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Abstract

This paper analyses the diet quality aspect of femlrity of Roma in Romania. We employ
a modified Blinder-Oaxaca decomposition technigeangi Household Budget Survey data
for the period 2004-2011. The estimates suggedt Rwna have inferior diet quality

compared to the non-Roma. Around one-third of thket duality gap is explained by the
differences in observed socio-economic factors, redm the remaining part of the gap is
attributed to unobserved factors. We argue thautiexplained component of the diet quality
gap is caused by the discrimination of the Romahenlabour market and by their specific

informal institutions.
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1 Introduction

It is estimated there are around 11 million Romapbein Europe, mostly concentrated in the
region of Central and Southeast Europe. Romaniaohasof the largest shares of Roma
population in Europe. Around 16% of European ant 30 EU Roma live in Romania. The

share of Roma in total Romanian population is ald@f, which is one of the highest shares
in Europe (Council of Europe, 2012). Around 75%Ridma population in Romania lives

below the poverty line, while 24% of Romanians 686 of ethnic Hungarians lives below

the poverty line (Amnesty International, 2010). mmost European countries including

Romania, Roma population faces, to various degisstimination reflected in racism and

exclusion from the formal labour market as wellnasre difficult access to healthcare and
education than majority population (see, Tomovskail0; European Commission, 2012a;
2012b; 2014a; Bartos et al., 2016; Ciaian and Ka2@$6).

In this paper we evaluate food consumption anddbé security situation of the Roma
population in Romania. We focus on the diet quadispect of food security and reveal a
possible cultural (institutional) and economic (giaalisation) forces determining Roma
food diet choices. We proxy diet quality with thréeet diversity indicators: the count of
consumed food items, Simpson index, and Entropgxnd\utrition literature (e.g. Hatloy et
al., 2000; Carletto et al., 2013) shows that consion of diverse diet has positive impact on
health and diet diversity is a good indicator otigehold food security and diet quality. We
compare Roma diet choices to that of majority Raarapopulation and to other non-Roma
minorities living in Romania. We study the qualiy food diet of the Romanian Roma
population using the counterfactual decompositechhique introduced by Blinder (1973)
and Oaxaca (1973). Household Budget Survey (HBE @am the Romanian National
Institute of Statistics (NIS) covering the peridaD2-2011 is used.

Food insecurity and specifically diet quality otheic minorities has been studied
mainly in the United States (e.g. Coleman-Jenseralet2014). Papers analysing diet
composition of the Roma ethnic group in Europeratber limited. There are only general
studies on Roma food security and poverty (UNDR)52(European Commission, 2004;
2012a; 2014). An exception is the UNDP (2013) stwdych collected a more detailed
survey data on diet compositions of Roma househol&ovakia. However, this survey does
not compare Roma’s diet quality with that of thgoniéy population.

Our main contribution to the literature is the exsion of Roma dietary behaviour and

its comparison to majority and non-Roma minoritypplations using a unique survey micro-



data. To the best of our knowledge, there are mopemable studies on diet quality for the
Roma ethnic group in Europe. Given a strong cadimglabetween diet quality and food

security this is a significant omission of the d#ire. Our second contribution to the
literature is the application of the Blinder-Oaxagd@composition technique to food and
nutritional security of vulnerable households whinas not been widely used in food demand
studies’

The paper is organized as follows. The next seghimvides a brief overview of the
recent history of Roma ethnic group, which is folém by the section explanting the
determinants of food consumption patterns of Ronaa differ from non-Roma. The fourth
section presents the methodology for measuremehéestimation of diet diversity. The fifth
section presents the data used in the estimatios sikth section describes the results, while
the last section concludes.

2 Brief overview of the recent history of Roma in Rmania

The current situation of Roma in Romania is heaaifected by the Communist regime
installed in Eastern Europe after the World Wasid the subsequent transition process
following the collapse of the Communism in 1989.ring the Communist period, Roma
population was hurt by the policy of general natigration of privately owned assets and
factors of production. Roma were particularly aféec by confiscation of gold which
represented their principle source of wealth. FOmR, the gold confiscation had similar
impact to what the collectivisation of agricultuaed the nationalisation of industry implied
for the non-Roma population (Achim, 2004).

Compared to other Communist countries, Romaniandichdopt a coherent or special
policy targeting the problem of Roma and thus was$ characterised by the excesses
observed in some of the neighbouring countries. (stgrilisation of Roma women in
Czechoslovakia or taking away Roma children fromirtfamilies and destruction of Roma
villages in Hungary). The general policy objectofehe Communist regime in Romania was
to gradually assimilate Roma ethnic group by resitg their culture, language and their
traditional way of life. These policies were anegrtal part of the general social and cultural
policies. They were not ethnically motivated butrevperceived as addressing poverty and
social issues in the country. Roma were not treatea distinct group that would require

1 An exception is a recent study by Hirvonen (2046alysing differences in food diversity among cfeiftin

urban-rural Ethiopia by means of the Blinder-Oaxadhod.
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adoption of specific policy actions towards themek if some measures undertaken affected
mostly Roma, they were not designed to only tattgetRoma. These policies, however, were
not fully successful. Although, the Communism cidntted to the modernisation of Roma

lifestyles, improvement of social and material ditnd and helped creating Roma middle

class (e.g. industrial workers, intellectuals), Roonderwent a process of socio-economic
polarisation compared to non-Roma population. Ateveral decades of the Communist
regime in place, a large part of Roma represeriteccategory of population with the most

acute social and economic problems to a degreeiimnot observed in Romania in the past
(Achim, 2004).

Roma underwent significant occupational transforomast during the Communism;
many of them were forced to abandon their tradai@tcupations and switch to unskilled or
semi-skilled jobs. The main type of employment ajni& during the communist period
included seasonal labour in cooperative or statedawhile some occupied unskilled jobs in
the industrial sector. Other important activityrohny Roma during the Communist period
was trade. The shortage of basic goods and semiae® typical state of the economy under
the Communist regime. This however provided for yn&oma an opportunity to expand
both their legal and illegal trade activities. T¢tentralised system did not allow for private
entrepreneurship, thus Roma practically had nolgiva some of the markets. They
conducted trade in all kinds of goods such as eltlcosmetics, carpets, household items,
knives, cigarettes, chewing gum, digital watchesldgforeign currency, collecting scrap
metals, etc. Although, private commercial actiatigere not allowed under the Communist
laws, they were often tolerated or were not siriethforced for Roma, because they were
perceived to satisfy certain needs of society aulice possible social tensions. Under the
general conditions of shortages and economic stagisaof the Communist regime, some
Roma enjoyed a relatively good economic statusadi@h prestigious social position as their
material situation was often significantly bettban that of the ‘mainstream’ population.
Although the general policy of the Communist Statas to provide to population full
employment and social benefits, a significant shardcRoma (particularly those without
profession or education) were not integrated iheo@ommunist economic and social system
and remained outside the job market or traditidd@aina occupations. These Roma lived in
deprived social and economic conditions usuallthatedges of settlements or in marginal
areas (Achim, 2004; Troc, 2002).

After the fall of Communism in 1989 the restrictioan cultural freedom and the use

of Roma language were abolished. However, the eoansituation of Roma deteriorated
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drastically during the transition (especially inethearly years). Due to widespread
discrimination, low education and working skillspfRa were the first to lose their jobs
during the transition from central planning to netreconomy. These factors also reduced
their chances to re-enter the job market in thelypevweated market economic environment.
Most Roma remained unemployed and mostly relayeskeasonal and occasion type of jobs.
The loss of agricultural employment had an esplgcalverse effect on Roma living in rural
areas where the majority of Roma reside (Baran@42Crean and Turnock, 2009). As a
consequence, Roma moved gradually from rural ame#ise segregated communities in the
suburbs of towns or to blocks of flats in downtoaneas (Cren and Turnock, 2009). The
poverty and social exclusion forced many Roma traefor alternative activities such as
begging, petty theft, black market trade and otigges of semi-illegal activities thus further
aggravating the conflict and discrimination tendesadn the mainstream populationa@tas
and Salat, 2003, Cgan and Turnock, 2009; Ciaian and Kancs, 2016).

The transition process to market economy had algeeat impact on the Roma that
were involved in trading activities during the farmCommunist system. Given that
commercial trade became legal and a recognisedtgctRoma lost to a large extent their
market position. There were no longer shortagegoofls and services in the market, as the
private commercial sector was legalised. A greabenpetitive pressure pushed many Roma
out of business. Those more competitive Roma wdteasle to maintain their former trade
activities. However, many Roma were pushed ouhefmharket or entered various semi-legal
or illegal activities (Troc, 2002; Marushiakova aadpov, 2003).

These adverse impacts of the previous Communisimeegand the subsequent
developments during the transition process hadrcapsions, especially on Roma exclusion
from the majority population socio-economic sysi@m on the ability of Roma communities

to ensure sufficient and stable incomes for hedtlog consumption patterns.

3 Roma specific determinants of food consumption pierns

In this section we first investigate the implicaisoof Roma specific informal institutions on
their food consumption patterns. Second, we andlyseole of economic marginalisation of
Roma on their food consumption. Both these factoay importantly impact the Roma’s
food consumption level as well as its quality (dletersity).



3.1 Impact of Romainformal institutions on food consumption

All aspects of Roma lives including consumptiorfadd are heavily affected by the informal
Roma institutionsRomaniya Romaniyarules are customary and oral and are enforced and
administered by Roma informal enforcement systehe Romaniyalegal system coexists
with formal national legal order (Fraser, 1995; \Wexch, 2001; Leeson, 2012). In line with
Greif and Laitin (2004) theory of endogenous ingiinal changelRomaniyabelongs to self-
enforcing institutions (Leeson, 2012n a self-enforcing institution, the belief-induced
behaviour is self-enforcing leading individuals &aot in a manner that reproduces the
associated beliefs (Greif and Laitin, 2004; Lee&fi,2; Ciaian and Kancs, 2016).

Romaniyaregulates both internal functioning of Roma society well as its
interaction with external (non-Roma) people in bstitial and economic affairRomaniya
relies on ritual belief system with its core corcdfstinguishing between behaviour that is
polluted Mmarim@ and pure \ujo).> What ismariméis perceived in Roma’s belief system
morally “dirty”, not necessarily physically only balso spiritually (ritually). It has powerful
significance for Roma as it determines which aiand behaviours are accepted and are in
line with rules.

The main source of pollutiorm@arimé is human body. According tBomaniya the
human body consists of pure and impure (polluteat}sp The waist is dividing line. The
lower body is polluted, while the upper part isdamentally pure and clean. Further, non-
Roma (Gaje) are by definition unclean as they do not adherthé¢ Romaniyarules. They are
outside the accepted boundaries and they reprasmmistant danger of contamination.

The Roma belief system based on ro&rimé implies a whole series of social
boundaries to Roma and has direct and indirecticapbn for food consumption habits.
Food preparation and consumption needs to respdeirctaboos.

Marimeé rules also restrict consumption of certain fodels: example, horse meat is
forbidden to be prepared for food. Certain foods oaly be eaten at certain events (e.qg.,
peanuts only in funeral feast) (Weyrauch, 2001).

Important source of impurity and pollution are rRama places and objects because

they do not observe tHeomaniyarules. This is also valid for food. Food prepabgdnon-

2 This should not be confused with Romania whiclenefto country name. The apparent similarity is as
coincidence.
% The belief system of the Roma varies from couttdrgountry and community to community, but manyidfel

are common and vary only in the degree in whicly e observed or applied (Patrin, 2015).
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Roma is polluted and thus needs to be avofd@d. avoid marimé Roma may reject
consuming food procured outside the Roma commugety. in restaurants, hospitals,
prisons). A strategy often used to reduce the pohurisks used when eating away from
home is by using disposable dishes and cufleating pre-packed food and drinking from
cartons or bottles (Weyrauch, 2001; Leeson, 208@).example, to avoid pollution, Roma
patients may refuse food prepared by non-Romaearhtspital cafeteria and prefer bringing
home made food (Honer and Hoppie, 2004).

Other factor that may have affected eating halfilRama - not necessarily linked to
Romaniya- is their nomadic way of life practiced partialjain the past. Their diet was
restricted to a large extent to what was readilgilable. For example, this included wild
fruits, berries, leafy plants, and small mammals. tAe Roma have gradually come into
greater contact with non-Roma people and sederlif@style, their eating habits have
conformed closer to those of the non-Roma (Pa25). However, some of the habits may
have been preserved till present days and affetanyi choices and way of food preparation
and consumption.

The food consumption habits of Roma have implicetitor diet diversity. First, the
key effect is restriction of consuming food prephi®y non-Roma. It gives preference to
Roma self-prepared food, which likely reduces tietady diversity and increases cost of
some foods which in turn indirectly reduces dietativersity, or imposes specific
requirements on preparation and handling if acquaeray from home (e.g. wrapped take-
away foods). Overall, these aspects of Roma infbrolas reduce the set of consumption
options as the access to food procured outsideestricted. Second, certain foods are
restricted and not allowed by Roma rules. Thirey kvailability of food diversity due to the
nomadic way of life in the past may affect the predietary choices. All these elements are
specific to Roma and are expected to lead to @iffedietary behavior of Roma as compared

to the non-Roma population.

3.2 Impact of economic marginalisation on Roma food consumption

The marginalisation and segregation experience®dya adversely impacts their income
stream which ultimately reduces their possibilbypurchase sufficient food particularly of
better quality (Theil and Finke, 1983; Jackson, 49®ercon 2000, 2002). Roma

* An exception is the children; they may eat foodpared by non-Roma given that they are less sulject
marimérule.

® Roma may simply eat with their hands rather themautlery that may not have been properly washed.
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marginalisation is largely due to the labour martstrimination. According to O’Higgins
and Ivanov (2006) the unemployment rate of RomaRiama was 45% compared to 29% of
non-Roma in 2004. Further, the study revealed thast Roma suffered from long-term
unemployment: 88% of Roma did not have a job sif8%¥6 or earlier.

Roma workers usually have access only to tempgody such as seasonal works on
farms, specialised crafts (e.g. music), trade @allonarkets, as well as semi-legal activities
(begging). According to European Commission (2012a)y around 29% of Roma were
reported to be in paid employment in Romania coegbdo 38% for similar non-Roma
population (Troc, 2002; O’Higgins and Ivanov, 2008tcording to European Commission
(2014a), a considerable share (66%) of Roma in paitbloyment face precarious
employment conditions: 60% hold ad-hoc jobs, 4%saléemployed and 1% are employed
part-time, while only 34% have full time job.

The Roma labor market participation gaps are reftean low and unstable income.
According to the European Commission (2014a), Hrgd majority of Roma households
(78%) have an income below the national at risk@ferty level (i.e. lower than 60% of the
national median disposable income) in Romania, @etp to 35% of similar non-Roma
households.

Dercon (2000, 2002) argues that the vulnerabilityh@useholds with risky income
stream is high and it is reflected in fluctuatiansconsumption which adversely impacts
nutrition and health of household members. Althougbuseholds operating in risky
environment may develop risk-coping strategies. (|agome diversification, self-insurance
through savings, informal insurance and credit m@rkinformal risk-sharing) that mitigate
decrease of consumption (including food) in periati®n income is low, these strategies do
not fully eliminate variability in consumption (Dmn 2000, 2002). Further, coping with

recurrent income declines is more difficult thapiog with a single income shock.
4 Methodology: Measuring diet quality and economeic approach

4.1 Measuring diet quality

In this paper we employ three measures of housatietdjuality: (i) the count of food items
(CM), (ii) diversity measured by Simpson index (Sihd (iii) diversity measured by Entropy
index (EIl). The count of food items consumed duispgcific time period has been used as
an indicator of the varied diet (e.g. Moon et &02; Hirvonen, 2016). Other measures used
in the literature (e.g. Thiele and Weiss, 2003;tkfetd et al., 2014; Liu et al., 2014) are the



Simpson index defined & = 1 — Y w?, and the Entropy (Berry) index defined Bis=

Y. w; log(1/w;), wherew; is the budget share of thi8 (disaggregate) food item in the total
food expenditure. Simpson and Entropy indices &lke into account the distribution of food
consumption. The formulation of SI and EIl implibstt diversity is higher when more food

items are consumed in equal proportions.

4.2  Econometric approach: Decomposition analysis

To analyse the differences in the diet quality estwwRoma and non-Roma ethnic groups we
apply a modified Blinder-Oaxaca (Blinder, 1973; @e&, 1973) framework. The Blinder-
Oaxaca decomposition has been widely used in laboonomics literature to decompose
racial and gender wage differentials (e.g. DrydaR&l2; Croucher et al., 2016). It has also
been applied in the health literature to studyedédhces in obesity across racial groups (e.g.
Sen, 2014) or in the nutrition literature to stughps in dietary diversity among children in
Ethiopia (e.g. Hirvonen, 2016).

In our case, the Blinder-Oaxaca decomposition éw&idhe mean diet quality
differential between Roma and non-Roma groups iwim parts - one explained by group
differences in observable characteristics suchnasme, food prices, education, etc., and
another that cannot be accounted for by differencebserved characteristics. This
unexplained part is interpreted as a measure aifgp®oma institutions as well as impacts
of discrimination against Roma. It also subsumes #ffects of group differences in
unobserved characteristics. Let us consider twoietroups, A (non-Roma) and B (Roma).
To identify the contribution of group differences the overall outcome difference, we can

write:

R = {E(Xa) = E(Xg)} s + E(Xg)(Ba — BB) + {E(Xa) — E(Xe)}(fa = B8) (1)

Thus, we have a “threefold” decomposition where thicome differentialR is
divided into three component®,= E + C + |. The first component: = {E(Xa) — E(Xg)}/s
amounts to the part of the differential that is doi@lifferences between groups in observed
characteristics (the “endowment effect”). The secaomponent,C = E(Xg)(fa — fs)
measures the contribution of differences in theffments. Third one,l = {E(Xa) -
E(Xg)}(Ba — pB) is an interaction between endowments and coefftsi Decomposition is
formulated from the viewpoint of group. The E component measures the expected change

in group B's mean outcome if grou had groupA’s predictor levels (characteristics).



Similarly, the C component measures the expected change in gdsumean outcome if
groupB had groupA’s coefficients.

An alternative decomposition approach uses a nscridiinatory coefficient vector to
determine the contribution of the differences ia tbserved characteristics (predictors). Let
S* be such a non-discriminatory coefficient vectorttheould exist if there were no

differences between groupand grouB. The outcome difference is then

R={E(Xa) —E(Xe)} 5* + { E(Xa)(Ba - £*) + E(X8)(B* — fB)} (2)

We now have a “twofold” decompositioR,= Q + U whereQ = {E(Xa) — E(Xg)}p* is
the part of the outcome differential that is expéal by group differences in the predictors
(the quantity effect), antd = E(Xa)(Ba — *) + E(Xg)(S* — Bg) is the unexplained part. The
latter is attributed to unobservable factors suslliacrimination, specific Roma institutions
and cultural factors.

The unexplained part df) can be expressed &(Xa)oa — E(Xg)ds, Where Uy =
E(Xa)da measures institutions and cultural traits in favoligroupA's diet quality andJg =
— E(Xg)ds quantifies institutions and cultural traits effeetgainst grouB’s diet quality.
Thus,Ua andUg have opposite interpretations.

Estimates of unknown non-discriminatory coefficenéctors* are needed. Neumark
(1988) advocates use of the coefficients from alggboegression over both groups as an
estimate fop*. Oaxaca an@ansom (1994) and others propose weighting models takitay
account the relative importance of groups. An isaith the approach used by Neumark
(1988) and Oaxaca and Ransom (1994) is that itimappropriately transfer some of the
unexplained parts of the differential into the expéd component. To avoid this, we include
a group indicator in the pooled model as an aduticovariate.

5 Data

We use the Household Budget Survey (HBS) of Romeonieering the period from 2004 to
2011. It is organized as a quarterly survey on rapda of 9,360 dwellings. It contains
information on household’s income, sources of inepaxpenditures as well as quantities of
foodstuffs and beverages consumed. HBS also canit@iormation on household’s location
and characteristics, residence area characterigiicedd of data collection, and information
on household’s ethnicity. The majority of surveyemiseholds are Romanians. Other ethnic
groups include Hungarians, Germans, Serbs, Bulygaras well as Roma.
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Following previous studies (e.g. Jackson, 1984; aed Brown, 1989; Thiele and
Weiss, 2003; Hertzfeld et al., 2014) we specifytandard demand for diet diversity. As
explanatory variables, we consider total houselnwodehthly income ihcomg, and unit food
price food_pric§®. We also include income squared variabledme_2 to account for
potential non-linear relation between income lemedl diet quality. In an attempt to control
for the type of income source and potentially fug thcome uncertainty and the importance
of employment patterns, we consider a set of vesgbcluding the share of allowances
(share_allowancgsand share of salarieshare_salarieksin total household monthly income
and a dummy variable capturing if the householddheas working during the reference
month @_working. The share of food expenditure in the total hbos® disposable income
(w_food accounts for the distribution of household congtiom between food and non-food
items. Given that households' composition and dbariatics may importantly impact the
household dietary choices, we include variablessonérag household sizélf_siz¢, dummy
variable indicating whether household has at least dependent childl(childrer), gender
of household’s headl( malg, age and age squared of household’s hagd, (age_P and a
set of dummy variables indicating level of eduaatiof household headedu_primary
edu_secondaryedu_tertiary. Further, an important driver of diet compositiand quality
could be the location of household, in rural oramtarea. This variable may capture own-
food production as households in rural areas apea®d to produce own food. For this
reason we consider a dummy variable taking a vahgeif a household resides in urban area
and zero otherwised(urbar). We also try to proxy regional differences bylintng a
dummy variable for the Bucharest-lifov capital yi(d_bucharest taking value one if
household resides in this region and zero otherv@seen that the HBS is a quarterly survey,
we consider dummies to account for the quarteriwithe year for which the survey data
were collecteddl, g3), thus accounting for seasonality in consumptknally, to account
for common change of food consumption pattern ¢wvee we also include a trend variable
in the estimated equatiotrénd). Definition of variables used in regressions lissgnted in
Table 1.

® Aggregated food price index is computed similaolyfCupak et al. (2015).
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51 Ethnicgroups

We distinguish between four ethnic groups in thpgpathe majority Romanian households
(d_romania), Roma householdsd(gypsy, Hungarian householdsd (hungarian, and
households belonging to other minorities ¢the). Alongside Roma, the Hungarian ethnic
group is amongst the largest minorities in Romanghble 2 shows the distribution of ethnic
groups in the HBS survey for the covered period42P011. In total, the survey includes
127,894 observations, out of which 115,978 (90.@8%tal sample) are Romanians, 8,126
(6.35%) are Hungarians, 2,654 (2.07%) are Roma,1ab8l7 (0.89%) are other minorities.
The share of Roma in the total sample correspoeldgively closely to the 2011 Census
according to which Roma account for 2.8% of totapydation in Romania. These official
figures are significantly lower than those reporteg Council of Europe (2012) which
suggests that the upper estimates of Roma ingofallation may be as high as 12%.

As reference group A in the decomposition analysesuse three alternatives: the
Romanian majority population, Hungarian ethnic groand “Other” minority group. We
estimate dietary differentials of Roma (group Blatige to each of these three non-Roma
groups. The main purpose of including other non-Roninorities (i.e. Hungarians and other
minorities) in our analysis is to use them as frrttontrol groups. It allows us to test whether
the estimated differences in Roma's diet qualitthwespect to the Romanian majority
population are the same or different compared ¢odilt quality differences estimated with
respect to other non-Roma minorities. If the estedalifferences in diet quality are the same
considering each reference group (Romanians andRooma minorities) this would suggest
that the variation in the diet is independent fribra choice of reference group. In this case
we could conclude that indeed the Roma populaoanique not only with respect to the
majority Romanian population but also comparedtteodistinct minority groups. In other
words, this would suggest that Roma attain diffeidiet quality with respect to majority
Romanian population and other non-Roma minoriteesvall as that the causes explaining

them are Roma specific.
6 Empirical results

6.1 Descriptive statistics
Descriptive statistics of the HBS survey show aeawsitic difference in food consumption

patterns between Roma, on the one hand, and nyaRwinanian population and non-Roma

minorities, on the other hand. Figure 1 (panelepicts the development of the share of food
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expenditures in the total income by ethnic groupRoamania. The share for Roma is
significantly higher (by more than 15%) than fohet ethnic groups. For all ethnic groups
the ratio declined over time but the differencewssin Roma and non-Roma was largely
maintained. Note that the share of food expendstwe Hungarian and other non-Roma
minorities show similar patterns with the majoriBomanian population in terms of

magnitude and trend over time.

Roma’s diet diversity as measured by the numbdoad items consumed, Simpson
and Entropy indices are lower by between 15% to 1884 the diet diversity of Romanians
or Hungarians (Figure 1, panels b, c, d). Theseltesdicate a significant gap in food diet
quality between Roma and non-Roma ethnic groupsveder, some of these differences
could be caused by different socio-economic charsstics of households.

There are also important differences in the diebgosition between Roma and other
ethnic groups. Roma’s diet has on average highaenmestf cereals and lower shares of dairy
products and fruits and vegetables relative toro#ilenic groups, while differences in diet
composition between non-Roma minorities and Ronmsngeem to be insignificant (Figure
2). These results suggest that Roma householdsnofmacronutrients and calories from
cheaper food sources such as cereals and low yggalitdiments than Romanians or non-
Roma minorities living in Romania.

Table 3 reports descriptive statistics of househd®dm which it follows that Roma
ethnic group has lower education, larger housebad, and more children per household
than other ethnic groups in Romania. Roma purchhsaper food and have lower incomes
than Romanians or non-Roma minorities. These @iffees between Roma and non-Roma
indicate that household characteristics may algda@x a part of the observed differences in
the diet quality between the ethnic groups.

6.2 Decomposition results

The estimates from the Blinder-Oaxaca decomposdralysis are reported in Table 4, Table
5, and Table 6.We present results of the decomposition separ&belthe Roma minority
group relative to each of the three reference (obngroups. Table 4 presents results for
Roma compared to the Romanian majority. Table Swvshthe results for Roma versus

Hungarian minority, while Table 6 reports the diffistial decomposition for Roma compared

" Blinder-Oaxaca decomposition analysis was execintétata software using set of commands develdyyed
Jann (2008).
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to other minorities. In all three tables first, veport the mean predictions of diet diversity for
the three diversity indicators and their differenbetween groups. Next, the diet differentials
are decomposed into two main parts: the explaisedgwment) effect, reflecting differences
in the observed factors with the associated estichepefficients, and the unexplained effect,
of unobserved factors. The unexplained part ishéurtdivided into two subcomponents
measuring factors in favour of group A's diet dsigr, Ua, and factors against group B's diet
diversity, Ug. A positive value ofJ, implies that unobserved factors have positivectsfen
group A’s (the reference group) diet diversity, \wha positive value olUg indicates
unobserved factors having negative impact on teediversity of group B (Roma).

Overall, the results from the Blinder-Oaxaca decositppn show that the Roma’s diet
is quite different from the majority Romanian pogtidn diet and even more so when
compared to non-Roma minorities (Hungarians ancerotiminorities). First, there are
statistically significant differences between Romdiet and the diet of non-Roma groups
(Romanians, Hungarians and other minorities) fothake diversity indicators. Second, the
differences in diet diversity are due not only tffedlences in explanatory variables such as
income, prices, and household characteristics bhatetis also substantial unexplained
component which significantly exceeds in magnitute explained component. All the
explained and unexplained differentials are statBy significant at 1% level.

As reported in Table 4, the mean of the diet diereeasured by the count of food
items consumed (CM) is 30.64 for the reference Roamagroup and 25.80 for Roma,
yielding a diet diversity gap of 4.837 between thwe ethnic groups. The Blinder-Oaxaca
technique splits the diet diversity gap into a phat is explained by differences in observed
variables and a part that is caused by unobseacatdrs. The explained differential of 1.808
indicates that differences in explanatory variabé&sount for around 37% of the diet
diversity gap, measured by CM, between Roma andnigerity Romanian households. The
remaining 3.029 indicates that the unexplained aompt constitutes as much as 63% of the
diet diversity gap of Roma relative to the refeeeri®omanian group. Similar statistically
significant results are obtained for the other imdicators of diet quality. The unexplained
component accounts for 58% for the Simpson indek %2296 for the Entropy index of the
total gap observed between Roma and Romaniansteht&ning share of the Simpson and
the Entropy indexes — 42% and 48%, respectively -explained by the differences in
explanatory variables such as income, prices, andéhold characteristics.

The decomposition estimates obtained with respectthie control non-Roma

minorities are also statistically significantly @la 5, Table 6). First, Roma perform strictly
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worse than the reference non-Roma minorities. Ehadhe estimated gaps of the mean values
of all three diet quality indicators are positivenplying that non-Roma minorities attain
better quality diet compared to Roma. Second, gienated diet quality gap of Roma with
respect to non-Roma minorities is greater by betw@¥® and 50% compared to the gap
estimated with respect to Romanians in Table 4.s@&hesults imply that Roma perform
worse relative to non-Roma minorities than theyndih respect to the majority Romanians.
That is, Roma have lower diet quality than Romasiand even lower than non-Roma
minorities (Table 4, Table 5 and Table 6). Giveattthe absolute values of the estimated
difference in diet quality of Roma relative to tteference Romanian population (Table 4) are
lower than the absolute values of differentialsnested with respect to non-Roma minorities
(Table 5 and Table 6), non-Roma minorities tenchti@in a better diet quality than the
majority Romanian population.

The decomposition results for the explained diffiéeds (gap) show that most
explanatory variables causing the explained padi@if quality gap are statically significant
(Table 4, Table 5 and Table 6). Note that a pasiggtimated coefficient suggests that its
corresponding (differential) variable increases thelained diet differentials (i.e. it is
associated with a large explained gap in the dietlity) of Roma relative to the reference
non-Roma households. A negative coefficient suggast opposite result; it is associated
with a smaller explained gap in the diet qualityRafima compared to non-Roma. As expected,
the explained part of the diet gap due to lower Roncome (larger income differential) is
positive on aggregate. The linear income pamtdme increases the gap, whereas the
squared termirfcome_2 decreases the gap suggesting that householdshigitler income
attain better diet quality as compared to low inedmouseholds. These results are consistent
across all three diversity indicators and referergreups. The employment related
explanatory variables accounting for the importaoicsalary in total incomeshare_salaries
and labor market participatiord (working are generally negative and thus reduce the
explained part of the diet quality gap between R@md non-Roma. These results indicate
that salaried income and availability of jobs hBpma to improve their diet diversity (or
reduce the gap) relative to non-Roma. The impodaat allowances in total income
(share_allowancésappears to be positive but less statisticallyificant than the above
three income and employment variables. An exceienthe estimates for Roma compared
to Romanian group (Table 4) where the estimatedficeat corresponding to allowances is
negative in Simpson and Entropy index specificaiorhese results provide some evidence

that the higher Roma dependency on state allowaedeses their diet quality.
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The impact on explained differentials of food exgiture in total disposable income
(w_food appears to be negative and statistically sigafiacross most diversity indices and
reference groups. Considering the fact that the #qenditure share of Roma is larger than
the share of non-Roma, reducing the gap in fooerdpure shares would lead to reduction
in the diet quality gap. In contrast, the impactio@ explained gap of food pricdedd_price
is positive and statistically significant acroskthtee diversity indices and reference groups.
Higher food price differentials increase the diap detween Roma and the reference non-
Roma households (Table 4, Table 5 and Table 6).

Household characteristics have mixed impact onetkgained part of diet quality.
The dummy accounting for the presence of childrethe householdd( childrer) is negative,
the dummies accounting for household male heddm@lg and primary education
(edu_primary are generally positive, while other household rabgeristics lih_size
edu_secondaryedu_tertiary age age_3 have mixed effects across diversity indices and
reference groups (Table 4, Table 5 and Table 6gréy it appears that higher education
(gap) is associated with widening the diet divgrgap.

The estimates for the trend variabtee(d) suggest that the explained diet gap of
Roma increased over time relative to the majorityr@nian population (Table 4), whereas it
tends to marginally improve relative to other noori minorities (Table 5 and Table 6).
The explained differentials due to urban reside(@eaurbar) is positive and statistically
significant for all thee diversity indices and meflece groups. Roma residing in urban areas
consume relatively less diverse diet. Roma in rarabs could rely on own supply of food
relative to urban households which usually proctioed mostly from the market.
Alternatively, the urban variable may capture feywessibilities for employment of Roma
which reduces their possibility to earn higher meoto sustain better quality food diet (Table
4, Table 5 and Table 6). Interestingly, the impaicthe dummy accounting for household
residing in the capital regiord (bucharegt on the diet diversity differential is generally
negative in the specification with the referenceraaian group (Table 4), while positive in
non-Roma minority specifications (Table 5 and Tab)Je These estimates suggest that the
diet of Roma residing in the capital is relativehore similar to the diet of the Romanian
majority, while compared to the non-Roma minoritRema attain less diverse diet. The
results taken together also suggest that the deditg of non-Roma minorities is better than
the diet quality of the Romanian population in Baiest.

Turning to the decomposition results for the unexm@d component of the diet

quality gap, the estimates show that the subcompuadsheby far accounts for the major share
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(more than 95%) of the total unexplained differantind is statistically significant for all
three diversity indicators and reference group ifipations. These results suggest that
unobserved factors lead to lower diet diversity Rdma relative to non-Roma. The
subcomponent), is small and statistically insignificant implyirigat unobserved factors do
not affect non-Roma diet relative to Roma. Simitathe overall gap, the absolute value of
the unexplained subcomponésy for Roma relative to the reference Romanian pdjulas
smaller than in the case of non-Roma minoritiebétyveen 15% and 80%. These estimates
indicate that the unobserved factors impact Romeentiman non-Roma minorities in their
food diet choices. They suggest that Roma are muate different compared to the non-
Roma minorities than they are compared to the ntgjdtomanian population (Table 4,
Table 5 and Table 6).

Following these decomposition results, we cannjgctehe hypothesis that there is a
non-trivial incidence of Roma specific factors dagsa lower diet quality compared to other
non-Roma ethnic groups, even when controlling fbe tincome level, household
characteristics and other structural (observedjadteristics. The unexplained gap estimated
with the Blinder-Oaxaca decomposition techniquessally attributed to discrimination in
the labour literature (e.g. Drydakis 2012; Crouatteal. 2016). However, a direct association
between discrimination and the Roma diet qualitgifécult to be identified. The causality
could occur through indirect channels. As arguegrnevious sections, the discrimination
affects adversely Roma access to labour market hwvheduces their job opportunities,
income level and income and job security/stabiMie have attempted to control for some of
these effects by including among the explanatorgiabbées household monthly income
(incomeg, the share of allowances in total household ire@hare_allowancesthe share of
salaries in total household incomgh#ére_salaries and dummy variable capturing if the
household head was working during the referencetim@h working. As the above results
show these variables explain a share of the tdis¢mwed diet gap between Roma and non-
Roma. Although, these variables may capture somthefadverse labour market effects
caused by discrimination, they may not fully acddion the complex nature of Roma income
insecurity and casual nature of jobs they usuadlyeh As a result, following Dercon (2000,
2002), a part of the unexplained component of ike guality gap of Roma relative to non-
Roma could be caused by the risky income streanchwis reflected in their inferior
nutritional quality.

The unexplained component could be also largelytdilke specificities of the Roma

informal institutions. This type of ethnicity spéciinformal institutions and traditions is
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difficult to account for in the estimations as tWeriables to measure them are not readily
available. As explained above, Roma institutionsl dmstory have direct and indirect
implications for their food consumption. Food pregteon and consumption have to respect
certain rules and taboos which may constrain Roetactioices. First, restrictions are related
to constrained use of food procured from non-Rasnaje foods cannot be consumed or can
be consumed only at particular events as well axtirent eating habits of Roma could be
strongly affected by their nomadic way of life preed in the past when food storage was
costly and own food production was limited potditideading to a lower diet diversity. All
these elements are specific to Roma and are ltkelyause of the large unexplained relative
differential in the Roma diet estimated in this @apgompared to the counterfactual non-
Roma groups.

Our results also show that unobserved factors taffec-Roma minorities to behave
less differently relative to the majority Romaniampulation in term of their dietary choices
than Roma do. Also non-Roma minorities tend toirattetter diet quality than the majority
Romanian population. This greater diet diversitynoh-Roma minorities could be caused by
the fact that minorities could combine own foodtalig habits (cuisine) with that of majority
Romanians and thus obtain a richer and more divtieseAs our results show, this is not the
case for Roma. Roma informal institutions consttham to diversify their food diet through
adoption of food consumption patterns from non-Romnaleed the food procured from
outside, from non-Roma is perceived as undesitapkhe Roma value system as defined by
Romaniya Roma informal rules require isolation of the whalspects of food preparation
and consumption from non-Roma and our results suighis by suggesting that it leads to

lower Roma diet diversity.

7 Conclusions

The analysis of Roma food dietary quality has bgemerally ignored in the literature. Most
studies focus on Roma food security in general sagckheir access to food, importance of
food expenditure in the total income or occurren€éhunger and malnutrition. Nutrition
literature shows that consumption of diverse dret hetter quality food has positive impact
on health status and may also have far reachingficel implications on socio-economic
performance of individuals. In this paper we attert fill this gap in the literature by
analysing in more detail the quality of Roma foadtdn Romania by looking on how it
compares with the non-Roma populations. We meafiateuality using three indicators, the

count of consumed food items, Simpson index, andoly index. Roma is one of the most
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economically marginalised minorities in Europe dhds a better understanding of Roma
behaviour and their differences with the mainstrgaopulation is of utmost importance.

Improved knowledge of Roma dietary choices canrdaute to better understanding the food
security challenges of Roma as well as it allowisdtter guide policies towards Roma.

We study the Roma food diet quality using the cedfattual decomposition
technique by employing Blinder (1973) and Oaxac@78) approach which allows us to
decompose the differential in diets between theuggointo a part explained by common
observable factors and a part that cannot be equaiby differences in observed
characteristics but which can be attributed to oteerminants such as informal institutions
or economic (marginalization) forces. AlongsidengsRomanian majority population as the
reference group, we also compare dietary performarfcRoma with non-Roma ethnic
minorities (Hungarian and other minorities) whi@rns as control groups to better identify
the importance of the diet quality gap of Roma #relrelevance of potential Roma specific
drivers of their dietary choices. Our data comenfithe Household Budget Survey (HBS) of
Romania collected by the National Institute of Stats (NIS) and covers the period 2004-
2011.

The estimations suggest that the gap in diet quhktween Roma and non-Roma
populations is substantial. Roma show inferior atigtchoices compared to the rest of the
population. Around one-third (varying between 2386 47%) of the gap is explained by the
differences in the observed socio-economic factarsh income, prices, and household
characteristics. The remaining part of around thiods (varying between 57% and 77%) of
the gap is attributed to unexplained Roma-spedéifators. We argue that this unexplained
component is caused by the discrimination indugddrior performance of Roma in the
labour market (income insecurity and casual nadfijebs) and in particular by their specific
informal institutions. Further, our estimates suggé¢hat the dietary differences are
significantly greater for Roma than those founddtrer non-Roma minorities. Unobserved
factors cause Roma to be much more different frioenmajority Romanian population than
the non-Roma minorities are which provides a steorgpnfirmation of the role of Roma-
specific factors (e.g. informal institutions) expiag the diet quality gap of Roma with
respect to non-Roma.

Our findings are highly important for policy makees they help to better understand
food diet quality of Roma and potential causes tefgap compared to the rest of the
population. The estimated results suggest thabbserved dietary gap of Roma cannot be

explained solely by standard economic determinantsone needs to take into account also
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how the individual choices are impacted by infornmatitutions and norms, and histories.
These results imply that a policy that will targaly economic determinants may not be fully

successful in improving Roma food diet if infornmadtitutions and norms remain unaltered.
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Figures

Figure 1. Evolution of food consumption and diet gality measures across ethnic groups
and over time
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Figure Z. Cormpostiion o1‘dlét across erniie’ roups™
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Tables

Table 1. Labels and definitions of variables

Variable Definition

CM Number of food items consumed per month
Sl Simpson index of diversity

El Entropy index of diversity

income Total household monthly income (Leu)

share_allowances

share_salaries
w_food
food_price
hh_size
d_children
d_working
edu_primary
edu_secondary
edu_tertiary
d_male

age
d_romanian
d_hungarian
d_gypsy
d_other

ql

g3

trend

urban
d_bucharest

Share of allowances in total household monthly ineo

Share of salaries in total household monthly income

Ratio of food expenditure to total household income

Imputed amount paid per kilogram of food (Leu)

Household size

Dummy variable: 1 if household has at least onesddgnt child

Dummy variable: 1 if household head was workingmtythe reference month
Dummy variable: 1 if household head has no or prynegalucation

Dummy variable: 1 if household head has lower qgrangsecondary education
Dummy variable: 1 if household head has univerdigree

Dummy variable: 1 if household head is male

Age of household’s head

Dummy variable: 1 if household’s head declared Raaranationality
Dummy variable: 1 if household’s head declared Huiag nationality
Dummy variable: 1 if household’s head declared @ypoma) nationality
Dummy variable: 1 if household declared other metity

Dummy variable: 1 if I quarter of the season

Dummy variable: 1 if 8 quarter of the season

Trend variable (from 2004 to 2011)

Dummy variable: 1 if household resides in urbarmare

Dummy variable: 1 if household resides in arechefBucharest-llfov development region

Source: Household Budget Survey of Romania; owrgssing

Table 2. Distribution of ethnic groups in RomanianHBS data

Group Frequency Percent Cumulative
Romanian 115,978 90.68 90.68
Hungarian 8,126 6.35 97.04
Roma 2,654 2.07 99.11
Other minorities 1,137 0.89 100
Total 127,894 100

Source: Household Budget Survey of Romania; autleatsulations
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Table 3. Summary statistics by ethnic groups, 2002011

Ethnic group

Variable Romanian Hungarian Roma Other minorities Total
CM 32.10 34.25 27.97 32.24 32.15
(8.360) (8.134) (7.829) (8.254) (8.373)
Sl 0.885 0.887 0.843 0.886 0.884
(0.0491) (0.0433) (0.0715) (0.0532) (0.0497)
El 2.747 2.782 2,511 2.748 2.744
(0.317) (0.296) (0.362) (0.323) (0.319)
income 1446.1 1304.8 839.2 1335.6 1423.3
(1118.3) (969.5) (690.0) (1055.8) (1105.3)
share_allowances 0.260 0.265 0.376 0.272 0.263
(0.351) (0.357) (0.359) (0.370) (0.352)
share_salaries 0.405 0.399 0.162 0.312 0.399
(0.422) (0.412) (0.318) (0.405) (0.420)
w_food 0.328 0.336 0.534 0.328 0.333
(0.214) (0.195) (0.257) (0.186) (0.215)
food_price 6.385 6.445 5.678 6.473 6.375
(1.790) (1.686) (1.495) (1.781) (1.781)
hh_size 2.893 2.826 4.321 2.811 2.918
(1.486) (1.372) (2.192) (1.628) (1.512)
d_children 0.317 0.305 0.630 0.275 0.322
(0.465) (0.460) (0.483) (0.447) (0.467)
d_working 0.587 0.513 0.627 0.508 0.583
(0.492) (0.500) (0.484) (0.500) (0.493)
edu_primary 0.159 0.114 0.534 0.183 0.164
(0.365) (0.317) (0.499) (0.387) (0.370)
edu_secondary 0.739 0.827 0.463 0.715 0.739
(0.439) (0.378) (0.499) (0.452) (0.439)
edu_tertiary 0.103 0.0591 0.00276 0.103 0.0977
(0.303) (0.236) (0.0525) (0.304) (0.297)
d_male 0.745 0.730 0.792 0.719 0.745
(0.436) (0.444) (0.406) (0.450) (0.436)
age 54.10 54.65 45.60 56.86 53.98
(16.06) (16.02) (14.27) (16.16) (16.07)
ql 0.499 0.492 0.487 0.508 0.498
(0.500) (0.500) (0.500) (0.500) (0.500)
g3 0.501 0.508 0.513 0.492 0.502
(0.500) (0.500) (0.500) (0.500) (0.500)
trend 2007.5 2007.5 2007.8 2007.6 2007.5
(2.278) (2.290) (2.279) (2.293) (2.279)
d_urban 0.570 0.515 0.462 0.502 0.563
(0.495) (0.500) (0.499) (0.500) (0.496)
d_bucharest 0.115 0.00162 0.0863 0.0524 0.107
(0.319) (0.0403) (0.281) (0.223) (0.309)
N 110557 9160 2146 1158 123021

Source: Household Budget Survey of Romania; autleatsulations
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Table 4. Results of the Blinder-Oaxaca decompositicanalysis: Roma minority

compared to Romanian group

Dependent variable

Number of food items

Simpson index

Entropy index

I. Differential
Prediction (Romanian) 30.64" 0.883" 2.718"
(0.027) (0.000) (0.001)
Prediction (Roma) 25.80" 0.837" 2.450"
(0.309) (0.002) (0.011)
Difference 4.837" 0.0461" 0.269"
(0.311) (0.002) (0.011)
1l. Decomposition
Explained (Total) 1.808" 0.0197" 0.128"
(0.047) (0.000) (0.002)
Explained total (% of total difference) 37.38 41.65 47.58
income 3.857" 0.00865" 0.0954"
(0.058) (0.000) (0.002)
income_2 -1.644" -0.00377" -0.0418"
(0.033) (0.000) (0.001)
share_allowances 0.0217" -0.0000538 -0.0000345
(0.006) (0.000) (0.000)
share_salaries -0.0723" -0.00165" -0.00664"
(0.015) (0.000) (0.001)
w_food -1.084" -0.00103" -0.0216”
(0.049) (0.000) (0.001)
food_price 0.619" 0.00516" 0.0381"
(0.013) (0.000) (0.001)
hh_size -0.350" 0.00903" 0.0378"
(0.029) (0.000) (0.001)
d_children -0.689" -0.00202" -0.0175"
(0.020) (0.000) (0.001)
d_working -0.0149" -0.000251" -0.00103"
(0.003) (0.000) (0.000)
edu_primary 0.255" 0.0018G" 0.0132"
(0.014) (0.000) (0.001)
edu_secondary 0.136" -0.000135 0.00175
(0.011) (0.000) (0.000)
edu_tertiary 0.0266" 0.0000985 0.00123"
(0.006) (0.000) (0.000)
q3 0.00108 -0.0000496 -0.00018%"
(0.001) (0.000) (0.000)
d_male 0.0530" 0.000398" 0.00313"
(0.003) (0.000) (0.000)
age 0.872" 0.00323" 0.0325"
(0.084) (0.001) (0.003)
age 2 -0.407" -0.00141 -0.0169"
(0.080) (0.001) (0.003)
trend 0.0138" 0.0000563" 0.000421"
(0.001) (0.000) (0.000)
d_urban 0.219” 0.00126" 0.00991"
(0.005) (0.000) (0.000)
d_bucharest -0.00623 -0.0000768" -0.000165
(0.003) (0.000) (0.000)
Unexplained total 3.029” 0.0269" 0.141°
(0.315) (0.002) (0.012)
Unexplained total (% of total difference) 62.62 58.35 52.42
Unexplained A (Romanian) 0.00502 0.0000240 0.000249
(0.003) (0.000) (0.000)
Unexplained B (Roma) 3.024™ 0.0269" 0.141"
(0.314) (0.002) (0.011)

Note: Standard errors in parenthesgs< 0.05,” p<0.01,” p < 0.001.
Source: Household Budget Survey of Romania; autltadsulations
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Table 5. Results of the Blinder-Oaxaca decompositicanalysis: Roma minority
compared to Hungarian group (robustness check)

Dependent variable

Number of food items Simpson index Entropy index

I. Differential
Prediction (Hungarian) 32.96" 0.887" 2.766"
(0.100) (0.001) (0.004)
Prediction (Roma) 25.80" 0.837" 2.450"
(0.309) (0.002) (0.011)
Difference 7.164™ 0.0496" 0.316"
(0.325) (0.002) (0.012)
1I. Decomposition
Explained (Total) 1.656" 0.0174" 0.115"
(0.140) (0.001) (0.006)
Explained total (% of total difference) 23.12 35.08 36.39
income 2.965" 0.00696" 0.0759"
(0.142) (0.001) (0.005)
income_2 -1.128" -0.00273" -0.0299"
(0.085) (0.000) (0.003)
share_allowances 0.0837" 0.000126 0.00146
(0.016) (0.000) (0.001)
share_salaries -0.180" -0.00224" -0.0128"
(0.044) (0.000) (0.002)
w_food -0.657" -0.000389 -0.0134
(0.073) (0.001) (0.003)
food_price 0.804" 0.00473" 0.0380"
(0.048) (0.000) (0.002)
hh_size -0.542" 0.00867" 0.0334"
(0.089) (0.001) (0.004)
d_children -0.710" -0.00111 -0.0127"
(0.066) (0.000) (0.003)
d_working -0.0981" -0.000933" -0.00617"
(0.024) (0.000) (0.001)
edu_primary 0.275" 0.00209" 0.0158"
(0.055) (0.000) (0.002)
edu_secondary 0.165" -0.000723 -0.00236
(0.050) (0.000) (0.002)
edu_tertiary -0.00710 -0.00000965 -0.0000753
(0.014) (0.000) (0.001)
q3 -0.00157 -0.0000318" -0.000202"
(0.001) (0.000) (0.000)
d_male 0.0612" 0.000538" 0.00414"
(0.013) (0.000) (0.001)
age 0.0280 0.0000423 0.00111
(0.289) (0.002) (0.012)
age_2 0.424 0.00127 0.0124
(0.273) (0.002) (0.011)
trend 0.00223 -0.0000348 -0.000154
(0.002) (0.000) (0.000)
d_urban 0.0432" 0.000670" 0.00475"
(0.009) (0.000) (0.000)
d_bucharest 0.127" 0.000574 0.00512
(0.033) (0.000) (0.002)
Unexplained (Total) 5507 0.03277 0.201"
(0.357) (0.003) (0.014)
Unexplained total (% of total difference) 76.88 64.92 63.61
Unexplained A (Hungarian) 0.0336 0.000460 0.00352
(0.036) (0.000) (0.002)
Unexplained B (Roma) 5.474" 0.0318" 0.198"
(0.347) (0.003) (0.013)

Note: Standard errors in parenthesgs< 0.05,” p<0.01,” p < 0.001.
Source: Household Budget Survey of Romania; autltadsulations
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Table 6. Results of the Blinder-Oaxaca decompositicanalysis: Roma minority

compared to ‘other’ minority group (robustness chek)

Dependent variable

Number of food items

Simpson index

Entropy index

I. Differential
Prediction (Other minorities) 31.03" 0.889" 2.742"
(0.255) (0.002) (0.011)
Prediction (Roma) 25.80" 0.837" 2.450™
(0.309) (0.002) (0.011)
Difference 5.229" 0.0515" 0.293"
(0.401) (0.003) (0.016)
1I. Decomposition
Explained (Total) 1.543" 0.0197" 0.125"
(0.216) (0.002) (0.010)
Explained total (% of total difference) 29.51 37.28 42.66
income 2.726" 0.00594° 0.0726"
(0.260) (0.002) (0.010)
income_2 -1.388" -0.00297 -0.0372"
(0.181) (0.001) (0.007)
share_allowances 0.0340 0.000382 0.00207
(0.025) (0.000) (0.001)
share_salaries -0.0482 -0.0013T -0.00649"
(0.045) (0.000) (0.002)
w_food -0.404™ 0.00118 -0.00198
(0.119) (0.001) (0.006)
food_price 1.007" 0.00905" 0.0575"
(0.093) (0.001) (0.004)
hh_size -0.297 0.00914" 0.0366"
(0.137) (0.001) (0.006)
d_children -1.1117 -0.00434" -0.0323"
(0.129) (0.001) (0.006)
d_working -0.0403 -0.000899 -0.00382
(0.039) (0.000) (0.002)
edu_primary 0.376" 0.00138 0.0164
(0.091) (0.001) (0.004)
edu_secondary -0.0214 0.0000127 -0.00206
(0.072) (0.001) (0.003)
edu_tertiary 0.0552 -0.000492 0.000595
(0.052) (0.001) (0.002)
q3 -0.00610 -0.000141 -0.000645
(0.004) (0.000) (0.000)
d_male 0.0486 0.000797 0.00458"
(0.027) (0.000) (0.001)
age -0.0473 -0.00171 -0.00796
(0.606) (0.005) (0.028)
age_2 0.589 0.00270 0.0237
(0.611) (0.006) (0.029)
trend -0.0282 -0.0000651 -0.000880
(0.011) (0.000) (0.000)
d_urban 0.0446" 0.000294" 0.00215"
(0.008) (0.000) (0.000)
d_bucharest 0.0488" 0.000254 0.00203"
(0.011) (0.000) (0.001)
Unexplained (Total) 3.685 0.0323" 0.168"
(0.466) (0.003) (0.019)
Unexplained total (% of total difference) 70.49 62.72 57.34
Unexplained A (other minorities) 0.187 0.000257 0.00448
(0.141) (0.001) (0.006)
Unexplained B (Roma) 3.498" 0.0320" 0.163"
(0.434) (0.003) (0.017)

Note: Standard errors in parenthesgs< 0.05,” p<0.01,” p < 0.001.
Source: Household Budget Survey of Romania; autltadsulations
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