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Roma Policies for a Positive Change: 
From Inclusion towards Empowerment  

 
Flensburg, Germany  

31 March-1 April 2014 

Roma Policies for a Positive Change: from Inclusion  towards Empowerment was 
the topic of a two-day workshop organized end of March 2014 in Flensburg by the 
European Centre for Minority Issues (ECMI).  Gathering policy researchers and 
practitioners, the event aimed at addressing the state of the art of poli cy-making 
for Roma in Europe and at providing an open platform for discussions about the 
ways forward. The workshop examined: (1) The EU Roma inclusion project; (2) 
Roma policies in a critical perspective;  and (3) Institutional approaches to Issues 
related to Roma.  
 

 

Zora Popova, 

October 2014 

ECMI Report # 66 
 

I. INTRODUCTION 
 

For more than a decade, ECMI has been 

actively involved in research and action-

oriented Roma-related projects covering all 

28 EU Member States as well as the 

countries of the Western Balkans outside the 

European Union (Albania, Bosnia and 

Herzegovina, Kosovo, Macedonia, 

Montenegro, and Serbia) and Georgia.
1
 As 

described in the report “ECMI’s Work on 

and with Roma: From Research to Action 

for Empowerment” the situation of Roma 

has been a focus of ECMI activities since 

2000, when Romani non-governmental 

organizations played a key role in the 

establishment of the ECMI NGO Network 

for the Improvement of Interethnic Relations 

in the Republic of Macedonia. For just over 

a decade, in addition to the 16 action-

oriented initiatives, ECMI has published 25 

documents with a focus on Roma
2
 and a 

special issue of the Journal on Ethnopolitics 

and Minority Issues in Europe (JEMIE), in 

which experts external to ECMI treated 

various aspects of political activity by and 

policy toward Roma. 
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Taking into account the long-standing 

marginalization of the largest European 

minority, ECMI has developed a particular 

approach to Roma with the aim to support 

the empowerment of their communities. 

ECMI has focused its efforts in four broad 

domains and their relevant thematic sub-

areas: informational, political (including 

capacity building, civil rights, participation, 

policy), social (covering employment, 

health, migration), and cultural (culture, 

gender). In a reflection of the complexity of 

Roma’s needs, most of ECMI’s activities 

with Roma bridge multiple themes and 

domains and focus on laying foundations for 

active, equitable, and informed participation 

by Roma.  

Consistent with ECMI’s overall 

approach of developing and providing 

sustainable tailor-made tools, ECMI’s 

activities with Roma are rooted in minority 

standards and ground action toward more 

effective realization of those standards in 

expert research. At the same time, from 

early on ECMI has distinguished itself for 

the degree to which Roma have been 

actively involved in all stages of project 

design and implementation.
3
 

The decade of ECMI work with Roma 

has produced some notable successes, 

especially in the domains of informational 

and political empowerment. More 

importantly, ECMI’s experience has built 

institutional expertise on the topic and 

enabled the identification of key challenges 

that still demand attention:  

 In the light of increased activity of 

the European Union in relation to Roma, the 

wide range of policies adopted at national 

level and the number of projects 

implemented by a range of governmental 

and non-governmental, national and 

international actors, call for systematic 

comparative analysis and evaluation of the 

achievements (or the lack of such).  

 Education has been widely 

recognized as a crucial factor for Roma’s 

social empowerment. Nevertheless, the 

magnitude of the problems Roma face in 

this thematic area challenges the efficiency 

and the adequacy of all the past and current 

programmes and approaches. The recent 

innovations in ECMI activity in the field of 

education of Roma – e.g. ECMI Kosovo’s 

strategic litigation on segregation in 

standard education and an ECMI Working 

Paper on the treatment of education in 

submissions under the EU Framework for 

National Roma Integration Strategies
4
 - 

make clear that much work lies ahead in 

order to bring about palpable improvements 

in Roma daily life. 

 Mainstreaming issues of gender is 

still a challenge that has not been thoroughly 

covered; this increases the risk that Roma 

women continue to face multiple 

discriminations. ECMI Kosovo’s recent 

project focused exclusively on the economic 

empowerment of Roma, Ashkali, and 

Egyptian women provide important insights 

on how to move ahead in addressing issues 

of gender among Roma.
5
 

As a research and policy-oriented 

institution, ECMI has been closely 

monitoring the policies targeting Roma 

throughout and beyond the European Union 

at national and regional levels. The 

relatively recent development of EU-level 

policy targeting Roma integration is of 

particular interest to ECMI researchers. 
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Alongside progress and achievements, 

analyzing the policy processes over the past 

decade and the current situation, ECMI has 

identified certain shortfalls that could 

diminish the positive impact of targeted 

efforts.  

 

II. OBJECTIVES AND SCOPE OF 
THE WORKSHOP 

 

ECMI has found that the general 

approach to the development of policies for 

Roma integration is scattered and hardly 

coordinated, based more on assumptions 

than on the evaluation of project outcomes 

and field findings. International and national 

level agendas are quite often top-down, 

formulated without taking into account the 

success or failure of earlier programmes, 

and addressing Roma as vulnerable 

beneficiaries rather than agents of expected 

change. The objective evaluation of current 

policies and practices and the critical 

discussion of achievements, existing needs 

and future challenges, require the active 

involvement of scholars and policy experts, 

of practitioners experienced in programme 

planning and implementation, but also of the 

stakeholders themselves.  

Preliminary research undertaken by 

ECMI experts identified a lack of cross-

cutting comparative analysis of Roma-

related policies and strategies covering the 

complexity of the issues and their interaction 

in the EU Member States thoroughly. The 

focus of the assessments to date has been 

either on particular problems (e.g. on the 

monitoring of the NRIS implementation, 

data collection, allocation and spending of 

funds) or particular countries.  ECMI also 

aimed to open a discussion on reasons for 

the inefficiency of the projects targeting 

Roma inclusion and of the usage of 

allocated funds. 

Taking the state of affairs into account, 

the main objective of the workshop was to 

gather practitioners and scholars in a 

structured debate about the reasons behind 

the limited success of  Roma inclusion 

policies and measures and to reflect about 

possible ways that those challenges could be 

addressed and overcome. Welcoming the 

participants, ECMI Director Dr. Tove 

Malloy acknowledged the significant 

achievement of the first EU-coordinated 

attempt to approach the challenge of Roma 

inclusion through the collection of the 

National Roma Integration Strategies 

(NRIS) and presented the aims of the 

workshop, namely: 

 To reflect on the feasibility of the 

EU project for common policy on Roma 

inclusion by addressing questions such as:  

- What are the steps for the EU to 

move forward from the puzzle of national 

strategies and to become a truly coherent 

strategy implemented through a coordinated 

approach? 

- Should the EU Roma policy become 

a “common policy implemented locally” and 

how to achieve it? 

- To what extent would the identified 

common problems require common 

actions/measures? 

 To reflect on the reasons behind 

the limited success with Roma inclusion in 

light of the numerous integration projects 

and programmes, allocated funds, number of 

actors involved, national/international level 

strategies and policies;  
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 To identify the relevant measures 

that could enable positive societal change. 

 

Touching upon the above-mentioned 

problematic areas and examining Roma-

related policies, projects and initiatives in a 

critical and comparative horizontal 

perspective, the participants delivered the 

following presentations in the three topical 

sessions: 

 

THE EU ROMA INCLUSION 

PROJECT   

 Roma Inclusion: a Feasible EU 

project? (Dr Zora Popova) 

 Education in Member State 

Submissions under The EU Framework For 

National Roma Integration Strategies (Dr 

Eben Friedman) 

 The situation of Roma: between 

human rights and economics (Dr Eben 

Friedman)  

 EU Framework for Roma 

integration: Doomed to fail? (Dr Bernard 

Rorke)  

 Video message by MEP Lívia Járóka 

 

 

ROMA POLICIES IN A CRITICAL 

PERSPECTIVE 

 Decade Intelligence: Factors for 

success and failure of Roma targeting 

projects -overview of the findings on these 

factors (examples of projects) (Ms 

Alexandra Bojadjieva)  

 Limits and potentials of policies 

targeting Roma (Dr Márton Rövid) 

 Identity and policy making: Is there a 

role for identity in designing policies 

towards minorities? (Mr Iulius Rostas) 

THE INSTITUTIONAL 

APPROACHES TO ISSUES RELATED 

TO ROMA  

  

 The Council of Europe ROMED/ 

ROMACT programmes, Mr Marius Jitea 

 The European Roma & Travellers’ 

Forum (ERTF), Mr Henry Scicluna 

 From Research to action for 

Empowerment: ECMI’s Work on and with 

Roma, Dr Eben Friedman. 

In the final session of the workshop, the 

participants had a roundtable debate about 

the issues raised in previous sessions and the 

possible measures for overcoming the 

identified challenges. 

The current report presents the focal 

points for each session of the event. A 

summary of the discussions at the end of the 

report outlines the findings and the policy 

recommendations formulated by the 

participants on the basis of two days of 

intensive and focused analysis, policy debate 

and brainstorming.   

 

III. THE EU ROMA INCLUSION 
PROJECT  

 

The presentations delivered within the 

framework of this thematic section outlined 

the background of the EU Roma inclusion 

project. They also focused on some of the 

major challenges that need to be faced and 

overcome at EU level in order for real 

positive change to be achieved within the 

expected time frames. 

Dr Zora Popova opened the workshop 

with a critical assessment of the ongoing EU 

Roma integration project.
6
 Reflecting upon 

the economic aspects behind the impetus for 

Roma inclusion that led to the ‘proliferation’ 



 

7 | P a g e  
 

of policies and projects over the past decade, 

she noted the particular impact of the global 

financial and economic crisis which has 

increased awareness about the need for a 

new approach to development to guarantee 

stability and ‘flexicurity’ of systems (as 

outlined in the strategy for smart, 

sustainable and inclusive growth „Europe 

2020“).
7
  

According to the Council of Europe 

estimates, the Roma population in the EU28 

has reached 10 to 12 million people, 

unevenly distributed across communities of 

just a few hundred people in Luxembourg 

(and even less in Malta) to 1 850 000 in 

Romania,
8
 with an average age of 25.1 

years. In the light of the aging population in 

Europe (of 40.2 years of average age for 

EU28)
9
 this young group emerges as a 

significant factor for EU economic 

development. The vast majority of the 

working-age Roma lack education and skills 

to participate successfully in the labour 

market, which makes the cost of non-

inclusion (in terms of lost productivity and 

fiscal contributions to governments) very 

high for the EU countries.
10

 If the level of 

Roma employment is brought to the EU 

average, it will result in a 4-5 % GDP 

increase - more than the defence budget of 

any European country.
11

 

Adopting the socio-economic approach 

to inclusion and addressing Roma as an 

‘economic target audience’,
12

 the EU 

Framework for National Roma Integration 

Strategies up to 2020 (hereinafter “EU 

Framework”) has called Member States to 

join forces under the common structure but 

to retain  responsibility for policy 

development and their implementation at the 

national level. Analysing the Framework 

and the submitted 27 NRIS, 
13

  Dr Popova 

identified four major interrelated challenges 

to the EU project that could put at risk the 

aimed coherence of the EU Roma policy and 

the expected positive societal change: 

 Lack of a common cognitive 

platform that challenges the synchronization 

of policies and efforts  within the 

frameworks of the coordinated structural 

approach; 

 A general lack of focus on equity as 

a guiding principle for Roma inclusion 

strategies;  

 Disregarding cultural aspects in 

designing Roma-related policies and 

programmes; 

 Lack of coherence between political 

discourses on different levels (EU, Member 

States, stakeholders) and between political 

and pragmatic perspectives on inclusion;  

In conclusion, Dr Popova pointed out 

that an integrated approach aiming at 

fostering positive societal change should 

ensure that subjective risk-factors such as 

various levels of experience and expertise of 

national governments, knowledge gaps, and 

lack of capacities or political will, are 

overcome. Achieving an overall positive 

change requires not only a common general 

EU framework and a common structured 

approach to inclusion, but also synchronised 

procedures and suitable, efficient measures 

to address respective issues. In the age of 

globalization a structural approach to 

developmental challenges requires not only 

mutual consent on policy frameworks and 

targeted outcomes, but also a common 

platform of understanding, a common 

‘language’, and agreed intervention 
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procedures and mechanisms. The 

elaboration of such an integrated in-depth 

strategy looking at both ‘what is needed’ but 

also at ‘how to achieve it’, requires a critical 

assessment of the problems and 

identification of the horizontal cross-cutting 

measures that could be implemented through 

synchronised and coordinated efforts.  

In line with the topic, Dr Eben 

Friedman presented his preliminary 

assessment of the success of the EU 

Framework Convention in bringing about 

the adoption and further development of the 

National Strategies on Roma Integration. He 

payed particular attention to education as a 

key area of the EU Framework.
14

 Beginning 

his evaluation with a look at the refusals and 

reservations of Member States,
15

 Dr 

Friedman posed the question “What counts 

as a National Roma Integration Strategy 

(NRIS),“  since among the NRIS there are:  

 Targeted national strategies (BG, 

HR, CZ, FI, On EL, HU, IT, LT, PL, PT, 

RO, SK, SI, ES, SE ) , four of which were 

produced before the EU Framework (CZ, FI, 

PL, SI) and  

 Integrated sets of policy measures 

(AT, BE, CY, DK, EE, FR, DE, IE, LV, LU, 

NL, UK) – all of which were produced in 

response to the Framework.  

Taking into account the prior 

participation of six Member States in the 

Decade of Roma Inclusion, only five EU 

Member States appeared to have changed 

their overall approach in policy for Roma as 

a result of the EU Framework: Greece, Italy, 

Lithuania, Portugal, and Sweden. As the 

total estimated number of Roma in these 

five Member States is only around ten 

percent of the total for the EU, the likely 

contribution of the EU Framework to 

changes in the situation of Roma through a 

fundamental change in policy approach is 

relatively small. 

Looking at the area of education, only 

in the submissions of Sweden, Poland and 

Greece is there a clear indication of how 

education should be prioritized relatively to 

other areas. A key design weakness of the 

EU Framework, according to Dr Friedman, 

is that some of the indicated means proposed 

risk compromising realization of the 

corresponding objectives.  Beyond design 

weaknesses, the EU Framework has not 

effectively disseminated its package of 

education objectives among the Member 

States:  

 None of the education objectives 

secured the assent of all EU Member States 

which submitted a document in response to 

the Framework, while only five submissions 

address all six of the education objectives 

included in the EU Framework.  

 The relatively small numbers of 

submissions taking into account issues of 

discrimination, access to quality education, 

and early school leaving suggest low levels 

of awareness of the barriers faced by Roma 

in the area of education. 

Dr Friedman pointed out that among the 

weaknesses of the approach to Roma 

education in general are: 

 the lack of attention to gender 

issues (absent from the EU Framework as 

well); 

 the projection of prejudices even in 

the positive initiatives (e.g. scholarships 

available only for the artistically gifted 

Roma youth, but not for mathematics for 

example);  
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 continuous segregation policies (e.g. 

in promotion of the idea of boarding schools 

and special colleges for Roma in Hungary 

and France with regulation of ethnic 

composition);  

 relatively little attention to 

discrimination, access to quality education, 

and early school leaving 

Considering that rates for Roma 

completion of primary education are fairly 

good but that less than a third complete 

secondary education, perhaps the overall 

goal of the EU Framework needs to be 

reconsidered, concluded Dr Friedman and 

proceeded to his second contribution to the 

workshop.  

Examining “The situation of Roma: 

between human rights and economics”,
16

 

Dr Eben Friedman looked at the different 

approaches to Roma population in Europe in 

a historical perspective, distinguishing four 

guiding principles (extermination, 

assimilation, human rights, and economics) 

of policy making towards Roma since their 

arrival in Europe more than seven centuries 

ago. As signatories of the UN Convention on 

the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime 

of Genocide and the Framework Convention 

for the Protection of National Minorities, 

most (but not all) member states of the 

Council of Europe have in principle 

eliminated extermination and assimilation 

from consideration as policy goals.  

Whereas documents on Roma published 

in the 1990s by intergovernmental 

organizations tended to emphasize human 

rights as a basis for calls for measures to 

improve the Roma’s situation, since the first 

several years of the current millennium 

similar calls have been increasingly rooted 

in the proposition that improvements in the 

situation of Roma can be expected to 

provide economic benefits for the general 

populations of the countries in which Roma 

live. In Dr Friedman’s view, each approach 

has its liabilities: 

 The ostensibly hermetic nature of 

human rights appears to drive some 

opponents of rights-based policies to call 

into question Roma’s very humanity - the 

continued deployment of human rights 

discourse as used to date in relation to Roma 

risks deepening divisions between Roma 

and non-Roma. 

 Economic arguments for improving 

the situation of Roma introduce an element 

of contingency which opens the door also to 

similarly grounded arguments against 

improving the situation of Roma and 

ultimately even to arguments for killing 

them. 

Human rights and economic discourses 

are sometimes deployed together in attempts 

to build support for measures to improve the 

situation of Roma, but the coexistence of the 

two discourses is rather problematic. On the 

one hand, adding economic considerations 

to considerations of human rights does not 

address the ongoing backlash against talk 

about Roma in terms of human rights. On 

the other hand, combining human rights 

arguments with economic ones does not 

provide explicit guidance on how to 

adjudicate between the two in case of 

conflict.  

According to Dr Friedman, the 

significant risk today is that the economic 

arguments and the developmental 

perspective within which the policies 

targeting Roma are currently articulated 
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might drive away attention from human 

rights issues. There is an immediate need 

for vigilance to prevent backsliding on 

human rights commitments, which is 

implicit in discussions of assimilation or 

extermination as policy options in the 

present day. 

The promotion of a broad understanding 

of human rights (as including economic, 

cultural, civil, and political rights) among 

non-Roma, seems a promising mechanism in 

a longer term perspective. But even 

becoming an integral part of the compulsory 

education, the human rights discourse could 

become credible for Roma only through 

concrete improvements, as for example the 

unequivocal recognition of Roma as 

legitimate rights bearers, concluded Dr 

Friedman.    

The shortfalls of the human rights 

perspective in the ongoing public and 

political debate about, and in the 

conceptualization and the implementation of 

policies targeting Roma were also 

emphasized by Dr Bernard Rorke. Referring 

to recent public statements on Roma by 

prominent European politicians,
17

 Dr Rorke 

questioned the meaning implied by the 

concept ‘integration’ of Roma as opposed 

to ‘assimilation’.  In his view, the notion of 

integration is now seen as a “one-way 

street” with the onus being placed on the 

minorities to make adjustments, and 

accommodations deemed necessary for 

social cohesion.  

If integration is understood in terms of 

equal opportunity accompanied by cultural 

diversity in an  atmosphere of mutual 

tolerance (as defined by the UK Home 

Secretary (1966) Roy Jenkins), the guiding 

question of all integration policies should be 

how members of minority communities 

can become equal citizens bound to the 

rest by ties of common belonging. 

Integration should, therefore, be viewed not 

as an end, but as the means of a two-way 

process, an open-ended sequence of 

negotiated adjustments between Roma and 

non-Roma citizens.  

Achieving the goals of promoting 

empowerment, active involvement and 

participation of Roma at all levels of policy 

development, decision-making and 

implementation of measures, as outlined by 

the 2013 European Council Conclusions, 

according to Dr Rorke seems rather 

optimistic when all the existing challenges 

to Roma inclusion are considered.  

Despite the focused efforts of the 

European Commission towards building a 

strategic and sustainable approach to 

Roma inclusion over the past few years 

(marked by the adoption of the EU Roma 

Framework), Member States are still 

inefficient in absorbing the available funds 

and numerous administrative and technical 

barriers which prevent small civil society 

organizations from access to them. There is 

no clear understanding of what has been 

achieved and which practices should be 

categorized as good, bad or useless. The 

focus still falls on the process but not on the 

policy substance and impact, with little 

attention to how the use of EU funds has 

made a tangible difference to lives of Roma.  

Another key challenge is the ongoing 

atavistic racism (also projected in the media 

coverage) and the radical and extreme 

prejudice against Roma – a mainstream 

predisposition across the European Union. 
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As Dr Rorke emphasized, effective social 

inclusion must be accompanied by 

rigorous implementation of anti-

discrimination legislation and respect for 

fundamental human rights. Among the 

other measures, this implies that there is a 

need for:  

 More targeted efforts to combat the 

ongoing practices of direct and indirect 

discrimination against Roma, including 

school segregation, racism and hate speech; 

 More efficient implementation of the 

provisions of the Racial Equality Directive 

(already transposed into domestic legislation 

across the Union); 

 Identification and repeal of 

discriminatory and segregation measures 

and all forms of institutional racism; 

 Revision of strategies to reflect an 

unambiguous recognition of the 

interdependence of inclusion and anti-

discrimination as a prerequisite for 

meaningful integration; 

 EU action to ensure effective and 

comprehensive implementation and 

enforcement of the legislation against 

discrimination across the Member States, 

 EU support to Member States in 

coordinating and scaling up existing efforts 

to work with local authorities, educational 

institutions, and civil society partners on 

awareness-raising campaigns to dispel anti-

Roma prejudice and negative attitudes; and 

 Empowerment of Roma to know 

their rights and support inter-cultural 

dialogue and cooperation. 

Furthermore, while national contexts 

vary, and progress is uneven, across most of 

the EU countries common deficits include: 

 The absence of a child-centred 

approach;  

 Failure to address the lack of reliable 

disaggregated baseline data necessary for 

the “robust monitoring mechanisms”
18

 

requested by the Commission; 

 Lack of focused efforts to 

mainstream gender equity across the priority 

policy areas; 

 No systemic moves to end school 

segregation; 

 Evidence of stagnation and regress in 

many countries especially in terms of 

combating discrimination and racism. 

Concluding his presentation, Dr Rorke 

emphasized that the responsibility for 

promoting inclusion, tackling 

discrimination, diffusing tension and 

fostering inter-cultural dialogue lies with 

Member States, elected national 

governments and local authorities. Fully 

inclusive societies that foster a sense of 

common belonging, cohesion, and mutual 

respect among all citizens require 

governments that fulfil their democratic 

responsibilities. Although an important 

partner in the process, civil society 

organizations have neither the capacity nor 

the legitimacy to manage public service 

provision effectively, especially in regions 

of acute poverty. However, NGOs can have 

a great impact on the political environment 

combating injustice, discrimination, and 

segregation.  

Finally, Dr Rorke shared his fears that 

the Framework might recede into the 

background, as the so-called stakeholders 

steadily reduce the stakes, and lower 

expectations to the extent that by 2020, 

failure can masquerade as success, manifest 
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in parades of good practice, steps forward, 

and lessons learned.  

The first session of the workshop ended 

with a video message by the MEP Lívia 

Járóka, who pointed out certain aspects of 

the EU Framework, which call for 

improvement.  In her opinion the National 

Strategies  

 should be brought closer to reality by 

clarifying implementation mechanisms and 

generating a dashboard of inclusion 

indicators; 

 must include the stakeholders in the 

process; 

 must better target Roma ensuring 

their multisectoral involvement; and 

 must protect Roma (fight hand-in-

hand with discrimination and anti-

gypsyism). 

Moreover, according to Ms. Járóka, the 

EU Framework should reach Roma outside 

the EU as well. Ms Járóka concluded that a 

successful social and economic inclusion 

programme require the involvement of 

authorities at all political levels.  

 
IV. ROMA POLICIES IN A 

CRITICAL PERSPECTIVE 
 

The second workshop session focused 

on policies targeting Roma practices. Ms 

Alexandra Bojadjieva presented the project 

‘Decade Intelligence’. The aim of the 

initiative was to map projects implemented 

under the ‘Decade of Roma Inclusion 2005-

2015’ and to analyse the level of their 

success and transferability.  

An analysis of 314 projects performed 

by independent consultants aimed not only 

to distinguish practices as good or bad, but 

also to identify the factors that contributed 

to the respective projects’ success (or lack 

thereof). Projects were assessed along the 

following parameters: 

  the involvement of government;  

 the gap between Roma and non-

Roma (considering not only the change 

within the Roma community, but whether 

the gaps have shrunk or increased); 

 participation of Roma;  

 the official incorporation of the 

practice within the system (i.e., how 

projects have been developed into policies).  

After the initial assessment, 42 projects 

were examined more closely with the goal to 

identify the factors that have contributed to 

or hindered the success of the projects. As 

Ms Bojadjieva revealed, the assessment 

indicated that the average points that the 

projects score was 16 out of 30 but also that 

the indicator of Roma participation had the 

best average individual score.   

According to the findings, the most 

significant role in the process of project 

implementation was that of non-

governmental actors, either international 

organisations or NGOs, while governments 

were involved as donors or consultants. The 

relatively low level of governmental 

involvement was identified as a serious 

failure, and the conclusion was reached that 

there is a need for mechanisms to ensure that 

authorities fulfil their commitments.  

Categories such as thorough and 

meaningful involvement of Roma, designing 

and implementing Roma inclusion in 

interventions, external factors, organisation 

of resources, and funding were used to 

evaluate the success of the projects. Under 

each of the categories, a set of indicators has 
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been identified. The analysis revealed that 

‘outreach’ and ‘provision of safety and 

incentives’ were the factors that most 

strongly influenced the project success. 

Projects bringing Roma and non-Roma 

together, encouraging communities to find 

ground and goals, appeared rather 

successful.  

The evaluation also revealed that 

external factors can play a significant role in 

project success or failure. Ms Bojadjieva 

gave examples of the failure of good 

projects in Romania due to lack of 

supportive legislation and negative results of 

government change in Hungary. Among the 

other factors considered were cost-efficiency 

and gender involvement.  

Discussing the shortfalls of policies 

targeting Roma Dr Márton Rövid pointed 

out that both the Decade of Roma Inclusion 

and the EU Framework are facing the same 

key challenge – the lack of a system for 

effective monitoring and evaluation. A pilot 

programme for shadow reporting has been 

launched by the Decade Secretariat and the 

Open Society Roma Initiatives Office and 

Making the Most of EU Funds for Roma 

programme. The selected 8 + 8 civil society 

organisations (first cycle:  Albania, 

Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Hungary, 

Macedonia, Romania, Slovakia, Spain; and 

second cycle: Bosnia-Herzegovina, Croatia, 

France, Germany, Italy, Montenegro, Serbia, 

United Kingdom) have been monitoring 

both mainstream and targeted government 

measures.  

Mr Rövid provided examples for six 

types of identified measures, ranging from 

the most successful to the largely negative:  

 

Successful Measures of NRIS  

 Czech Republic: Roma pedagogical 

assistants; 

 Hungary:  a kindergarten enrolment 

subsidy for multiple disadvantaged children, 

integrated pedagogic system, bonus for 

teachers in this system; 

 NRIS monitoring system; 

 Macedonia: inclusion of Roma 

Children in Public Pre-Schools; 

 Romania: affirmative action at high 

school and university levels.  

Positive Mainstream Measures  

 Czech Republic: changing admission 

criteria for kindergartens; 

 Macedonia: project of housing for 

socially vulnerable groups; 

 Romania: the universal Milk & Roll 

school meal program; 

 Spain:  Antennas’ Network fighting 

discrimination.  

Positive but Insufficiently Designed 

or Implemented Measures  

 Czech Republic: Roma health 

assistants (no sustainable funding); 

 Hungary: Roma women social 

assistants (selection and training to be 

improved); 

 Romania: Caravans of Roma 

employment, job fairs (should be scaled up);  

 Slovakia: a new provision of the 

anti-discrimination law allowing for 

affirmative action (should be applied). 

Largely Negative Measures of NRIS  

 Czech Republic: no proper budgeting 

or monitoring of NRIS;  

 Hungary: public employment 

scheme without training for primary labour 

market; 
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 Macedonia: infrastructural 

developments not addressing residential 

segregation;  

 Slovakia: ‘zero year’ preparatory 

classes stigmatizing Roma. 

Largely Negative Mainstream 

Measures  

 Czech Republic: social reforms 

radically reduce assistance of labour offices 

to job-seekers; 

 Hungary: educational reforms 

disadvantage Roma (e.g. reducing 

compulsory age of schooling, changes in the 

tuition fee arrangements in higher 

education);  

 Slovakia: parallel school track for 

mentally disabled children; 

 Spain: reducing support for socially 

disadvantaged students, the reduction of 

medicines and vaccines covered by the 

health system.  

According to Rövid, there is a number 

of reasons behind the failure of a number of 

Roma-related policies. Among those are: the 

inadequate mainstreaming of Roma-related 

policies, the lack of democratic solidarity 

and continuous resistance at local level, and 

the state failures in tackling massive social 

changes such as the post-communist 

economic collapse and the recent economic 

crisis. There is a need for effective 

participation of Roma (as watchdog, 

advocacy, grassroots Roma NGOs); for 

coordinated policies (to ensure that 

mainstream policy measures do not 

contradict targeted measures); for tackling 

the prejudice of non-Roma society and 

promoting a culture of equality and diversity 

in the education, media, private and public 

sectors; and for the involvement of the 

private sector in the inclusion of Roma. 

Furthermore, crucial for the further 

development of the EU Framework and its 

successful implementation is to:  

 Streamline the monitoring and 

reporting in the EU Framework and the 

Decade of Roma Inclusion: common 

template, mandatory state reports, 

independent expert committee set up by EC; 

 Set up expert working groups to 

support the Roma Task Force and National 

Contact Points allowing for continuity 

between Platform meetings; 

 Perform an EU wide-ranging 

external review of EU funds that have been 

used for Roma inclusion; 

 Set up EU-wide monitoring on hate 

speech and hate crime against Roma. 

How do policymakers define Roma in 

the policymaking process?, was the 

question that Mr Iulius Rostas addressed at 

the end of the second session of the 

workshop.  Shifting the focus from the 

macro to the micro perspective – namely on 

the role of identity in designing policies 

towards minorities - Mr Rostas examined 

the intersection of identity and policymaking 

along four dimensions:  Roma participation, 

ethnic claims and grievances, the 

representation of ethnic group and of the 

problems it faces in the public sphere and 

causal relationships that explain the current 

situation. 

Participation in the decision-making 

process is a key factor for empowerment of 

Roma. But for the vulnerable population 

lacking voice, suffering stigma and 

prejudices and highly stratified, this is a 

particular challenge. Exploring the case of 

Romania, Mr Rostas noted that Roma 



 

15 | P a g e  
 

participation in policymaking is ensured 

only through the national minority 

representation system, a system that is 

inadequate for the challenges Roma are 

facing. The problems faced by Roma go 

beyond the national minority framework and 

thus Roma are excluded from participation 

in important decisions affecting their lives. 

Even representation through national 

minority representation mechanisms are, in 

fact, limited to consultations with selected 

NGOs, and accountability is minimal. 

Claims are fragmented and made by actors 

with diverse interests; they are sometimes 

even confusing and with no direct 

connection to larger societal problems. 

Together with social distance towards 

Roma, this creates further obstacles to place 

the problems faced by Roma on the 

governmental agenda. 

The greatest problem is that Roma do 

not have a mechanism to represent their 

interests. Needed is a widespread and 

complex representation that reflects the 

diversity of the population. To this end, a 

mixture of ethnic and non-ethnic measures is 

required.  

Furthermore, to reduce the significant 

gap between Roma and non-Roma and to 

achieve any meaningful integration, the 

majority has to be part of the process. It does 

not necessarily  entail that everyone learns 

to “like” Roma, but means recognising that 

the problems that Roma are facing are in 

fact problems for everyone. One could 

notice a large gap between the priorities of 

the Roma in the policymakers discourse – 

criminality, migration, education – and 

priorities defined by Roma actors – 

discrimination, employment, and 

infrastructure.  Roma-specific measures are 

sometimes left out of larger strategies (e.g. 

education) because it is perceived that these 

are to be covered by the one “Roma 

strategy”. Policies need to be integrated and 

issues to be addressed with the goal of 

inclusiveness, in a deliberative way. The 

process however requires overcoming the 

notion that Romani culture is a culture of 

poverty, as this underlies many of the 

persisting prejudices and attitudes of 

systemic discrimination.  

 

V. THE INSTITUTIONAL 
APPROACHES TO ISSUES 
RELATED TO ROMA   

 

The third thematic session of the 

workshop began with Mr Henry Scicluna’s 

treatment of participation and representation 

as crucial but problematic factors for Roma 

empowerment in the light of a set of 

institutional challenges. Mr Scicluna 

outlined the numerous difficulties faced by 

the European Roma and Travellers Forum 

just to come into existence. The lack of any 

form of institutional organisation of the 

numerous and diverse Roma communities 

dispersed all over Europe challenged the 

legitimacy of the process for selection of 

NGOs to serve as national representatives to 

the Forum.  

ERTF was the first putatively (although 

contested) representative Roma body 

comprised of interested NGOs. During the 

process of its constitution, the Forum 

already achieved several things:   

 promoting the idea of representation; 

 creating awareness of a common 

destiny; 
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 establishing links between various 

Roma communities throughout Europe;  

 establishing formal direct links with 

the Council of Europe and national 

governments;  

 facilitating the dialogue with 

authorities and participation in decision-

making processes affecting Roma at national 

and international level; 

 providing a platform for 

communities to support each other in cases 

of crisis and to monitor and react to certain 

events (e.g. legal response to racist 

statements made by the Mayor of Nice, 

collective complaint against the Czech 

Republic over housing, education and 

health); and 

 empowering individuals to shape 

their future. 

ERTF is also actively working to raise 

the awareness of public officials at both 

international and national level about Roma 

and their problems. Aiming at enhancing 

empowerment, ERTF has been working for 

the adoption of a charter for Roma rights, 

which does not call for specific rights but 

the right of citizens to Roma identity.  

Among the priorities of the Forum are also 

the establishment of the notion of anti-

gypsyism as a specific type of discrimination 

(in the same vein as ‘anti-Semitism’), 

establishment of relations with national 

equality bodies, achieving official 

recognition by international institutions of 

the genocide of the Roma, and seeking 

inclusion of Roma in literature and 

educational resources about the Holocaust.  

Mr Scicluna pointed out that many 

further efforts are needed to ensure that 

Roma organisations start to work together 

for a common cause and to overcome the 

rivalry for funds and challenge to the 

legitimacy. At the same time, Mr Scicluna 

noted the need to adjust priorities in order to 

focus not only on NGOs, but also on Roma 

citizens.  

Adding to the bottom-up perspective to 

Roma institutionalisation presented by Mr 

Scicluna, Mr Marius Jitea outlined the 

Council of Europe approach to 

empowerment of Roma through the 

programmes ROMACT and ROMED2.  

To improve the dialogue between Roma 

communities and local authorities and to 

strengthen the role of Roma at community 

level, between 2011 and 2013 the Council of 

Europe trained more than 1300 mediators 

from 22 countries. Furthermore, ROMED2 

aims to help the decisions of the Roma 

community to be taken seriously by local 

administration – not only as a written 

suggestion but also as an action plan to be 

supported by the local municipality.  

The ROMACT programme was 

launched with the aim to raise the awareness 

of local administration about Roma-related 

issues. It aimed to counteract the negative 

practice, common for many local authorities, 

of designing policies and drafting action 

plans on the basis of assumptions and not of 

the actual needs of the respective Roma 

communities. The programme was piloted in 

14 municipalities of five different countries 

(Romania, Bulgaria, Hungary, Slovakia and 

Italy). Although currently there are 36 

municipalities involved, still there is 

significant reluctance and resistance from 

local administrations.  

The Council of Europe aims at 

empowering individuals and facilitating the 
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shift from the previous top-down model by 

working with local communities on action 

plans, then working with administration to 

understand specific requirements of the local 

community. Positive results are currently 

observed in some municipalities in Romania 

and Bulgaria, where local authorities have 

already decided to take on action plans 

proposed by Roma communities. For both 

programmes, however, the primary focus 

falls not on the expected outcomes but the 

process. 

The last presentation of the workshop 

was an overview presented by Dr Eben 

Friedman on ECMI’s work on and with 

Roma within and beyond the EU over the 

last decade.  

Starting from human diversity and 

cultural pluralism as European heritage, 

ECMI has been providing knowledge and 

tools for constructive dialogue through its 

Synergy wheel
©

 approach.
19

 Since the year 

2000, ECMI has published more than 30 

research and project-related papers on Issues 

related to Roma while implementing 17 

different action-oriented initiatives targeting 

Roma populations. ECMI has pursued the 

empowerment of Roma in four different 

areas through various initiatives, examples 

of which are given in the list below.  

 

Informational Empowerment  

• First global assessments of needs of 

Roma in Macedonia (2003) and Serbia and 

Montenegro (2004); 

• First systematic overview of the 

situation of Roma in Georgia (2008) 

• Cooperation with UNDP on 

methodology for assessing progress of 

Decade of Roma Inclusion (2006-2007); 

• Original research by the Romani 

Expert Groups in Macedonia on civil rights, 

education, employment, health. 

 

Political Empowerment  

• Capacity building (13 initiatives) – 

ensuring Roma and non-Roma duty-bearers 

can put informed choices into practice; 

• Civil rights (6 initiatives) – 

combating and preventing discrimination; 

• Participation (5 initiatives) – 

articulating and raising awareness about 

Roma’s interests; 

• Policy (3 initiatives) – input into key 

documents adopted at the central level 

(Macedonia) and at the local level (Kosovo 

and Serbia).  

 

Social Empowerment  

• Education (9 initiatives) – 

addressing needs of both children and 

adults; 

• Employment (5 initiatives) – 

assessing policies and improving 

employability; 

• Health (3 initiatives) – field research 

(Macedonia and Georgia) and training for 

community leaders (Georgia); 

• Migration (4 initiatives) – 

examination of consequences (Georgia, 

Macedonia, Serbia and Montenegro) and 

outreach (Georgia). 

 

 

Cultural Empowerment  

• Culture (2 initiatives) – research 

(Czech Republic, Estonia, Latvia, Slovakia, 

Slovenia, Sweden) and action (Georgia) 

based on a multidimensional view of social 

inclusion; 
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• Gender (10 initiatives) – analysis 

plus efforts at mainstreaming (Macedonia) 

and targeting (Georgia, Kosovo, Serbia). 

 

Preserving its critical and unbiased 

approach to impact evaluation, ECMI has 

the following remaining challenges: 

 

• Policy – there is a need for extensive 

comparative analysis in light of the wide 

range of national policies and increased EU 

activity; 

• Education – the centrality and 

magnitude of problems demand continued 

attention and innovative approaches; 

• Gender – mainstreaming has not 

been effective to date in addressing multiple 

discriminations; 

• Empowerment – the emphasis 

should fall on tools/skills to promote the 

active participation of Roma as subjects; 

• Linking research and action – 

could predetermine the levels of success of 

Roma-related policies and programmes. 

 

VI. DEBATES  
 

Much of the time during the two-day 

workshop was devoted to open discussions 

among the participating policy experts and 

practitioners in the field of Roma projects 

and programmes. A summary of these 

discussions below is structured around the 

major themes raised. 

 

Is there a real need for separate 

policies and special programmes targeting 

Roma?   

 

This key question emerged on the first 

day of the workshop.  It challenged the 

participants to reflect on the need for 

explicit and/or exclusive targeting of Roma 

as a distinct group of people and/or distinct 

category of EU citizens. The discussion 

around this topic logically led to the 

formulation of the second key problem: 

 

What do the concepts of [Roma] 

INTEGRATION / INCLUSION mean?   

 

Currently, there is no clear definition of 

the notions when used with reference to 

Roma. The general assumption is that they 

denote reduction of the social, economic and 

political distance between the rest 

population in Europe and the representatives 

of the numerous Roma communities. When 

speaking of integration, politicians refer to 

providing Roma with a ‘normal way of 

living’ introduce implicitly the idea that 

there is a ‘Roma way of living’ and that 

there is something wrong with that. These 

considerations were identified by 

participants as directly related to the 

question:  

 

Should Roma be considered a minority 

or a vulnerable group?  

 

If the first approach is adopted, then 

integration and inclusion aiming at changing 

the way of life amount to a direct violation 

of minority rights. At the same time, if 

Roma are seen as a marginalized vulnerable 

group of citizens, then improving their 

situation is just a matter of structural 

measures and changes that democratic 

governments are obliged to provide for all of 

their constituents.  
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Reflecting upon this issue, Dr Malloy 

referred to the example of Germany where 

the German citizens who are members of 

minority communities are fully integrated, 

and Roma are represented by the President 

of the Roma City Council. Hence, there is 

no need for special ethnicity-related 

programmes but perhaps for a Roma-related 

component within the frameworks of the 

large social cohesion programmes.  

From the point of view of Dr Rorke, the 

introduction of the EU Framework and 

promotion of national strategies was 

necessary because it pushed governments to 

address their Roma populations in ways in 

which they might otherwise not have done.  

 

Is Roma integration a national or EU 

matter?  

 

Drawing on previous discussion, Dr 

Popova indicated that a serious problem 

before the Roma-related policy making in 

the EU is the absence of a common 

language at local, national, and EU levels 

when discussing the situation of Roma and 

the possible policy measures and strategies.  

The discussion thereafter shifted to the 

role of the EU institutions and in particular 

of the European Commission in ensuring 

that national governments focus their efforts 

in implementing the Framework provisions 

and bringing about a positive change. 

According to Mr Jitea, there is a real need 

for the Commission to move away from the 

principle of subsidiary in order to create a 

binding document that will force the states 

to become accountable. The current situation 

however requires that Member States 

governments fulfil their democratic 

responsibilities and provide for their 

citizens on equal grounds, indicated Dr 

Rorke. Dr Popova also pointed at the need 

for coordinated horizontal policies that 

would ensure the effectiveness and 

sustainability of implemented measures. 

Discussing the efforts invested by 

governments, Mr Rostas expressed his 

doubts that even allocation of significant 

funds would change the situation without a 

change in paradigm about Roma policy-

making. The question is, in fact, how 

effective was the use of the funds and how 

this could be determined when there is a 

lack of transparency even about the numbers 

of the targeted population. That is a signal 

for another gap in the EU Framework, in 

addition to the low level of Roma 

participation.  

Looking at the role of the national 

institutions for improving the situation of 

Roma, Dr Rövid argued that the ‘Decade’ is 

seen by many as the most important 

historical development for Roma, because 

this was the first international initiative 

involving actively governments and 

certainly an inspiration for the EU 

Framework. Focused on improving 

participation, promoting dialogue, and 

reaching out to NGOs, the Decade started 

and improved political discussion in the EU 

relating to Roma. Furthermore, a key 

contribution of the initiative was that it 

brought together EU and non-EU countries. 

As Dr Rövid pointed out, it is extremely 

important that Roma integration policies are 

designed and implemented in co-operation 

and encompass all relevant stakeholders 

within and beyond the borders of the EU.   
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How can integration policies truly 

protect and promote Roma culture and 

identity to overcome segregation?  

 

Debating whether the concept “Roma” 

is adequate for addressing the great variety 

of communities, languages and people, who 

in reality do not represent one single entity, 

the participants entered into discussion on 

how integration measures can ensure 

protection of cultural diversity without 

falling into segregation.  

Dr Malloy noted that segregation of 

schools is a delicate question because 

minorities want to protect their culture as 

can be seen by the example of the Danish 

minority in Germany or the German 

minority in Denmark. Some minorities want 

to make use of schools to transfer their 

language, customs, and culture from 

generation to generation. On the other hand, 

as Dr Friedman pointed out, although there 

are cases of Roma schools that are founded 

with a focus on culture and function very 

well, these examples are exceptional. In 

practice, most of the Roma schools are de 

facto segregated schools that are simply 

those closest to the places where Roma live. 

Mr Scicluna shared his view that Roma 

do not want to be segregated, but that 

society forces them to live separate lives by 

means of discrimination. This view shifts 

the focus to the mentality of the majority, 

which must be changed if policies in support 

of inclusion are to be effective. Here, the 

role of education is not only particularly 

important, but also particularly difficult. 

How to educate children who are bullied on 

their first day at school because they are 

dirty for lack of water and electricity? 

Poverty is a major problem to Roma 

education that needs to be taken into 

account.  

Dr Rorke pointed out that it is the 

primary responsibility of governments to 

provide secure school conditions. In 

recognition of the dignity of all children, 

there should be protection of all without 

separation on the basis of ethnicity. By way 

of contrast, segregated schools are often 

found in regions of extreme poverty, 

situated in ghettoes and certainly not 

providing quality education. In such cases, 

governments cannot use security as an 

excuse for continued neglect.  

Dr Rövid emphasised that the approach 

to integration needs to focus on community 

building and overcoming of divisions 

between Roma and non-Roma as well as of 

the general attitudes that keep Roma apart in 

all aspects of life. This requires that efforts 

are invested in overcoming discriminatory 

practices and embedding the human rights 

approach in all policies targeting Roma. Mr 

Rostas confirmed that there should be 

mutual understanding between majority 

communities and Roma; non-Roma should 

also be interested in Roma and their culture. 

In this respect intercultural education is a 

powerful mechanism for bringing people 

together, noted Mr Scicluna referring to the 

Council of Europe initiative calling for 

teaching of Romani language and Roma 

history at schools and strengthening of 

Romani identity as a basis for 

empowerment. The role of education hence 

is not only to enable people to make 

informed decisions about their lives but also 

to raise awareness about their rights and to 

enhance the feeling of ownership of 
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processes, suggested Dr Malloy. Access to 

quality education is a democratic right that 

governments need to respect and ensure. To 

foster tolerance, changes of mentality and 

respectively of societies, human rights 

should be incorporated into education 

everywhere.  

Dr Popova concluded that the need for 

changing society through education could be 

achieved not by focusing exclusively on 

Roma-related measures but by rethinking 

the educational system in general and 

embedding intercultural and human rights 

education as an integral part of it. The 

structure of education, the approaches to 

knowledge, the methods for recognition of 

qualifications, and certification of education 

need to be changed. Roma education needs 

to become a component of the general 

system with a stronger emphasis on 

facilitating access to the labour market. The 

system of education should become more 

flexible in order to enable all to complete 

secondary education, with forms of 

flexibility potentially including (but not 

necessarily limited to) the introduction of 

special modules, flexible time of attendance, 

and evening classes. The system should be 

implemented throughout Europe so that 

mobility of people does not challenge the 

process of acquisition of knowledge and 

skills.  Therefore, there is a need not only 

for national policies, but also for horizontal 

European measures.  

 

What are the key factors that challenge 

or could enable success of Roma-related 

policies? 

 

Although this question was underlying 

all of the presentations and discussions 

within the frameworks of the workshop, at 

the end of the debates participants paid 

particular attention to it and reached the 

following key conclusions:  

 

 The success of policies targeting 

Roma is closely related to the level of 

awareness that society, public authorities 

and policy makers have about the issues. 

 

Policymakers need to have a clear 

understanding of Issues related to Roma in 

order to be able to formulate adequate 

policies that would further be implemented 

by governments. It is crucial, therefore, that 

the production of knowledge on which 

assumptions and attitudes are based derives 

from the intersection of academic and 

research perspectives, practitioners’ 

expertise and strategic policy thinking and 

planning. Dr Malloy further emphasised that 

people implementing policy need to be self-

reflective and need to understand the way in 

which they approach these issues is coloured 

by their experience and prejudices. Experts 

could provide policymakers with more 

sophisticated insights and a clearer 

understanding about the issues particularly 

affecting Roma and help them to overcome 

the transfer of false assumptions.  

According to Dr Rostas, the lessons 

from practice have shown that the policies 

designed and implemented at the local level 

have proven to be most successful. But the 

bottom-up approach should be just a start 

and not the end of the process. All policy 

levels need to be involved. 

 



 

22 | P a g e  
 

 There is a need for change of the 

general approach to policymaking with 

regard to Roma.  

 

Elaborating on examples from the 

Roma Decade, Ms Bojadjieva emphasised 

that the individual/case-based approach has 

proven to be more successful in contrast to 

large-scale programming.  Within the 

framework of a housing project in 

Macedonia, Roma were enabled to discuss 

and decide what they wanted from that 

policy. They subsequently engaged in 

successful advocacy, influencing the 

mainstream policy in order to reflect Roma’s 

needs. While such cases are rare, the Decade 

has shown that the best projects come from 

empowered Roma communities; taking into 

account particular needs in designing 

measures and implementing the measures 

properly result in real positive changes.  

Ms Bojadjieva further pointed to the 

need for the EU to shift its emphasis to 

discriminatory practices, anti-gypsyism 

and administrative obstructions to 

fundamental human rights as the main 

problems faced by the Roma. Policies are 

currently shaped through a discourse that 

legitimises the status quo, argued Dr Rostas. 

Activation policies have the effect of taking 

people out of the labour market by placing 

them in subsidised work places. Instead of 

improving employability, this approach 

weakens Roma’s position.  

Allowing that Roma voice is heard is 

the other key element that policies targeting 

Roma need to address and incorporate, 

emphasized Mr Scicluna. Roma need to 

become aware that they have the power to 

shape their future. They need to become 

responsible for their destiny. But to be able 

to do that people need to make informed 

decisions and choices and to take existing 

opportunities.  

 

 Empowerment of Roma means 

that they become agents of change. 

 

Over the two days of discussions and 

analyses, the participants achieved a 

consensus around this conclusion. 

Approaching the topic, Mr Rostas pointed 

out that if empowerment is the aim, then the 

figure of Roma mediator needs to be left to 

the past. Although the 1993 Council of 

Europe programme achieved positive 

results, it needs to be considered that the 

context was different then. Training of 

mediators was seen as a way to address the 

pogroms in Eastern Europe. Now it’s seen – 

mistakenly -- as a cure-all for every issue to 

do with the Roma. There must be more 

oversight to prevent exploitation and 

oppression carried out by mediators in the 

communities.  Dr Rorke supported this 

opinion and pointed out that endless series 

of trainings that provide no accredited, 

internationally recognised qualifications of 

the kind that would enable a person to find 

professional employment beyond ‘Roma 

mediating’ is not appropriate for the 21st 

century labour market. In the age of 

empires, there were roles for mediators - to 

mediate between the rulers and the ruled. It 

is worrying that the most appropriate recipe 

for 10-12 million Roma who are citizens and 

not subjects is that well-intentioned bright 

young people be destined to mediate on 

behalf of entire communities, individuals 

and families whose needs are diverse and 
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complex. According to Dr Rorke, the 

problem is that not enough Roma are being 

trained as kindergarten, primary and 

secondary school teachers; being trained to 

qualify as professional social workers or 

medical professionals, what we have is a 

mass production of mediators. Dr Rorke was 

sure that a temporary fix there can result in 

good outcomes, and without a doubt there 

are mediators who have made a real 

difference in people’s lives. But mediating 

cannot be seen as an end in itself. The Roma 

population shouldn’t have to have a 

mediator to see their doctor, or for their 

child to be able to attend school. These are 

fundamental rights, and public service 

providers have fundamental democratic 

responsibilities, responsibilities that should 

not be diffused or contracted out. 

Dr Rorke pointed out further that there 

are expectations that the Roma should be 

empowered, energetic mobilised and active 

while it is normal for majorities to be 

apathetic. In some cases, there seems to be a 

projection of leftist nostalgia for the notion 

of the risen and mobilised masses as agents 

of revolutionary transformation. But the 

reality for many millions of Roma people 

living in conditions of acute deprivation is 

that day-to-day life is a struggle to survive, 

to shelter and feed their families. An 

outbreak of hepatitis or dysentery is not 

necessarily conducive for a mobilised 

citizenry to demand human rights and 

emancipation. Access to fundamental rights 

and basic services should not be dependent 

on any community’s capacity to mobilise, or 

conditioned upon them being active citizens.  

Recent research conducted in Romania, 

Serbia and Hungary exploring Roma 

participation and self-organisation in 

communities found that many people do not 

even believe that they could have an 

influence over authorities and the decision-

making process. The language of democratic 

representation and human rights doesn’t 

make sense in this context, commented Dr 

Rövid. But this situation is not entirely 

unique, argued Dr Carstocea; in the 19
th

 

century, many of the Eastern European 

national groups were in a similar position – 

uneducated and lacking participation. This 

changed in time with mobilisation around 

national projects, and this is what Roma 

lack.  

Ms Bojadjieva concluded that what 

prevents Roma from mobilising is that they 

do not have faith that their rights will be 

granted. She also noted that mobilisation 

brings with it risks of even worse treatment 

and victimisation, with Roma claiming their 

basic human rights faced in many countries 

with torture by police. In essence, the justice 

system is failing the Roma most of the time. 

One way to address this problem might be 

including justice as a priority area in future 

policies.  

Dr Popova closed the discussion by 

noting that whenever Issues related to Roma 

are discussed the general policy approach 

currently is to address Roma as objects of 

change. Inclusion and integration are usually 

discussed through the prism of what “we” 

must do with /for/about Roma. Even in 

projects focusing on participation, the tone 

often is that “we” need to make Roma 

participate. Very rarely do programmes for 

Roma look at what Roma want to change 

and how they see the change happening. A 

key precondition for the achieving the 
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desired positive societal change is to create 

and foster a feeling not only of involvement 

with but also of ownership of processes.  

 
VII. CONCLUSION 
 

Over the past decade, the EU has 

moved significantly forward in its efforts to 

develop and launch policies and 

programmes aiming at bringing about a 

positive change in the life of the largest 

European minority – Roma. The shift of the 

political interest to Roma-related issues and 

the targeted efforts to actively involve 

national governments in developing and 

implementing integration programmes is 

something that EU should be praised for.  

Regardless of the underlying economic 

reasons, reducing the gap between the Roma 

and non-Roma citizens and fostering social 

cohesion is certainly a step forward in the 

policy-making of the EU. But achieving the 

expected societal and developmental 

outcomes is still challenged by the general 

lack of political will at the local and national 

levels, continued prejudices against Roma, 

discriminatory practices and the significant 

reluctance of Roma themselves to get 

involved. Although fostering the 

implementation of regulatory frameworks, 

policies and measures at all political levels 

within and beyond the EU is crucial for the 

success of the processes, a sustainable 

change can occur only with the change of 

mindsets of all stakeholders. A precondition 

for this is the development of critical 

thinking on issues that would allow: 

 The EU to realistically evaluate the 

success of its initiatives and programmes; 

 Policy and decision makers to 

identify and address the gaps in their 

knowledge about Roma and to eliminate 

discriminatory practices; 

 National governments to commit to 

the implementation of policies and measures 

aiming at effectively reducing the gaps 

between Roma and non-Roma citizens; 

 Politicians and public authorities to 

evaluate the efficiency of programmes and 

projects targeting Roma and to invest the 

necessary efforts to redesign them 

accordingly; 

 Experts to recognize the need for a 

multidisciplinary approach combining 

academic and practical perspectives; 

 Civil society to recognize that 

prejudices are often dominant in attitudes 

towards Roma and thus hamper the human 

rights approach; 

 Roma to gain ownership of the 

processes and become actively involved as 

primary agents of change. 

During the two days of intensive 

discussions, the participants in the ECMI 

workshop have excnanged many ideas. 

Reflecting on the issues they came to the 

conclusion that real integration of Roma 

can happen only when the general policy 

approach shifts from addressing Roma as 

objects of change to empowering them as 

both citizens and as members of their 

local communities.  
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