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Roma Settlements in Medimurje:
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Romska naselja v Medimurju:

definicija, prostorni razvoj, obiljezja

Roma settlement is a term that is often used in the
public media space and in academic works dealing with
the issue of the Roma national minority. Despite the
frequency of use, this term is not clearly defined. Using
the example of twelve localities inhabited by the Roma
population in Medimurje County, the paper points out
the basic features of spatial development, morphological
and functional elements of ‘Roma settlements.” Sponta-
neous origin, spatial segregation, intense spatial expan-
sion mainly via illegal construction on usurped land,
irregular structure, non-compliance with building and
spatial norms, intensive infrastructural development in
recent times and a deficit of basic settlement functions
other than housing, are the basic characteristics of Roma
settlements in Medimurje. The aforementioned charac-
teristics refer to the very definition of a Roma settlement
as a location of gathered housing units of a homogene-
ous Roma ethnic structure, spatially separated from the
settlement, i.e. parts of the settlement with the majority
population to which they administratively belong, with
specific spatial development, morphological and func-
tional characteristics significantly different from the
characteristics of the surrounding settlements with the
majority population.

Key words: Roma settlements, cultural landscape,
settlement morphology, spatial development, Roma,
Medimurje

Romsko naselje pojam je koji se ucestalo rabi u
javnom medijskom prostoru i u akademskim rado-
vima koji se bave pitanjem romske nacionalne ma-
njine. Navedeni pojam unatoc ucestalosti koristenja
nije jednozna¢no definiran. Na primjeru dvanaest
lokaliteta naseljenih romskim stanovnistvom u Me-
dimurskoj Zupaniji rad upucuje na osnovna obiljez-
ja prostornoga razvoja, morfologkih i funkcionalnih
elemenata ,romskih naselja”. Stihijski postanak,
prostorna segregiranost, intenzivno prostorno Sire-
nje uglavnom nelegalnom gradnjom na uzurpira-
nom zemlji$tu, nepravilna struktura, nepostivanje
gradevinskih i prostornih normi, intenzivan infra-
strukturni razvoj u novije vrijeme i deficit osnovnih
funkcija naselja osim stambene osnovna su obiljeZja
romskih naselja u Medimurju. Navedena obiljeZja
upucuju na samu definiciju romskoga naselja kao
lokaciju okupljenih stambenih jedinica homoge-
ne romske etnicke strukture prostorno odvojenu
od naselja, odnosno dijelova naselja s veéinskim
stanovni$tvom kojemu administrativno pripadaju,
specifiéna prostornoga razvoja, morfoloskih i funk-
cionalnih obiljezja znatno razli¢itih od obiljezja
okolnih naselja s ve¢inskim stanovni$tvom.

Kljuéne rije¢i: romska naselja, kulturni pejzaz,
morfologija naselja, prostorni razvoj, Romi,
Medimurje

Review paper
Pregledni rad



HRVATSKI
GEOGRAFSKI
GLASNIK
86/2,69-96 (2024.)

Infroduction

In the national media landscape of Croatia, espe-
cially the regional media landscape of Medimurje
County, when it comes to the population of the Roma
population, the term ‘Roma settlement’ is often used.
For example, Beti (2021a, 2021b), Sarcevi¢ (2020) or
Mahmutovi¢ (2019) use the mentioned term in the ti-
tles of their articles. In addition to the media, the term
‘Roma settlement’ is also used in official documents of
individual local and regional self-government units,
such as Podturen Municipality (2010) or Medimur-
je County (2018a; 2018b). The aforementioned term
is common in some academic articles dealing with
the Roma national minority, both in Croatia (Slezak,
2010; 2022; Kr¢ar and Laklija, 2018; Racz, 2022), and
in countries in the immediate vicinity (Radovi¢, 2007;

Zupandic 2007; 2014; 2015; Davini¢, 2016; Tos, 2020).

Despite the frequency and widespread use of the
term, there is a need to define it unambiguously. The
current situation, in which the term is not specifically
and unambiguously defined, opens the way to various
understandings, subjective perception and potentially
incorrect conclusions related to the Roma population
both in Medimurje County and in the wider area of the
Republic of Croatia. The need to clearly define the term
was also recognized by Zupanéi¢ (2007), who studied
the characteristics of the Roma population in neigh-
boring Slovenia.

From a cultural and geographical perspective, Roma
settlements represent part of the ethnically-defined
cultural landscape of Medimurje County. This paper,
combining the approach of ‘traditional’ and ‘new’ cul-
tural geography, tries to reveal part of the objective
characteristics of Roma settlements as a Roma cultural
landscape, but also to point out the meaning of said
cultural landscape of Roma settlements and interpret
its elements. The prior approach is confirmed by Yatsko
indicating that “while the more traditional perspectives
of the cultural landscape have contributed knowledge
about the details of human features in areas, the con-
temporary perspectives have furthered that knowledge
by investigating the meanings of these features.” (Yat-
sko, 1997, 11).

In accordance with changes in cultural geography,
the focus of researchers is on local diversity as a spatial
category. In this sense, Sakaja points out that “the post-
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Uvod

U nacionalnom medijskom prostoru Hrvatske,
pogotovo regionalnom medijskom prostoru Me-
dimurske Zupanije, kad je rije¢ o naseljenosti rom-
skoga stanovnistva, Cesto se koristi pojam ,romsko
naselje”. Primjerice, Beti (2021a, 2021b), Sarevi¢
(2020) ili Mahmutovi¢ (2019) ve¢ u naslovima svo-
jih ¢lanaka upotrebljavaju spomenuti pojam. Osim u
medijskom prostoru, pojam ,romsko naselje” koristi
se 1 u sluzbenim dokumentima pojedinih jedini-
ca lokalne i regionalne samouprave, poput Opéine
Podturen (2010) ili Medimurske Zupanije (2018a;
2018b). Navedeni pojam Cest je i u dijelu akadem-
skih ¢lanaka koji se bave romskom nacionalnom
manjinom, kako u Hrvatskoj (Slezak, 2010; 2022;
Krcar i Laklija, 2018; Racz, 2022) tako i u zemljama
u blizem okruzenju (Radovi¢, 2007; Zupancic 2007,
2014; 2015; Davinié, 2016; Tos, 2020).

Unato¢ ucestalosti i rasprostranjenosti kori-
Stenja navedenoga pojma postoji potreba da se on
jednoznalno definira. Trenutna situacija u kojoj na-
vedeni pojam nije konkretno i jednozna¢no defini-
ran otvara put razli¢itim shvacanjima, subjektivnoj
percepciji i moguéim krivim zakljuécima vezanima
uz naseljenost romskog stanovnistva kako u Medi-
murskoj Zupaniji tako i na §irem prostoru Republike
Hrvatske. Navedenu potrebu prepoznao je i Zupan-
¢i¢ (2007) proucavajuéi obiljezja naseljenosti rom-
skoga stanovnistva u susjednoj Sloveniji.

Iz kulturnogeografske perspektive romska nase-
lja predstavljaju dio etnicki definirana kulturnoga
pejzaza Medimurske zupanije. Ovaj rad kombini-
rajudi pristup ,tradicionalne” i ,,nove” kulturne ge-
ografije pokusava otkriti dio objektivnih obiljezja
romskih naselja kao romskoga kulturnog pejzaza,
ali i uputiti na znacenje navedenoga kulturnog pej-
zaza romskih naselja i interpretirati njegove ele-
mente. Navedeni pristup potvrduje Yatsko: ,dok su
viSe tradicionalne perspektive kulturnoga pejzaza
pridonijele znanju o detaljima ljudskih tvorevina u
prostoru, suvremene perspektive unaprijedile su to
znanje istrazujuéi znacenje tih tvorevina” (Yatsko,

1997, 11).

U skladu s promjenama u kulturnoj geografiji,
fokus istrazivaca usmjeren je na lokalne razli¢itosti
kao prostorne kategorije. U tom smislu Sakaja upo-



modern critique of comprehensive theories results in
the preference in scientific practice of local particularis-
tic studies that emphasize details, differences, fragmen-
tation, heterogeneity, chaos” (Sakaja, 2008, 288). The
research of the Roma ethnic cultural landscape, in this
case the Roma settlements in Medimurje County, is in
accordance with the fact that “social groups and social
interactions are coming to the focus of the ‘new’ cultur-
al geography” (Sakaja, 1998, 474). The specific ethnic,
cultural, and spatial footprint in the form of Roma set-
tlements in the wider area of Medimurje County is the
basic research object of this paper. According to Sakaja
(1999), the issue of ethnicity in the sense of multicul-
turalism is in accordance with postmodern theory and,
as such, represents an interest of cultural-geographical
research. In this case, the term culture should be un-
derstood as “a system of symbols and meanings, an in-
tersubjective reality that arises and is modified during
social interaction. . .” (Sakaja, 1999, 72). The concept
of culture understood in this way indicates the pecu-
liarities and differences present in the researched area.
Culture itself serves to distinguish one’s own environ-
ment, individuals, and social institutions from those of
others (Sakaja, 1999). In this sense, Mitchell points out
how “the idea of culture demands localization; it de-
mands that distinctions be clearly demarcated” (Mitch-
ell, 1995, 112). The aforementioned differences serve as
elements of distinguishing the space occupied by a cer-
tain social (in this case ethnic) group with its own cul-
tural spatial footprint. In this sense, it is, in accordance
with ‘traditional’ cultural geography, the separation of
separate spaces based on the diversity of cultural char-
acteristics. On the other hand, “contemporary cultural
geography, however, emphasizes social delimitation,
that is, separating cultural differences in a space where
several different cultures intertwine. Understanding
space as a place of coexistence with others results in the
evaluation of existing cultural differences in terms of
determining social boundaries” (Slezak, 2019, 12).

There is a strong ethnic border between the Roma
community in Medimurje County and the majority
population, which is one of the causes of the margin-
ality of the investigated ethnic group. Research and
discovery of cultural peculiarities that are part of the
cultural landscape of the Roma national minority in
Medimurje County, confirms a strong ethnic border
that has its own social and spatial influence. The spa-
tial influence of a strong ethnic border is manifested

zorava na to da ,postmoderna kritika sveobuhvatnih
teorija rezultira preferiranjem u znanstvenoj praksi
lokalnih partikularistickih studija koje naglasavaju
detalje, razlike, fragmentarnost, heterogenost, kaos”
(Sakaja, 2008, 288). Istrazivanje romskoga etnickog
kulturnog pejzaza, u ovom slucaju romskih naselja u
Medimurskoj Zupaniji, u skladu je s ¢injenicom da
»u Zariste ,nove” kulturne geografije dolaze socijalne
skupine i socijalne interakcije” (Sakaja, 1998, 474).
Specifican etnicki kulturni prostorni otisak u vidu
romskih naselja u $irem prostoru Medimurske Zupa-
nije osnovni je objekt istrazivanja ovog rada. Pitanje
etni¢nosti u smislu multikulturalnosti prostora prema
Sakaji (1999) u skladu je s postavkama postmoderne
teorije i kao takvo predstavlja jedan od interesa kul-
turnogeografskih istrazivanja. Pojam kulture potreb-
no je u ovom slu¢aju razumijevati kao ,sustav sim-
bola i znacenja, intersubjektivnu realnost koja nastaje
i modificira se tijekom socijalne interakcije” (Sakaja,
1999, 72). Tako shvaéen pojam kulture upucuje na
posebnosti i razli¢itosti prisutne u istrazivanom pro-
storu. Sama kultura pritom sluzi razlikovanju vlastite
sredine, pojedinaca, drustvenih institucija od tudih
(Sakaja, 1999). Mitchell u tom smislu istice: ,ideja
kulture zahtijeva lokalizaciju, ona zahtijeva da se ra-
zlike jasno razgranic¢e” (Mitchell, 1995, 112). Nave-
dene razlicitosti sluze kao elementi razlikovanja pro-
stora koji zauzima odredena socijalna, u ovom slucaju
etnicka skupina s vlastitim kulturnim prostornim oti-
skom. U tom smislu rije¢ je, sukladno ,tradicionalnoj”
kulturnoj geografiji, o izdvajanju zasebnih prostora
temeljenih na razli¢itosti kulturnih obiljezja. S dru-
ge strane, ,suvremena kulturna geografija, medutim,
naglasak stavlja na drustveno omedivanje, odnosno
izdvajanje kulturnih razlicitosti u prostoru u kojem
se isprepli¢e viSe razli¢itih kultura. Razumijevanje
prostora kao mjesta koegzistencije, suzivota s Drugi-
ma za posljedicu ima vrednovanje postojec¢ih kultur-
nih razlika u smislu odredivanja drustvenih granica”

(Slezak, 2019, 12).

Izmedu romske zajednice u Medimurskoj Zu-
paniji i vedinskoga stanovni§tva postoji jaka et-
nicka granica koja je jedan od uzroka marginal-
nosti istrazivane etnicke skupine. Istrazivanjem i
otkrivanjem kulturnih posebnosti, odnosno dijela
kulturnoga pejzaza romske nacionalne manjine
u Medimurskoj Zupaniji potvrduje se jaka et-
nicka granica koja ima svoj drustveni i prostorni
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in the existence of a distinct spatial segregation of the
Roma national minority in the researched area (Slezak,
2009; 2023). The previous author brings elements of the
social influence of the aforementioned ethnic border,
investigating the connection between the perception of
the Roma ethnic space and their social exclusion, indi-
cating that Roma settlements are often perceived as a
threat by the majority population (Slezak, 2021). This is
stated in accordance with the fact that “the perception
of minority cultures as being beyond the boundaries of
‘society’is associated not only with the characterizations
of the group but also with images of particular places,
the landscapes of exclusion which express the marginal
status of the outsider group” (Sibley, 1992, 107), mean-
ing that “the labelling of places as threatening confirms
the otherness of the minorities with whom the places
are associated” (Sibley, 1992, 112).

The importance of researching the cultural land-
scape of Roma settlements is a consequence of the fact
that “cultural groups socially construct the landscape
as a reflection of themselves” (Evans et. al, 2001, 53).
Roma settlements therefore represent a space occupied
by members of the Roma national minority that devel-
oped and changed “on the basis of a different meaning
and valuation of the space depending on the social and
cultural peculiarities of the members of a certain group”

(Slezak, 2019, 13)

In order to understand and clearly define the term
‘Roma settlement,’ it is necessary to investigate and
shed some light on the spatial structures and process-
es that influenced their development and transforma-
tion, because “the explanation of the landscape requires
the analysis of all the processes that led to its creation,
as well as all processes that change the existing state”

(Vresk, 1987, 20).

'The aim of this work stems from the aforementioned
need to define the term ‘Roma settlement,’i.e. to deter-
mine what the term ‘Roma settlement’ represents using
the presentation of the basic common characteristics of
localities inhabited by the Roma population. Using the
example of ‘Roma settlements’ in Medimurje County,
this paper provides an overview of their origin, spatial
development and basic morphological characteristics,
which are important for the understanding of the term
itself. At the same time, by getting to know the basic
characteristics of Roma settlements, this paper reveals
the peculiarities of the Roma cultural landscape as an
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utjecaj. Prostorni utjecaj snazne etnicke granice
ocituje se u postojanju izrazite prostorne segre-
gacije romske nacionalne manjine u istraZivanom
prostoru (Slezak, 2009; 2023). Isti autor donosi i
elemente drustvenoga utjecaja navedene etnicke
granice istrazujudi povezanost percepcije romsko-
ga etnickog prostora i njihove socijalne iskljuce-
nosti upuéujuéi na to da romska naselja kod ve-
¢inskoga stanovniStva izazivaju osjecaj prijetnje
(Slezak, 2021). Navedeno je uskladu s ¢injenicom
da je ,percepcija manjinskih kultura izvan grani-
ca drustva povezana ne samo s karakterizacijom
grupe veé i sa slikama pojedinih mjesta, krajoli-
ka iskljucenosti koje izrazavaju marginalni status
iskljucene skupine” (Sibley, 1992, 107), odnosno
da ,oznacavanje mjesta kao prijete¢ega potvrduje
Drugost manjina s kojima su ta mjesta povezana”

(Sibley, 1992,112).

Vaznost istrazivanja kulturnoga pejzaza romskih
naselja posljedica je ¢injenice da ,kulturne skupi-
ne drustveno konstruiraju pejzaz kao odraz sebe”
(Evans i dr., 2001, 53). Romska naselja stoga pred-
stavljaju prostor koji zauzimaju pripadnici romske
nacionalne manjine koji se razvijao i mijenjao ,na
temelju drugacijeg znacenja i vrednovanja prostora
ovisno o drustvenim i kulturnim posebnostima pri-

padnika odredene grupe” (Slezak, 2019, 13).

Kako bi se razumio i jasno definirao pojam
,2romsko naselje”, potrebno je detaljnije istraziti
i rasvijetliti prostorne strukture i procese koji su
utjecali na njihov razvoj i transformaciju jer ,,objas-
njenje krajolika ili pejzaza zahtijeva analizu svih
procesa koji su doveli do njegovog nastanka, kao i
svih procesa koji mijenjaju postojece stanje” (Vresk,

1987, 20).

Iz navedene potrebe definiranja pojma ,romsko
naselje” proistjece cilj ovoga rada, a to je utvrditi
§to pojam ,romsko naselje” predstavlja prikazom
osnovnih zajednickih obiljezja lokaliteta naseljenih
romskim stanovni§tvom. Na primjeru ,romskih
naselja” u Medimurskoj Zupaniji ovaj rad dono-
si pregled njihova nastanka, prostornoga razvoja i
osnovnih morfoloskih obiljezja vaznih za shvacanje
i razumijevanje samoga pojma. Istovremeno, upo-
znavanjem osnovnih obiljeZja romskih naselja ovaj
rad otkriva posebnosti romskoga kulturnog pejzaza
kao vazna prostornoga elementa sveukupne drus-



important spatial element of the overall social margin-
alization of the Roma community in Medimurje County.

What is a ‘Roma settlement'?

The need to clearly define what a Roma settlement
is, apart from the reasons mentioned in the introduc-
tion, also stems from the inconsistency of its use in
official documents of regional self-government units.
In this sense, it is interesting to note that the same
type of documents, specifically the detailed plans for
the arrangement of two administratively independ-
ent settlements inhabited exclusively by Roma (Parag
and Pigkorovec) use the possessive adjective ‘Roma’
in the case of Piskorovec (Medimurska Zupanija
2018a), and in the case of Parag, the aforementioned
possessive adjective is not in use, only the ‘village of
Parag’ is mentioned (Medimurje County, 2020). So,
in the case of two settlements with almost identical
characteristics, the same administrative body in one
case uses the term ‘Roma settlement’in its documen-
tation, while in the other case it does not.

The very term ‘settlement’ indicates that the
center is a location where several housing units with
a large number of inhabitants live. The number of
inhabitants and/or the number of housing units is
not crucial when defining or recognizing a ‘Roma
settlement.” Some other characteristics that define
a ‘Roma settlement’ are more important than the
quantitative indicators themselves. However, for
the purposes of recognizing and distinguishing in-
dividual housing units that meet the other criteria
listed here, Slezak (2019) in his work suggests set-
ting the minimum limit at 20 inhabitants in no less
than 3 housing units.

When it comes to Roma settlements in Medimur-
je County and their perception from the perspective
of both the majority and the Roma population, the
issue of administrative status has no importance.
Out of the twelve ‘Roma settlements,” only two set-
tlements have had administrative independence for
the last fifteen years: Parag and Piskorovec, the first
and third Roma settlements in Medimurje County by
number of inhabitants. All other ‘Roma settlements’
administratively belong to settlements where the ma-
jority population lives (Tab 1). Taking into account
the demographic peculiarities of the Roma popula-

tvene marginalizacije romske zajednice u Medi-
murskoj Zupaniji.

$to je ,romsko naselje”?

Potreba jasnoga definiranja §to romsko nase-
lje jest, osim iz razloga navedenih u uvodu, pro-
istjeCe 1 iz nekonzistentnosti njegove uporabe u
sluzbenim dokumentima jedinica regionalne sa-
mouprave. Zanimljivo je u tom smislu opazanje
da ista vrsta dokumenata, konkretno detaljni pla-
novi uredenja dvaju administrativno samostalnih
naselja u kojima obitavaju isklju¢ivo Romi, Para-
ga i Piskorovca, u slu¢aju Piskorovca donose po-
svojni pridjev ,romskog” (Medimurska Zupanija,
2018a), a u sluc¢aju Paraga navedenoga posvojnog
pridjeva nema, ve¢ se govori samo o ,naselju Pa-
rag” (Medimurska Zupanija, 2020). Dakle, u slu-
¢aju dvaju naselja gotovo identi¢nih obiljezja isto
upravno tijelo u jednom slucaju u svojoj doku-
mentaciji rabi pojam ,romsko naselje”, dok ga u
drugom slucaju ne rabi.

Sam pojam ,naselje” upuéuje na to da je posri-
jedi lokacija na kojoj je okupljeno vise stambenih
jedinica u kojima Zivi veéi broj stanovnika. Broj
stanovnika i/ili broj stambenih jedinica pri defi-
niranju odnosno prepoznavanju ,romskog nase-
lja” nema presudnu vaznost. Od samih kvantita-
tivnih pokazatelja vaznija su neka druga obiljezja
koja definiraju ,,romsko naselje”. Ipak, za potrebe
prepoznavanja i razlikovanja pojedina¢nih stam-
benih jedinica koje zadovoljavaju ostale ovdje
navedene kriterije Slezak (2019) u svojem radu
predlaze odrediti donju granicu na 20 stanovnika

u minimalno 3 stambene jedinice.

Kad je rije¢ o romskim naseljima u Medimur-
skoj Zupaniji i njihovoj percepciji iz perspektive
kako vecéinskoga tako i romskoga stanovnistva,
pitanje administrativnoga statusa nema nikakvu
vaznost. Od dvanaest ,romskih naselja” admini-
strativnu samostalnost unazad petnaestak godi-
na imaju samo dva naselja: Parag i Piskorovec,
brojem stanovnika prvo i tre¢e romsko naselje u
Medimurskoj Zupaniji. Sva ostala ,romska nase-
lja” administrativno pripadaju naseljima u kojima
zivi vedinsko stanovnistvo (tab. 1). Uzimajuéi u
obzir demografske osobitosti romskoga stanov-
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Tab. 1 Roma settlements in Medimurje County, their administrative affiiation, and geographic coordinates

Roma settlement Administrative settlement | City / municipality Geographic coordinates

/ Romsko naselje / Administrativno naselje / Grad/ opéina / Geografske koordinate
Gorican Gori¢an Gori¢an 46023'20" N 16°40'30" E
Gornji Kursanec Gornji Kur$anec Nedelisce 46°19'27" N 16°21'45" E
Hlapi¢ina Hlapi¢ina Mursko Sredisée 46°31'34" N 16°23'30" E
Kotoriba Kotoriba Kotoriba 46021'03" N 16°48'17" E
Kursanec Kursanec Cakovec 46020'15" N 16°23'29" E
Kvitrovec Domasinec Domasinec 46025'26" N 16°35'41" E
Lon¢éarevo Podturen Podturen 46°28'00" N 16°31'39" E
Orehovica Orehovica Orehovica 46019'10" N 16°30'12" E
Parag Parag Nedelisée 46°22'43" N 16°18'34" E
Piskorovec Piskorovec Mala Subotica 46025'09" N 16°34'37" E
Pribislavec Pribislavec Pribislavec 46°23'05" N 16°29'00" E
Sitnice Mursko Sredisée Mursko Sredisée 46029'35" N 16°25'32" E

tion (Slezak, 2010; 2013; Slezak and Beli¢ 2019) and
the significant increase in the number of inhabitants
of Roma settlements, the administrative independ-
ence of some majority Roma settlements-primarily
due to the number of inhabitants of the largest-can
be expected in the foreseeable future.

Cipek (1990) in his work on the urbanization of
Roma settlements lists 15 locations inhabited by Roma
in the area of Medimurje in the second half of the 20
century. Some of the aforementioned locations never
developed into Roma settlements (Strukovec, Stiper),
Parag I and Parag II were merged into a single set-
tlement, and the Roma settlement in Donja Dubrava
no longer exists due to the relocation of all residents
outside the Drava floodplain due to regular flooding.

'The next key feature of Roma settlements is their
spatial segregation. All Roma settlements are spatially
separated from the Croatian parts of the settlement to
which they administratively belong. The settlements
of Parag and Piskorovec, which are now adminis-
tratively independent settlements, are also spatially
separated from the settlements to which they be-
longed administratively before independence. Spatial
segregation of the Roma population in Medimurje
County is visible based on the absolute position of
the settlements in space, but also based on a series of
quantitative indicators of spatial segregation, which
were elaborated in more detail by Slezak (2009; 2023)
(Fig. 1-12).
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nistva (Slezak, 2010; 2013; Slezak i Beli¢ 2019) i
znacajan porast broja stanovnika romskih naselja,
u doglednoj se buduénosti ofekuje administra-
tivno osamostaljenje jo§ nekih romskih naselja,
prvenstveno brojem stanovnika onih najvedih.

Cipek (1990) u svojem radu o urbanizaci-
ji romskih naselja navodi 15 lokacija naseljenih
romskim stanovnistvom na podruc¢ju Medimur-
ja u drugoj polovici 20. stolje¢a. Dio navedenih
lokacija nikad se nije razvio u romsko naselje
(Strukovec, Stiper), Parag I i Parag II spojeni su
u jedinstveno naselje, a romsko naselje u Donjoj
Dubravi vise ne postoji uslijed preseljenja svih
stanovnika izvan naplavnoga podruéja Drave
gdje se naselje nalazilo i bilo periodi¢ki plavljeno.

Sljede¢e kljuéno obiljezje romskih naselja
jest njihova prostorna segregiranost. Sva romska
naselja prostorno su odvojena od hrvatskih di-
jelova naselja kojima administrativno pripadaju.
Naselja Parag i Piskorovec, koja su odnedavno
administrativno samostalna naselja, takoder su
prostorno odvojena od naselja kojima su ad-
ministrativno pripadala prije osamostaljenja.
Prostorna segregacija romskoga stanovnistva u
Medimurskoj Zupaniji vidljiva je temeljem ap-
solutnoga polozaja naselja u prostoru, ali i teme-
ljem niza kvantitativnih pokazatelja prostorne
segregacije koju je detaljnije obradivao Slezak

(2009; 2023) (sl. 1-12).



Fig. 1 The Roma setflement
Kursanec and the setflement

Kursanec to whichit |

administratively belongs

SI. 1. Romsko naselie Kurianec
i naselie Kursanec kojemu

administrativno pripada [ /

Source: State Geodetic |

Administratfion, (2021)

lzvor: Drzavna geodetska
uprava, (2021)

Fig. 2 The Roma seftlement Gomniji
Kursanec and the setflement
Gornji Kuranec to which it
administratively belongs

SI. 2. Romsko naselie Gomniji
Kursanec i naselie Gornji
Kursanec kojemu administrativno
pripada

Source: State Geodetic

Adminisiration, (2021) &

lzvor: Drzavna geodetska  Hig
uprava, (2021) e
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Fig. 3 The Roma seftlement
HlapiCina and the setflement
Hlapicina to which it
administratively belongs

SI. 3. Romsko naselie Hlapicina
i naselie Hiapicina kojemu
administrativno pripada

Source: State Geodetic
Administrafion, (2021)

lzvor: Drzavna geodetska
uprava, (2021)

Fig. 4 The Roma setflement of
Kotoriba and the seftlement
of Kotoriba to which it
administrafively belongs

SI. 4. Romsko naselje Kotoriba
i naselje Kotoriba kojemu
administrativno pripada

Source: State Geodetic
Administration, (2021)

lzvor: Drzavna geodetska
uprava, (2021)



Fig. 5 The Roma setflement
Kvitrovec (Domasinec) and
the part of the settlement
Domasinec to which it
administratively belongs

SI. 5. Romsko naselje
Kvitrovec (Domasinec) i dio
naseljo Domasinec kojemu

administrativno pripada

Source: State Geodetic
Administratfion, (2021)

lzvor: Drzavna geodetska
uprava, (2021)

Fig. 6 The Roma settflement of
Loncarevo and the settlement
of Podturen to which it
administratively belongs

SI. 6. Romsko naselje Loncarevo
i naselje Podturen kojemu
administrativno pripada

Source: State Geodetic
Administration, (2021)

lzvor: DrZavna geodetska
uprava, (2021)
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Fig. 7 The Roma settlement of
Orehovica and the seftlement
of Orehovica to which it
administratively belongs

SI. 7. Romsko naselie Orehovica
i naselie Orehovica kojemu
administrativno pripada

Source: State Geodetic
Administrafion, (2021)

lzvor: Drzavna geodetska
uprava, (2021)

Fig. 8 The Roma setflement of
Pribislavec and the settlement
of Pribislavec to which it
administrafively belongs

SI. 8. Romsko naselje Pribislavec
i naselje Pribislavec kojemu
administrativno pripada

Source: State Geodetic
Administration, (2021)

lzvor: Drzavna geodetska
uprava, (2021)



Fig. 9 The Roma setflement
of Sitnice and the fown of
Mursko Sredisée, to which it
administratively belongs

SI. 9. Romsko naselie Sitnice i
grad Mursko Sredice kojemu
administrativno pripada

Source: State Geodetic
Administratfion, (2021)

lzvor: Drzavna geodetska
uprava, (2021)

Fig. 10 The Roma setflement

of Parag and the neighboring
sefflement of Tmovec to which
it administratively belonged until
recently

SI.10. Romsko naselie Parag i
susjedno naselie Trmovec kojemu
je donedavno administrativno
pripadalo

Source: State Geodetic
Administration, (2021)

lzvor: Drzavna geodetska
uprava, (2021)
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Fig. 11 The Roma settlement of
PiSkorovec and the neighboring
seftlement of Drzimurec, to
which it belonged until recently

SI. 11. Romsko naselie Piskorovec
i susjedno naselie Drzimurec
kojemu je donedavno
administrativno pripadalo

Source: State Geodetic
Administrafion, (2021)

lzvor: Drzavna geodetska
uprava, (2021)

Fig. 12 The Roma settlement
Gori¢an and the setflement
Gorican to which it
administrafively belongs

SI. 12. Romsko naselje Gorican
i naselie Gorican kojemu
administrativno pripada

Source: State Geodetic
Administration, (2021)

lzvor: Drzavna geodetska
uprava, (2021)



The next key feature of the ‘Roma settlement’ is
the homogeneous ethnic structure of the population,
in which all residents of the settlement are members
of the Roma national minority. The number of cases
where a member of the majority nation or some other
minority lives in a ‘Roma settlement’ is negligible—
we are talking about an extremely small number of
individuals who moved to ‘Roma settlements’ due to
marriage and mostly adopted the language and cul-
tural patterns of the Roma. Official census data at
the settlement level indicate a slightly higher share
of Croats in Roma settlements, but here we have the
emergence of ethnomimicry, i.e. the obfuscation of
minority national identity during the implementation
of the population census (Slezak, 2019).

The homogeneity of the ethnic structure, spatial
segregation and the clustering of housing units repre-
sent the basic distinguishing features of ‘Roma settle-
ments.” According to the characteristics mentioned so
far, it is possible to state the basic part of the definition
of the term ‘Roma settlement’: a ‘Roma settlement’
represents the location of gathered housing units of a
homogeneous Roma ethnic structure, spatially sepa-
rated from the settlement, or parts of the settlement
with the majority population to which they admin-
istratively belong. However, for a more detailed un-
derstanding and definition of the term ‘Roma settle-
ment, it is necessary to become acquainted with and
understand additional features such as the origin, spa-
tial development and morphological and functional
characteristics of Roma settlements, i.e. to learn the
features of the Roma cultural landscape, the process
of its creation and to interpret the meaning of certain
spatial norms of Roma settlements in more detail.

The origin and spatial development
of Roma settlements

'The Bajasi Roma of Medimurje settled in the area
of Medimurje in the second half of the 19 centu-
ry after the liberation, i.e. the abolition of slavery in
1855 (1856) in what was then Wallachia and Mol-
davia (Romania). Bunjac (2014) states that the first
Roma in the registry books in Medimurje were re-
corded in 1865, and that in 1866, a large number of
Roma born in Medimurje was recorded, of which 6
were in Kursanec, which is proof of the existence of

Naredno klju¢éno obiljezje ,romskoga nase-
lja” jest homogena etnicka struktura stanovnis-
tva u kojoj su svi stanovnici naselja pripadnici
romske nacionalne manjine. Broj slucajeva gdje
u ,romskom naselju” Zivi pripadnik vecinskoga
naroda ili neke druge manjine potpuno je zane-
mariv. Rije¢ je o izrazito malom broju pojedi-
naca koji su se zbog Zenidbenih veza preselili u
yromska naselja” i uglavnom preuzeli jezik i kul-
turne obrasce Roma. Sluzbeni popisni podatci
na razini naselja upucuju na nesto veéi udio Hr-
vata u romskim naseljima, no rije¢ je o pojavi
etnomimikrije, odnosno skrivanja manjinskoga
nacionalnog identiteta tijekom provedbe popisa
stanovnistva (Slezak, 2019).

Homogenost etnicke strukture, prostorna se-
gregacija i okupljenost stambenih jedinica pred-
stavljaju osnovna razlikovna obiljezja ,romskih
naselja”. Prema dosad navedenim obiljezjima
moguce je iznijeti osnovni dio definicije pojma
yromsko naselje”: romsko naselje predstavlja lo-
kaciju okupljenih stambenih jedinica homogene
romske etni¢ke strukture prostorno odvojenu
od naselja, odnosno dijelova naselja s veéin-
skim stanovnistvom kojemu administrativno
pripadaju. Ipak, za detaljnije razumijevanje i
definiranje pojma ,romsko naselje” potrebno je
upoznati i razumjeti dodatna obiljezja poput
nacina nastanka, prostornoga razvoja te morfo-
loskih i funkcionalnih obiljezZja romskih naselja,
odnosno detaljnije upoznati znacajke romskoga
kulturnog pejzaza, procesa njegova nastanka
i interpretirati znacenje odredenih prostornih
normi romskih naselja.

Nastanak i prostorni razvoj
romskih naselja

Medimurski Romi Bajasi naselili su se na pro-
stor Medimurja u drugoj polovici 19. stolje¢a na-
kon oslobodenja, odnosno ukidanja ropstva 1855.,
tj. 1856. godine u ondasnjoj Vlaskoj i Moldaviji,
danasnjoj Rumunjskoj. Bunjac (2014) navodi da
su prvi Romi u mati¢nim knjigama u Medimurju
zabiljezeni 1865., a da je 1866. zabiljezen veéi broj
rodenih Roma u Medimurju, od ¢ega ¢ak 6 u Kur-
$ancu, §to je dokaz o postojanju barem toliko obi-
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at least that many families in the area where they still
exist today in the second largest Roma settlement in
Medimurje County in terms of population. Bunjac
(2014) concluded, based on the research of birth reg-
isters in Medimurje parishes, that Roma, with some
exceptions, appeared in places where they are still
present today. It is obvious that after moving to the
area of Medimurje, the Roma settled where the loca-
tions of the Roma settlements are still located today.

Localities inhabited by Roma are the result of
“segregation and discrimination during the entire
history of the Roma on European soil” (Slezak, 2009,
78). Upon arriving in the area of Medimurje, the
Roma, due to non-acceptance, mostly settled outside
the settlements of the time. Over the years, these
settlement locations grew into larger settlements
administratively annexed to the nearest settlements
with the majority population. Although certain loca-
tions inhabited by Roma were resettled several times
in the 20™ century, either due to deforestation, agrar-
ian reforms or land donations with the aim of settling
other natural persons (Cipek, 1990; Taradi 1990),
they mostly remained within the primarily populated
administrative area.

Regarding the example of development of Roma
settlements in Slovenia, Zupanci¢ (2014) singles
out six stages of the development of the Roma
population. The first three phases, the nomadic and
semi-nomadic phase before permanent settlement,
the phase of permanent settlement and the phase of
the first structural changes in Roma settlements in
Medimurje County, have ended. Today, in the major-
ity of Roma settlements in Medimurje, the phase of
intensive infrastructural development and the phase
of establishing legality and rehabilitation are taking
place simultaneously. Using the method of remote
sensing, comparing satellite images of the same set-
tlements at different points in time over a period of
ten years, extremely large changes have been observed
in terms of the spatial expansion of built-up parts of
Roma settlements. Intensive construction and spa-
tial expansion are present in most of the investigated
Roma settlements. The Roma settlement of Kursan-
ec and the monitoring of its spatial development in
the 1968-2022 period can serve as a good illustrative
example (Fig. 13-16). The satellite images used were
taken from the website of the State Geodetic Ad-
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telji u prostoru gdje i danas postoji drugo po broju
stanovnika romsko naselje u Medimurskoj Zupani-
ji. Bunjac (2014) zakljucuje temeljem istrazivanja
mati¢nih knjiga rodenih u medimurskim Zupama
da su se Romi, uz poneke iznimke, pojavljivali u
mjestima gdje su i danas prisutni. O¢&ito je da su
Romi nakon doseljavanja u prostor Medimurja
poceli zivjeti u krugu naselja gdje se i danas nalaze
lokacije romskih naselja.

Lokaliteti naseljeni Romima posljedica su ,se-
gregacijskih i diskriminacijskih odnosa tijekom
Citave povijesti Roma na tlu Europe” (Slezak,
2009, 78). Dolaskom u prostor Medimurja Romi
se zbog neprihvacanja uglavnom naseljavaju izvan
tadasnjih naselja. Tijekom vremena navedene lo-
kacije naseljavanja prerastaju u veée naseobine
administrativno pripojene najblizim naseljima s
vecinskim stanovnistvom. Iako su pojedine loka-
cije naseljene Romima u 20. stoljecu visekratno
preseljavane, bilo zbog kréenja $uma, agrarnih re-
formi bilo darovanja zemljista s ciljem naseljavanja
drugih fizickih osoba (Cipek, 1990; Taradi 1990),
uglavnom su se zadrzavali unutar primarno nase-

ljena administrativnoga podrudja.

Na primjeru razvoja romskih naselja u Sloveniji
Zupandi¢ (2014) izdvaja Sest faza razvoja romske
naseljenosti. Prve su tri faze, nomadska i poluno-
madska faza prije stalnoga naseljavanja, faza stal-
noga naseljavanja i faza prvih strukturnih promje-
na u romskim naseljima kod Roma u Medimurskoj
Zupaniji zavrsile. Danas su u ve¢em broju medi-
murskih romskih naselja gotovo istovremeno pri-
sutne faza intenzivnoga infrastrukturnoga razvoja
i faza uspostavljanja legalnosti i sanacije. Meto-
dom daljinskoga istrazivanja usporedujuéi satelit-
ske snimke istih naselja u razli¢itim vremenskim
toCkama u periodu od desetak godina uocavaju se
izrazito velike promjene u smislu prostornoga Sire-
nja izgradenih dijelova romskih naselja. Intenzivna
izgradnja i prostorno $irenje prisutno je u vedini
istrazivanih romskih naselja. Kao dobar ilustrativni
primjer moze posluziti romsko naselje Kursanec i
pracenje njegova prostornoga razvoja u razdoblju
1968. — 2022. (sl. 13-16). Koristene satelitske
snimke preuzete su s portala Drzavne geodetske
uprave, odnosno rije¢ je o podlogama digitalnoga
katastra i snimkama aplikacije Google karte.



Fig. 13 The Roma setflement
Kurdanec in 1968

SI. 13. Romsko naselie Kursanec
1968. godine

Source: State Geodetic
Administration, (1968)

lzvor: Drzavna geodetska
uprava, (1968)

Fig. 14 The Roma setflement
Kurdanec in 2011

SI. 14. Romsko naselje Kursanec
2011. godine

Source: State Geodetic
Administration, (2011)

lzvor: Drzavna geodetska
uprava, (2011)

H. Slezak

Roma Settlements
in Medimurje:
definition, spatial
development,
characteristics

Romska naselja

u Medimurju:
definicija, prostorni
razvoj, obiljezja



HRVATSKI
GEOGRAFSKI
GLASNIK
86/2,69-96 (2024.)

ministration, i.e. they are digital cadastre bases and
recordings of the Google maps application.

Although the process of legalization of built
structures has begun in most Roma settlements,
the spatial expansion of settlements is still a conse-
quence of the continuation of illegal construction. A
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Fig. 15 The Roma setflement
Kurdanec in 2015

SI. 15. Romsko naselje Kursanec
2015. godine

Source: State Geodetic
Administration, (2015)

lzvor: Drzavna geodetska
uprava, (2015)

Tako je u veéini romskih naselja zapoceo proces
legalizacije izgradenih objekata, prostorno §ire-
nje naselja i dalje je posljedica nastavka nelegal-
ne gradnje. Romsko naselje Parag, koje od 2005.
godine ima status samostalnoga administrativnog
naselja, vrlo je ilustrativan primjer. Razdvajanjem

Fig. 16 TheRoma seftlement
Kursanec in 2024

SI. 12. Romsko naselie Gorican
i naselie Gorican kojemu
administrativno pripada
Source: Google maps, (2024)
lzvor: Google karte, (2024)



very illustrative example is the Roma settlement of
Parag, which has had the status of an independent
administrative settlement since 2005. By separating
the settlements of Trnovec and Parag, the borders of
the settlement of Parag were established within the
framework of the built-up area of the settlement at
that time. In the first amendments and additions to
the detailed development plan of the settlement of
Parag (Municipality of Nedelisc¢e, 2008), it is stated
that part of the facilities, through illegal construction,
“came within the zone intended for the embankment,
the route of which was already corrected once for the
same reason, and now another correction is expect-
ed, which should enable legalization of constructed
buildings”. Due to the continuation of illegal con-
struction outside the established boundaries of the
Parag settlement, in 2019 the Municipal Council of
the Municipality of Nedelis¢e passed the Decision
on II amendments to the Decision on determining
the boundaries of the settlement of Parag, where the
newly determined boundaries also included facilities
built outside the then administrative boundaries of
the settlement (Fig. 17).

Fig. 17 llegally built areas
(vellow) outside the detailed
plan for the development of the
sefflement and the borders of
the settlement of Parag

SI. 17. Bespravno izgradene
povrsine (zuto) izvan obuhvata
DPU-a i granica noselja Parag

Source: Municipality Nedelisce,
(2020)

lzvor; Opcina Nedelis¢e, (2020)

naselja Trnovec i Parag utvrdene su granice naselja
Parag u okvirima tada$njega izgradenog prosto-
ra naselja. U L. izmjenama i dopunama detaljnog
plana uredenja naselja Parag (Op¢ina Nedelisce,
2008) kazuje se da je dio objekata nelegalnom
gradnjom ,u$ao unutar pojasa predvidenog za na-
sip, Cija trasa je ve¢ jednom bila korigirana iz istog
razloga, a sada se olekuje jo$ jedna korekcija, koja
bi trebala omoguéiti legalizaciju izgradenih gra-
devina”. Zbog nastavka nelegalne gradnje izvan
utvrdenih granica naselja Parag Opéinsko je vijece
Op¢ine Nedelisée 2019. donijelo Odluku o II. iz-
mjeni i dopuni Odluke o utvrdivanju granica nase-
lja Parag gdje su novoutvrdene granice obuhvatile i
objekte izgradene izvan tada$njih administrativnih

granica naselja (sl. 17).

Osim Paraga, sli¢na je situacija u mnogim dru-
gim romskim naseljima gdje je u tijeku intenzivna
faza uspostavljanja legalnosti i sanacije romskoga
naselja. No unato¢ postupku legalizacije i inzisti-
ranju na postivanju normi vezanih uz stambenu
izgradnju bespravna gradnja i dalje je prisutna u
romskim naseljima (sl. 18).
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Apart from Parag, the situation is similar in many

other Roma settlements, where an intensive phase
of establishing the legality and rehabilitation of the
Roma settlement is underway. But despite the le-
galization process and the insistence on compliance
with norms related to housing construction, illegal
construction is still present within Roma settlements

(Fig. 18).

With certain development elements, individual
settlements have stepped into the last phase of struc-
tural and functional integration. The administrative
independence of Parag and Piskorovec and the es-
tablishment of separate local committees as local
management bodies for Roma settlements, such as
Sitnice within the Town of Mursko Sredis¢e, are in-
dicators of the beginning of the last phase of the de-
velopment of Roma settlements and their functional
integration into the existing settlement system in

Medimurje County.
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Fig. 18 Cadastral plot 3320/1 of
CD Pribislavec owned by the
Municipality of Pribislavec and a
number of illegally built buildings
of recent date

SI. 18. Katastarska Cestica 3320/1
KO Pribislavec u viasnistvu
Opcine Pribislavec i mnostvo
bespravno izgradenih objekata

noviega datuma
Source: State Geodetic
Administration, (2024)

lzvor: Drzavna geodetska
uprava, (2024)

Odredenim razvojnim elementima pojedina
naselja zakoradila su i u posljednju fazu strukturne
i funkcijske integracije. Administrativino osamo-
staljenje Paraga i Piskorovca i osnivanje zasebnih
mjesnih odbora kao tijela lokalnoga upravljanja
romskim naseljem, poput Sitnica u sklopu Grada
Mursko Sredisée, pokazatelji su pocetka posljednje
faze razvoja romskih naselja i njihove funkcijske
integracije u postoje¢i sustav naseljenosti u Medi-
murskoj Zupaniji.



Basic morphological and functional
characteristics of Roma settlements

Most of the existing Roma settlements in Medi-
murje County are of natural origin. After immigra-
tion, Roma settled outside or on the edges of existing
settlements, usurping the land on which they built
their housing. The land on which Roma settlements
were built is mostly owned by the Republic of Cro-
atia or regional or local self-government units. In a
smaller number of cases, a certain number of build-
ings in Roma settlements were built on privately
owned plots of land. A few years ago, through the
advanced phase of legalization, the plots on which
the buildings were built were assigned to the own-
ership of Roma owners of the built buildings, i.e.
their purchase at preferential prices was made pos-
sible. Due to demographic pressure and the need
for new housing, Roma residents were also given
ownership of new undeveloped plots on the out-
skirts of the settlement intended for new residential
construction.

A very long phase of exclusively illegal and im-
provised construction continued until the end of
the 20® century, when the first spatial planning
of Roma settlements began. In the example of the
largest settlements, older parts of the settlement
built without any spatial-planning norms and new-
er parts that indicate the beginning of the planned
spatial development of the settlement with respect
to certain norms can be clearly recognized. While
the peripheral, newer parts of the settlement reveal
a situation of regular partial subdivision and place-
ment of buildings along a predefined street corridor,
the older parts of the settlement, i.e. their core, re-
flect natural construction without any spatial-plan-
ning influence on the appearance of built buildings
and the space occupied by these buildings (Fig 16.
central unplanned core and planned parts on the
western and eastern edges).

When it comes to the older, central parts of the
settlement, it is important to note the high density
of built-up areas, mainly small buildings that share
a ‘courtyard’ with a number of other buildings (Fig.
19). Due to the impossibility of solving the spatial
disorganization in certain settlements, not even a
basic subdivision has been carried out in such parts

Osnovna morfoloska i funkcionalna obiljezja
romskih naselja

Veéina postojecih romskih naselja u Medimur-
skoj Zupaniji stihijskoga je postanka. Nakon dose-
ljavanja Romi su se naseljavali izvan ili na rubovima
postojecih naselja uzurpirajuéi zemljiste na kojem
su gradili svoje stambene objekte. Zemljiste na
kojem su izgradena romska naselja uglavnom su u
vlasni$tvu Republike Hrvatske ili jedinica regional-
ne, odnosno lokalne samouprave. U manjem broju
slu¢ajeva odreden broj objekata u romskim naselji-
ma izgraden je na tudim parcelama fizickih osoba.
Unazad nekoliko godina kroz uznapredovalu fazu
legalizacije parcele na kojima su objekti izgradeni
dodijeljene su u vlasni§tvo romskim posjednicima
izgradenih objekata, odnosno omoguéen je njihov
otkup po povlastenim cijenama. Zbog demograt-
skoga pritiska i potreba za novim stambenim pro-
storom romskim su stanovnicima u vlasni$tvo do-
djeljivane i nove neizgradene parcele na rubovima
naselja predvidenima za novu stambenu izgradnju.

Vrlo duga faza iskljuéivo nelegalne i stihijske
izgradnje zadrzala se sve do kraja 20. stoljeca
kad zapocinju prvi zahvati prostornoga uredenja
romskih naselja. Na primjeru najveéih naselja
zorno se prepoznaju stariji dijelovi naselja izgra-
deni bez ikakvih normi prostornoga planiranja
i noviji dijelovi koji upuéuju na pocetak plan-
skoga prostornog razvoja naselja uz postivanje
odredenih normi. Dok rubni noviji dijelovi na-
selja odaju situaciju pravilne Cesti¢ne parcelacije
i smjestaja objekata uz unaprijed definirani uli¢-
ni koridor, stariji dijelovi naselja, odnosno nji-
hove jezgre, odrazavaju stihijsku izgradnju bez
ikakva utjecaja prostornoga planiranja na izgled
izgradenih objekata i prostora koji ti objekti za-
uzimaju (sl. 16. — centralna neplanska jezgra i
planski izgradeni dijelovi na zapadnom i isto¢-
nom rubu).

Kad je rije¢ o starijim, sredi$njim dijelovima
naselja, vazno je uociti veliku gustoéu izgrade-
nosti uglavnom povr§inom malih objekata koji
jedno ,dvoriste” dijele s nizom drugih objekata
(sl. 19). Zbog nemogucénosti kvalitetna rjesavanja
prostorne neuredenosti u odredenim naseljima

nije jos provcdcna ni osnovna Cesticna parcclacija
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Fig. 19 The central part of the
Roma settlement KurSanec

SI. 19. Sredidnji dio romskoga
naselja Kursanec

Photo: author's photo, (2010)
Foto: autorska fotografija, (2010)

of the settlement. Thus, in some cases, there are
cadastral parcels with a very large number of resi-
dential buildings on them (Fig. 20). In some cases,
a partial subdivision was carried out that reflects

the situation (Fig. 21). In such situations, certain
issues arise, such as the fact that a large number of

u takvim dijelovima naselja. Tako u nekim sluca-
jevima postoje katastarske Cestice s vrlo velikim
brojem stambenih objekata (sl. 20). U nekim je
slu¢ajevima Cesti¢na parcelacija provedena tako
da odrazava zateCeno stanje (sl. 21). U takvim
situacijama javljaju se odredene nelogi¢nosti po-
put Cinjenice da velik broj katastarskih Cestica sa

cadastral parcels with residential buildings do not
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Fig. 21 Provedena Cesticna
parcelacija srediSnjega dijela
romskoga naselja Parag s
oznacenim kuénim brojevima

SI. 21. Romsko naselie Sitnice i
grad Mursko Sredice kojemu
administrativno pripada

Source: State Geodetic |
Administration, (2024)

lzvor: Drzavna geodetska
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have a direct connection with street corridors, but
are completely surrounded by other parcels and res-

idential buildings.

In the morphological sense, apart from the sub-
division and arrangement of buildings in the area of
the settlement, it is important to analyze the con-
struction of buildings. The appearance of buildings,
the (poor) quality of construction and the materials
used are very important morphological elements
of Roma settlements. At the same time, these are
the most recognizable and for the majority of the
population the elements of the cultural landscape
of Roma settlements that leave the strongest im-
pression. This primarily regards older parts of the
settlement and buildings built a long time ago with
very poor construction quality. Cipek (1990) in his
work on the urbanization of locations inhabited by
Roma, stated that at the end of the 20 century, a
large number of houses were still built “of mud or
wood, covered with straw, tin, branches, cardboard
or rags” (Cipek, 1990, 95) but that more and more
buildings were built of brick and cement. Small
buildings on the surface, the use of various handy

stambenim objektima nema izravnu vezu s uli¢-
nim koridorima, nego su u potpunosti okruzene
drugim Cesticama i stambenim objektima.

U morfoloskom smislu osim parcelacije i ras-
poreda objekata u prostoru naselja neizostavno je
izvriti analizu gradnje objekata. Izgled objekata,
(ne)kvaliteta gradnje i koristeni materijali vrlo su
vazan morfoloski element romskih naselja. Isto-
vremeno su to najprepoznatljiviji i za veéinsko
ga pejzaza romskih naselja. Tu je ponajprije rijec
o starijim dijelovima naselja i davno gradenim
objektima vrlo lose kvalitete izgradnje. Cipek
(1990) u radu o urbanizaciji lokacija naseljenih
Romima navodi da je krajem 20. stoljec¢a jos uvi-
jek velik broj nastambi graden ,od blata ili drva,
pokrivene slamom, limom, granjem, kartonom ili
krpama” (Cipek, 1990, 95), no da je sve vise obje-
kata gradenih od cigle i cementa. Povr§inom mali
objekti, koriStenje raznih priru¢nih materijala
umjesto klasi¢noga gradevinskog materijala obi-
ljeZja su koja se prva zapazaju (sl. 19). Zanimljivo
je da Romi koji grade kvalitetnije objekte i sele
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materials instead of classic building materials are
the features that are first noticed (Fig. 19). It is in-
teresting to note that the Roma who build better
quality buildings and move out of old low-quality
buildings do not demolish the same old buildings,
but leave them to others (Cipek, 1990).

Due to difficulties regarding financing the con-
struction of their own housing, some Roma are
forced to build very small buildings. Such small
buildings of a more recent construction date were
nevertheless built of stronger materials, e.g. brick
and concrete (Fig. 22).

Newer parts of the settlement, which have al-
ready been stated to have been built in compliance
with certain urban planning rules, mainly consist of
buildings with a larger surface area and look more
similar to settlements of the majority population.
However, in contrast to settlements with a majority
population, very few buildings in Roma settlements
have fagades in the form of a thermal insulation as

final layer (facade) (Fig. 23).

A significant difference in comparison to the
majority of settlements in Medimurje also refers to
the fact that residential plots are very rarely fenced.
Only a small number of families in Roma settle-
ments have fenced yards.
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Fig. 22 Small residential building
with a recent construction date

SI. 22. Povrsinom mali stambeni
objekt noviega datuma
izgradnje

Photo: author's photo, 2010
Foto: autorska fotografia, 2010.

se iz dotadasnjih starih nekvalitetnih objekata te
svoje stare objekte ne ruse, ve¢ ih prepustaju dru-

gima (Cipek, 1990).

Zbog nemoguénosti financiranja izgradnje
vlastita stambenoga prostora dio Roma primo-
ran je graditi povrsinom vrlo male objekte. Takvi
mali objekti novijega datuma izgradnje gradeni
su ipak od ¢&vr§¢ih materijala, cigle i betona (sl

22).

Noviji dijelovi naselja za koje je ve¢ navede-
no da su gradeni postujuéi odredena urbanisticka
pravila uglavnom se sastoje od povrsinom veéih
objekata izgledom i nacinom gradnje sli¢nijima
naseljima s veéinskim stanovni$tvom. Ipak, za
razliku od naselja s vecinskim stanovnistvom, u
romskim naseljima vrlo mali broj objekata ima
uredena procelja s termoizolacijskim zavr$nim

slojem (fasadom) (sl. 23).

Bitna razlika u odnosu na veéinska naselja u
Medimurju odnost se i na ¢injenicu da su stam-
bene parcele vrlo rijetko ogradene. Samo manji
broj obitelji u romskim naseljima odluéio se na
ogradivanje dvori$noga prostora svojega stambe-

nog objekta.

U infrastrukturnom smislu romska naselja



Fig. 23 Newer construction of
a Roma seftlement, buildings
without facades

SI. 23. Novija izgradnja romskoga
naselja, objekti bez fasade
Photo: author's photo, 2010

Foto: autorska fotografija, 2010..

In terms of infrastructure, Roma settlements still
lack certain communal services. Public water supply,
although available, is used by very few households.
Due to the availability of phreatic water bodies, the
majority of households meet their water needs us-
ing manual or, in a smaller number of cases, electric
water pumps.

The (non)removal of waste is one of the more
visible features of Roma settlements that is typically
regarded with aversion by the majority population.
Although the waste collection services are available
to all residents, due to non-payment of the said mu-
nicipal service, wild landfills with huge amounts of
municipal waste have been created on the edges and
access roads of certain Roma settlements, which ir-
responsible individuals often burn (Fig. 24).

jo§ uvijek oskudijevaju odredenim komunalnim
uslugama. Javnu vodoopskrbu, iako je dostupna,
koristi vrlo mali broj kuéanstava. Zbog dostu-
pnosti vode temeljnice najveéi broj kucanstava
potrebu za vodom zadovoljava koristenjem ruc-
nih ili u manjem broju slu¢ajeva elektri¢nih pum-
pa za vodu.

ljeZja romskih naselja koja kod vedinskoga sta-
novniStva stvaraju osjecaj odbojnosti. Iako je
usluga odvoza otpada dostupna svim stanovnici-
ma, zbog nepla¢anja navedene komunalne usluge
na rubovima i prilaznim cestama pojedinim rom-
skim naseljima stvaraju se divlji deponiji golemih
koli¢ina komunalnoga otpada koji neodgovorni

pojedinci cesto pale (sl. 24).

Fig. 24 Wild waste dump and fire
scene in the Roma setflement
Pribislavec |

$1. 24. Divlji deponij ofpada =2
i zgariSte u romskom nasefju
Pribislavec  §

Source: Vugrinec, (2021)
lzvor: Vugrinec, (2021).
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All Roma settlements are electrified. However, a
relatively small number of households have a legal
electricity connection. Most households are sup-

plied with electricity by connecting to the rare legal
connections of neighbors or relatives. For this rea-
son, a huge amount of wires, cables, utility poles and
other supporting elements that keep electric lines in
the air above the ground for some kind of safety are
in evidence (Fig. 25).

The specificity of Roma settlements is also re-
flected in the functions they provide to their resi-
dents. The primary and almost exclusive function of
Roma settlements is the function of housing. The
function of education is offered only by the Roma
settlement of Kur$anec in the form of the regional
department of the Cakovec city kindergarten with
two groups of children in the system of early and
preschool education. Roma settlements do not have
a formal work function, except for the largest set-
tlements of Parag, KurSanec and Piskorovec, where
there is one small grocery store each with a mini-
mum number of employees, which fulfills the func-
tion of supplying groceries for the residents of the
settlement. Roma settlements also generally do not
have a recreational function. Only the settlements
of Kursanec and Orehovica have an asphalted mi-
ni-football field intended for the recreation of the
residents of the settlement.
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Fig. 25 Network of electric
wires and cables in the Roma
settlement of KurSanec

SI. 25. Mreza elekiricnih Zica

i kabela u romskom naselju
Kursanec

Photo: author's photo, (2024)
Foto: autorska fotografiia, (2024)

Sva su romska naselja elektrificirana. Medu-
tim, legalni prikljucak elektricne energije po-
sjeduje relativno malo kuéanstava. Vedina ku-
¢anstava opskrbljuje se elektricnom energijom
spajanjem na rijetke legalne prikljucke susjeda ili
rodbine. Zato je moguce vidjeti golemu koli¢inu
Zica, kabela, priru¢nih stupova i drugih potpor-
nih elemenata koji zbog kakve-takve sigurnosti
elektri¢ne vodove drze u zraku iznad zemlje (sl

25).

Specificnost romskih naselja ogleda se i u
funkcijama koje pruzaju svojim stanovnicima.
Primarna i gotovo isklju¢iva funkcija romskih
naselja jest funkcija stanovanja. Funkciju obrazo-
vanja nudi samo romsko naselje Kur$anec u vidu
podruc¢noga odjela ¢akoveckoga gradskog vrtica
s dvije skupine djece u sustavu ranoga i preds-
kolskoga odgoja i obrazovanja. Romska naselja
nemaju formalnu funkciju rada osim najveéih
naselja Parag, KurSanec i Piskorovec, u kojima
postoji po jedna mala trgovina mjeSovitom ro-
bom s minimalnim brojem zaposlenih koja za
stanovnike naselja ostvaruje funkciju opskrbe
mjesovitom robom. Rekreativnu funkciju romska
naselja takoder uglavnom nemaju. Samo naselja
Kursanec i Orehovica imaju asfaltirano malono-
gometno igraliste namijenjeno rekreaciji stanov-

nika naselja.



Conclusion

The analysis of the origin, spatial development,
morphological and functional characteristics of
Roma settlements indicates the conclusion about
the specificity of Roma settlements in all the listed
elements. The analyzed peculiarities show a differ-
ent value system of spatial arrangement and rela-
tionship to space. Within the Roma community in
Medimurje, there are different spatial norms, sig-
nificantly different from the spatial norms of the
surrounding majority population.

'The lack of a definition of a Roma settlement is
a problem for researchers dealing with the issue of
Roma population. For example, Brunn et al. (2018)
explicitly state the problem of the definition of Roma
settlement as a major drawback of their research
and the related problem of categorizing the form of
Roma settlement. Based on the analysis on the ex-
ample of localities inhabited by the Roma popula-
tion in Medimurje County, it is possible to define the
term ‘Roma settlement’ in more detail. The ‘Roma
settlement’ represents the location of gathered hous-
ing units of a homogeneous Roma ethnic structure,
spatially separated from the settlement, that is, the
parts of the settlement with the majority population
to which they administratively belong, with specific
spatial development, morphological and functional
characteristics significantly different from the char-
acteristics of the surrounding settlements with the
majority population. Although the analysis was car-
ried out on the example of the regional area of Medi-
murje County, due to the similarity in all the men-
tioned characteristics, it is possible to apply the above
definition by analogy to other Roma settlements in
the wider area of the Republic of Croatia.

The analyzed characteristics of Roma settle-
ments make a very recognizable spatial footprint
of the Roma community in the researched area.
The Roma ethnic landscape of Roma settlements,
due to its distinctiveness and diversity in relation
to the area occupied by the majority population, is
a visible element of the construction of social re-
lations towards the Roma. Different spatial norms
for the arrangement and organization of the set-
tlement space, the (in)equality of construction, the
(dis)orderliness of residential plots and public areas

Lakljucak

Provedena analiza nastanka, prostornoga
razvoja, morfoloskih i funkcionalnih obiljezja
romskih naselja upucuje na zakljucak o spe-
cifi¢nosti romskih naselja u svim nabrojenim
elementima. Analizirane posebnosti upucuju na
drugaciji vrijednosni sustav uredenja prostora i
odnosa prema prostoru. Unutar romske zajed-
nice u Medimurju prostorne norme znatno su
drukéije od prostornih normi okolnoga veéin-

skog stanovnistva.

Nepostojanje definicije romskoga naselja
predstavlja problem istraziva¢ima koji se bave
pitanjem naseljenosti Roma. Tako primjerice
Brunn i dr. (2018) izrijekom navode problem
definicije romskoga naselja kao velik nedosta-
tak njihovu istrazivanju i s tim povezan pro-
blem kategorizacije oblika naseljenosti Roma.
Temeljem provedene analize na primjeru lo-
kaliteta naseljenih romskim stanovnistvom u
Medimurskoj Zupaniji moguce je detaljnije de-
finirati pojam ,romsko naselje”. Romsko naselje
jest skup stambenih jedinica homogene romske
etnicke strukture prostorno odvojen od naselja,
odnosno dijelova naselja s veéinskim stanovnis-
tvom kojemu administrativno pripada, specifi¢-
na prostornoga razvoja, morfoloskih i funkci-
onalnih obiljeZja znatno razli¢itih od obiljezja
okolnih naselja s ve¢inskim stanovnistvom. Iako
je analiza provedena na primjeru regionalnoga
prostora Medimurske Zupanije, zbog sli¢nosti u
svim navedenim obiljezjima analogijom je na-
vedenu definiciju moguée primijeniti i na ostala
romska naselja u Sirem prostoru Republike Hr-
vatske.

Analizirana obiljezja romskih naselja ¢ine
vrlo prepoznatljiv prostorni otisak romske za-
jednice u istrazivanom prostoru. Romski etnicki
pejzaz romskih naselja zbog svoje prepoznatlji-
vosti 1 razli¢itosti u odnosu na prostor koji za-
uzima veéinsko stanovni§tva vidljiv je element
konstrukcije drustvenih odnosa prema Romi-
ma. Drukdije prostorne norme uredenja i orga-
nizacije prostora naselja, (ne)kvaliteta izgradnje,
(ne)uredenost stambenih parcela i javnih povr-
§ina u samom naselju i oko naselja prepoznatlji-
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in and around the settlement are recognizable dis-
tinguishing elements that certainly have their social
reflection. In this sense, Slezak (2021) closely links
the recognition of Roma settlements and the social
exclusion of the Roma community. The Roma set-
tlements in Medimurje confirm the thesis of Sibley
(1992), who indicates that the space occupied by
the Roma is perceived as threatening due to the
mismatch between the spatial norms of the Roma
and the majority population.

Sibley (1992) also indicates that Roma spatial
structures can reinforce social boundaries, empha-
sizing the social division of Roma and the majority
population. Slezak also notes that “the visual per-
ception of the space of Roma settlements, which,
due to their physiognomic characteristics, deviate
significantly from the spatial norms of the settle-
ment of the majority society, is transferred to the
perception of the inhabitants themselves who live
in said settlements. The space shaped into the
Roma cultural landscape represents an integral part
of segregation and discrimination relations against
the Roma national minority” (Slezak, 2019, 15).
The perception of the minority cultural landscape
of the Roma community in Medimurje County
formed by Roma settlements is a fundamental el-
ement that contributes to the social exclusion of
Roma and the increase of prejudices that hinder
integrative processes. The prominent differences
in the organization and arrangement of space in
relation to the majority population certainly em-
phasize and further encourage the social differences
between the Roma and the surrounding majority
population. Roma settlements as a Roma cultural
landscape influence the perception of Roma as a
minority community in the researched area. Ini-
tiated infrastructural changes, legalization of con-
struction, spatial arrangement of Roma settlements
in terms of compliance with basic spatial and con-
struction norms, and expected functional integra-
tion will contribute to changes in the perception of
the Roma community and the social relationship
towards them. Positive changes in the area occupied
by the Roma community will certainly have their
social reflection in the future in a higher level of ac-
ceptance of the Roma as an equal part of the wider
social community of Medimurje County.
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vi su razlikovni elementi koji zacijelo imaju svoj
drustveni odraz. U tom smislu Slezak (2021)
usko dovodi u vezu prepoznatljivost romskih
naselja i socijalnu iskljucenost romske zajedni-
ce. Romska naselja u Medimurju potvrduju tezu
Sibleya (1992) koji upucuje na to da se prostor
koji Romi zauzimaju dozivljava kao prijete¢i
zbog neuskladenosti prostornih normi Roma i
vedinskoga stanovnistva.

Sibley (1992) takoder isti¢e da romske pro-
storne strukture mogu pojacati socijalne granice,
naglasavajuéi drustvenu podijeljenost Roma i ve-
¢inskoga stanovnistva. Slezak takoder napominje
da se ,vizualna percepcija prostora romskih nase-
lja koja svojim fizionomskim obiljeZjima znatno
odudaraju od prostornih normi uredenja naselja
veéinskog drustva, transferira na percepciju sa-
mih stanovnika koji u navedenim naseljima Zive.
Prostor oblikovan u romski kulturni pejzaz pred-
stavlja sastavni dio segregacijskih i diskriminacij-
skih odnosa spram romske nacionalne manjine”
(Slezak, 2019, 15). Percepcija manjinskoga kul-
turnog pejzaza romske zajednice u Medimurskoj
Zupaniji oblikovan kroz romska naselja temeljni
je element koji pridonosi socijalnoj isklju¢enosti
Roma i povecanju predrasuda koje koce integra-
tivne procese. Istaknute razlike organizacije i ure-
denja prostora u odnosu na veéinsko stanovnistvo
zasigurno naglasavaju i dodatno poticu socijalne
razlike izmedu Roma i okolnoga vecinskog sta-
novnistva. Romska naselja kao romski kulturni
pejzaz utjecu na percepciju Roma kao manjinske
zajednice u istrazivanom prostoru. Zapocete in-
frastrukturne promjene, legalizacija gradnje, pro-
storno uredenje romskih naselja u smislu posti-
vanja osnovnih prostornih i gradevinskih normi
te ocekivana funkcionalna integracija pridonijet
¢e promjenama u percepciji romske zajednice i
drustvenom odnosu prema njima. Pozitivne pro-
mjene u prostoru koji zauzima romska zajedni-
ca imat ¢e u buduénosti zacijelo i svoj drustveni
odraz u vi$oj razini prihvac¢anja Roma kao rav-
nopravnoga dijela $ire drustvene zajednice Me-
dimurske Zupanije.
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