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L. INTRODUCTION
This study takes as its empirical focus the effects of international migration and remittances on
Roma households in ethnically mixed rural localities in Romania, approached from the
perspective of the home communities and organized around two central domains — housing
and education — and the question of how migration income is allocated between them. Its core
argument is that remittance allocation decisions are not independent across domains:
households prioritize housing improvement until a threshold of adequacy is reached, after
which sustained educational investment becomes possible. This threshold effect has direct
implications for how policies targeting housing, schooling, and social inclusion are designed

and coordinated.

This research follows the logic of two complementary lenses. First, the migration of
Roma cannot be discussed separately from the social and institutional contexts in which it
occurs. Second, it cannot be understood without sustained attention to the majority population
and local interethnic relations that shape whether and how migration resources are recognized,
contested, or converted into social mobility. Romania is home to one of the largest Roma
populations in Europe and has among the highest rates of Roma spatial marginalization,
housing deprivation, and educational exclusion documented in the EU (FRA, 2018). Since
2007, Romania has been a significant source of Roma labor migration to Western Europe, with
the effects of this migration on origin communities — including on children's schooling and

household housing strategies — remaining substantially understudied.

The thesis argues that Romanian Roma migration should be understood as part of a
broader process of Romanian international mobility. Despite prevailing public and political
discourses that frame Roma migration as a distinct and exceptional phenomenon requiring
targeted measures — as exemplified by the expulsions in Italy and France during the 2000s,
Sarkozy's "voluntary deportations," and Berlusconi's Nomad Emergency — empirical research
suggests that Roma migration patterns are neither entirely unique nor isolated. They share
important structural similarities with the migration of the majority population, shaped by

common socioeconomic and political conditions following EU accession in 2007.



Nevertheless, there are significant differences, particularly related to the deeper poverty
experienced by Roma households, weak formal employment histories that restrict mobility,
and the influence of ethnic conflicts during the early 1990s, which led to an initially higher

number of Roma asylum applications.

Another key argument concerns the allocation of remittances. The ways remittances are
spent — whether on housing, household, or other forms of property — have the potential to
redraw local social hierarchies, alter patterns of social mobility, and either reinforce or

challenge existing social boundaries.

Third, this thesis focuses on the potential positive effects of migration and remittances
on educational participation; more specifically, it argues that these effects are conditional,
mediated, and sequentially structured. Migration can support education when care remains
stable, school access is feasible, and remittances are sufficient to cover the hidden costs of
schooling after basic household needs are satisfied. It can undermine education when parental
absence, child labor demands, transportation problems, school reintegration difficulties, or

structural poverty disrupt schooling trajectories.

The central comparative argument thus is the following: migration does not, by itself,
explain educational outcomes. Migration supplies resources — money, mobility experience,
contacts, sometimes new aspirations — but whether these are converted into schooling,
mobility, and recognition depends on the local social environment they enter. Where school
access, institutional brokerage, stable interethnic relations, and locally supported educational
aspiration converge, migration resources more readily become educational investment; where
those conditions are weaker and social worlds remain more parallel, the same resources tend
to remain concentrated in housing and household reproduction. The comparison thus shifts the
explanatory weight from migration itself to the interaction between migration, household

conditions, and local social organisation.

Finally, this thesis argues that material advancement through migration does not
automatically produce social inclusion. Majority and institutional actors may interpret Roma
mobility through deservingness frames, questioning whether improvements are earned,
properly used, or morally legitimate. Remittance houses may shift the visible hierarchy without

fully dissolving ethnic distance or spatial stigma.

The empirical inquiry is organized around six research questions. RQ1 asks what

distinguishes migrant from non-migrant Roma households in ethnically mixed rural localities



in terms of their demographic, economic, housing, and educational profiles. RQ2 asks how
remittances are allocated within households and how this allocation varies with the household's
socio-economic position. RQ3 asks under what conditions international migration and
remittances translate into educational investment, rather than housing improvement. RQ4 asks
how migration and remittances reshape housing and spatial segregation patterns within
multiethnic villages. RQS5 asks what the effects of international migration and remittance
receipt on the educational trajectories of Roma children in their home communities. RQ6 asks
how members of the majority population and representatives of institutions perceive and
interpret the housing, consumption, and educational changes that migration produces among

their Roma neighbors.

Corresponding to these questions, this study formulates five hypotheses. H1 proposes
that migrant and remittance-receiving Roma households differ systematically from non-
migrant households in terms of better housing conditions and higher spatial mobility, but that
this advantage is uneven and locally conditioned. H2 proposes that remittances are spent
according to the actual socio-economic situation of the household, with poorer households
addressing basic needs before housing improvement and educational investment become
feasible. H3 proposes that households that have already secured an adequate housing situation
are more likely to direct remittances toward their children's education. H4 proposes that the
effect of migration on children's educational trajectories is conditional: positive when
remittances are allocated to education and care arrangements remain stable but negative when
migration disrupts care, increases children's labor burdens, or produces school reintegration
barriers. H5 proposes that the majority population evaluates migration-induced changes
through moral judgements about deservingness rather than as legitimate claims to inclusion,
and that material advancement does not automatically reduce — and may in some cases

intensify — social distance and stigmatization toward the local Roma community.

The policy relevance follows directly from this argument: if remittances are first
absorbed into housing and household reproduction, educational inequality cannot be addressed
by assuming that economic improvement will automatically translate into school investment.
Similarly, housing improvement cannot be interpreted as inclusion if spatial segregation,
discrimination, and moralized majority perceptions remain unchanged. An integrated strategy
must address housing segregation, anti-discrimination in schooling, care arrangements, and

governance of migration-driven local change.



II. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
The Introduction (Chapter 1) set out the central problem of this thesis: how international
migration and remittances reshape Roma households and origin communities through housing,

education, and local social relations.

This chapter presents the conceptual framework needed to analyse that problem. It
introduces the concepts that organise the empirical analysis — for example: migration, return,
remittances, social change, housing investment, educational investment, local context, and
inequality — each of which is first developed theoretically here, then translated into research
questions and hypotheses in the Methodology (Chapter 4), and finally examined through
Qualitative (Chapter 5.1) and Quantitative evidence (Chapter 5.2). The chapter begins with
broad migration theory, and then narrows toward remittances, return, housing, and education:

the domains through which migration becomes visible in the two origin communities.

Migration theories: from push-pull factors to transnational agency

While each theoretical approach has contributed valuable insights, no single theory can fully
capture the complex interplay of structure and agency, the role of the state, or the diverse
motivations of human mobility. Some perspectives highlight the importance of material
incentives, while others focus on the effects of different inequalities in home and receiving
societies. Others again observed that migrants do not act individually, but they are embedded
in social networks which have an important role in modeling migration patterns. In line with
Hein de Haas’s argument, a synthetic approach that accommodates multiple perspectives
would be most productive, though it imposes methodological challenges. This approach of
migration would intersect macro-level economic conditions and state policies, networked
social capital and institutional structures, individual- and household-level strategies.
Furthermore, this analysis must be deeply sensitive to context, paying close attention to place
(the local turn), time (temporality), and the intersecting social positions of migrants themselves

(intersectionality).

This has particularly important implications for understanding migration among
marginalized populations, such as the Roma communities discussed. In the case of such groups,
it is important to understand how different contexts shape their mobility. For example,
structural approaches and NELM contextualize constraints, such as poverty, segregation, and
labour market discrimination which can be incentives for migration as a household survival
strategy. Social network theories help us understand how specific patterns of migration,

circular migration and return develop in such communities, where some of the households rely



heavily on kinship and/or community networks. Finally, the lens of transnationalism helps us
to describe specific mobility practices, the circulation of social remittances and the way
vulnerable (some of them Roma) navigate between different exclusionary practices and social

environments.

The impact of migration: remittances and social change

A growing body of literature demonstrates that migration affects communities of origin.
Migration can cause changes in the family structure (Mincer, 1978), but over a longer period
it might change the whole demographic structure of the localities, regions, or even countries
(Coleman, 2008; Massey et al., 1993). It influences gender and intergenerational relations in
households (Schuerkens, 2005; Lutz, 2010; Portes, 2010). It also affects the education of those
who remain, and can change health practices and access to health services. Beyond this,
migration shapes home-making and house-building practices (Boccagni, 2014; Lopez, 2015).
All these changes are fueled by remittances (both financial and social) and are defined as social
changes and transformations (Faist, 2008), beyond their measurable economic impact (which
can be quantified through bank transfers, property investments or investment in
entrepreneurship). Nevertheless, its impact is difficult to assess due to its interaction with other

social processes.

In this chapter I argue that remittances reshape origin communities through specific
mechanisms conditioned by existing power structures and patterns of marginalization.
Remittances do not produce uniform developmental effects, but they interact with pre-existing
conditions and inequalities and generate highly differentiated outcomes that simultaneously
create opportunities for some while reinforcing or deepening vulnerabilities for others. To show
this, I highlight that it is not necessary to analytically separate financial and social remittances,
as these work together, rather than are merely complementary. I will also discuss that position
within local, national, and global hierarchies fundamentally shapes both the circulation and
impact of remittances. [ place power relations and marginalization at the center of the
discussion throughout the analysis, so as to show that remittances are sites of contestation
where existing structures of inequality are reproduced, challenged, and transformed through

transnational practices.

In conclusion, remittances must be understood as integrated financial-social phenomena
whose effects are fundamentally conditioned by existing power structures and patterns of
marginalization. Rather than producing uniform developmental benefits, remittances interact

with pre-existing inequalities in ways that simultaneously create opportunities for some while



reinforcing vulnerabilities for others. The mechanisms through which remittances operate,
including resource supplementation, knowledge transfer, and network reconfiguration generate
highly differentiated outcomes depending on socioeconomic position, gender relations, ethnic

status, and geographic location.

Return migration
When we think about what causes social transformations and changes in home communities
remittances offer one explanatory lens. Return migration offers another — and the two are, in

practice, inseparable.

Several dimensions of return are analytically relevant for this thesis. Materially, return
is expressed through remittance-funded housing investment, acquisition of land or durable
goods, and the improvement of domestic infrastructure — the central empirical focus of the
qualitative chapter. Socially, return involves the transfer of practices, skills, aspirations, and
normative orientations back to the home community — what Levitt (1998) termed social
remittances. Among Roma construction workers in both localities, the masonry skills acquired
abroad and applied to one's own house upon return are perhaps the most tangible instance of
this transfer. Temporally, return is characterized by the seasonality and frequency of visits, by
expenditures linked to key life events, and by the rhythm of departure and return that structures
household life over the course of a year. Politically, return involves claim-making — assertions
of belonging, respectability, and community membership enacted through housing display,
consumption, and spatial repositioning — which majority actors may recognize, contest, or

interpret through deservingness frames.

Migration, remittances and housing

Among the consequences of migration, transformations in housing are both especially visible
and extensively documented. In migrants’ communities of origin, remittance-funded
construction and renovation can alter not only individual dwellings but the broader residential
landscape. Their effects may extend across entire localities by reshaping the built environment,
reorganising spatial hierarchies, and making changes in social position publicly observable,
whether these are interpreted as upward or downward mobility (Toma, 2020). Within this
process, remittance houses may serve simultaneously as material demonstrations of
achievement (Lopez, 2015), as means of reinforcing kinship relations, and as visible assertions
of belonging. More broadly, houses and the homes created within them can be read as social
imprints, since they embody their inhabitants’ aspirations, anticipated futures, and

understandings of the past (Toma, 2020).



In contrast to the "Gypsy palace" literature, the evidence from our localities — Bighal
and Baratca — shows more modest forms of housing investment: roof repairs, additional
rooms, bathroom installations, brick replacements for wooden or cob structures, new fencing,
and the purchase of formerly majority-owned properties on the main road. These are not
conspicuous constructions that capture architectural attention; they are the material trace of
households navigating the transition from severe deprivation toward minimally adequate
domestic conditions. Understanding this transition — and the conditions under which it enables
or forecloses educational investment — is the central empirical and analytical task of the

qualitative and quantitative chapters that follow.

Migration, remittances and education

Education is central to this thesis because it is the domain in which the long-term consequences
of migration become most visible. Housing improvement registers the immediate material
effect of remittances; education registers whether that material change can be converted into a
more durable form of social mobility. For Roma households living with poverty, segregation,
and institutional vulnerability, schooling is never only an individual achievement. It depends
on household stability, housing adequacy, care arrangements, parental — especially maternal
— education, school accessibility, and local institutional support. Migration may supply
resources, but only education shows whether those resources become a lasting project of
mobility and inclusion rather than simply a material improvement. Amuedo-Dorantes et al.
(2010) were among the first to systematically distinguish the migration effect from the
remittance effect, showing that while remittances have positive effects on school attendance,

the migration process itself — through family disruption — may simultaneously reduce it.

This finding is important because remittances can relax household-level financial
constraints only when schools are accessible, sufficiently staffed, and of adequate quality. If
children must travel substantial distances to access secondary school, remittances must cover
not only school-related expenses, but also transport costs and the opportunity costs associated
with children’s reduced contribution to household labour. In conditions of persistent poverty,
this calculation may not resolve in favour of continued schooling. In Romania, the absence of
a local secondary school is a defining feature of the Baratca context. The nearest upper-
secondary institution is approximately 40 kilometres away and is accessible only by bus or
private transport. Under conditions of poverty and unstable income, the costs of daily
commuting or boarding in town constitute a barrier that remittances in the observed range

cannot reliably overcome.



In such contexts, the positive effects of remittances may be attenuated. Remittances
may help families buy school supplies, clothing, or other material goods needed for school
participation, but they do not by themselves remove institutional discrimination, segregated
school placement, low-quality schooling, or hostile school environments. Roma children may
still be exposed to biased expectations, peer hostility, segregated classes or schools, or
placement in special education tracks that limit later opportunities (O’Nions, 2010; Roth &
Vaetigi, 2011). Remittances alone therefore cannot solve the educational problems faced by
Roma children. They may relax household-level financial constraints and support school
participation under certain conditions, but additional institutional and policy efforts are
required to create inclusive school environments, combat segregation, and address ethnic

discrimination in education (Toma, 2023; Gatti et al., 2016).

III. ROMANIAN CONTEXT — THE ROMA MINORITY IN ROMANIA:
MARGINALIZATION, EDUCATION, HOUSING, AND MIGRATION PATTERNS

The preceding chapter (Chapter 2) discussed migration, remittances, return, housing, and
education as general theoretical problems. This chapter brings those concepts into the
Romanian Roma context. Here, migration takes place in communities marked by long-term
marginalisation, unequal access to schooling, housing deprivation, spatial segregation, and
unequal majority—minority relations — conditions that shape who can migrate, what resources
can be mobilised, how remittances are spent, and whether migration income can be converted
into educational or social mobility. The chapter therefore specifies the structural conditions
under which migration and remittances are studied, and forms the bridge between general

migration theory and the local cases of Baratca and Bighal.

Prior research has documented the housing, homemaking, and property-investment
dimensions of Roma migration (Benarrosh-Orsoni, 2015, 2019; Tesar, 2016), as well as the
contribution of migration and remittances to Roma children’s school participation (Toma,
2021). Other studies have pointed to the entanglement of residential instability, spatial
segregation, mobility, and educational trajectories (Piemontese et al., 2018), and to the hidden
educational, familial, and community costs of seasonal migration in Roma communities of
origin (Corman & Croitoru, 2023). However, existing research does not yet provide a
systematic account of how Roma households allocate remittances across housing
improvement, consumption, and education under conditions of spatial segregation, tenure
insecurity, interethnic relations, and institutional discrimination. More specifically, it remains

unclear under what conditions remittances are converted into educational investment rather



than housing improvement, and how these allocation decisions shape children’s longer-term
trajectories. | address this gap by examining how remittance allocation decisions
simultaneously shape housing improvement, spatial repositioning, and children’s school
participation, and how these outcomes are mediated by local infrastructure, ethnic hierarchies,

and institutional responses.

The chapter argues that Roma migration and remittance practices are shaped by long-
standing conditions of poverty, marginalization, unequal access to schooling, insecure housing,
and local institutional governance. These dimensions do not operate separately. Rather, they
interact in ways that structure both household decisions and the effects of migration. Migration
does not affect education and housing in a direct, linear, or automatic manner. Instead, its
effects are mediated by household allocation strategies, local infrastructure, institutional
recognition, school practices, housing regimes, and ethnicized local hierarchies. The same
remittance may therefore have different consequences depending on whether the household
already has adequate housing, whether the settlement has access to basic utilities, whether
children can reach a non-segregated school, and how school staff or local authorities interpret

mobility, poverty, and local social problems.

The chapter begins with the question of who the Roma are as subjects of research.
“Roma” should not be treated as a self-evident, homogeneous, or pre-given category, but as a
contested, administratively and socially constructed, politically charged classification whose
content and boundaries have changed over time (Brubaker, 2004; Kertzer & Arel, 2009; Surdu,
2016, 2019; Surdu & Kovats, 2015). In Romania, the 2011 census recorded 621,573 self-
declared Roma persons and the 2021 census 569,477, while organizations active in the field
and local authorities estimate the Roma population at approximately 1.5—2 million persons
(Institutul National de Statistica, 2011, 2023; Government of Romania, 2022). These
discrepancies should not be treated simply as measurement errors to be corrected. Rather, they
point to the situational character of ethnic identification, the political and administrative uses
of categories, and the methodological consequences of different enumeration practices. The
same category is also a policy object: Romania’s 2022-2027 strategy aligns with major EU
Roma policy priorities, but implementation continues to reproduce familiar weaknesses —
slow and bureaucratic procedures, poor coordination, insufficient funding, limited
implementation capacity, and insufficient Roma participation in monitoring and governance

structures (Government of Romania, 2022; Roma Civil Monitor, 2019, 2025).



These policy frameworks operate within a specific configuration of poverty, spatial
marginalization, infrastructural deprivation, and local institutional governance. In rural
multiethnic Romania, this configuration determines the options available to households and the
returns on different investments. Spatial marginalization is not simply about geographical
exclusion but a structured relationship between settlement location, available infrastructure,
property regimes, labor market access, local administrative responsibilities, and racialized
boundary-making. Rural areas present a different constellation of these factors than urban ones.
Rural Roma settlements may be located away from paved roads, utilities, public transport, and
central schools. Local institutions are thinner, social services are more personalized and
discretionary, and labor market opportunities depend on day labor, seasonal work, informal
exchange, local patrons, or migration. Almost three-quarters of Romanian citizens living in
poverty reside in rural areas (World Bank, 2018), and Roma communities are overrepresented
in the country’s marginalized rural territorial units (Tesliuc et al., 2016). If the resources for
Roma integration — such as social housing, school-integration programs, social and health
services, legal support, and employment access — are already scarce in urban settings, they

are even scarcer in rural ones.

The education of the Romanian Roma is embedded in this broader context of ethnic
discrimination, social exclusion, and residential segregation. The tension between an inclusive
formal policy framework and a well-embedded exclusionary practice is also present here.
Romanian Roma education is shaped not by any single cause but by the simultaneous operation
of poverty, spatial marginality, segregation, institutional practices, parental resources, peer
relations, and local school-community relations (Toma, 2011, 2021). Approximately 38
percent of Roma children are enrolled in preschool, compared to 80—86 percent of the general
population (Corman & Croitoru, 2023; FRA, 2016). Educational gaps have narrowed between
Roma and non-Roma at the primary school level, but not at the secondary and post-secondary
levels, and school segregation has increased: in 2024, 43% of Roma children aged 6-15

attended schools where all or most pupils were Roma, compared to 28% in 2016 (FRA, 2025).

School segregation is the most extensively documented mechanism of educational
disadvantage among the Roma in Romania, and simultaneously the domain in which the gap
between formal policy and institutional reality is most pronounced. In one of my earlier articles,
I showed that the implementation of desegregation policy in a rural Transylvanian multiethnic
locality produced a “mechanical” integration — formal mixing of school rolls without

attending to the socioeconomic conditions, teacher attitudes, and administrative arrangements



that determined how children actually experienced school (Toma, 2011). Segregation,
however, is not only the result of active prejudices; it can also be the result of a per-capita
school model, which allocates resources by enrolment and thereby creates incentives, in
localities with large Roma school-age populations, to retain Roma pupils in under-resourced

schools (Toma, 2023; Toma & Plainer, forthcoming).

Poverty remains the most consistently identified driver of high rates of early school
leaving among Roma in Romania. It operates through hidden school costs, the opportunity cost
of attendance for older children, care and agricultural labor, seasonal migration, and poor study
conditions in overcrowded, underheated homes lacking quiet space, light, and digital
connectivity (Gatti et al., 2016; Pop & Balea, 2016; Toma, 2011). Migration therefore does not
simply disrupt schooling. It disrupts schooling in a system that was already producing
exclusion for Roma children through multiple simultaneous mechanisms. It adds a further
layer: the absence of supervising parents and adults, more household and family responsibilities
imposed on older children, and reintegration difficulties when returning to an already under-
resourced and discriminatory system. For this reason, school mediation matters for the
argument of this thesis: migration-related resources and aspirations do not automatically
produce educational participation, but need to be supported by accessible institutions, stable
care arrangements, and local actors able to reduce administrative and social barriers (Toma &

Plainer, 2026).

Housing is the domain where the Roma’s disadvantages are most visible and spatially
fixed. However, it is also the site where migrant Roma households allocate the most
remittances. The Romanian Roma are among the most residentially disadvantaged populations
in the EU (FRA, 2018; Hojsik, 2023). The background report for Romania’s Urban Policy 2035
identifies Roma as disproportionately affected by the combined weight of long-term exclusion,
weak labor market position, and discrimination, and singles out informal settlements as marked
by insecurity, absent utilities, and health and safety risks (World Bank, 2020). The problem is
not only the quality of any individual house. It is the legal and infrastructural status of the
settlement — and behind that, the administrative decisions that produce it. Legal informality
exposes Roma households and families to eviction, and Romania’s post-socialist eviction
record documents at least 100,000 evicted individuals between 1990 and 2017, with the Roma
consistently overrepresented (Zamfir, 2022; Delibas, 2023). Social housing has become a
stigmatized last resort for those most excluded from the housing market (Vincze, 2024).

Municipalities produce these racialized outcomes without racial language: categories such as



“risky tenants,” “low human capital residents,” or “unauthorized construction” stand in for
“Roma” (Vincze & Zamfir, 2019). The core failure is one of local governance: municipalities
hold responsibility for allocation, settlement regularization, and infrastructure, but treat Roma

housing as a management problem rather than a rights question (Teodorescu, 2019).

In contrast to this situation, migration-funded remittance housing investments are the
household’s rational response to these exclusions. Like ethnic Romanian returnees, Roma
migrants channel migration income into home improvements and constructions, sometimes
conspicuously (Benarrosh-Orsoni, 2015, 2019). The remittance house may become a material
expression of the household’s economic advancement and a sign of a successful migration
cycle. It ties absent migrants to those who remain, strengthens the family’s symbolic position
in local competition for resources (Szabo, 2018), and can be converted, at least potentially, into
educational and social mobility (Piemontese et al., 2018). The construction process itself
reorganizes local relations, obliging majority neighbors to acknowledge the masonry skills
Roma men acquire abroad (Toma et al., 2018; Anghel, 2016). Nevertheless, improved housing,
ownership, and more central localization do not dissolve the stigma. Wealthy Roma who own
large houses in city centers still remain stigmatized (Cretan & Powell, 2018; Pontrandolfo,
2018). In these cases, the majority reads the “pride houses” of Romanian returnees as the just
reward of diligence, but reads the “Gypsy palaces” through an “aesthetics of ugliness”
concordant with the assumed immorality of owners imagined to have returned with money
“illegally gained” abroad. Moreover, spatial desegregation does not directly translate into
desegregation in social relations. Reduced physical distance between Roma and the local
majority does not reliably reduce social distance (Toma & Foszto, 2018b); “new neighbouring”
produces new patterns of ethnic relationships and, frequently, new tensions rather than
incorporation (Toma & Foszto, 2018a). The destination conditions that make origin investment
rational are themselves precarious, and in this light the origin village often remains a relative
point of stability. Investment in the origin house is, in part, a hedge against insecurity

elsewhere.

These housing strategies are embedded in the wider patterns of Roma international
migration. Participation in international migration has proven to be an effective strategy for
Romanian Roma households and families to compensate for the failed implementation of or
lack of social policies and domestic deprivations (Corman & Croitoru, 2023; Vlase & Voicu,
2014). Migration trajectories are closely shaped by the socioeconomic organisation of the

communities from which they emerge, and the structure of migration networks reflects the



economic position and livelihood strategies of particular Roma populations. Where Roma
households maintained livelihoods relatively independent of neighbouring majority
populations, migration networks were more likely to be organised around family relations;
where economic activities depended more strongly on interethnic exchanges with the local
majority, networks extended beyond kinship and crossed ethnic boundaries (Toma et al., 2018).
Abroad, however, migrant Roma often end up in the lowest, most insecure segments of the
informal economy (Tesar, 2015; Corman & Croitoru, 2023). At home, returnee statuses,
remittance flows, and visible material changes reshape local hierarchies and patterns of

interethnic interaction (Toma & Fosztd, 2018a; Anghel, 2016).

Although education and housing have most often been treated as separate dimensions
of Roma disadvantage, and are documented in the same policy frameworks, they are rarely
analyzed as intersecting domains that shape one another through household decisions, spatial
arrangements, and intergenerational trajectories. For families in migration-rich communities of
rural Transylvania, decisions about where to build, how much to invest in the family dwelling,
and how to allocate remittance income are not only housing decisions. They are simultaneously
decisions about children’s schooling contexts, the household’s position in local ethnic
hierarchies, its legibility to formal institutions, and the futures parents imagine for their
children. The literature converges on a consistent finding: remittance income in Roma migrant
households is allocated primarily toward housing improvement and construction in the country
of origin, with educational investment receiving a secondary share. Housing improvement
produces an immediately visible and durable asset that does not depend on institutional
cooperation to materialize. In contrast, educational investment depends entirely on institutional
infrastructure outside the household’s control: the quality of the local school, teacher attitudes,
the administrative treatment of absences, and ultimately the labor market returns to credentials.
For Roma households, each of these institutional dependencies carries a discriminatory risk
that housing investment does not, which is precisely why the two domains must be analyzed

together rather than as parallel lists of disadvantage.

T