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1: Possible relevance of the policy/measure to Romania

In order to assess the relevance of the Italian Law 285/97 for Romanian con-

text is important to compare on the one hand the two general social policy

contexts in Italy and Romania and, on the other hand the specific contexts of

the target groups of the law (children, adolescents, women and families at risk).

Many aspects of the Italian social policy model described in the Discussion Paper

are similar with the Romanian ones:

• crisis-based policy (ad-hocracy)

• lack of coherence

• lack of effectiveness

• no long-term vision

• top-down approach

• budgetary constrains, etc

These common characteristics make Romanian model to be overall very closed

to the so-called south European or latin model of welfare (Leibfried, 1992).

One of the most significant, aspect of the south-European countries present

also in the Discussion Paper is the very law impact of the transfers upon the

poverty level (transfers reduce poverty only with 3% for Italy and with 4-5 %

for Spain, Portugal or Greece while for E15 average reduction of poverty through

transfers is 8%!) In this respect Romanian case is similar.

In terms of specific target groups as Italy (1.1), Romania has a very law Total

Fertility Rate (1.2) and a decreasing population children and youth becoming a

very precious capital for the future.

There are forms of exclusion in Romania similar with those of Italy but

probably more severe in terms of consequences (poverty, child abandonment,

children and youth living in foster families, in institutions, difficult access to

services in rural areas, etc)

In terms of legislation important steps have been made also in Romania (espe-

cially since 2000) regarding poverty alleviation and social inclusion measures.

The most important changes are described in Annex 1.
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Besides common features there are important differences between Romania

and Italy in terms of social policy systems:

• Due to the communist model of “social equality” the position of women in

society is “better” in Romania in terms of labour market participation (48%

of the employees are women) and access to education (more than 53% of

the students are females). That makes women important for social policy

only as mothers (eventually single mothers) and not as females.

•  Romania is more homogeneous geographically (no huge Nort-South differ-

ences as in Italy), and more divided/fragmented having 41 counties plus

Bucharest instead of big regions and cities with special statuses. Subsidiarity,

[(considered for Italy “strong” at point b and “week” at point f ! (pag 2-3

in the Discussion Paper)] is, for sure, more week in Romania despite the

last decentralization processes.

• Social inequality (Gini coefficient) is higher in Romania and poverty is deeper

despite the positive aspects of some policy measures such as Minimum

Income Guaranteed Low (see the Annex) and National Antipoverty and Social

Inclusion Strategy.

• Romania is facing some specific forms of exclusion such as those of a part

of Roma/Gypsy ethnic minority. The social exclusion of the Roma popula-

tion’s specificity resides in the very existence of certain exclusion sources

that do not exist as an underlying trend in the Romanian society. Whelan

B.J. and Whelan C.T. (1995) argue that people’s segregation occur in the

labour market primarily, as a “causal, pre-disposing factor” for social ex-

clusion as it triggers a chain reaction of exclusion. What can be noted about

the Roma population in Romania is that there is no single factor generating

exclusion but several of them. If we analyse their nature we notice that,

with the exception of their presence on the labour market – that could well

be determined by certain conditions present in the local community or nation-

wide – the causal factors have a determination that is preponderantly indi-

vidual and, to a certain extent cultural (“communautaire” in the sense of a

cultural “acqui”) hence, self-exclusion to a certain degree (some worrying

statistics in Annex2) Thus, it can be noticed what huge proportions such

primary, fundamental exclusion forms take. In practical terms, to speak of

poverty/reduced standard of living for people who, officially, do not even

exist (because they have no ID papers as such) is pointless; they are com-

pletely excluded from the rights invested upon all individuals by the quality

of being a citizen: social assistance, social insurance, the right to political

participation, employment in a legally occupied job position etc.
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2: Potential transferability of the policy/measure

Starting from above-mentioned similarities some of the potentially transferable

measures would be:

• Italian experience regarding policy support for teen-agers and young adults

living in foster families or in institution before and immediately after the

age of 18. Despite some good but isolated local projects, Romania has not

a structured form of support for former institutionalized/abandoned chil-

dren after the age of 17. They live institutions or foster families at 18 and

usually do not get a permanent and institutionalized support.(In that re-

spect the second case –study,  “Pollicino” Centre, could be interesting).

• The local initiatives in small communities are also interesting for Romania,

90% of the 3000 Romanian city halls and about 45% of the population

being rural. In rural areas initiatives as “Mowgly” could be a good example

but adapted to the Romanian context and to the Romanian financing avail-

abilities.

• The experience regarding monitoring and evaluation of the local projects is

useful for Romania; (of course, that of the 40% of the local authority that

fulfilled the tasks)

What cannot be replicated in Romania is the level of costs and the level of human

resources involved even considering the proportion between Romania and Italy

in terms of population and GDP.

3: Important questions about the policy/measure that are being raised and

debated in the peer country.

There are many questions regarding social policy debated in Romania. Some of

them could be mentioned as related to the social inclusion of children, youth

and families.

• One important issue is related to social indicators.

– How do we asses social needs, establish priorities based on evidences

and better target our policies?

– Why do we use national or county average indicators instead of local

indicators when there are pockets of poverty and exclusion even inside

localities?
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– How do we use common/national social indicators  and local indicators

for strategic planning

– How do we monitor and evaluate projects/programs using indicators not

“impressions” or qualitative “evaluations” made by implementing authori-

ties.

• Quality assurance for social services:

– How it is measured, who is establishing criteria, who is in charge with

controlling it?

• Human resources.

– Who is entitled to implement social projects? When there are no special-

ists/professionals (social workers, sociologists, psychologists, etc) at local

level who is going to implement social projects and at what risks?

– Why social workers do not prefer to employ in the public sector instead

of NGOs?

• Another issue is “sustainability”.

– Are our projects sustainable on long term?

– How do we include sustainability as an important criterion for getting

the financial support?

• Access to services in small/rural/isolated local communities

• Vertical subsidiarity; Due to the inherited centralized system, which func-

tions should perform national, county and local level public institutions both

in terms of financing and implementing social policies?

• How do we adapt foreign experience (especially the EU experience) to the

national context (culture, living standards, resources available, etc)

• How do we address specific issues as Roma/gypsy social problems?
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