment was based on the statistical definition in
force at the time of the research and is given separately 
for men and women.

Graph 6.1 Breakdown of Roma men by productive age (in %)

In comparison with the overall population of the Slovak 
Republic, the breakdown of Roma men and women in-
cludes a considerably larger group of pre-productive 
persons and also considerably fewer people of post-pro-
ductive age. In the overall population the proportion of 
children under 14 years is around 17 percent while in 
the Roma population they make up nearly 40 percent. In 
contrast, the post-productive population is substantially 
higher in the overall population of the Slovak Republic (in 
recent years it has been 19 percent – see Annex), but this 
group makes up less than 4 percent of Roma men and 
7.3 percent of Roma women. The productive part of the 
population was 57 percent among Roma men and 53.2 
percent of Roma women.

Graph 6.2: Breakdown of Roma women by productive age (in %)

With regard to the level of spatial integration with the 
majority population, the breakdown of Roma men and 
women showed certain differences. In the part of the
Roma population living in segregated settlements there 
are an above-average number of children aged 14 and 
under (over 45 percent) and fewer post-productive per-
sons (only 2.5 percent). In all three groups of the Roma 
population, persons of productive age made up more 
than half of the total population, the highest percentage 
being among Roma men living in mixed settlements. Fur-
thermore, in all three groups identified by type of settle-
ment the percentage of women of post-productive age 
was higher than men of post-productive age (different
definition of productive age for women and men).

Table 6.1: Breakdown of Roma men by productive age and 
settlement type (in %)

AGE GROUP Segregated Separated Mixed Total
Under 14 45.3 36.9 34.3 39.2
15-59 52.3 58.6 61.5 57.1
60 and over 2.5 4.5 4.1 3.6
Men total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Table 6.2: Breakdown of Roma women by productive age and 
settlement type (in %)

AGE GROUP Segregated Separated Mixed Total
Under 14 42.0 40.2 36.0 39.5
15-54 53.6 51.7 54.3 53.2
55 and over 4.5 8.1 9.7 7.3
Women total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

The structure of the Roma population by productive age 
differs not only in comparison with the overall popula-
tion of the Slovak Republic but also with that of the gen-
eral population in nearby areas. Again the greatest differ-
ences are in the percentages of children and older people. 
Among Roma males, the proportion of children is twice as 
high as in the general population of males in nearby areas 
while the percentage of men of post-productive age is a 
third of that in the general population. For females, the dif-
ference in the youngest and oldest groups is even larger: 
the percentage of girls differs by 23 percent and the per-
centage of older women by nearly 12 percent. 

Comparison of the age composition of men and women 
in the Roma and general populations revealed for both 
sexes the greatest similarities in the proportion of produc-
tive age. Among men the difference was under 10 percent
and for women it was only 4 percent. This means that the 
Roma and general populations in nearby areas are similar 
in their percentages of productive inhabitants but differ
strongly in the proportion of children (substantially more 
in the Roma population) and the proportion in the oldest 
age group (greater in the general population). Within the 
Roma population men and women of post-productive 
age make up only a very small percentage. This is partly 
the result of the Roma’s higher birth rate and therefore 
the greater percentage of children, but the small percent-
age is also the result of a higher mortality rate. 
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6.2 Employment and unemployment of 
Roma men and women

The status of the Roma population in the labour mar-
ket has changed significantly since 1990. Although this
ethnic minority achieved official recognition (civil and
political rights, the right to develop its own culture, po-
litical representation and the formation of its own inter-
ests) and political documents repeatedly declared their 
right to make their own life choices, the processes for 
the transition to a market economy caused a large part 
of the Roma population to end up as “losers”, i.e. those 
who lost rather than gained from the social changes. The 
possibility of taking life into one’s own hands remained 
frequently nothing but a declaration, while life chances 
were in reality reduced. 

Many groups within the Roma population have experienced 
strong multiple forms of social handicapping or exclusion. 
Experts on employment or Roma issues agree that this con-
dition (weak status in society, high rate of poverty) is a result 
of their position on the margins of the labour market (for 
example Radičová 2001, Vašečka 2002a, Chudoba..., 2002, 
Avoiding..., 2003, Mušinka 2004, Employing..., 2005, At Risk..., 
2006). In addition to regional concentration, the most fre-
quently cited effects of this condition are a low rate of em-
ployment, long-term unemployment, job instability, work in 
the informal labour market, little success and effectiveness
in seeking jobs or work (Winkler 2005). Exclusion from the 
formal labour market need not mean exclusion from other 
forms of work; people can continue to be involved in work in 
the informal labour market, on homesteads and so on. Even 
unemployment need not automatically mean the complete 

Graph 6.3: Breakdown of males by productive age – comparison of Roma and the general population living in nearby areas (in %)

Graph 6.4: Breakdown of females by productive age - comparison of Roma and the general population living in nearby areas (in %)
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absence of other forms of involvement in work. An unem-
ployed person may be a participant in a work activation pro-
gramme or – as defined in R. van Berkel’s typology of forms
of work – he or she may be receiving activation through 
participation in a course that prepares people for the labour 
market (van Berkel 2002). A view of the men and women 
in the Roma population from such a perspective forms the 
subject of the following section of the study.

10.5 percent of all Roma men of productive age (15-59 
years) were defined as working at the time of the research.
Most worked full time for an employer; part time work and 
independent business activity (including self-employed 
work) were rare. There were differences in this very low
rate of employment depending on the level of spatial in-
tegration with the majority population: men living in seg-
regated settlements were half as likely (6 percent) to be 
employed as those living in separated parts of towns or 
villages or in mixed settlements. (13 percent). 

The official rate of employment differs from the rate for all
involvement in work during the last 7 days.26 Not all men 
officially registered as employed must have worked dur-
ing the last 7 days (they may not have been working due to 
illness), on the other hand – some “non-workers” may have 
carried out some form of work. The study found the involve-
ment in work of Roma men in the last seven days was three 
times higher than the determined rate of employment. 33.4 
percent of Roma men had done work of some sort in the 
last week. Only 12.4 percent of the total volume of work was 
work outside the household (official and unofficial – with-
out regard to the status of work), another 3.4 percent was 
casual work offered by door-to-door sales or assistance and
17.3 percent was work relating to a homestead (other work 
for a member of the household appeared only minimally). 
These differences between employment and involvement
in work in the last seven days show that exclusion from the 
formal labour market need not immediately mean exclusion 

from any sort of work. The largest difference between the
rate of employment and involvement in work in the last sev-
en days was found in the case of men living in segregated 
Roma settlements (6 percent vs. 34.7 percent). The majority 
of these cases involved work on a homestead.

72 percent of Roma men of productive age were officially
unemployed at the time of the research. This enormous rate 
of unemployment appeared in all three groups defined by
settlement type. The highest unemployment rate, at over 
three quarters of the total number of men of productive 
age, was associated with men in a segregated environment. 
Only a small percentage of the unemployed were involved 
in activation programmes: approximately a third of Roma 
men of productive age had participated in activation work 
in the last month, while just 4.3 percent had taken part in 
a programme for education and requalification in the last
12 months. These percentages of men involved in activation 
are very low when compared to the unemployment rate.

The last indicator, the rate of education, shows what propor-
tion of the male Roma population aged 15 and over is still in 
education, i.e. attending school. Students made up just under 
9 percent of men of productive age. These could be students 
of secondary school and university, but also pupils of primary 
and special schools who entered school late and are complet-
ing primary education after the age of  15. The cited rate of 
education for Roma males is very low. It shows that only a few 
male Roma took part in higher level education in 2005.

With regard to Roma women, their rate of unemployment 
was 4.6 percent on average. This means that under 5 per-
cent of Roma women of productive age (15-54 years) were 
officially working, and in segregated communities the
rate was a mere 2.3 percent. The rate for Roma women’s 
involvement in work in the last week was up to five times
higher. Most work was carried out within the home. Under 
6 percent of Roma women of productive age carried out 
work outside the household. 

26 Involvement in work in the last seven days (apart from participation in an activation work programme) was addressed by a series of four 
mutually related questions. The first question related to work for someone who is not a member of the household (for example, work for a
business, a company, the government or another individual), and does not distinguish between the formal and informal labour markets. If 
the answer is “no” a follow-up question asked if the person had done at least one hour of work in door-to-door sales or helping in a garden 
or on a building site (“Didn’t you work even for one hour? Not even selling lottery tickets, magazines or something? Did you help out in a garden 
or on a building site? Or anything like that?”). If the answer was still “no” there followed a question on work on a homestead (work on a field
owned or rented by the respondent, or a garden owned by a family member, or other agricultural work or care for animals belonging to a 
member of the household). Another negative answer was followed by a question on work done for a family member (as a trader or within 
a business belonging to a member of the household as a shop-keeper, sales assistant, barber or hairdresser, tailor or dress-maker or as a 
taxi driver). Overall involvement in work is given as the sum for all these types of work during the last seven days.

Table 6.3: Indicators for Roma men’s involvement in work by settlement type (in %)

INDICATOR Segregated Separated Mixed Total
Employment rate 6.0 13.0 12.6 10.5
Overall labour activity in previous 7 days 34.4 37.6 28.1 33.4
- work outside household 8.2 17.1 12.0 12.4
- at least 1 hour outside household 5.1 1.4 3.5 3.4
- work on homestead 21.0 18.5 12.3 17.3
-work for a family member 0.1 0.6 0.3 0.3
Participation in activation programme (previous month) 37.2 23.7 35.4 32.1
Participation in re-qualification (previous year) 5.4 4.3 3.2 4.3
Unemployment rate 76.4 68.2 71.3 72.0
Rate of education 10.8 9.0 5.8 8.6

Note: All indicators are counted for males of productive age (15-59).
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Approximately a half of all productive women were unem-
ployed and this proportion was the same in all the studied 
settlement types by level of integration with the majority. It 
applied both to Roma  women living in mixed settlements 
and the inhabitants of segregated settlements and separat-
ed parts of towns and villages. Around a fifth of Roma wom-
en had taken part in activation work in the last month and 5 
percent of them had attended a retraining course in the last 
year. One difference in terms of settlement type was that
women living in separated parts of towns and villages were 
less likely to take part in activation work and more likely to 
take part in education activities. The rate of education never 
exceeded 8 percent of Roma women aged over 15.

In comparison with men, Roma women had lower rates for 
all monitored indicators. The largest difference was in the
rate of unemployment, which was 20 percentage points 
lower for Roma women. Since the lower rate of female un-
employment is not reflected in a higher rate of employ-
ment it is clear that the difference is covered by other
economic statuses. In the case of women these statuses 
are primarily maternity and parental leave, but also retire-

ment, because when Roma women have a larger number 
of children they may start to receive an old age pension 
even before the limit of 55 years. 

Roma men and women were approximately equally likely to 
be involved in work in the home. Sixteen percent of women 
and 17.3 percent of men reported such activity in the last 
seven days. Participation in requalification courses and train-
ing programmes was also approximately equal, with a slightly 
higher rate among women. The proportion was however neg-
ligible, despite the fact that the survey studied participation at 
any time in the previous year. The rate for education after the 
age of 15 was also equal for men and women (equally low). 

The data indicate that there is very low involvement in the 
labour market as regards the Roma population of produc-
tive age. They do not always carry out work in the formal 
segment of the labour market. Work on homesteads is 
relatively frequent. Higher participation in work outside 
the household than is suggested by the employment rate 
may indicate involvement in the informal or illegal labour 
market, though the survey did not obtain more detailed 
information on the specific form of work.

Table 6.4: Indicators for Roma women’s involvement in work by settlement type (in %)

INDICATOR Segregated Separated Mixed Total
Employment rate 2.3 6.1 5.5 4.6
Overall labour activity in previous 7 days 21.3 27.2 20.6 22.9
- work outside household 4.5 7.9 4.3 5.6
- at least 1 hour outside household 1.4 - 2.1 1.1
- work at homestead 14.8 19.3 13.8 16.0
-work for family member 0.6 - 0.4 0.2
Participation in activation programme (previous month) 24.9 17.0 24.8 22.3
Participation in re-qualification
(previous year)

3.9 8.0 2.8 4.9

Unemployment rate 51.0 50.3 53.4 51.5
Rate of education 9.2 7.7 6.7 7.9

Note: All indicator are recalculated for women in productive age (15-54).
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Graph 6.5: Indicators for Roma men’s and women’s involvement in work – comparison (in %)
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There was a relatively large difference between the rate of
unemployment and participation in activation and educa-
tion programmes. Given that most unemployment is long-
term unemployment (see below), this may indicate that 
respondents had used up their opportunities for training 
and requalification in previous years but that the effect in
terms of finding employment had not been very strong.
Non-participation in activation work may also indicate a 
lack of motivation or the limited availability of such work. 
Especially in areas or locations with a high concentration of 
long-term unemployment of the Roma population all avail-
able unskilled work may already have been exhausted.27

A comparison of the employment and unemployment sit-
uation in the Roma population and the general population 
in the same geographical area shows that the situation for 
Roma men and women also differs from the general situ-
ation in their region. While the employment rate for Roma 
men of productive age is barely higher than 10 percent, 
the rate for men in the general population in nearby ar-
eas was over 51 percent. The involvement in work of men 
in the general population during the previous week was 
also higher than the employment rate, though the major-
ity of it took the form of work for an employer outside the 
household (48 percent vs. 12 percent for Roma men). 

There was also a huge difference in the unemployment rate
for Roma men and men from the general population. Unem-
ployment among Roma males of productive age was as much 
as three times higher than unemployment among men of the 
same age belonging to the general population in nearby ar-
eas. Involvement in education programmes was also higher 

for men in the general population, while participation in acti-
vation work was more common among Roma men. 

There was also a difference in the rate of education of males
aged over 15: Males belonging to the general population in 
nearby areas have a 4 percent higher rate. This may mean that 
there is a higher proportion of secondary school and univer-
sity-educated men in the general population of the region. 

When comparing women of productive age in the general 
population and members of the Roma ethnic group, the dif-
ferences were even more pronounced than in the case of 
men, especially as regards employment and involvement 
in work. The employment rate for women from the general 
population was ten times higher than for Roma women in 
the same region. The general population also produced a 
difference between declared economic status and the per-
centage that had done work in the last week. For women as 
compared to men there was less work outside the house-
hold and more work on homesteads. The rate of unemploy-
ment and participation in activation programmes showed 
the same tendencies for women as for men: significantly
greater unemployment among Roma women, their greater 
participation in activation work but lower involvement in 
requalification and training for the labour market. As regards
education over the age of 15, women from the general pop-
ulation were twice as likely to study as Roma women.

The differences revealed by the survey indicate that not all
characteristics of Roma households are shared by the popu-
lation in nearby areas. The large differences show that Roma
men and women have a different status in the labour mar-
ket even within their own region: they are more likely to be 

Graph 6.6: Indicators of involvement in work among Roma men – comparison of the Roma population and the general popula-
tion living in nearby areas (in %)

27  Activation work is offered mainly by local governments at the communal level and it consists mainly of small, basic tasks such as
maintaining the town and its surroundings, or providing cleaning services, cleaning buildings or public spaces and the like (Bod-
nárová, Filadelfiová 2005).
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marginalized and less involved in the formal labour market. 
Differences can also be seen in the rate of use of activation
measures and the use structure of individual programmes. 
The exclusion and the handicapping of the Roma population 
can be assessed as deep and functioning on many levels.

6.3 Involvement in work by economic 
status
The breakdown of those inhabitants who had carried out 
work outside their household revealed various economic 

Graph 6.7: Indicators of involvement in work by Roma women – comparison of the Roma population and the general population 
in nearby areas (in %)
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Note: The question on work activity outside the household in the last week was asked for all members of the household over 12 years of age. In this 
case the research did not take into consideration work in activation programmes.
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general population in nearby areas (in %)



THE ROMA POPULATION AND THE LABOUR MARKET: INCLUSION - EXCLUSION

75

statuses. Although the majority of work was carried out 
by employed persons (the majority full-time employees), 
other types of persons took part in work. The largest per-
centage of these others consisted of the unemployed, but 
there were also old- age pensioners and students and chil-
dren. While most of the general population’s work in the 
previous week was carried out as part of employment or 
self-employment (these terms cover 92.3 percent of work 
in the previous week) i.e. official work, and other statuses
made up less than 8 percent, the situation in the Roma 
population was different.

In the Roma population, 72.6 percent of work outside the 
household in the previous week was carried out by employed 
persons and more than a quarter of work was carried out by 
persons who were not employed at the time. Most of them 
were unemployed persons, who made up nearly 20 percent 
but the total also included children under 15 and students. 
Work involvement of unemployed persons was most com-
mon in segregated settlements but it was also high among 
the Roma living in separated parts of towns and villages.

The results therefore confirm that part of the Roma popu-
lation excluded from the formal labour market is involved 
in work in the informal market, where there is demand for 
its work.  Exclusion from the labour market does not mean 
that a person has no access to work. Work involvement of 
unemployed persons was most common in the segregated 
and separated settlements.

6.4 Seeking work

Members of the Roma population that had not worked in 
the last week and did not have permanent employment 
were asked if they had looked for work in the last week. 
17.7 percent of the Roma population stated that they 
had looked for work. The remaining 82.4 percent had not 
looked for work (in the general population in nearby areas, 
8.9 percent had looked for work and 91.1 percent had not 
looked for work). 

In addition to objective reasons such as a pension, school at-
tendance or responsibility for caring for a child or sick person, 
reasons for not looking for work included the following: 

• the belief that there was no work available (14.6 percent 
of the relevant Roma population and 8.1 percent in the 
general population);

• the belief that no one will accept them as an employee 
because of their ethnicity (8 percent of the relevant 
Roma population);

• despair – the belief that no one will employ them in any 
case (4 percent).

The belief that there was no work available was given more 
frequently by the inhabitants of segregated settlements and 
separated parts of towns and villages, ethnicity as a reason for 
not seeking employment was more common for the inhabit-

ants of mixed settlements. The proportion of those who had 
despaired was approximately the same in all three groups.

6.5 Long-term unemployment: intensity 
and length

Among the economically active but non-working part of 
the Roma population (i.e. excluding students, pensioners 
and persons on parental leave), 86 percent were registered 
with the labour office and 14 percent were not. There were
no differences by settlement type for this indicator – the
same proportion of registered and non-registered per-
sons was found in those living in segregated, separated 
and mixed settlements. There was not even a difference in
comparison with the general population of the region (84 
percent registered and 16 percent unregistered). 

Various reasons were given for non-registration or the ter-
mination of registration. The most common explanation 
given by the Roma was “it doesn’t matter at all. I’m not in-
terested in it.” Nearly 30 percent of respondents gave this 
explanation and it was more common in segregated and 
separated settlements. The second most common case 
was termination of registration for non-cooperation (nearly 
25 percent).28 The response that “the labour office doesn’t
help me with anything” was given by about a tenth of the 
relevant part of the Roma population. Another tenth stat-
ed that they had been removed from the register against 
their will. In the general population the most common rea-
son given was “removed for non-cooperation”.

The group registered with the labour office was asked how
long they had been registered, i.e. how long their registra-
tion period had lasted. The great majority of Roma citizens 
registered with the labour office had been unemployed
for a long time.  Less than a tenth had been registered for 
less than half a year and those who had been registered 
for up to one year made up 24.1 percent. The remainder 
of the unemployed had been registered with the office for
more than a year (75.9 percent) Among the long-term un-
employed who had been out of work for over a year, the 
most frequent length of unemployment was over three 
years. 48.8 percent of the unemployed Roma population 
had been out of work for this length of time. This means 
that nearly half of Roma citizens registered as unemployed 
had been on the register for over 3 years.

The data show that not only does the unemployment prob-
lem affect the majority of the Roma population of produc-
tive age, but also that it affects people to a different extent
depending on sex and type of settlement (education is also 
a factor but the numbers with a higher level of education 
were too small to allow further classification). Another char-
acteristic feature of unemployment in the Roma population 
is long-term unemployment. Three quarters of unemployed 
Roma had been unemployed for over a year and half of 
them had been unemployed for over three years.

28  The advantage of registering with the labour office is that the state pays contributions to health insurance and social security for
the registered unemployed. On the other hand, there are duties associated with registration: it is necessary to report to the office
regularly once a week, it is also necessary to declare all work-related and other income and so on.  Failure to comply with the obli-
gation of regular attendance at the office without confirmation of ill health from a doctor leads to the cancellation of registration.
Individuals can also cancel their own registration and it can be cancelled for failure to attend an activation programme.
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Graph 6.9: Length of registration with the labour office of un-
employed members of the Roma population (in %)

The differences in terms of level of integration with the
majority population are not particularly strong. It is notice-
able that the proportion that has been unemployed for a 
very long time (over 3 years) is highest for the Roma living 
in mixed settlements. This shows that even integration with 
the majority population and the removal of potential prob-
lems with transport or access to labour offices does not lead
to a reduction in the period of unemployment and greater 
success in finding a job. Since the proportion of persons ex-
cluded from the registers or unregistered is approximately 
the same in all three groups of the Roma population, one 
possible explanation is that the Roma population is more 
vulnerable to the discriminatory practices of employers.29

When we compare the representation of different lengths
of unemployment, it is interesting that the numbers in 
individual categories for length of registration appear as 
waves. There are fewer cases of unemployment lasting up 
to half a year (around 10 percent) and more cases in the 
categories from half a year up to two years (15-20 percent) 
The next period covering periods of 2-3 years has again 
smaller numbers (at the level of 10 percent) while the cu-

mulative categories over 3 years feature numbers over 40 
percent (in the case of mixed settlements even more than 
55 percent). Here we may see the influence of repeated un-
employment, i.e. a division of the sample into a group that 
alternates periods of seasonal employment and unem-
ployment and a group of permanently unemployed (the 
survey did not study repeated unemployment).  

Table 6.5: Length of registration with the labour office of un-
employed members of the Roma population by settlement 
type (in %)

LENGTH OF REGISTRATION Segregated Separated Mixed Total
Less than 6 months 9.8 10.4 9.0 9.7
6 months – 1 year 16.7 16.5 10.7 14.4
1 - 2 years 17.8 20.0 16.6 18.0
2 - 3 years 9.5 10.4 7.6 9.1
3 years and more 46.2 42.6 56.1 48.8
Registered unemployed total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

In the case of the length of unemployment, the situation 
of the Roma population and the situation of the general 
population in nearby areas are the same. In the general 
population, long-term unemployment is in fact higher 
than in the Roma population, but the situation is the same 
with regard to medium-term and short-term unemploy-
ment. The results show that unemployment in the Roma 
population tends towards long-term unemployment but 
the general population divides into two categories of 
unemployed persons: those who are in the register only 
for a short period and those who are unable to get out of 
their situation after they are registered. It is however nec-
essary to note that in this we are considering the internal 
structure of unemployment. In terms of the overall size of 
unemployment, the situation of the general population is 
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29  The Roma population’s experience of discrimination in the labour market and in seeking employment has not been the subject 
matter of complete research and therefore it is not possible to analyse this hypothesis in detail. 

Graph 6.10: Length of registration with the labour office – comparison of the Roma and general populations living in nearby
areas (in %)�
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much less dramatic (unemployment of a half or a third of 
that in the Roma population).

The analysis has shown that unemployment is a wide-
spread social problem for the majority of the Roma pop-
ulation of productive age. Unemployment in the Roma 
population is nowadays mainly long-tem unemployment, 
which causes Roma women and men to lose the remain-
der of their qualifications for work. This creates a “cycle of
deprivation” and reinforces a culture of poverty (also in the 
context of a lower level of social benefits), which has very
negative effects on the life outcomes of the unemployed
and also their families. Given the large proportion of chil-
dren in the sample, the impact on the future life outcomes 
of the children of these families is especially dangerous.

6.6 Participation in activation work 
programmes

The terms “active” and “passive” have become permanent 
features of European labour market policy over the last 
two decades. On the basis of political documents, citizens 
are considered to have an active relationship with the la-
bour market if they have a regular and legal income from 
work (they are involved in the formal labour market) and 
are not recipients of social benefits. They are also consid-
ered to be active even when they have no job but partici-
pate in specific programmes for the unemployed. Policies
that make welfare conditional upon participation in work 
(including participation in programmes) are referred to 
as activation policies. Activation policies can be seen as a 
completely new type of policy or as a complementary pol-
icy to existing passive policies (Kvapilová 2006; van Berkel, 
Moller 2002).  

Activation programmes were introduced into Slovak prac-
tice in February 2004 by Act no. 5/2004 Coll. on Employment 
Services with the aim of motivating citizens in material need 
to actively seek involvement in the labour market, increase 
their qualifications and skills, to carry out work for the ben-
efit of the community, or take part in voluntary work.30 The 
act also changed the structure of employment services and 
expanded the range of employment mediators (temporary 
employment agencies, employment support agencies). In 
place of the term “right to employment” the term “right 
to access to employment” was introduced. It tightened 
conditions for the registration of job seekers and also the 
conditions for removing and re-entering a person in the 
register of job seekers. Active labour market policy instru-
ments were created and modified in accordance with the
act. Counselling activities were strengthened (for example, 
the preparation of an individual action plan to support job 
hunting), education for the labour market – including con-
tributions to educational institutions – was strengthened, 
a number of motivational grants were introduced, such as 
a grant for self employment, a job creation grant and an 
allowance for graduate internships and the like.  

The act also gives rules for “activation activity” which is de-
fined as:“…assistance in  maintaining the working habits of
the job seeker.” According to the text of the act “activation 
activity shall have a duration of at least 10 hours per week 
and 40 hours per month apart from the month in which 
the activation activity began.” The act sees activation activ-
ity as minor work carried out: “…in the form of minor com-
munity services for the town or village, organised by the 
town or village, or in the form of voluntary work organized 
by a legal entity or individual.”

Box 17: Definition of entitlement to an activation  
allowance
A citizen of the Slovak Republic who is a registered job seeker and who also 
satisfies the conditions for receiving benefits for material need shall be en-
titled to an activation allowance if:

• he or she increases his or her qualifications through study alongside em-
ployment, combined study and study of individual teaching subjects or in 
the form of part-time study (this shall not apply if the citizen has gained a 
second-level university degree);

• takes part in education and preparation for the labour market provided in 
projects approved by the office;

• takes part in the provision of minor municipal services or volunteer work 
carried out by agreement with the office or the town or village

At the time of the research the level of the activation allow-
ance was SKK 1,500 per month (in September 2005 it was 
raised to SKK 1,900). Originally it was paid over a period of 
six months, but later this time limit was cancelled. The la-
bour office provides the activation allowance to the town
or village or another entity defined in the law. Out of the
total volume of financial resources intended for active la-
bour market policies, up to 51 percent was reserved for the 
activation allowance. A special feature of the system that is 
often noticed (but also criticized by various parties) is that 
the activation allowance is paid from ESF funds.

Box 18: Information on providers of activation work and 
expenditure on activation work
4,255 organizations provided activation activities in the first half of 2005,
which created and filled 129,372 places for activation activity, on the basis
of which an allowance was agreed with a total amount of SKK 800,522,000.  
Some 6,788 positions were created for activation activity coordinators and 
4,457 job seekers were put in these positions (Materiály MPSVR 2005). 

6.6.1 Rate of participation  in activation 
programmes

The research into vulnerable communities has given rela-
tively large attention to surveying the experience of the 
Roma population with activation programmes. It has mon-
itored both the extent to which members of Roma house-

30  Before that, Act no. 453/2003 on state administration authorities for the areas of social affairs, family and employment services  estab-
lished a specialized state administration for the area of social affairs and public employment services: the Central Office of Labour,
Social Affairs and Family and local offices of labour, social affairs, and family were established (from 1.1.2004).
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holds have been involved in activation programmes and 
their structure, and also their subjective perception of the 
purpose and effect of these programmes. In the first place,
it asked how many respondents had worked in activation 
programmes. In response to the question: “Have you ever 
worked in an activation programme?” 37 percent of the 
Roma population in the survey answered in the positive. 
The remaining 63 percent stated that they had not yet 
worked in an activation programme.

Graph 6.11: Overall rate of the Roma population’s participa-
tion in activation programmes (% of the total population over 
18 years of age)

Note: The question was asked for all household members over the age of 
18. The information was provided directly by individual household mem-
bers or the head of household answered on their behalf. The percentage 
of direct responses was 78.5 percent and indirect responses made up the 
remaining 21.5 percent.

Overall participation in activation activities by settlement 
type was highest in the Roma population living in segregat-
ed settlements (41.4 percent). Where Roma lived separately 
the percentage was 31.7 percent and in mixed settlements 
it was 38.5 percent. More than 60 percent of the participants 
in activation work stated that they had worked on average 
more than 1 hour per day, with nearly 98 percent of them 
working under 2 hours per day (just 2 percent claimed a 
higher number of hours worked per day).

Table 6.6: Rate of the Roma population’s participation in acti-
vation activities by period and settlement type (in %)

PERIOD Segregated Separated Mixed Total
Total (if ever) 41.4 31.7 38.5 37.2
In previous months 32.9 21.7 30.1 28.3
Difference 8.5 10.0 8.4 8.9

Note: The question was asked for all household members over the age 
of 18.  

In addition to overall participation in activation work, 
the survey asked about participation in activation work 
in the last month. In the full sample of the Roma popu-
lation this percentage was over 28 percent. Once again 
the participation rate was highest for the inhabitants of 
segregated settlements and lowest for those living in 
separated parts of towns and villages. This means that 
nearly a third of the Roma population over the age of 
18 had taken part in activation work during the month 
before the data collection.  

Comparison with the general population in nearby areas 
shows that the Roma population’s rate of participation in 
activation programme is much higher. Their overall partici-
pation was over three times higher and nearly four times 
higher for participation in the last month. 

6.6.2 Interest in activation work and reasons for 
non-participation in activation work

Respondents who had never taken part in activation work 
were asked whether they had ever applied for activation 
work. More than 20 percent of the relevant members of 
the Roma ethnic group stated that they had applied for 
an allowance or would like to apply or that it was impos-
sible (in the general population the percentage was only 
7.7 percent). The strongest interest was expressed by the 
group living in separated parts of towns and villages (28 
percent) and the lowest in mixed settlements (12 percent). 
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Graph 6.12: Rate of participation in an activation programme by period – comparison of Roma and general populations living in 
nearby areas (in % of total 18+)
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Most applications were not approved (some were still 
waiting for an answer), the most frequent reason being 
that there were too many applicants or not enough places. 
Apart from lack of places in the town or village for activa-
tion work, the reasons given most frequently include fail-
ure to meet the conditions of material need but also the 
belief that officials dislike the respondent. The answers
show that interest in activation work is not always satisfied
and that there are towns and villages where demand for 
activation work exceeds supply.

The reasons for non-participation in activation pro-
grammes were also studied in the group that had worked 
in such a programme in the past but had not participat-
ed in the last month. In most cases the reason was that 
their activation programme had come to an end (near-
ly 50 percent of the relevant group). More than a fifth 
stated that they had left the programme themselves for 
reasons such as the fact that the work was badly paid, 
that it was bad work, that they got into conflicts with 
the provider of activation work or that they found em-
ployment. There was  very limited occurrence of other 
reasons for leaving an activation programme such as 
maternity leave, taking care of a sick family member, the 
respondent’s own illness or the provision of opportuni-
ties for other applicants. 

Table 6.7: Reasons for non-participation of the unemployed 
Roma population in activation work (in %)

REASONS FOR NON-PARTICIPATION Share in %
Programme finished 47.2
I left the programme 21.7
Illness 8.3
Maternity leave 3.3
Sacked 3.3

When we consider the issue of activation work from the 
perspective of its declared purpose, i.e. “to encourage job 
seekers to look for involvement in the labour market, and 
increase their qualifications and skills” so that they can lat-
er transfer smoothly to the primary labour market, it can 

be said that activation work has not completely fulfilled its
declared purpose.  

6.6.3 Subjective assessment of activation work

The subjective assessment of activation work by the Roma 
population was relatively positive. The majority of Roma 
who took part in activation work (over 77 percent) consid-
ered work in an activation programme to be useful or very 
useful. Only 9 percent gave a negative opinion.  

In response to the question: “Did the activation work mo-
tivate you to look for employment?”, more than 50 per-
cent of the Roma participants in activation work gave 
a positive response. From the answers it appears that a 
large part of the Roma appreciate the opportunity to take 
part in such work. Less than half (44.7 percent) thought 
that their participation had little or no effect on finding
employment. 

Table 6.8: Evaluation of motivational effects on participants in
activation work by settlement type (in %)

Segregated Separated Mixed Total
It was very useful 26.4 27.3 46.4 19.2
It was quite useful 39.0 25.8 35.2 31.8
Neither useful nor useless 39.0 24.0 37.0 25.5
Not very useful 34.0 26.0 40.0 8.7
Not at all useful 61.7 16.7 21.7 10.5
Don’t know 41.7 37.5 20.8 4.2
Roma population 18+ total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

On the other hand, only half of Roma participants in ac-
tivation programmes believed that the programme im-
proved their chance of finding employment. Most opin-
ions were negative, held by 59 percent of respondents. The 
most positive assessment of the usefulness of activation 
work was given in relation to the motivational side of the 
programme, but when assessing the real chance of an in-
crease in employment opportunities, people were largely 
negative.

Graph 6.13: Evaluation of the usefulness of respondents’ participation in activation work (in %)
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At this point it would be imperative to ask what has gone 
wrong. Is the problem with the individuals or the institu-
tions? The facts revealed by the survey can be interpreted 
as suggesting that people have accepted the system of 
activation programmes and want to work but their experi-
ence has led them to the conclusion that it will not help 
them find stable employment. This suggests that there
may be errors or deficiencies in the way activation is or-
ganized. It appears that in its present form the activation 
programme is not achieving the effect that it was designed
for (producing real improvement in the chance of finding
stable employment).31

6.6.4 Provision of activation work: location and 
organizations

Nearly all Roma who participated in activation work did 
this in their place of residence (98.6 percent). Even when 
the respondent lived in a segregated settlements there 
was no difference, i.e. Roma from segregated settlements
took part in activation programmes in the town or village 
to which their settlement is assigned in the cadastre. This 
facts show that activation work largely confines the par-
ticipants to their place of residence and limits their oppor-
tunities for mobility. In certain cases (especially in smaller 
villages) long-term confinement within one environment
and the same group of people can lead to a loss of social 
and communication skills.  Activation work on a “munici-
pality” basis probably fails to expand the social network 
of its participants. The only exception can be segregated 
settlements where activation work carried out in the vil-
lage can be a way to bring the settlement more into the 
economy. 

It is very common to ask whether activation programmes do 
not force some professions out of the formal labour market 
and do not, in this way, lead to the termination and replace-

ment of some stable jobs. More than 22 percent of the Roma 
participants in activation activities stated that they had pre-
viously carried out the same work that they did in activation 
programmes with a different working status. This finding
could indicate that towns and villages and companies often 
use activation work as a way to reduce their expenses. They 
reduce them by transferring part of the work and services 
that the town or village must provide (together with their 
financing) into the activation programme.32 This question 
deserves deeper investigation in future.  

Table 6.9: Correspondence of provider of activation work with 
former formal employer (in %)

CORRESPONDENCE Segregated Separated Mixed Total
Yes, in private firm 46.4 35.7 17.9 4.9
Yes, in municipal/state firm 31.2 37.6 31.2 16.3
No 39.7 21.9 38.4 78.3
Men total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

The evaluation of the significance of activation work is a
complex issue. In certain conditions it may be a factor that 
makes a partial contribution to overcoming the extreme 
social exclusion of the inhabitants of segregated settle-
ments by integrating them spatially into the main current 
of society. On the other hand, the relatively low level of the 
activation allowance and the low number of hours that 
are really worked tend to marginalize the inclusive signifi-
cance of activation.  

According to the statements of the organizers of activa-
tion activity known from other studies and also in the 
opinion of many specialists, the previous system of work in 
the public interest, in which the Roma worked for a wage, 
however minimal, was better. In both cases employment 
was temporary and did not provide any guarantee that the 

Graph 6.14: Evaluation of participation in activation work in terms of increased employment opportunities (in %)
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31 Oravec a Bošelová, 2006 contains a very critical assessment of the activation programmes. 
32  Similar signals have been picked up by empirical probes carried out by the Centre for Work and Family Studies (Bodnárová, Filadel-

fiová 2005) studying the experience of local administration in providing activation work and providing social services.
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job seeker would find a permanent position in the labour
market, but this is all that the two systems have in com-
mon. While work in the public interest was financed as a
specific programme of active labour market policy by a
government grant, the employer (and the town or village) 
paid insurance to the social insurance agency for workers 
in the programme and the time worked counted towards 
a pension, which made the system more inclusive. Activa-
tion work is directly linked to a part of benefits for material
need and its availability (the number of places) depends 
on what mayors and local government officials are able
and willing to offer. In this regard welfare recipients are
forced rather than motivated to work. 

6.7 Experience of the unemployed with 
the labour office

6.7.1 Overall evaluation of the services of labour 
offices for finding jobs

The high rate of long-term unemployment (lasting sev-
eral years) among Roma registered with the labour office
shows that these unemployed people have rich experi-
ence of the activities of this organization and the approach 
of its employees. Our research therefore set out to capture 
the experience of these clients. One of the questions in the 
research focused on their overall evaluation of the services 
of the labour office in finding work. Approximately half the
relevant Roma population (50.9 percent) gave a negative 
evaluation of the activity of the offices (total of answers
“not helpful” and “not helpful at all”). The worst assessment 
(did not help at all) was given by more than a fifth of them.
19.7 percent of Roma respondents were unable to give an 

opinion and over a fifth gave a relatively positive assess-
ment (somewhat helpful). 

Table 6.10: Evaluation by unemployed Roma of the assistance 
of the labour office in finding employment, by settlement
type (in %)

DEGREES Segregated Separated Mixed
Very helpful 4.3 2.4 4.3
Somewhat helpful 19.5 21.1 24.4
Neither helpful nor unhelpful 23.8 19.9 15.8
Not helpful 23.1 36.2 29.0
Not helpful at all 25.3 17.1 22.1
Don’t know 4.0 3.3 4.3
Roma unemployed total 100.0 100.0 100.0

The highest proportion of Roma unemployed who stated 
that the labour office did not help them at all in finding
work were in the segregated settlements (25.3 percent). 
Among those living in separated parts of towns and vil-
lages the percentage was 17.1 percent and for those living 
in mixed communities it was 22 percent. 19.5 percent of 
the unemployed in segregated settlements thought that 
the labour office was relatively helpful compared to 24.4
percent among those living in mixed communities and 
21.1 percent of those living in separated communities. 

6.7.2 Satisfaction with information from labour 
offices

The relatively unfavourable evaluation of the services of the 
labour offices given by unemployed Roma was reflected to 
a certain extent in their satisfaction with the provision of 

Graph 6.15: Evaluation of the usefulness of information provided by the labour office – comparison of the opinion of Roma and
the general population living in nearby areas (in %)

Note: This question was answered by those who were registered with the office of labour, social affairs, and family.
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information to help them find employment. 37.5 percent
of the relevant group in the Roma population thought that 
the labour offices provide some information and only 4.2
percent receive a lot of information. 18.9 percent claim 
that the information is insufficient and 35.8 percent claim
there is no information at all. The supply of information is 
better in the opinion of the general population in nearby 
areas. A tenth of them receive a lot of information from the 
labour office and 42.7 percent, some information. In this
sub-group too there is a relatively high percentage who 
claim that the offices of labour social affairs and family do 
not provide any information (30.3 percent). 

6.7.3 Evaluation of the usefulness of information 
provided by labour offices

A third of the Roma unemployed found the information 
that they received from the labour office to be useful. 42.9
percent of them considered it to be unhelpful and 14.1 
percent even stated that it was absolutely useless. This 
means that more than half of unemployed Roma think 
that labour offices provide information that is not useful. In
this context it is worth taking a closer look at the answers 
given by respondents according to how they assessed the 
office’s provision of information. Of Roma respondents
who receive a lot information, 28.6 percent consider this to 
be very useful and as many as 45.7 percent say that it is not 
very useful. Among Roma residents who do not receive 
a lot of information from the labour office the situation
with regard to its quality is slightly different. 48.1 percent
of these respondents rate the information as more useful 
than not and 33.5 percent say it is not very useful. 

The opinion of the Roma unemployed was a lot more criti-
cal than that of the unemployed from the general popula-
tion in nearby areas. In terms of settlement type the most 

critical opinions were given in separated parts of towns 
and villages. 

6.7.4 Information provided by labour offices
relating to travel allowances

The new active labour market policy instruments are an 
allowance that repays travel costs in relation to work and 
another that supports people starting a business. Respon-
dents registered with the offices of labour and social affairs
were asked if the offices had informed them that they could
receive these forms of contribution and assistance in find-
ing work. 14.6 percent of Roma unemployed had received 
this type of information and 84.6 percent were not aware 
of it. The highest proportion of respondents who had been 
informed by the offices came from those who live in mixed
settlements; the smallest percentage was among those liv-
ing in separated parts of towns and villages.

The information given shows that the unemployed are 
not very highly satisfied with the assistance and services
for employment provided by the offices of labour, social
affairs and family. There were substantial differences be-
tween the opinions of Roma and the general populations 
in nearby areas: the Roma unemployed had a more critical 
opinion. Dissatisfaction related mainly to the quality of in-
formation provided and the amount of information. 

6.8 Main conclusions of Chapter 6

This chapter has shown that the involvement in the labour 
market of the Roma population of productive age is very 
low, even compared to the general population in nearby 
areas. It also has shown that work is carried out not only 
within the formal labour market but also within the infor-

Graph 6.15: Evaluation of the usefulness of information provided by the labour office – comparison of the opinion of Roma in
different settlement types (in %)
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mal labour market, and a number of non-standard forms 
of work were observed (work in the home and the like). 

Among economically active Roma who do not work (i.e. 
not including students, pensioners and persons on paren-
tal leave), three quarters were registered with the labour 
office. Unemployment in the Roma population is mainly
long-tem unemployment, which causes Roma women 
and men to lose the remainder of their qualifications for
work. This creates a “cycle of deprivation” and reinforces a 
culture of poverty, which has very negative effects on the
life outcomes of the unemployed and also their families. 
Given the large proportion of children in the sample, the 
impact on the future life outcomes of the children of these 
families is especially dangerous.

Long-term unemployment in the Roma population is 
linked to the type of settlement (degree of segregation), 
the possibilities for travel to work, the local labour market 
and the jobs available, but also the lack of quality jobs. The 

research included few indicators relating to lifestyle and 
therefore it is difficult to evaluate the relation between the
“culture of poverty” and activation in relation to the labour 
market. 

The Roma’s low level of success in finding jobs and em-
ployment is linked not only to the overall lack of jobs in 
the region where they live, but also to their low level of 
education and qualifications for work. In the majority of
cases, activation work does not resolve the situation be-
cause demand for it is greater than supply in many regions 
and it does not support the growth of skills for work. Fur-
thermore, it has driven many jobs out of the formal labour 
market, especially low-skill jobs.

With regard to the declared objectives of activation work “to 
support people in actively involving themselves in the la-
bour market and increasing their skills and qualifications”, it
can be said that there are a number of problems in the way 
that these programmes relate to the Roma population.  
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All the indicators and directions of analysis relating to the 
social situation of Roma households in the Slovak Republic 
show three main tendencies: 

- by most measures a worse situation was found in Roma 
households than in the general population in the same 
geographical area – for indicators relating to housing, 
the availability of drinking water, dependency on social 
assistance benefits, and the level of debt.

- within the context of Roma households there were 
worse parameters for households living in segregated 
settlements, and the population with the most similar 
situation was in separated parts of towns and villages.

- in all dimensions there was a correspondence between 
objective indicators and subjective assessments of the 
situation

The analysis of the status of the Roma population in the la-
bour market has clearly shown that a reduction in the level 
of long-term unemployment and an increase in employ-
ment in these groups of the population must be a clear 
and long-term objective of public employment policy in 
the Slovak Republic, because the situation requires a long-
term solution and multi-faceted approach. 

In the long term this objective can be achieved by increasing 
the level of education in the Roma population. To achieve 
this objective it is necessary to find measures of active em-
ployment policy that have a better connection not only to 
the welfare and social security system but also to education 
and housing policies (an inter-ministerial approach). With 
regard to education policy it is necessary to at least consider 
introducing positive actions (affirmative action, positive‘dis-
crimination’) at least for a transitional period.

To improve the living conditions of the Roma population 
“here and now” it is necessary to seek measures and instru-
ments for the labour market that really make it possible for 
people to obtain employment. The ideal solution would be 
to obtain employment in the primary labour market, i.e. 
permanent, formal employment. The pursuit of this objec-
tive could be assisted by measures that would enable in-
dividualization of assistance and support and at the same 
time bring job creators – employers into the solution pro-
cess. The solution might be “local programmes” involving a 
number of agents.

The structure of employment shows that there is a ten-
dency towards involvement in the informal labour market. 
A very small part of the Roma population was involved in 
the labour market or was self employed. Our analysis has 
shown that even a significant reduction in the level of wel-

7. CONCLUSIONS 
 AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

fare and making benefits conditional upon “activation” has
not improved the situation of the Roma population in terms 
of the level of employment. Although a gap has been cre-
ated between working pay and social assistance benefits,
there has been no massive return to the labour market. The 
stated fact shows that the problem is linked mainly to the 
concentration of disadvantaged groups in regions where 
there is a lack of available work. Reductions in social assis-
tance benefits have in fact worsened living conditions for 
many Roma households (based on people’s subjective feel-
ing that conditions are worse). Making a part of social as-
sistance benefits conditional upon performing activation
work has also not increased employment opportunities for 
the Roma population (especially in the case of those in seg-
regated or separated settlements) or boosted access to the 
primary and formal labour market. In concentrated areas of 
exclusion demand for positions in activation work exceeds 
supply. It also happens that activation work presses numer-
ous jobs out of the labour market that would be suitable 
for workers without qualifications. It has been shown that
the objective and subjective aspects of this work do not in-
crease participants’ skills for work and do not increase their 
employment or involvement in the formal labour market.

The analysis has shown that a high rate of dependency on 
social assistance benefits is the result of a combination of
several factors (lack or inadequacy of skills and qualifica-
tion, the effect of the marginalized region and so on). For
this reason, efforts at reduction must follow a number of
lines at once. 

Despite the large percentage of recipients of poverty-relat-
ed social benefits, very few households in the Roma popula-
tion received a housing allowance. The conditions for pro-
viding a housing allowance are set in a standard way and 
the housing conditions for precisely that part of the Roma 
population living in segregated or separated settlements do 
not meet these conditions. The result is a low number of re-
cipients even among households that live in material need. 

Another social policy instrument that requires changes to 
better serve the Roma population is providing motivational 
scholarships for pupils and students. The very low take-up 
rate for scholarships in the studied sample of Roma shows 
that the situation cannot be solely the result of a lack of in-
terest or willingness on the part of parents and that the cri-
teria for granting the motivational grant “misses” the desired 
effect in situations affecting the vulnerable community.

Half the Roma gave a negative evaluation of the services of 
labour offices, and a fifth of them gave the worst possible
evaluation. Although this represents the opinion of only 
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one side, and the employees of the labour office might dis-
pute this information, it is certain that relations between 
the given institutions and their clients in the Roma popu-
lation are highly problematic. A possible solution would 
be to place greater emphasis on the individual approach 
to the clients of the social system and reduce barriers to 
communication. This could be carried out through the use 
of specific resources for purposes such as training for em-
ployees of the labour offices in how to communicate with
marginalized ethnic or social groups. 

Language barriers are often a factor limiting the social net-
work and isolating Roma within their own community. Ac-
cess to information on job openings or information that 
makes access to job openings easier is limited by language 
barriers and the limited network. The only source of infor-
mation remains the Roma’s own community (affected by
the same problem of marginalization in the labour market 
or dependency on welfare) or local offices of labour, social af-
fairs and family (which can work only with the jobs currently 
available in the region). Given the regional concentration of 
the Roma population with the same profile, it is important
to provide targeted education that provides a preparation 
for the professions and jobs that are available in the region. 

A low level was found by objective indicators and subjec-
tive evaluation in the living conditions of Roma house-
holds. Inadequate formalization of ownership relations for 
housing (informal status of ownership), “traditional” mod-
els for life and life strategies can be a further obstruction to 
improving living conditions and economic development. 

The low level of living conditions is also related to bad 
communal infrastructure, especially access to water. The 
main source of water is located outside the home for near-
ly half of the Roma households. Approximately one fifth of
them had to travel for water. A lack of direct water sources 
contributing to an unfavourable environment must be ad-
dressed at the local government level making use of the 
potential of the affected communities.

The research has shown that within the sample of Roma 
households the worst parameters were found in households 
living in segregated settlements and the best in households 
living in mixed settlements with the majority – i.e. with the 
highest degree of spatial integration. Integration including 
a good command of the majority language is shown to be 
the best way to escape from the poverty trap. Increasing in-
tegration gives better opportunities for gaining education, 
education gives better opportunities for finding employ-
ment and employment reduces dependency on welfare 
and increases the disposable income of the household. 

The need so often cited for a cross-sectional, multi-dimen-
sional approach to reducing poverty shouldn’t remain on 
the level of words but should be acted upon. This requires 
the involvement of all relevant stakeholders at the central, 
regional and local level, together with employers.

Some of the necessary measures are:

Social assistance

• Paying attention to the multidimensional character of 
the problem while reducing dependency on social as-
sistance benefits.

• Review the sense and purpose and possibly also the 
conditions of the housing allowance. It is necessary to 
study the effects of the new form of housing allowance
and the rate of its use in Slovakia. 

• Reassessment of the purpose and significance of moti-
vational scholarships for students, and if necessary, their 
modification to focus on the Roma population.

• With regard to the International Convention on the 
Rights of the Child, the government should pay greater 
attention to the rights of Roma children to adequate liv-
ing conditions.

Education

• Initiate a public debate on the possibilities for imple-
menting temporary balancing measures for the Roma 
in the area of education.

• Ensure the availability of pre-school education.

• The area of discrimination against Roma in access to ed-
ucation should be studied in all its complexity, i.e. not 
only at the level of breaches of basic minority rights in 
education but in the whole context of the educational 
system in Slovakia.

• Measures for the education of Roma children should 
be prepared systematically from pre-school education 
through primary education to support for secondary 
and university education.

• The most significant problem for equal access of Roma
children to education is currently unjustified place-
ments in special schools.  In this context it will be neces-
sary to ensure the following for the future:

• strict compliance with the mechanisms set by law for 
placing children in special schools;

• the distribution and putting into use of culturally ap-
propriate diagnostic tests to protect unwarranted 
placements;

• implementing repeated diagnostic tests for children 
placed in special schools to enable their reintegra-
tion into regular primary schools;

• the development of mechanisms to check the clas-
sification of children and their placement in special
schools. 

• Develop mechanisms that would make it possible for 
Roma to apply their right to study in their own lan-
guage.

• Consider extending compulsory school attendance to 
the age defined in the Convention on the Rights of the
Child (18 years).

Labour offices and employment

• Strengthen and improve the quality of relations be-
tween unemployed Roma and the labour offices.

• Develop an individual approach to the clients of the so-
cial system and make a planned reduction in barriers to 
communication. 

• When making state orders, give preference to subjects 
that will create jobs for long-term unemployed Roma.
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• Promote good practices in employing Roma in the pub-
lic and private sectors.

• Promote the employment of Roma in the private sector 
through corporate social responsibility programmes.

• Public administration bodies should set a positive example 
for other employers through the employment of Roma.

• Investigate conditions for self-employment and small 
businesses in vulnerable segments of the population.

• Investigate possibilities for micro-loans for marginalized 
groups in the population in relation to starting small 
businesses and also for the elimination of usury.

• Adapt the current conditions for the support of self-em-
ployment and the provision of trade licences to make 
them accessible for members of marginalized groups. 
This can be achieved through the use of an "incubator" 
and assistance in setting up and starting a business.

• Activate the Roma but reconsider the purpose and ef-
fectiveness of activation allowances. 

• Investigate the options for creating a so-called interme-
diate market to employ the long-term unemployed.

Infrastructure and the environment

• Monitoring of the situation in all settlements and identi-
fication of those issues that represent an acute problem
from the environmental perspective.

• Involve the Roma in the management and protection of 
nature and create a system and feeling of co-ownership 
of natural resources.

• Continue and accelerate construction of new water mains 
and sewers for Roma parts of towns and villages and con-
nect shantytowns to the pipelines where possible.

• Improve direct access to sources of potable water so as 
to make the environment more favourable.  This problem 
must be addressed at the local government level, making 
use of the potential of the affected communities.

• Seek alternative methods for the construction of social 
housing, making use of energy savings and environ-
mentally friendly technologies and heating systems (for 
example heating using biomass instead of electricity).

• Plan the creation of jobs in environmental manage-
ment, production of renewable sources of energy and 
waste management. This ecological work could provide 
opportunities for people with low qualifications.

Housing

• Develop a strategy for fighting discrimination in housing,
not only in the public but also in the private rental sector. 
Where housing is supported with state funds, take into 
consideration the potential for integration that the proj-
ect represents, the participatory character of the project 
and its connection to other development activity. Pro-
pose a strategy that would limit the creation of separated 
communities, that would always be owned by towns and 
villages and that would be built with state assistance.

• Create conditions for the development of a vertically 
open system of rented accommodations – from hostels 

through social housing (where part of the rent is paid 
from public funds) and economical housing (where the 
rent would cover only costs) to flats rented for profit.

• Also propose other possibilities for the development of 
housing in so-called Roma settlements:  for example, re-
construction, purchase of old homes and the like.

• Resolve the issue of high energy and water prices for 
those dependent on welfare, e.g. through the existence 
of guaranteed quotas per person, vouchers, or direct 
subsidies. 

• Aim public policy instruments at areas where Roma live. 
Unsuitable conditions relate to both housing size and 
building materials, and also questions of the legal status 
of the building. 

• The low quality housing of a part of the Roma popu-
lation should be the subject of a socially coordinated 
approach of the central government and local govern-
ment bodies. 

• Construction of rental flats should continue, but it is nec-
essary to define what social housing is, because Slova-
kia is one of the last EU countries that has not specified
this. Construction should not support segregation. The 
future users of flats or houses should also be involved in
the construction process.

In general

• Motivate towns and villages to produce a socio-demo-
graphic profile of their communities.

• Start an effective and focused information campaign
to give information about the rights established in the 
anti-discrimination act to bodies that must abide by the 
principles of equal treatment, vulnerable groups, and 
also the general public.

• Pay special attention to so-called multiple cumulative 
discrimination (e.g. Roma women are discriminated 
against both because of their ethnicity and because of 
their sex).

• Support social work in the field, but also prepare instru-
ments to support other sorts of community work, espe-
cially that carried out by health workers, work assistants 
and also voluntary workers.

• Support strengthening the Roma identity.

• Include the history and culture of the Roma in school 
textbooks on Slovak themes.

• Support the comprehensive inspection of research, 
measurements and approaches used to identify pov-
erty and social exclusion in Roma settlements for the 
purposes of assessing their appropriateness, informa-
tion value and possible use in further research.

• Improve the ability of existing instruments to capture 
the given issues. 

• Reuse measurements and approaches so that it is pos-
sible to obtain comparable data over time and capture 
the development of living conditions. Carry out an in-
depth monitoring of the development of the situation 
in accordance with one of the main recommendations 
of the Decade of Roma Inclusion.
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Table 1: Selected indicators of composition and size of households in the Slovak Republic  
(comparision in years)

HOUSEHOLD TYPE 1961 1970 1980 1991 2001
Jointly managed households /total (in thousands) – 1 267 1 585 1 778 1 900
– in which % ratio of composed JMH (2+ CH) – 5,8 4,3 2,9 7,8
Census households/ total (in thousands) 1 183 1 345 1 660 1 832 2 072
Average number of census household  members 3,5 3,4 3,0 2,9 2,6
Census households by type (in %):
– two-parents families 81,2 78,5 70,6 67,7 56,4
– one-parent families 8,4 8,6 8,2 10,4 11,9
– singles 9,3 11,9 19,8 21,8 30,0
– other 1,1 1,0 1,4 0,4 1,7
Two-parent families by children up to  age of 15 (in %)
– with children up to age of 15 47,6 44,2 38,3 41,6 31,1
– without children up to age of 15 33,6 34,3 32,3 25,8 25,3
Two-parent families by economic activity of woman (in %)
– woman economically active 32,8 42,6 50,1 48,9 40,0
– woman in household 48,4 35,9 20,5 18,5 16,4

Source: Census of the population, houses and flats 2001. Bratislava, Statistical Office of the SR 2002. Statistical Yearbook of the SR 2003. Bratislava, Statistical Office of the SR 2003.

Graph 1: Developements of natality and mortality in the Slovak Republic (1921-2005, per 1 000 inhabitants)

Source: Natural movement of the population in the Slovak Republic from 1920 to 2003. Bratislava, Statistical Office of the SR 1950-2004. Informative report of the Statistical Office of the 
SR about demographic developments in the Slovak Republic, www.statistics.sk (quoted according to: Filadelfiová 2006).

ANNEX 1: Supporting data 

�

���

���

���

���

����

����

����

����

����

����

����

����

����

����

����

����

��
��

��
��

�

��
��

��
��

�

��
��

��
��

�

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

� �
�������������������������������� ���������������������������



REPORT ON THE LIVING CONDITIONS OF ROMA IN SLOVAKIA

94

Table 2: Population by productive age (as of 31 Dec., in %)
AGE GROUP 1950 1970 1980 1990 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Pre-productive in total: 29,0 27,3 26,1 25,1 19,2 18,7 18,0 17,6 17,1
Female aged 0 – 14 - 13,3 12,8 12,3 9,4 9,2 8,9 8,5 8,3
Male aged 0 - 14 - 14,0 13,3 12,8 9,8 9,6 9,1 9,0 8,8
Productive in total: 58,9 56,3 57,6 57,6 62,7 63,2 63,4 63,7 63,9
Female aged 15 - 54 29,3 27,1 27,5 27,6 30,1 30,3 30,3 30,4 30,4
Male aged 15 - 59 29,6 29,2 30,1 30,0 32,7 32,9 33,1 33,3 33,5
Post-productive in total: 12,1 16,5 16,4 17,3 18,1 18,1 18,6 18,7 19,0
Female aged 55 and over 7,8 10,3 10,6 11,2 11,9 12,0 12,3 12,4 12,7
Male aged 60 and over 4,3 6,2 5,8 6,1 6,1 6,1 6,3 6,3 6,3

Zdroj: Statistical Yearbook of the SR. Bratislava,  Statistical Office of the SR 2000-2005.

Table 3: Average age of inhabitants of the Slovak Republic by sex (1999-2005) 
AVERAGE AGE 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
SR in total 35,7 36,0 36,2 36,6 36,8 37,1 37,4
Male 34,1 34,4 34,6 35,0 35,2 35,5 35,8
Female 37,2 37,5 37,6 38,1 38,4 38,7 39,0

Source: Statistical Yearbook of the SR. Bratislava, Statistical Office of the SR 2000-2005.

Graph 2: Marriages  and divorces in the Slovak Republic (1921-2005, per 1,000 inhabitants)

Source: Natural movement of the population in the Slovak Republic from 1920 to 2003. Bratislava, Statistical Office of the SR 1950-2004. Informative report of the Statistical Office of the 
SR about demographic developments in the Slovak Republic, www.statistics.sk (quoted in: Filadelfiová 2006).

Table 4: Average age of male and female at marriage (1995-2003, in years)
AVERAGE AGE 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
Male : 
– at marriage 26,3 26,8 27,2 27,3 27,7 28,2 28,6 29,1 29,5 29,6 30,5
– at first marriage 24,7 25,0 25,3 25,6 25,9 26,1 26,3 26,8 27,2 27,6 28,2
Female: 
– at marriage 23,5 23,9 24,3 24,4 24,8 25,2 25,6 26,1 26,5 26,7 27,4
– at first marriage 22,3 22,6 22,9 23,1 23,4 23,6 23,8 24,2 24,6 25,0 25,6

Source: Slovak Population and its Fluctuation 2002. INFOSTAT, Bratislava 2003; Slovak Population and its Fluctuation. Bratislava, Statistical Office of the SR 2004 (quoted in: Filadelfiová
2006).
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Table 5: Life expectancy at birth of males and females in the Slovak Republic (1960-2004)
INDICATOR 1960 1970 1980 1990 1995 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Females 72,47 72,92 74,25 75,44 76,33 77,22 77,54 77,63 77,62 77,82 77,90
Males 67,70 66,73 66,75 66,64 68,40 69,14 69,51 69,86 69,76 70,29 70,11
Difference 4,77 6,19 7,50 8,80 7,93 8,08 8,03 7,77 7,86 7,53 7,79

Source: Statistical Yearbooks of the SR 1998–2004. Bratislava, Statistical Office of the SR 1998 - 2004. Informative report of the Statistical Office of the SR (www.statistics.sk).

Table 6: Comparision of basic demographic indicators by districts in the Slovak Republic (2000, 2003)
INDICATOR Average for 

the SR
Districts with highest value Districts with lowest value Difference in

2000
Difference in
2003

Number of inhabitants 
(in thousands)

– Nitra 163,6 Medzilaborce 12,6 150,8 151,0

Crude birth rate 9,61 Kežmarok 15,90 Myjava 7,04 10,2 8,86
Crude death rate 9,71 Krupina 14,33 Tvrdošín 6,96 7,4 7,37
Crude marriage rate 4,83 Malacky 6,03 Revúca 3,31 3,1 2,72
Crude divorce rate 1,99 Šaľa 3,02 Námestovo 0,42 2,2 2,60
Crude natural increase rate - 0,10 Kežmarok + 8,01 Myjava - 5,93 15,5 13,94
Crude total increase rate + 0,17 Senec + 14,34 Myjava - 8,39 20,8 22,73
Crude increase by migration + 0,26 Senec + 14,79 Medzilaborce - 5,19 13,83 19,98
Abortion (per 100 live-born) 40,75 Banská Bystrica 61,5 Sabinov 14,2 56,9 47,3
Infant mortality
(per 1 000 live-born)

7,85 Trebišov 21,9 Myjava
Banská Štiavnica

0,0 19,0 21,9

Extra-marital births (in %) 21,65% Rimavská Sobota 44,8 Námestovo 3,6 36,4 41,2 
Average female age 
– at first marriage

24,20 Bratislava 26,1 Sobrance
Medzilaborce

22,7 3,1 3,4

Average female age 
– at first child birth

24,53 Bratislava 27,1 Medzilaborce 22,1 4,3 5,0

Source: Slovak Population and its Fluctuation 2000. Bratislava, Statistical Office of the SR 2001, Selected data on regions in 2003. Bratislava, Statistical Office of the SR 2004. Population 
change in the Slovak Republic Bratislava, Statistical Office of the SR 2004 (quoted in: Filadelfiová 2004).
Notes: Crude rate = recalculation per 1,000 inhabitants.

Table 7: Selected demographic indicators by district (2003)
DISTRICT A B C D E F G H
SR in total 9,61 23,39 9,71 7,85 4,83 1,99 24,6 24,88
Bratislava I 8,04 17,90 14,47 0,00 6,37 2,68 27,4 29,12
Bratislava II 8,49 20,37 11,04 7,63 5,34 2,66 27,1 27,90
Bratislava III 7,82 15,56 12,14 2,08 5,73 2,58 27,0 28,11
Bratislava IV 8,45 15,91 7,96 5,08 5,65 3,06 27,0 28,04
Bratislava V 7,64 29,18 5,42 3,27 5,35 3,22 25,6 26,10
Bratislava 8,10 20,77 9,30 4,34 5,57 2,89 26,6 27,58
Malacky 9,36 24,47 10,43 6,56 6,03 1,55 24,7 24,70
Pezinok 9,44 15,22 9,35 3,86 5,54 2,32 25,1 26,05
Senec 9,73 17,21 10,18 7,71 5,64 2,04 24,8 26,13
Bratislavský kraj 8,50 20,29 9,50 4,90 5,62 2,62 26,1 26,97
Dunajská Streda 8,32 26,27 9,49 3,19 4,27 2,31 24,0 24,41
Galanta 8,69 24,55 9,95 9,73 4,88 1,96 24,2 24,38
Hlohovec 8,49 14,81 9,71 13,02 4,54 2,04 25,0 25,53
Piešťany 7,55 13,02 10,32 2,07 5,26 1,67 25,2 25,52
Senica 8,88 20,78 10,40 3,71 5,03 2,04 23,8 25,04
Skalica 9,57 18,30 9,23 2,23 5,25 2,11 24,4 25,07
Trnava 8,21 14,04 9,83 6,72 5,06 1,79 25,1 25,61
Trnavský kraj 8,45 19,51 9,84 5,80 4,86 1,99 24,5 25,01
Bánovce nad Bebravou 9,43 16,76 9,98 5,51 4,99 1,90 24,8 25,33
Ilava 7,29 13,53 9,52 13,36 4,58 2,24 24,8 25,56
Myjava 7,04 17,73 12,97 0,00 4,96 1,46 24,4 26,78
Nové mesto nad Váhom 7,53 18,45 10,22 6,30 4,44 1,66 24,6 25,32
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DISTRICT A B C D E F G H
Partizánske 7,88 21,28 9,35 7,98 4,27 2,10 25,0 25,26
Považská Bystrica 8,35 15,10 9,38 5,54 4,98 1,85 24,7 24,92
Prievidza 7,45 25,41 8,99 4,80 4,39 2,25 24,7 25,43
Púchov 8,37 9,69 10,85 5,24 4,89 1,32 24,7 25,97
Trenčín 8,13 11,68 9,45 2,19 5,19 2,18 24,9 25,93
Trenčiansky kraj 7,88 17,18 9,72 5,48 4,72 1,99 24,8 25,56
Komárno 8,01 35,94 12,60 2,32 3,59 2,80 24,9 24,44
Levice 8,20 30,04 11,99 6,14 4,15 2,56 24,3 24,40
Nitra 8,38 18,82 9,28 8,75 4,75 2,34 24,9 25,63
Nové Zámky 8,04 25,92 11,45 4,19 4,07 1,93 24,3 24,94
Šaľa 9,47 23,83 10,19 5,87 4,67 3,02 25,0 24,86
Topoľčany 8,02 15,66 10,98 8,42 4,90 2,20 24,4 24,88
Zlaté Moravce 8,00 18,21 10,79 2,89 3,95 1,78 24,5 25,32
Nitriansky kraj 8,25 24,75 11,03 5,81 4,29 2,36 24,6 24,95
Bytča 10,53 8,62 11,34 9,26 5,53 1,37 23,9 24,15
Čadca 11,05 10,10 9,70 5,84 5,41 1,08 23,8 24,23
Dolný Kubín 10,60 11,22 8,16 7,18 5,12 1,52 24,7 25,34
Kysucké Nové Mesto 9,25 16,61 9,16 6,39 5,17 1,15 23,7 24,17
Liptovský Mikuláš 8,61 22,10 9,34 3,15 4,76 2,06 25,2 25,76
Martin 8,92 25,26 8,13 2,29 4,42 2,97 25,2 25,55
Námestovo 15,51 2,94 7,56 5,67 5,61 0,42 23,0 23,60
Ružomberok 9,45 16,52 10,50 5,37 4,92 1,93 24,7 25,13
Turčianske Teplice 7,95 26,32 13,34 7,52 3,47 2,27 24,3 22,23
Tvrdošín 12,24 4,60 6,96 4,62 4,84 0,71 24,5 24,40
Žilina 9,05 12,84 9,14 4,94 4,77 1,92 24,8 25,49
Žilinský kraj 10,12 13,49 9,11 5,13 4,93 1,71 24,4 24,90
Banská Bystrica 8,13 20,43 8,76 5,92 4,68 2,73 25,4 26,20
Banská Štiavnica 9,76 27,61 12,21 0,00 4,40 2,00 24,2 24,18
Brezno 10,25 28,31 11,19 10,10 4,00 2,05 24,5 24,07
Detva 10,18 21,17 10,26 7,33 4,90 1,65 24,8 24,07
Krupina 11,16 25,60 14,33 4,03 4,50 2,07 23,6 23,15
Lučenec 10,47 42,52 12,32 8,26 4,59 2,72 24,1 23,30
Poltár 9,32 38,57 11,68 4,83 3,57 2,48 24,0 23,11
Revúca 11,41 48,44 11,02 11,16 3,31 1,40 24,3 22,69
Rimavská Sobota 12,27 45,81 10,80 9,00 4,19 2,54 24,1 22,88
Veľký Krtíš 9,85 31,08 11,43 18,97 3,49 1,51 23,7 23,04
Zvolen 9,48 27,68 9,62 9,19 4,14 2,13 24,8 25,10
Žarnovica 10,24 21,17 11,21 9,05 3,57 1,93 24,2 24,77
Žiar nad Hronom 9,60 34,26 9,51 2,33 4,08 2,89 24,8 24,75
Banskobystrický kraj 10,06 33,45 10,69 8,24 4,18 2,28 24,5 24,10
Bardejov 13,19 15,65 8,08 12,46 5,50 1,35 24,4 24,18
Humenné 10,31 14,42 7,90 1,62 4,70 1,69 24,1 24,27
Kežmarok 17,09 20,68 7,89 15,66 5,91 1,11 23,4 23,09
Levoča 14,80 24,94 9,02 12,53 5,40 0,81 23,8 23,85
Medzilaborce 10,10 29,06 11,98 8,70 4,79 1,44 24,0 22,45
Poprad 11,69 26,92 8,35 8,48 4,95 2,07 24,6 24,58
Prešov 12,82 21,17 8,34 11,09 5,15 1,54 24,8 24,81
Sabinov 17,38 26,17 8,28 13,55 4,47 0,71 23,9 23,38
Snina 10,57 10,76 10,08 5,25 5,89 1,32 23,6 23,96
Stará Ľubovňa 16,10 16,85 8,03 5,63 5,10 0,61 23,5 23,27
Stropkov 11,94 11,74 8,55 13,10 5,30 1,19 24,2 23,90
Svidník 10,82 11,57 9,27 14,93 5,17 1,08 23,9 24,30
Vranov nad Topľou 14,16 23,91 7,95 4,75 5,68 1,04 23,3 23,27
Prešovský kraj 13,30 20,49 8,40 9,87 5,23 1,33 24,1 24,00
Gelnica 14,26 38,42 9,51 19,80 4,66 1,59 23,7 22,79
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DISTRICT A B C D E F G H
Košice I 11,04 23,95 8,89 5,85 4,87 2,30 25,8 26,57
Košice II 9,44 35,25 6,51 13,50 4,35 2,37 25,6 25,60
Košice III 9,92 29,52 4,63 6,37 6,33 2,62 25,0 24,97
Košice IV 10,10 23,74 12,01 6,77 5,65 2,07 26,1 26,29
Košice 10,12 28,45 8,29 8,74 5,07 2,31 25,6 25,95
Košice - okolie 14,29 33,56 9,65 17,21 4,70 1,03 23,5 23,13
Michalovce 12,57 30,95 10,69 8,89 5,00 2,15 24,0 23,57
Rožňava 12,29 47,04 11,81 9,63 3,51 2,54 23,8 22,93
Sobrance 10,62 18,63 13,56 14,85 5,19 0,64 23,8 22,78
Spišská Nová Ves 14,14 35,41 7,40 10,43 5,36 1,54 24,5 23,48
Trebišov 12,34 38,57 11,25 21,86 4,69 1,65 23,8 22,72
Košický kraj 12,17 33,62 9,61 12,99 4,85 1,86 24,4 24,05

Source: Slovak Population and its Fluctuation 2003. Bratislava, Statistical Office of the SR 2004 (quoted in: Filadelfiová 2006)
Notes: A = Live-born per 1,000 inhabitants; B = born out of Wedlock - % as of total live-births ; C = Deaths per 1,000 inhabitants; D = Deaths up to 1 year - per 1,000 live-births;  
E = Marriages per 1,000 inhabitants; F = Divorces per 1,000 inhabitants; G = Average female age at 1st marriage; H = Average female age at 1st child-birth 

Table 8: Life expectancy: comparision of males and females (2000, in years)
DISTRICT Males Females
SR in total 69,15 77,23
Bratislava I 71,58 78,43
Bratislava II 70,69 77,53
Bratislava III 71,39 78,53
Bratislava IV 72,17 78,48
Bratislava V 70,97 78,06
Bratislava 71,43 78,28
Malacky 69,31 76,72
Pezinok 68,38 77,42
Senec 68,37 76,47
Bratislavský kraj   
Dunajská Streda 68,19 76,12
Galanta 68,53 77,05
Hlohovec 69,31 77,44
Piešťany 71,15 77,89
Senica 68,79 76,01
Skalica 69,88 76,87
Trnava 69,16 77,00
Trnavský kraj   
Bánovce nad Bebravou 70,08 78,52
Ilava 69,58 76,45
Myjava 69,23 76,31
Nové mesto nad Váhom 69,94 77,28
Partizánske 70,33 77,58
Považská Bystrica 68,77 77,69
Prievidza 70,47 78,25
Púchov 68,63 76,35
Trenčín 70,77 79,02
Trenčiansky kraj   
Komárno 68,63 76,02
Levice 67,08 76,81
Nitra 69,47 77,83
Nové Zámky 68,36 76,27
Šaľa 68,85 76,74
Topoľčany 69,02 77,25
Zlaté Moravce 68,43 77,56
Nitriansky kraj   
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DISTRICT Males Females
Bytča 68,64 77,68
Čadca 66,16 76,72
Dolný Kubín 69,78 78,63
Kysucké Nové Mesto 67,68 78,26
Liptovský Mikuláš 69,84 79,23
Martin 70,13 78,42
Námestovo 67,08 77,23
Ružomberok 67,99 76,98
Turčianske Teplice 69,80 76,08
Tvrdošín 70,91 78,94
Žilina 70,00 78,23
Žilinský kraj  
Banská Bystrica 69,90 77,88
Banská Štiavnica 66,66 76,53
Brezno 67,30 77,03
Detva 65,58 76,69
Krupina 64,57 74,94
Lučenec 67,15 76,09
Poltár 67,49 77,69
Revúca 67,65 75,60
Rimavská Sobota 66,93 76,12
Veľký Krtíš 67,09 76,18
Zvolen 68,80 77,64
Žarnovica 68,36 76,42
Žiar nad Hronom 68,59 77,17
Banskobystrický kraj  
Bardejov 70,17 78,00
Humenné 69,62 77,18
Kežmarok 67,11 76,63
Levoča 69,51 75,23
Medzilaborce 68,03 76,00
Poprad 70,08 77,58
Prešov 69,97 77,70
Sabinov 68,67 76,14
Snina 68,74 77,04
Stará Ľubovňa 68,41 77,82
Stropkov 67,42 78,67
Svidník 70,02 77,96
Vranov nad Topľou 69,25 77,04
Prešovský kraj   
Gelnica 67,02 76,30
Košice I 70,83 78,26
Košice II 70,24 77,71
Košice III 71,20 76,49
Košice IV 68,23 75,19
Košice 70,01 76,98
Košice - okolie 67,15 76,64
Michalovce 67,35 76,48
Rožňava 67,05 75,70
Sobrance 66,13 76,90
Spišská Nová Ves 68,20 76,85
Trebišov 65,75 75,49
Košický kraj   

Source: Population developments in the regions of the Slovak Republic 2001. INFOSTAT. VDC.
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Table 9: Social assistance benefits/benefits for recipients in material need (in absolute numbers and in %)
YEAR Number of recipients Ratio of recipients in comparision with total population (%)
1993 386 323 7,2
1994 442 544 8,3
1995 408 507 7,6
1996 378 637 7,0
1997 392 927 7,3
1998 506 440 9,4
1999 584 941 10,8
2000 612 953 11,3
2001 630 708 11,7
2002 618 191 11,5
2003 543 036 10,1
2004 383 279 7,1

Source: Report on the social situation of the population in the Slovak Republic 1998-2004. Ministry of Labour, Social Affairs and Family of the SR, Bratislava (quoted in: Gerbery,
Džambazovič 2006).

Table 10: Recipients of social assistance benefits in comparision with total population by regions  
in the Slovak Republic (in %)

YEAR 2000 2002 2004
Košice 18,6 18,9 13,0
Prešov 16,3 16,1 10,0
Banská Bystrica 13,6 14,6 10,8
Nitra 11,6 12,2 *
Žilina 9,6 8,7 *
Trnava 8,2 8,6 *
Trenčín 7,1 6,6 *
Bratislava 2,4 2,5 1,2
Total for the SR 11,3 11,5 7,1

Source: Report on the social situation of the population in the Slovak Republic 1998-2004. Ministry of Labour, Social Affairs and Family of the SR, Bratislava (quoted in: Gerbery,
Džambazovič 2006).
Note: * Data were not available.

Table 11: Breakdown of social assistance benefits/benefits for recipients in material need by type of 
household (in absolute numbers and in %)

YEAR Individuals and couples 
without children

Families with dependent children Ratio of families with dependent children 
to total recipients 

2000 221 845 96 910 30,4
2001 223 968 101 474 31,1
2002 220 671 99 707 31,0
2003 191 830 86 698 31,1
2004 112 871 66 269 37,1

Source: Report on the social situation of the population in the Slovak Republic 2000-2004. Ministry of Labour, Social Affairs and Family of the SR, Bratislava (quoted in: Gerbery,
Džambazovič 2006).
Note: Data for 2000 and 2001 as of 31 Dec., other average per month.

Table 12: Poverty in the Slovak Republic (1992 – 1996, in %)
POVERTY LEVEL Percentage of poor households Percentage of poor individuals

1992 1996 1992 1996
50 % of median equivalent income 2,1 5,9 1,4 5,8
2,15 USD PPP per person/day 0,2 2,1 0,1 2,6
4,30 USD PPP per person/day 2,7 6,3 3,9 8,6
Living minimum (LM) 9,3 7,9 12,2 10,1
LM in real terms of 1992 9,3 17,0 12,2 21,0
LM in real terms of 1996 2,5 7,9 3,0 10,1

Source: Mikrocensus 1992, 1996, World Bank Report 2001 (quoted in: Gerbery, Džambazovič 2006).
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Table 13: Number and structure of  households in the Slovak Republic  
INDICATOR 1970 1980 1991 2001
Number of jointly managed households (in thousands) 1 267 1 585 1 778 1 900
Ratio of households (2 and more, in %) 5,8 4,3 2,9 7,8
Structure of jointly managed households by number of members (in %)
- 1 member - 18,1 20,9 26,3
- 2 members - 21,7 22,9 21,5
- 3 members - 18,8 18,1 17,9
- 4 members - 23,3 23,4 20,8
- 5 members - 11,2 9,9 8,3
- 6 and more members - 6,9 4,8 5,2

Source: Census of the population, houses and flats 2001. Statistical Office of the SR, Bratislava 2002.

Table 14: Values of the living minimum (1998-2004, in SKK)
TYPE OF INDIVIDUAL 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005    
First adult person 3 000 3 230 3 490 3 790 3 930 4 210 4 580 4 730
Second jointly judged adult person  2 100 2 260 2 440 2 650 2 750 2 940 3 200 3 300
Independent adult child 2 100 2 260 2 440 2 650 2 750 2 940 2 080 2 150
Dependent child 1 350 1 460 1 580 1 720 1 780 1 910 2 080 2 150

Source: Regulation of Ministry of Labour, Social Affairs and Family of the SR No.160/1999, No.187/2000, No.232/2001, No.285/2002, No.213/2003, No. 372/2004 and No. 262/2005
about the living minimum.

Table 15: Economic activity rate (1993-2003)
GROUP 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Total 62,1 60,3 59,8 60,1 59,9 59,9 60,0 60,3 60,7 60,2 60,3
Men 70,5 69,1 68,9 68,7 68,6 68,9 68,7 68,6 69,2 68,5 68,4
Women 54,4 52,2 51,5 52,3 51,8 51,4 52,0 52,6 53,0 52,6 52,9

Source: Statistical Yearbook of the SR 1997-2004.  Bratislava, Statistical Office of the SR 1997-2004.
Note: Economic activity rate = ratio of economically active inhabitants to those of productive and post-productive age.

Table 16: Employees in the Slovak Republic by sector and sex (1993-2003) 
INDICATOR 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Employees in economy of the Slovak Republic 1:   
- total 2 117 934 2 096 282 2 146 791 2 116 554 2 205,9 2 198,6 2 132,1 2 101,7 2 123,7 2 127,0 2 164,6
- in which male 1 227 017 1 221 150 1 256 317 1 244 838 1 217,0 1 210,4 1 163,7 1 137,3 1 145,8 1 156,8 1 177,1
Female  890 917 875 132 890 474 871 716 988,9 988,2 968,4 964,4 977,9 970,2 987,5
Female in % 42,1 41,7 41,5 41,2 41,6/44,8 44,9 45,4 45,9 46,0 45,6 45,6
Employees in public sector:  
- total 1 253 383 990 007 867 808 780 778 1 168,3 1 096,7 1 052,3 1 026,5 979,6 893,7 850,2
- in which male 689 067 546 457 413 767 366 392 591,8 554,9 527,7 507,9 466,5 424,9 401,6
Female  564 316 443 550 454 041 414 386 576,5 541,8 524,6 518,6 513,1 468,8 448,6
Female in % 45,0 44,8 52,3 53,1 54,3/49,3 49,4 49,9 50,5
Employees and others in private sector: 
- total 864 551 1 106 275 1 278 983 1 335 776 1 037,6 1 101,9 1 079,8 1 075,2 1 144,0 1 233,1 1 314,5
- in which male 537 950 674 693 842 550 878 446 625,2 655,5 636,0 629,4 679,3 731,9 775,7
Female  326 601 431 582 436 433 457 330 412,4 446,4 443,8 445,8 464,7 501,3 538,8
Female in % 37,8 39,0 34,1 34,2 39,7 40,5 41,1 41,5

Source: Statistical Yearbook of the SR 1997-2004. Bratislava, Statistical Office of the SR 1997-2004.     
Note: All persons  aged 15 and over who in the reference week worked for a wage or salary or with the aim of generating profit for at least 1 hour, without persons on parental leave  
(changed since 1997).
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Table 17: Registered unemployed in the Slovak Republic (1998-2004, in absolute numbers and in %)
INDICATOR 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Registered unemployment rate
(as of 31 Dec.)  

15,6 19,2 17,9 18,6 17,4 15,6 13,1

Average yearly registered unemployment rate 13,7 17,3 18,2 18,3 17,8 15,2 14,3
Number of unemployed receiving unemployment benefits
(N, %)

119 931
28,0

144 796
27,1

92 217
18,2

94 497
17,7

89 739
17,8

94 104
20,8

42 028
11,0

Unemployment rate (Labour force survey)  12,5 16,2 18,6 19,2 18,5 17,5 18,1
Registered unemployed as of 31 Dec. 428 209 535 211 506 497 533 652 504 077 452 224 383 155
- in which female: in absolute numbers 200 629 236 117 231 505 238 664 226 813 204 423 190 050
% 46,9 44,1 45,7 44,7 45,0 45,2 49,6
Vacancies (as of 31 Dec.) 11 106 5 709 6 026 10 086 17 238 15 511 11 403

Source: Statistical Yearbook of the SR 2004. Bratislava, Statistical Office of the SR 2005.    

Table 18: Job applicants in total by education (2002-2005, in absolute numbers)
YEAR 
(as of 31 DEC.)

Total Post-
graduate

University Higher 
profes-
sional

Secondary 
special-
ized with 
maturita

Second-
ary gen-
eral with 
amturita

Secondary 
general

Second-
ary vo-
cational 
with 
amturity

Second-
ary voca-
tional

Primary Non-
finished
primary

2002 504077 89 13961 2003 74829 17314 43642 6413 179472 148658 17696
2003 452224 82 13559 1747 65473 13394 38857 4608 166445 131329 16730
2004 383155 82 11087 1802 57211 11979 31353 3628 138287 113029 14697
2005 333834 108 9819 1630 48257 10222 26985 2342 115495 104101 14875

Source: http://www.upsvar.sk

Table 19: Job applicants who had visited the labour office for more than 12 months by education  
(2000 - 2005, in absolute numbers)

YEAR
(as of 31 DEC.)

Total Non-
finished
primary

Primary Secondary 
vocational

Secondary 
vocational 
with am-
turity

Secondary 
general

Secondary 
general 
with am-
turita

Secondary 
special-
ized with 
maturita

Higher 
profes-
sional

University Post-
graduate

2000 220816 8222 76159 68796 9334 14280 8689 30457 597 4268 14
2001 219713 9817 77474 71050 5335 13344 8046 29680 604 4336 27
2002 238605 12838 91549 76365 3611 13609 7445 28426 651 4087 24
2003 212299 12830 85253 67942 2405 11394 5509 23040 504 3406 16
2004 192002 11180 74228 65095 1833 10047 4697 21368 396 3137 21
2005 170883 10972 68418 56059 1385 8348 4209 18290 499 2676 27

Source: http://www.upsvar.sk

Table 20: Number of long-term unemployed (for more than 48 months) (2000 – 2005, as of  31 Dec.)
INDICATOR 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Number of long-term unemployed 
(more than 48 months)

39 281 39 295 44 382 43 107 46 774 60 499

Ratio of long-term unemployed to unemployed 
total

7,76 7,36 8,80 9,53 12,21 18,12

Source: http://www.upsvar.sk
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Empirical data was collected through face-to-face inter-
views between interviewers and respondents based on a 
structured questionnaire. The questionnaire was prepared 
in cooperation with two researchers from the World Bank, 
Valerie Evans and Diane Steel, and employees of the agen-
cy Tambor Slovensko. The final form of the questionnaire
was field tested: Valerie Evans from the World Bank and
Renáta Masšánová from the Tambor agency carried out six 
pilot interviews with selected Roma households (the vil-
lage of Slovenská Ľupča and one segregated settlement). 
The pilot study showed that the minimum time necessary 
to complete one interview was around 60 minutes, and 
would take longer if the household had more members. 

The selection unit in this research was an economic household, 
defined in the manual as: “an individual or group of people,
whether related or not, who live together as an independent 
group in the sense that they manage their affairs in common
(this means that they share with each other or support each 
other within one family budget).”  The questionnaire sought 
information on both the household and the individual mem-
bers of the household. The information on the household 
was provided only by the member of the household identi-
fied as the head of the household i.e. the person identified as
such by the other members of the household (usually the 
member who brought in the family’s main income and made 
all important decisions relating to the household, but it was 
necessary that the members of the household decided who 
was its head). Information about members of the household 
was obtained directly from the individual members, unless a 
member was absent or a young child, in which case another 
person provided the information (a parent or the head of the 
household). A specification of the respondents was given in a
very detailed manual (over 40 pages), which was binding for 
the interviewers. 

The team of interviewers was assembled using the following 
steps. The basic part consisted of the selection of suitable 
candidates from the Tambor agency’s own interviewer net-
work. To this were added members of the Roma organisa-
tion KARI in Banská Bystrica. Informal sources in Roma NGOs 
in Prešov provided contact information for young, educated 
people who were out of work at the time of the research 
and had previous experience in collecting data as part of 
the Sociographic Mapping of Roma Communities in Slovakia 
(2003, coordinated by the Institute of Public Affairs). In seek-
ing suitable interviewers we were assisted by Marek Hojsík 
from the Office of the Plenipotentiary of the Government
of the Slovak Republic for Roma Communities and also the 
Roma Press Agency operating in the Košice Region. 

The final interviewing team consisted of 38 people (19
pairs) of whom a quarter were members of the Roma eth-
nic group. All interviewers underwent a special week-long 
training (March 2005, Trenčianske Teplice). Each pair of in-
terviewers was assigned an area (place for collecting data) 
which they had to visit and carry out interviews according 

to the given specifications. All data collection was super-
vised, all interviewers had direct contact with their super-
visor, whom they could contact if anything was unclear or 
if they had any problems.

The selection of places in which to collect data was based 
on the Sociographic Mapping of Roma Communities in Slova-
kia mentioned above. This “census” of Roma communities 
mapped 1,068 towns and villages throughout Slovakia and 
1,573 Roma settlements. Thanks to this detailed informa-
tion it was possible to divide the Roma communities into 
three basic categories according to their level of integration 
with the majority population and choose 30 places for data 
collection (primary sampling units) in each class and eight 
households in each place. The resulting selection of Roma 
households had the following form:

Settlement 
type

Primary sampling 
unit (PSU)

Number of house-
holds per 1 PSU

Total number of 
households

Segregated 30 8 240
Separated 30 8 240
Mixed 30 8 240
Total 90 720

The sample of the general population served as a control 
group in the survey for purposes of comparing certain so-
cio-economic and other data. The basis for the selection of 
the sample of the general population was the 90 selected 
places for data collection. These were classified as urban (over
5,000 inhabitants) and rural (less than 5,000 inhabitants) and 
45 places for data collection were selected in each class. The 
Statistical Office of the Slovak Republic selected random ad-
dresses in these places which the interviewers then visited. 
Although some households identified themselves as Roma,
they were left in the sample of the general population.

Data was checked and recorded by the statistical depart-
ment of the Tambor agency. The basic data files consist
of three modules, which can be found and downloaded, 
together with the questionnaire, on the web page: http://
vulnerability.undp.sk/.

Guide for the use of percentages

N=240
% Std. Error
5 1,61
10 1,79
15 2,55
20 2,68
25 2,74
30 2,79
35 2,99
40 3,07
45 3,21
50 3,22

ANNEX 2: Methodological notes 
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