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1.) ”The Gypsies provided a perfect case study: all similarities among such groups were explained by migration from India; the Aryan cradle. It suited the Indianists to privilege a linear migratory explanation for some linguistic elements, but not for the European vocabularies and languages found among Gypsies. These theories have remained influential without regard for competing theories from the social sciences. Named authors are less referred to. Speculative theories have become hardened ‘facts’.[…] This is less an Orientalism (Said 1978) but more an ‘Orientalisation’.” (Okely, p. 227)


2.) Okely opposes this generally rooted ‘Indianism’, promoted as the only right theory, and ponders, how it happened that this idea became to be prevailing and who had found it. She speculates about the influence of intellectuals and their writings on the formation of ideological theories, specifically theories about the Gypsy ethnicity and origin, and stresses the importance of transcending of ideas beyond the scholar and to influence both majority and minority. In her opinion, influence of ideas depends on historical moment; on the other hand ideas can influence the history. According to her, there could be several types of influence defined (some may overlap), which could also be applied on theories about Gypsy origin: 1) anonymised and generalised influence, 2) named (by concrete author) influence within an academic specialism and possibly beyond, 3) named but unintended influence, 4) policy adviser, 5) activist, 6) the intellectual as insider or outsider (member of ethnic group or not).  Okely assumes that the theory about the Indian origin is a work of non-Gypsy intellectuals, who have projected their ideas and wishes concerning Gypsies into it. Some of these scholars have pretended to be of Gypsy origin. She believes that among Gypsies in England, Indian ancestry has never been claimed, that there are only few Gypsy people promoting it, however that they come out from non-Gypsy sources. One of such Gypsies, Ian Hancock, visited India and was under the personal impression that he felt his connection with original roots, and such personal feelings became to be perceived as an evidence supporting ‘Indian’ theory, what Okely commented that ‘belief becomes a social fact’. Non-Gypsies have also been the main promoters of the idea of the state Romanestan and of the symbols of Gypsy nation (anthem, flag), according to Okely. 

In her opinion, Gypsies were generally recognised as an ethnic group (e.g. in UN) on the grounds of their ‘oriental’ origin mainly, because that way they became more acceptable for majority. 

She also mentions the fact that primary gypsiologists take in only male Gypsy representatives, despite the long-established political role of Gypsy women.  

Okely introduces a counter-theory to ‘Indianism’, which she does not consider as a sufficient explanation for Gypsy appearance in Europe. Her theory is based mainly on the collapse of feudalism and expansion of the market. She asserts that people of the same phenotype as Gypsies (Roma) live in the Mediterranean and parts of Eastern Europe, and that their Romany language has Indo-European connections as other European languages. She supports the Barth’s theory that ‘self-ascription’ plays a key role in recognising an ethnic group.

Her theory has been accepted by social anthropologists, however not by gypsiologists, or mistakenly interpreted as destruction of an ethnic group, on the other hand it has had an unintended effect, because it has been welcomed by groups of Travellers, which are not encompassed into ‘Indian’ theory, however they are recognised as Gypsies, too (Irish travellers, New Age Travellers…).


3.) However, it is not, mentioned in here: according to which criteria is the term ‘Gypsy’ defined? Okely gives no information about legal approach to this term. She also does not state the term Rom and she does not speak about Romany ethnicity, she speaks simply about ‘Gypsy’ ethnicity, ‘Gypsy’ group of people. She does not stress enough that Indian theory perhaps concerns only Roma, who form just part of ‘Gypsy society’, comprised from several (not always ethnic) groups.


4.) In my opinion, the term ‘Traveller’ is more appropriate than ‘Gypsy’ to use, because it became pejorative during the centuries. Okely, however, uses this term as a priority. 


5.) ‘Gypsiologist’ Angus Fraser perhaps shares this view, and hence contradicts Okely, because he wrote: ”many people migrate […]in motor vehicles and live a wandering or nomadic life. They all can be called Gypsies in a wider sense of word, however according to law, as a group, they do not have characteristic traits of a racially different ethnic group…today, it is considered to be inappropriate and impolite to distinguish other categories inside a Travelling community in Britain.”  (Fraser, Angus: (1998) Cikáni, Nakladatelství Lidové noviny, Prague, p. 8 – 10; translation into English: M. K.) 

6.) In Okley’s opinion, intellectuals can play important role in promoting non-popular or new theories, which could contribute to a better cohabitation in society. Her own contribution may consist of her theory, which is alternative and therefore makes for the enrichment of social science, and also of her approach, opened to a dialogue, which could be perceived as an opposite to a fanatical and dogmatic one, sometimes emerging by non-Gypsy ‘Indianists’. 

