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Abstract 

The notion of Ψanti-GypsyismΩ aims to refocus public policies addressing Roma discrimination in order 
to place responsibility for combating structural, historically-embedded and systemic forms of racism, 
discrimination and exclusion towards Roma squarely on state institutions and actors. This report 
examines the ways in which policies and funding combat Ψŀƴǘƛ-DȅǇǎȅƛǎƳΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ¦ƴƛƻƴ and 
selected Member States and ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŀŘŘŜŘ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ψŀƴǘƛ-DȅǇǎȅƛǎƳΩ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘΣ ǿƛǘƘ particular 
reference to its institutional forms. It explores ways in which these institutional forms could be 
combated by identifying some ΨǇǊƻƳƛǎƛƴƎ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ƻǊ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎΩ found in five selected EU Member 
States (Germany, Romania, Spain, Sweden and the UK).  ¢ƘŜǎŜ ΨǇǊƻƳƛǎƛƴƎ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎΩ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ reactive 
and proactive measures organised around four main themes: i) national, regional and local institutional 
responses; ii) training and education activities; iii) access to justice and effective remedies; and iv) 
media, public attitudes and political discourse. 

The report further draws conclusions and provides a set of policy recommendations for EU and national 
policy-makers to effectively combat anti-Gypsyism. The authors highlight that discussions on anti-
Gypsyism should focus not only on its definition, but on the actual outputs of current national and EU 
policies and a more robust application of EU rule of law and fundamental rights monitoring and 
reporting mechanisms.  

A key proposal put forward is to expand the scope of the EU Framework for National Roma Integration 
Strategies to become the EU Framework for National Roma Inclusion and Combating Anti-Gypsyism and 
to equip it with the necessary authority and means to tackle systematic and institutional manifestations 
of anti-Gypsyism. 
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9ȄŜŎǳǘƛǾŜ {ǳƳƳŀǊȅ 

This Report examines the ways in which policies and funding combat ǘƘŜ ǇƘŜƴƻƳŜƴƻƴ ƻŦ Ψŀƴǘƛ-
DȅǇǎȅƛǎƳΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ¦ƴƛƻƴ ό9¦ύ ŀƴŘ ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ aŜƳōŜǊ {ǘŀǘŜǎΦ Lǘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŀŘŘŜŘ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
Ψŀƴǘƛ-DȅǇǎȅƛǎƳΩ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘΣ ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ƛǘǎ institutional forms which are manifested in 
racism, discrimination and exclusion of Roma citizens. The notion of anti-Gypsyism aims to refocus public 
policies addressing Roma discrimination back to the responsibility of state institutions and actors in 
combating structural, historically-embedded and systemic forms of racism, discrimination and 
exclusion.  

The anti-Gypsyism concept addresses the historical role, responsibility and traditional posture taken by 
state institutions and the effects of widespread prejudices and stereotypes in society about Roma 
communities. The concept shows how state institutions and actors often play a direct or indirect role 
in co-producing and reproducing discrimination towards Roma and entrenching anti-Gypsy attitudes 
and stereotyping in the framing of laws and policies, as well as in their practical implementation and 
outputs. The latter often pose challenges to fundamental rights, EU citizenship and freedom of 
movement for Roma EU nationals, all of which lay at the foundations of the EU legal system in the 
Treaties.  

The Report provides an in-depth analysis of institutionalised manifestations of anti-Gypsyism in the EU. 
It explores ways in which they could be combattŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨǇǊƻƳƛǎƛƴƎ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ƻǊ 
ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎΩ ƛƴ ŦƛǾŜ ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ 9¦ Member States (Germany, Romania, Spain, Sweden and the UK), as 
well as at the EU level. The following three research questions are examined: 

¶ First, what is the value and contribution of the concept of anti-Gypsyism in addressing the 
situation of Roma communities in the EU?  

¶ Second, what are the prevailing normative approaches to anti-Gypsyism and the gaps in the 
current EU policy, institutional and funding landscape and priorities? 

¶ Third, are there any ΨǇǊƻƳƛǎƛƴƎ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ƻǊ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎΩ in these selected national arenas when 
it comes to combating institutional anti-Gypsyism?  

By addressing these questions, the Report contributes to at least 3 out of the 10 so-called ΨCommon 
Basic Principles of Roma InclusionΩ, which were presented for the first time at the meeting of the 
European Platform for Roma Inclusion in Prague on 24 April 2009.1 Paying special attention to 
combating anti-Gypsyism ǳǇƘƻƭŘǎ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ƻŦ άconstructive, pragmatic and non-discriminatory 
ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎέΦ ¢ƘŜ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ άǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ŎƻǊŜ 
values of human rights, dignity and non-ŘƛǎŎǊƛƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴέΦ These are crucial standards for any kind of 
policy initiative aimed at effectively combating anti-Gypsyism, and are highlighted throughout this 
Report (European Commission Roma Portal, 2010).2  

A first key finding of our research relates to the very notion of anti-Gypsyism. State-of-the-art research 
underlines that anti-Gypsyism is a deeply rooted phenomenon in the history, culture and state 
institutions in the EU (see section 1 and Annex 1 of this Report). The concept helps us to understand 

                                                           
1 See http://bookshop.europa.eu/en/the-10-common-basic-principles-on-roma-inclusion-pbKE3010317 Shortly thereafter, 
on 8 June 2009, the Council of Ministers in charge of Social Affairs annexed the Principles to their conclusions and invited 
Member States and the Commission to take them into account when thinking of the then forthcoming EU Framework for 
National Roma Integration Strategies.  

2 ¢ƘŜ wŜǇƻǊǘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎƛȄǘƘ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ƻƴ ά¢ǊŀƴǎŦŜǊ ƻŦ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ-ōŀǎŜŘ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎέ ōȅ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƴƎ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ 
methodology broad consultation with the stakeholders on what works and what does not work in attempts to address 
institutional forms of anti-Gypsyism and what are the promising experiences at Member State and EU levels. It also contributes 
to the seventh priƴŎƛǇƭŜ ƻƴ ά¦ǎŜ ƻŦ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ¦ƴƛƻƴ ƛƴǎǘǊǳƳŜƴǘǎέΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ άŘǊŀǿǎ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ƭŜƎŀƭΣ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ 
ŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴǎǘǊǳƳŜƴǘǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜŘ ǘƻ aŜƳōŜǊ {ǘŀǘŜǎ ŀǎ ǘƻƻƭǎ ŦƻǊ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ wƻƳŀ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴέ ό9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ 
Commission Roma Portal, 2010). 

http://bookshop.europa.eu/en/the-10-common-basic-principles-on-roma-inclusion-pbKE3010317


2 |  CARRERA, ROSTAS & Vh{¸[L¬¢A 

 

Ƙƻǿ wƻƳŀ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƻŦǘŜƴ ǊŜŦǊŀƳŜŘ ŀǎ ŦƻǊŜƛƎƴŜǊǎ ƻǊ ΨƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎΩΣ ƛǊǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀŎǘǳŀƭ 
migratory administrative status and/or nationality. This manifestation of anti-Gypsyism in turn is used 
to justify, or often provides the background for, restrictions with respect to the equal enjoyment by 
Roma communities of EU citizenship, freedoms and fundamental rights, or cases of forced evictions 
and expulsions, exclusion and segregation of Roma communities in the EU (see subsection 1.2.3).  

In these ways institutional racism and discrimination facilitate shifting responsibility for discrimination 
ŀƴŘ ŜȄŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ wƻƳŀ ǘƘŜƳǎŜƭǾŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇǊŜǎǳƳŜŘ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ Ψcultural ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴΩΦ ¢ƘŜ wŜǇƻǊǘ 
shows that the most common manifestation of anti-Gypsyism takes the shapes of negative and false 
stereotypes in society on Roma, discrimination by other citizens and residents, lack of knowledge 
towards Roma communities by public sector authorities and even cases where there is use of anti-Roma 
xenophobic rhetoric on the part of some politicians and state leaders.  

However, the most serious forms of anti-Gypsyism are institutional ones. These include, for instance, 
segregation of Roma children in education, spatial segregation of Roma communities and forced 
evictions and expulsions from the territory. These institutional manifestations have profound 
repercussions for the effective socio-economic inclusion of Roma communities in life domains such as 
access to housing and education. What makes anti-Gypsyism a special form of racism is the 
responsibility of the state in the production and co-production of discriminatory norms, knowledge and 
politics in relation to Roma communities (see subsection 1.2).  

The notion of anti-Gypsyism provides also a different framing of Roma-related issues and challenges. 
The focus of attention is centred on institutional gaps and systemic deficiencies in the treatment of 
Roma. These challenges are mainly related to the compliance by EU states and authorities with 
democratic rule of law and fundamental rights, which call in turn for better supranational monitoring 
of equality before the law, effective protection of fundamental rights and access to justice by individuals 
(see subsection 1.3).  

This Report shows that the value of the anti-Gypsyism concept lies in the change of focus from the 
wƻƳŀ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΩ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ΨƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜΩ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎΩ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊ 
equality, non-discrimination and fundamental rights to Roma individuals, all of which constitute founding 
values of the EU enshrined in Article 2 of the Treaty on the European Union (TEU). The Report indicates 
that a consistent and streamlined EU democratic rule of law and fundamental rights approach often is 
lacking in policy and financial instruments and activities falling under the umbrella of EU Roma-related 
policies. Such an approach would foresee that the actions (or inactions) of Member State governments 
and authorities, and those of the European institutions and agencies, would be regularly and 
independently monitored, supervised and evaluated in light of Article 2 TEU values (see section 2).  

Another key finding of this Report is that the practical usage and perceived relevance of the anti-
Gypsyism concept varies among the Member States analysed. Swedish and German policy-makers have 
been ŜƴƎŀƎŜŘ ƛƴ ǎŜǊƛƻǳǎ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ wƻƳŀ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ ǇŜǊǇŜǘǳŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ wƻƳŀ 
holocaust and other historically rooted injustices. The Report identifies several Ψpromising initiativesΩ in 
these two Member States aimed at combating institutional forms of anti-Gypsyism. In addition, German 
and Swedish authorities have played an active role in raising awareness and combating the anti-
Gypsyism phenomenon internationally.3  

The notion of anti-Gypsyism is less used and reflected upon by policy-makers in the three other 
countries studied (Romania, Spain and the UK). Even in these countries, however, there is a very high 
level of consensus among civil society organisations and national experts that the concept of anti-
Gypsyism is useful and brings an added value in comparison to other existing and broader notions such 
as non-discrimination, racial equality, combating hate crimes and hate speech. Across all five Member 

                                                           
3 For example, the German Chairmanship of the OSCE organised a High-[ŜǾŜƭ aŜŜǘƛƴƎ ƻƴ ά/ƻƴŦǊƻƴǘƛƴƎ !ƴǘƛ-Gypsyism: The 
Role of the Political Leaders in Countering Discrimination, Racism, Hate Crimes and Violence against Roma and Sinti 
/ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎέΣ с {ŜǇǘŜƳōŜǊ нлмс, Berlin.  



COMBATING INSTITUTIONAL ANTI-GYPSYISM: RESPONSES AND PROMISING PRACTICES IN THE EU AND SELECTED MS |  3 

 

States, the survey of civil society organisations conducted for the purposes of this Report highlighted 
the potential added value of the concept to effectively counter institutional forms of racism against 
Roma.  

The anti-Gypsyism concept is increasingly gaining ground at the EU level as well. This is particularly 
evident in its use by the European Parliament (European Parliament, 2015), the European Commission 
(European Commission, 2015) and the Council (Slovak Presidency of the Council of the EU, 2016). 
Nevertheless, the notion of institutional anti-Gypsyism and its democratic rule of law considerations 
ŀǊŜ ƻŦǘŜƴ ŀōǎŜƴǘΦ ¢ƘŜ wŜǇƻǊǘ ŀƴŀƭȅǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ prevailing approaches in recent 
policies and funding initiatives (since 2010 and up through January 2017), whether and how they 
combat anti-Gypsyism across the Member States.  

Among such perspectives, the one that has gained most prevalence since 2010 is the Roma integration 
approach. Fundamental rights in the scope of EU non-discrimination and combating hate speech/crime 
policies have also gained in relevance due to the existence of EU secondary law in these domains. Still, 
our research shows that more efforts are needed to overcome current sectorial perspectives and 
ensuring a democratic rule of law and fundamental rights-compliant approach in current EU policies on 
Roma. As a consequence, current EU policies mainly target the ΨintegrationΩ of Roma communities, and 
not so much structural racism or institutional barriers in Member States.  

The EU Framework for National Roma Integration Strategies ǿŀǎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ Ƴŀƛƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ 
to the controversial evictions and expulsions by France and Italy in 2010 of EU Roma citizens from 
Bulgaria and Romania. Civil society organisations advocated the adoption of Roma inclusion strategies 
at EU and national levels,4 and many of them thus welcomed the new framework. This Report confirms 
that the EU Framework and the national strategies for Roma integration have brought important changes 
ƛƴ ŜƴǎǳǊƛƴƎ ΨƳƻǊŜ 9¦Ω ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ wƻma policies, creating new institutional structures 
at EU and domestic levels dealing with Roma integration and involving relevant civil society actors in 
the design and implementation of policies. The EU Framework, however, has a number of limitations, 
whiŎƘ ŀǊŜ ŎƭƻǎŜƭȅ ƭƛƴƪŜŘ ǘƻ ƛǘǎ ǘƘŜƳŀǘƛŎ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ΨƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴΩ, and its normative softeness, i.e. the weak 
Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƎǊŀƴǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ƛƴ ŜƴŦƻǊŎƛƴƎ aŜƳōŜǊ {ǘŀǘŜǎΩ ŎƻƳǇƭƛŀƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ 
commitments. These limitations include its scope, effectiveness and impact in delivering equality, 
citizenship and fundamental rights to the Roma in the EU.  

Three major surveys conducted by the EUΩǎ Fundamental Rights Agency (FRA) between 2008 and 2016 
ς EU MIDIS I, 2008; Roma survey, 2012 and EU-MIDIS II, 2016 ς confirm that levels of Roma 
discrimination in different areas of life remained worryingly high in the EU. Our research confirms the 
importance of EU policies to continue fostering effective and non-discriminatory socio-economic 
inclusion of Roma communities at Member State levels, particularly in ensuring equal access to a 
comparable standard of living in key areas, such as as education, employment, housing and health, as 
well as in combating hate crime.  

Nevertheless, this Report signals that more EU efforts are needed to ensure regular and more systematic 
EU monitoring of the compliance with the rule of law and fundamental rights by national, regional and 
local authorities across the Union in providing equal treatment of Roma communities. A key challenge 
arises in this context as targeted EU policies and related funding schemes may not serve their envisaged 
purpose precisely because of the existence of institutional racism at national, regional and local 
governance levels (see section 3 of this Report for more details).  

The EU often implements policy and coordinates and steers Member StateǎΩ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ŀǊŜŀǎ ŦŀƭƭƛƴƎ 
outside the remit of its formal legal competences. This takes place, inter alia, by means of funding 
projects and coordinating programmes in aŜƳōŜǊ {ǘŀǘŜǎΩ national and local arenas. This Report provides 
a detailed overview of selected EU financial instruments that directly or indirectly cover components 

                                                           
4 As, for example, during the first EU Roma Summit organised by the European Commission in 2008 (see 
http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catId=88&langId=en&eventsId=105).  

http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catId=88&langId=en&eventsId=105
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that are relevant for the treatment of Roma communities in the EU and their compliance with the above-
ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ Ψмл ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ōŀǎƛŎ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎΩ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ŀǘ 9¦ ƭŜǾŜƭ (see section 3.1). A key finding of this Report 
in this area is that the largest funds are designed to fund a Roma integration/inclusion approach via key 
European Structural Investment Funds (ESIF), namely the European Social Fund (ESF) and European 
Regional Development Fund (ERDF).  

A recent special report by the European Court of Auditors (ECA) on EU policy initiatives and financial 
support for Roma integration has confirmed that current funding schemes addressing socio-economic 
challenges of Roma communities lack a targeted focus on anti-Gypsyism, as a specific phenomenon 
(European Court of Auditors, 2016). In the same vein, an earlier own-initiative inquiry by the European 
Ombudsman on how the European Cohesion Funds are managed raised similar concerns about the 
need to find ways to better ensure the compliance of Member StatesΩ national projects funded by the 
EU Cohesion funds with fundamental rights of Roma communities (European Ombudsman, 2015) (see 
section 3.2). 

The wŜǇƻǊǘ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜǎ ŀ ǎŜǘ ƻŦ ΨǇǊƻƳƛǎƛƴƎ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎΩ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ŀ ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ experiences and 
projects showing strong potential for combating institutional manifestations of anti-Gypsyism in the five 
selected EU Member States. The Report acknowledges that these selected practices are context-specific 
ŀƴŘ ŎƭƻǎŜƭȅ ŜƳōŜŘŘŜŘ ǘƻ ŜŀŎƘ aŜƳōŜǊ {ǘŀǘŜǎΩ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎƛǘƛŜs regarding history, socio-economic spheres 
and constitutional and legal traditions. The collection of practices aims to encourage more investment 
and focus in EU policy efforts ŀƴŘ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ΨōƻǘǘƭŜƴŜŎƪǎΩ5 for Roma inclusion are identified 
and where positive features and potential could be monitored and promoted by the EU. The existence 
ƻŦ ΨōƻǘǘƭŜƴŜŎƪǎΩ ŀǊŜ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ƳŀƴƛŦŜǎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ŀƴǘƛ-Gypsyism, hindering achievement of equality among 
Roma and non-Roma in a socio-economic context and also in their enjoyment of fundamental rights 
and equality (see section 4).  

¢ƘŜǎŜ ΨǇǊƻƳƛǎƛƴƎ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎΩ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ reactive and proactive measures organised around four main 
themes: i) national, regional and local institutional responses; ii) training and education activities; iii) 
access to justice and effective remedies; and iv) media, public attitudes and political discourses.  

When it comes to institutional responses (i), our research has identified some institutional initiatives 
from national governments and parliaments such as the setting up of special bodies and commissions 
to deal with the remembrance and history of abuses and rights violations against Roma. This was the 
case in Sweden, where a Committee of Anti-Gypsyism was established and where the government 
pǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ŀ ²ƘƛǘŜ tŀǇŜǊΣ άThe Dark Unknown History on Abuses and Rights Violations against Roma in 
the 20th Centuryέ, recalling the victims of anti-Gypsyism and shedding light on άǘƘŜ ǊƻƭŜ ŀƴŘ 
responsibility various social institutions have had ς at an overall level ς for the abuses and rights 
Ǿƛƻƭŀǘƛƻƴǎέ.6 Another example is Germany, where the Ministry of Foreign Affairs appointed a Special 
Representative for Relations with Jewish Organizations and International Aspects of Matters of Sinti 
and Roma, whose main mission was to promote the politics of remembrance internationally.  

These instances illustrate the relevance of political determination and an appreciation on the part of the 
respective governments to raise awareness about past and current injustices perpetrated against Roma. 
Our investigation has shown that a key challenge of these initiatives is the effective follow-up of their 
outputs. This has been so far case for example as regards the implementation of the recommendations 
put forward by the above-mentioned initiative in Sweden (see subsection 4.1).  

The Report covers interesting practices dealing with training and educational initiatives (ii). Several 
examples focus on anti-bias and anti-discrimination training programmes aimed at law enforcement and 
judicial officers and public servants who are in direct contact with Roma communities. Special 

                                                           
5 Ψ.ƻǘǘƭŜƴŜŎƪǎΩ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŀǊŜ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘƻƻŘ ŀǎ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ-making which if improved would speed up the achievement of 
other policy efforts. For example, to ensure access to justice and protection from discrimination, Roma communities 
themselves could be pro-active in ensuring equal access to education, housing, employment and healthcare.  

6 See http://www.government.se/legal-documents/2015/03/ds-20148/  

http://www.government.se/legal-documents/2015/03/ds-20148/
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educational materials were prepared for use by teachers and other educators in different settings, 
ranging from academic education to professional training. Although the current research has not 
assessed their actual impact, the Report captures the limited outreach of the most interesting initiatives 
directed at law enforcement officers in some of the Member States studied (see subsection 4.2). 

A fundamental set of actions for effectively combating institutional manifestations of anti-Gypsyism 
relates to access to justice and effective remedies (iii). The Report outlines promising examples and 
measures taken both by local and regional authorities and civil society to ensure better accountability 
and monitoring of effective investigation of crimes perpetrated against Roma communities. A key finding 
is the central role played by cities and local actors in ensuring and facilitating effective redress to victims 
of crime. To this end, as a way of illustration, the Report highlights measures such as the special register 
of anti-Gypsyist incidents in Berlin (Germany) and the Service for Hate Crimes and Discrimination of the 
tǊƻǎŜŎǳǘƻǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ƛƴ .ŀǊŎŜƭƻƴŀ ό{Ǉŀƛƴύ όsee subsection 4.3).  

Media and political discourse can play an equally central role in combating anti-Gypsyism (iv). The Report 
provides a few cases of high-ranking politicians, such as Chancellor Angela Merkel in Germany, or Prime 
Minister Dacian Ciolos in Romania, delivering strong and positive messages stepping up for the values 
of fundamental rights and equality and calling for opposition to anti-Gypsyism. Existing media laws, 
ethical codes for journalists and guidelines for online media are also analysed. The Report underlines 
that these tools could be better utilised and more consistently implemented in scrutinising various 
expressions of anti-Gypsyism and in particular in relation to cases of illegal hate speech in the public 
sphere, including on social media (see subsections 4.4-4.5). 

The Report further draws conclusions and provides a set of policy recommendations for EU and national 
policy-makers to effectively combat anti-Gypsyism. Our findings show the importance of trust-building 
measures between EU and national responses to effectively combat anti-Gypsyism. This can only happen 
if steps are taken to prevent and address the institutional manifestations of this phenomenon. The 
Report highlights that discussions on anti-Gypsyism should focus not only on its definition, but on the 
actual outputs of current national and EU policies and a more robust application of EU rule of law and 
fundamental rights monitoring and reporting mechanisms.  

Both European institutions and Member States should more openly and officially support the use and 
value added of the concept of anti-Gypsyism. The EU together with national authorities should turn 
anti-Gypsyism into a fully operational concept, equipped with all the necessary legal, policy and financial 
instruments to protect the fundamental rights of Roma communities across the Union. The effective 
protection of Roma fundamental rights and citizenship stands high among EU values in the Treaties and 
the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights. The EU institutions should more closely monitor Member StateǎΩ 
actions and inactions regarding the treatment of Roma communities, particularly in the scope of current 
EU funding instruments and, chiefly through the adoption of a new EU Rule of Law Mechanism. (see 
section 5).  
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LƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ 

Scope, objectives and structure 

The Report examines the ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ Ψanti-DȅǇǎȅƛǎƳΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ¦ƴƛƻƴ (EU) and selected EU 
Member StatesΩ policies. It touches on efforts to combat various manifestations of institutional racism, 
exclusion and discrimination. This Report does not study the phenomenon of anti-Gypsyism per se, but 
rather focuses on identifying promising ways to combat it in the EU. 

As eloquently explained by Stephen Lawrence, institutional racism is άǘƘŜ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŦŀƛƭǳǊŜ ƻŦ ŀƴ 
organisation to provide an appropriate and professional service to people because of their colour, 
ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜΣ ƻǊ ŜǘƘƴƛŎ ƻǊƛƎƛƴέ (Stephen Lawrence Inquiry, 1999). For the purposes of this Report, this notion 
encompasses structural forms of racism, institutional discrimination and exclusion of communities 
perceived or framed ŀǎ ΨwƻƳŀΩ. Anti-Gypsyism refers to the historical role, everyday behaviour and 
prejudices/stereotypes of institutions that co-produce and reproduce fear or hatred of Roma in laws, 
policies and practices that are contrary to the fundamental human rights and citizenship freedoms of 
Roma communities. Institutional forms of anti-Gypsyism and ways to combat them are at the core of 
this study.  

The Report draws attention to the responsibility and promising practices and experiences of 
stakeholders, in particular policy-makers at national and local levels, in combating and/or countering 
racist, exclusionary and discriminatory treatment, attitudes and policies/practices towards the Roma. 
It is based on experiences in five EU Member States: Germany, Romania, Sweden, Spain and the UK. The 
Report investigates the responses to these and related issues at EU institutional level, in particular when 
it comes to the policy, legal and funding activities of European Commission services and Directorates 
General (DGs) working directly or indirectly on Roma-related themes. Our research covers relevant 
developments since 2010, namely, the introduction of the EU framework for National Roma Integration 
Strategies, until January 2017. We explore three research questions: 

¶ First, what is the value and contribution of the concept of anti-Gypsyism in addressing the 
situation of Roma communities in the EU?  

¶ Second, what are the prevailing policy or normative approaches to anti-Gypsyism and the gaps 
in the current EU policy, institutional and funding landscape and priorities? 

¶ ¢ƘƛǊŘΣ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀƴȅ ΨǇǊƻƳƛǎƛƴƎ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ƻǊ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǊŜƴŀǎ in 
combating institutional forms of anti-Gypsyism?  

Section 1 starts with an assessment of the conceptual features and main theoretical manifestations 
composing the notion of Ψanti-GypsyiǎƳΩ in the EU. It studies the relevance of this concept in the EU 
and the differences in its practical application and perceived importance by policy-makers and 
practitioners in the EU (Annex 1 of this Report provides a more in-depth overview of the concept of 
anti-Gypsyism). Section 2 examines of how EU institutions and their policies deal with this 
phenomenon. It pays special attention to the role and contribution ς and prevailing policing approaches 
and setting of priorities ς of the European Commission and its various services with a mandate to work 
on Roma-related policy domains.  

Section 3 analyses how and if EU financial instruments address anti-Gypsyism, including Ψwho funds 
whatΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ŦǳƴŘǎ ŀǘ 9¦ ƭŜǾŜƭ ŎƻǾŜǊƛƴƎ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴǎ of and approaches to the treatment 
of Roma communities. This same section brings to light current challenges affecting these financial 
tools, particular in their material scope and monitoring and accountability systems. Section 4 provides 
ŀ ŘŜǘŀƛƭŜŘ ƻǾŜǊǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ΨǇǊƻƳƛǎƛƴƎ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎΩ ƛƴ combating anti-Gypsyism in the EU, including both 
ΨǇǊƻŀŎǘƛǾŜΩ ŀƴŘ ΨǊŜŀŎǘƛǾŜΩ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǾŜ ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ 9¦ Member States. Based on 
research findings, Section 5 offers conclusions and puts forward a set of policy recommendations for 
national and EU policy-makers to effectively respond to anti-Gypsyism in the EU.  
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aŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎȅ 

The Report deployed a data-gathering methodology composed of: desk research, interviews, online 
surveys, focus group discussions and policy meetings. Such a multi-method framework proved to be 
well suited to addressing the above-mentioned three research questions. 

Desk research 

The desk research phase included an examination of current academic knowledge, with particular 
attention to the notion of anti-Gypsyism. In addition, relevant policies and legislation was analysed to 
cover both EU and national levels, such as the EU Framework and national Roma integration strategies, 
FRA surveys, etc. 

Semi-structured interviews 

The desk research was complemented with a set of semi-structured interviews with representatives of 
relevant national and local policy-makers and practitioners in five selected Member States and at the 
EU level. In total, 46 interviews were conducted. 

National levels: For this purpose national experts in each of the five Member States interviewed national 
equality bodies and ministries of justice tasked with delivering effective equality and justice for all, 
including Roma. Another set of interviews was conducted with ministries and bodies tasked with 
delivering national Roma integration strategies or pursuing broader Roma inclusion goals in the context 
of EU Cohesion Policy. A third set of interviews was conducted with the main civil society 
representatives. Some 37 interviews were conducted in the selected Member States.   

EU: The authors also carried out nine semi-structured interviews with representatives of the relevant 
services and Directorates-General of the European Commission (EC): Directorate-General for Justice 
and Consumers (DG JUST), including 5D W¦{¢ 5м όάNon-Discrimination and Roma coordinationέ ǳƴƛǘ 
and 5D W¦{¢ /м άCǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭ wƛƎƘǘǎ ŀƴŘ wƛƎƘǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƘƛƭŘέ ǳƴƛǘΤ Directorate-General for 
Employment, Social Affairs and Inclusion (DG EMPL), Directorate-General for Regional and Urban Policy 
(DG REGIO), Directorate-General Neighbourhood and Enlargement Negotiations (DG NEAR), a Member 
of the European Parliament (MEP), the EU Agency for Fundamental Rights (FRA), the European 
Economic and Social Committee (EESC) and the European Court of Auditors (ECA).  

Online survey 

An online survey addressed civil society organisations and actors in the five selected Member States in 
cooperation with the European Network against Racism and Xenophobia (ENAR). As of January 2017, 
33 civil society organisations had completed the online survey. 

Focus group with national stakeholders 

The focus group aimed at discussing the preliminary findings of the Report, with particular focus on 
ΨǇǊƻƳƛǎƛƴƎΩ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭκƭƻŎŀƭ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ interesting experiences, as well as the limitations and 
challenges, of combating anti-Gypsyism in the selected Member States.  

The focus group took place on 16 November 2016, with more than 30 participants from national 
governments, academia and civil society across the EU. Particular attention was paid to the roles and 
approaches prevailing at EU level and more specifically within the European Commission. The focus 
group allowed for an expert debate on the added ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ Ψŀƴǘƛ-GȅǇǎȅƛǎƳΩ ŀǎ ŀ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ŀƴŘ a tool for 
countering institutional racism towards the Roma population in the EU. 
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High-level discussion meeting 

The final draft of summary of the Report and preliminary recommendations were presented at a high-
level discussion meeting hosted by MEP Soraya Post at the European Parliament on 6 February 2017. 
Key EU-level policy-makers and high-level experts representing the EU Directorates General, EU 
agencies, and concerned Permanent Representations of the national governments and civil society 
stakeholders participated in this discussion (see Annex 3).  

Why Ψpromising practicesΩ? 

The authors have chosen to refer to ΨǇǊƻƳƛǎƛƴƎ or interesting ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎΩ ƛƴǎǘŜŀŘ ƻŦ ΨƎƻƻŘΩ ƻǊ ΨōŜǎǘ 
ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎΩΦ ¢ƘŜ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƘŜ 
EU Member States under examination are context-dependent and historically specific. Against this 
background, the Report took due account of the need to also carry out a qualitative assessment of their 
value and effects in specific local and national contexts, which fell outside the scope of our research 
(see Annex 2).  

The potential for ΨtransferabilityΩ of identified national Ψpromising practicesΩ to other domestic arenas 
in the EU would need to be carefully examined in such as context. Our interviews and methods 
produced some relevant qualitative results, which helped us in identifying these examples and hinted 
at their potential to effect change. However, these did not allow for a full and in-depth examination of 
the actual ΨeffectivenessΩ and results of the envisaged practices and projects. The authors have 
therefore chosen to refer to these practices as presenting key common features that make them 
potentially ΨǇǊƻƳƛǎƛƴƎΩ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9¦ Member States. The very methodology of the Report 
promotes to sixth principle of the Roma Inclusion ƻƴ άtransfer of evidence-ōŀǎŜŘ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎέ ό9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ 
Commission Roma Portal, 2010).   

ΨWhatΩ promising practices?  

The research takes into account mainly national responses to anti-Gypsyism by governments, 
parliaments and other state institutions. Some selected practices led by civil society have also been 
included, in particular, if there was a certain degree of institutional cooperation with national 
authorities. Our assessment focuses on certain ΨǇǊƻƳƛǎƛƴƎ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎΩ that are of particular relevance in 
addressing the institutional manifestations of anti-Gypsyism in the EU, follows:  

1) institutionalising the response to anti-Gypsyism by setting up special bodies;  
2) education and training of public servants in contact with Roma communities, including law 

enforcement officials;  
3) access to justice and effective remedies, special measures and complaint mechanisms, taking 

into account the particular circumstances of the victims of anti-Gypsyism;  
4) media and public debate, including public statements and actions of high-ranking politicians to 

step up the fight against anti-Gypsyism on a national level as well as effective application of 
media laws and journalism ethics codes to address cases of anti-Gypsyism.  
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1. ¢ƘŜ ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀƴǘƛπDȅǇǎȅƛǎƳ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ŀŘŘŜŘ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
9¦ 

This section provides an analysis of the notion of anti-Gypsyism in the European Union. It starts by 
highlighting the main and most authoritative conceptualisations of this term and the working definition 
of it as used in this Report (subsection 1.1). It then explores the main manifestations of this 
phenomenon in light of our interviews and online surveys (subsection 1.2) and how this notion is seen 
to present added value in comparison to other concepts (subsection 1.3). 

1.1. What is anti-Gypsyism?  

The most authoritative definition of anti-Gypsyism in Europe is the one proposed by the European 
Commission against Racism and Intolerance (ECRI) of the Council of Europe (CoE), in its General Policy 
Recommendation No. 13 on combating anti-Gypsyism and discrimination against Roma. The special 
recommendation defined anti-Gypsyism as άa specific form of racism, an ideology founded on racial 
superiority, a form of dehumanization and institutional racism nurtured by historical discrimination, 
which is expressed, among others, by violence, hate speech, exploitation, stigmatization and the most 
blatant kind of discriminationέ ŀƴŘ ǎǘǊŜǎǎŜŘ άǘƘŀǘ ŀƴǘƛ-Gypsyism is an especially persistent, violent, 
recurrent and commonplace form of racism, and convinced of the need to combat this phenomenon 
ŀǘ ŜǾŜǊȅ ƭŜǾŜƭ ŀƴŘ ōȅ ŜǾŜǊȅ ƳŜŀƴǎέ ό/ƻǳƴŎƛƭ ƻŦ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΣ нлммύΦ  

In the EU context, the above-mentioned notion has been used by the Council of the EU, the European 
Commission and the European Parliament. However, a common EU understanding about the specific 
conceptual features and the need to focus on institutional manifestations of the phenomenon is by and 
large lacking. ¢ƘŜ Ψŀƴǘƛ-DȅǇǎȅƛǎƳΩ term was first time expressly mentioned (although not elaborated), 
by the Council in its Recommendations on Effective Roma integration measures in the Member States 
(Council of the EU, 2013). Subsequently, the European Commission started to use the notion in its 
evaluation reports of National Roma Integration Strategies (European Commission, 2015 and 2016a). 
The European Parliament, in its Resolution of 15 April 2015 on the occasion of International Roma Day, 
re-iterated the definition proposed by ECRI (European Parliament, 2015). 

Whereas many EU policy-makers, increasingly use the ECRI notion, there is not a common acceptance 
or consensus ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ Ψŀƴǘƛ-DȅǇǎȅƛǎƳΩ actually entails. There are on-going debates about what it means 
in academic and civil society circles (see Annex 1 for a detailed discussion of these debates). As a way 
of illustration, the Alliance against Antigypsyism, a coalition of 95 NGOs from different European 
countries aiming to promote equality of rights for Roma and to promote a deeper understanding of 
anti-Gypsyism, has proposed the following working definition:  

άantigypsyism is a historically constructed, persistent complex of customary racism against 
ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǎǘƛƎƳŀ ΨƎȅǇǎȅΩ ƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘŜǊƳǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜǎΥ 

1. a homogeniing and essentializing perception and description of these groups; 
2. the attribution of specific characteristics to them; 
3. discriminating social structures and violent practices that emerge against that 
background, which have a degrading and ostracizing effect and which reproduce 
structural disadvantagesέ (Alliance against Antigypsyism, 2016). 

A literature review on other proposed academic conceptualisations of this phenomenon is outlined in 
more detail in Annex 1 of this Report. Suffice it here to say that there is a growing consensus in the 
academic literature on the key assumption that anti-Gypsyism is a special form of racism directed against 
Roma that has at its core the assumptions that Roma are an inferior and deviant group.  
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Other key assumptions behind the notion of anti-Gypsyism are typically: orientalism, nomadism, 
rootlessness identity and backwardness. The perception of Roma inferiority originates in the 
widespread belief among non-Roma that Roma are less human; references to ΨwildernessΩ and animist 
habits are often made when describing the Roma. The issues of inferiority and otherness and 
backwardness are magnified by the logic of capitalism and global market competition. Thus the Roma 
are often portrayed as lazy and abusing social security systems. Furthermore, anti-Gypsyism has a 
collective, not an individual, character, targeting all those perceived by a given ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅ ŀǎ άDȅǇǎƛŜǎέΦ While 
discrimination could have an individual target, the scope of anti-Gypsyism manifestations is always 
collective and can become systematic in nature. 

1.2. What are the manifestations of anti-Gypsyism? 

The Report touches on the most common and serious forms of anti-Gypsyism as well as the function of 
alienation of Roma from the rest of society.  

1.2.1. Most common manifestations 

The results of the civil society survey, which was designed for the purposes of this Report, indicated 
that the most common manifestations of anti-Gypsyism are those related to discrimination and a 
negative bias within society (see Figure 1). As Figure 1 below demonstrates, negative bias are similarly 
expressed against the other groups in the society. What makes Ψanti-GypsyismΩ specific in character, 
however, is the widespread nature of these negative bias, deeply ǊƻƻǘŜŘ ƛƴ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ŀƴŘ Ψinstitutional 
culturesΩ across the European countries concerned (see Annex 2 for more details).  

Figure 1. Ranking manifestations of anti-Gypsyism from the most common (top) to the least common 
(bottom) 

 

 
 
Source: !ǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ own rendering based on the results of the online civil society survey. 

  

1.2.2. The most serious manifestation of anti-Gypsyism: Institutional racism and discrimination 

Civil society interviews and the survey findings confirmed a worrying frequency of negative bias and 
attitudes, among which the most significant and worrying are systemic and institutional manifestations 
of racism, discrimination and exclusion of Roma communities. In this Report, they are further referred 
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to as institutional anti-Gypsyism, which, as illustrated in Figure 2 below, can be detected in various fields 
of public policy, such as spatial segregation in housing and forced evictions, restrictions on freedom of 
movement within the EU or in segregation of Roma children in education.  

 
Figure 2. Ranking of policy areas with the most significant anti-Gypsyism  

 
 
Source: !ǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ own rendering based on results of online civil society survey.  

 

1.2.3. Framing Roma as Ψnon-integrated foreignersΩ 

One typical manifestation of anti-Gypsyism is based on the key assumptions of nomadism and 
rootlessness reframes the national Roma as aliens or guests, and Roma EU citizens as non-9¦ ΨƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎΩ 
or foreigners (Rostas, 2012; Carrera, 2013b)Φ ¢ƘŜ ΨwƻƳŀ mƛƎǊŀƴǘǎΩ ƭŀōŜƭ results in an ambiguous status 
ς that of a non-ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜŘ ΨŦƻǊŜƛƎƴŜǊΩ ς which aims at justifying discrimination and exclusion in 
ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴ ǘƻ ΨŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ. This procesǎ ƻŦ ΨƻǘƘŜǊƛƴƎΩ ǘŀƪŜǎ ƛƴǘƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀǘǘǊƛōǳǘŜŘ ŜǘƘƴƛŎƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ 
perceived Ψcultural ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜΩΣ but overlooks their actual legal status, rights and freedoms, nationality 
and EU citizenship.  

The ethnicity and nomadic lifestyle of Roma as framed by policies, discourses and practices seem to 
have taken precedence in the EU over their actual actions and claims of citizenship and equality. The 
Roma are expected to be ΨintegratedΩ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛƳŀƎƛƴŜŘ ǿŀȅ ƻŦ ƭƛŦŜ ŀƴŘ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀǘǘǊƛōǳǘŜŘ ΨǎǘŀǘŜ 
ƻŦ ƻǊƛƎƛƴΩΣ ŀƴŘ to be Ψmore nationalΩ than the constructed nationality laws provide, in order to attain the 
level of individual membership granted by EU citizenship (see Annex 1 for further discussion). 

This has visible and practical implications regarding the personal scope of current EU and Member 
States policies and financial instruments (see sections 3 and 4 of this Report), which more often than 
not exclude Roma EU citizens who exercise their free movement rights and Roma asylum-seekers from 
special policies and actions covering the inclusion and treatment of Roma, and even from programmes 
implementing anti-racism or hate crime and hate speech regulations.  

Civil society organisations and actors working mainly on human rights, Roma rights and anti-racism are 
filling in the protection gap of Roma communities. As Figure 3 below demonstrates, their work concerns 
not only ΨRoma national minoritiesΩΣ but also the two above-mentioned groups that fall formally outside 
the personal scope of EU Framework for National Roma Integration Strategies.  
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Figure 3. CSOs targeting Roma with different legal status 

 
Source: !ǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ own configuration based on results of the online civil society survey. 

 

The set of interviews conducted in the selected Member States further substantiate this gap. They also 
underline that the manifestations of Ψŀƴǘƛ-GȅǇǎȅƛǎƳΩ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜŘ ōȅ EU Roma citizens who are mobile 
and non-EU Roma asylum-seekers from non-EU countries are severe and of serious concern. Some of 
our respondents indicated that such institutional anti-Gypsyism directed against non-national Roma is 
also fuelling negative bias against Roma nationals within the society at large. Despite the limitations 
regarding the group of beneficiaries of the EU Framework for National Roma Integration Strategies, 
some Member States are already applying a broader personal scope. This is the case for instance in 
Germany, where there are measures foreseen covering EU Roma citizens.  

An important challenge relates to diversity as regards the personal scope of the target group in each 
domestic arena under analysis. A respondent from Sweden said the Roma community in his country is 
a heterogeneous group who immigrated over a 500-year period. Such Roma diversity requires narrowly 
tailored approaches and considerations. Conversely, in the UK, there are two broad categories ς Roma 
and Gypsies/Travellers ς and they are treated differently in law and in practice. The former term refers 
to Roma EU migrants, and they come within the remit of migrant policy and law, ǿƘŜǊŜŀǎ ΨDȅǇǎƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ 
¢ǊŀǾŜƭƭŜǊǎΩ ŀǊŜ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǎŜŘ ƛƴ ƭŀǿ ŀǎ ǘǿƻ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘ ƳƛƴƻǊƛǘȅ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ. The 2015 change in the definition of 
Gypsy/Traveller for planning purposes7 is having a particularly negative impact on the lives of Gypsies 
and Travellers. 

The personal scope or concrete legal status of Roma has proved to be of fundamental importance 
during the 2015-16 humanitarian refugee crisis in Europe. The Congress of Local and Regional 
Authorities of the Council of Europe adopted a Resolution 403(2016) and Recommendation 388(2016) 
ƻƴ ά¢ƘŜ {ƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ wƻƳŀ ŀƴŘ ¢ǊŀǾŜƭŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƻŦ wƛǎƛƴƎ 9ȄǘǊŜƳƛǎƳΣ ·ŜƴƻǇƘƻōia and the 
wŜŦǳƎŜŜ /Ǌƛǎƛǎ ƛƴ 9ǳǊƻǇŜέ ƻƴ нл hŎǘƻōŜǊ нлмс ό/t[омόнлмсύло ŦƛƴŀƭύΦ ! ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ 9ȄǇƭŀƴŀǘƻǊȅ 
Memorandum stated the situation and treatment of Roma has worsened during the crisis, with reported 
increases in acts of racism, xenophobic violence and hate crimes against anyone who, like Roma, are 
ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘ ŀǎ ΨŦƻǊŜƛƎƴŜǊǎΩΦ tŀǊŀƎǊŀǇƘ мо ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ 9ȄǇƭŀƴŀǘƻǊȅ aŜƳƻǊŀƴŘǳƳ ǎǘŀǘŜǎΥ 

άThe current refugee crisis opened the door for more nationalistic, xenophobic, anti-migrant 
and refugee as well as anti-EU turn in Europe. This unfavourable context helped anti-Gypsyism 
to flourish and intensify.έ 

                                                           
7 See https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/457420/Final_planning_and 
_travellers_policy.pdf  
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Moreover, several national and EU measures have been adopted to limit intra-EU mobility by Roma 
asylum-seekers within the Union, chiefly by artificially framing the WŜǎǘŜǊƴ .ŀƭƪŀƴǎ ŀǎ ΨǎŀŦŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ 
ƻŦ ƻǊƛƎƛƴΩ for asylum-seekers and refugees. This notion means that nationals from these countries are 
either automatically precluded from obtaining asylum/refugee status in EU Member States or must 
rebut the presumption that they are not refugees. In practice, the use of this notion risks failing to 
properly acknowledge individual and legitimate claims of asylum from these countries, and stands in 
direct opposition to EU commitments under the 1951 Geneva Convention on the Status of Refugees and 
its 1967 ProtocolΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ Ψ9¦ ōŜƴŎƘƳŀǊƪΩ ƛƴ ǊŜŦǳƎŜŜ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ.  

1.3. What is the added-value of the anti-Gypsyism concept?  

The notion of anti-Gypsyism highlights the role of history and prejudices/stereotypes in the everyday 
behaviour of institutions. States, through their institutions and policies, are often co-producing and 
reproducing fear or hatred of Roma. Anti-Gypsyism manifests itself in laws, policies and practices that 
put at stake the fundamental human rights and citizenship of Roma communities. The severity of such 
manifestations ranges from negative bias to ethnic profiling by police to ΨǎǇŜŎƛŀƭΩ schools for Roma 
children and housing segregation or, as exemplified in the UK, ΨŜƴŦƻǊŎŜŘ ƳƻōƛƭƛǘȅΩ through evictions and 
expulsions. It can also manifest ƛǘǎŜƭŦ ƛƴ Ψanti-begging lawsΩ ς targeting Roma communities specifically. 

Our online civil society survey indicates that nearly half of all civil society representatives expect the term 
to affect the political discourse on Roma communities. Public debates will more accurately reflect the 
shifting focus of public policies from Roma communities to society as a whole to find the root causes of 
discrimination, exclusion and racism. As Figure 4 below illustrates, civil society actors also acknowledge 
the positive advocacy opportunities that come along such a paradigm shift. However, policy-makers 
interviewed for this Report highlighted that some policy-makers raised a note of caution, as reportedly 
the change of the focus alone, from Roma to State, may not solve all existing challenges.  

Whereas policy-makers mentioned increased awareness of Roma history and historical disadvantages 
as a key ŀŘŘŜŘ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ Ψŀƴǘƛ-DȅǇǎȅƛǎƳΩ, civil society respondents sought to go further 
and introduce a new legal concept comparable to Ψanti-SemitismΩ. For example, in Spain, the term 
ΨŀƴǘƛǎŜƳƛǘƛǎƳΩ ƛǎ ŜȄǇƭƛŎƛǘƭȅ ǎƛƴƎƭŜŘ ƻǳǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ tŜƴŀƭ /ƻŘŜ ƛƴ ¢ƛǘƭŜ LΥ hƴ /ǊƛƳŜǎ ό/ƘŀǇǘŜǊ пΣ Articles 22 and 
510). Thus some voices in civil society and academia called for making anti-Gypsyism a comparable 
offence in the penal code, although the policy-makers were less comfortable with such a suggestion.  

Some interviewees, in particular national policy-makers, specified that ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ Ψanti-GypsyismΩ could 
also help address Roma poverty, by stepping up effective prosecutions of crimes against Roma and 
promoting equality in public policies and service provision. A recent report by Equinet (European 
Network of Equality Bodies) has confirmed the importance of narrowly tailored policy approaches and 
tools (Crowley, 2016) and has underlined that άpositive impacts are most likely to be reported in 
jurisdictions where detailed provisions are made in legislation for statutory dutiesέ. 
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Figure 4. Added value of anti-Gypsyism concept 

 

Source: !ǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ own configuration based on online survey results. 

 

Focus group participants also highlighted that the concept of anti-Gypsyism adds not only recognition 
as a political issue and topic in academic debates, which could further lead to better understanding and 
tackling of its root causes. It also increases the attention paid not only to the most visible forms of racism 
but also to its structures, institutionalisation, mechanisms and sources. A key conclusion emerging from 
the discussions with the Focus Group participants was that more scientific research in this field is 
needed to further substantiate the importance of this concept when addressing its historical 
dimensions and daily manifestations.  

1.3.1. A democratic rule of law and fundamental rights angle 

The most authoritative body on the rule of law in Europe is the Venice Commission, established under 
auspices of the Council of Europe.8 According to the Venice Commission (2011): 

The rule of law in its proper sense is an inherent part of any democratic society and the notion 
of the rule of law requires everyone to be treated by all decision-makers with dignity, equality 
and rationality and in accordance with the law, and to have the opportunity to challenge 
decisions before independent and impartial courts for their unlawfulness, where they are 
accorded fair procedures. The rule of law thus addresses the exercise of power and the 
relationship between the individual and the state.  

The previously mentioned FRA studies confirm that the standing of the Roma individuals vis-a-vis EU 
Member States is still very weak in comparison with the rest of the population (EU MIDIS I, 2008; Roma 
survey, 2012 and EU-MIDIS II, 2016). For example, 27% of Roma respondents were not aware of any 
anti-discrimination law protecting them (EU-MIDIS II, 2016), even though there is a positive duty of the 
state to inform citizens of their rights. This results in a situation where only 12% of persons who had 
experienced discrimination effectively submitted any sort of complaint (EU-MIDIS II, 2016). 

It is crucial to advance an understanding of the relevance in ensuring democratic rule of law and 
fundamental rights in order to combat institutional forms of discrimination, exclusion and racism against 
Roma community across the EU. In this light, of particular consideration should be [ƻǊŘ .ƛƴƎƘŀƳΩǎ ŜƛƎƘǘ 

                                                           
8 For more information, see the official website of the Venice Commission (http://www.venice.coe.int/).  
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principles of the rule of law, which are highly authoritative in the quest for the elements of the concept 
ƻŦ Ψǘhe rule of lawΩ in Europe (Bingham, 2010).  

These specify that the άlaw must be accessible, intelligible, clear and predictable; questions of legal right 
and liability should as a main rule be resolved by application of the law and not the exercise of discretion; 
equality before the law, except and to the extent that objective differences justify differentiation; public 
officers shall exercise the powers conferred on them in good faith, fairly, for the purpose for which the 
powers were conferred, not ultra vires and not unreasonably; protection of fundamental human rights 
shall be guaranteed; means shall be provided for resolving without prohibitive cost or inordinate delay, 
bona fide civil disputes; adjudicative procedures shall be fair; the state shall comply with its obligations 
in international law and domestic law.έ  

The notion of anti-Gypsyism therefore underlines the need to focus on systematic institutional gaps and 
deficits towards the Roma as a rule of law-related challenge which undermines equality before the law, 
effective fundamental rights protection and access to justice, with due consideration on the position of 
minorities and other excluded individuals in the EU.  

One of our interviewees highlighted that historically it has always been ΨƴƻǊƳŀƭΩ ǘƻ ōŜ ǊŀŎƛǎǘ towards 
RomŀΣ άŀƴǘƛ-DȅǇǎȅƛǎƳ ōŜƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊƳ ƻŦ ǊŀŎƛǎƳέ. Shifting or abandoning responsibility 
is one of the key mechanisms through which anti-Gypsyism manifested itself. The focus group 
participants expressed frustration ǘƘŀǘ άŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜ ŀƴŘ ƴƻ ƻƴŜ ƛǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜέ ŦƻǊ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 
phenomenon. 

The Focus Group organised for the purposes of this Report touched upon anti-Gypsyism as an indicator 
of the maturity and rule of law state of health of the national legal system. As identified above, what 
makes anti-Gypsyism a special form of racism is the role of the state in producing and reproducing 
oppressive practices and norms in relation to Roma. Through policing, housing policy, restrictions on 
reproductive rights and educational practices, states have historically attempted to control Roma. State 
institutions have often played a role in perpetuating a persistently negative image of Roma, shaped the 
discourse on Roma and promoted assimilation and even violence against the Roma. It is in this sense 
that anti-Gypsyism represents systemic exclusion and oppression of Roma communities.  

As it was pointed out by some of our respondents to the survey, anti-Gypsyism is the very last widely 
tolerated form of racism. The anti-Gypsyism concept highlights and assigns responsibility to the state for 
both its policy choices and/or inaction and omissions. This has been illustrated for example by the work 
of the ERRC (European Roman Rights Centre), which in its submissions to the European Court of Human 
Rights (ECtHR) has argued that when law enforcement and the judicial system fail to protect Roma 
communities due to omission, the burden of proof should shift to the state (ERRC, 2015). Applying the 
anti-Gypsyism concept in practice should mean that hate crimes are effectively prosecuted and the 
impunity of perpetrators halted. The state should be held accountable for failure to guarantee and 
implement its positive obligations towards Roma communities.  

This notion also underlines the importance of political responsibility for tackling institutional and 
structural racism against Roma. Figure 5 below indicates that none of the representatives civil society 
organisations (SCOs) participating in our survey believed that this is an issue solely for CSOs to deal 
with. Civil society representatives were split over whether state institutions should lead with CSOs in a 
supporting role or vice versa. However, there were very few who believed that government alone could 
tackle these challenges, owing to state complicity in the phenomenon, as explained above.  
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Figure 5. Who should lead the fight against anti-Gypsyism? 

 

Source: !ǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ƻǿƴ ŎƻƴŦƛƎǳǊŀǘƛƻƴ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ results from the online survey. 

 

1.3.2. The role of regional and local authorities 

Segregation and exclusion most often happens not at the national but at the local level. Although 
national legislation is the main tool for guaranteeing formal equality and is passed at national and 
regional levels depending on the country, actual social inclusion and equal treatment are first and 
foremost delivered at local levels. Local and regional authorities therefore play a fundamental role in 
addressing institutional anti-Gypsyism.9  

As shown in Figure 6 below, online survey respondents indicated that negative biases among some 
regional and local level officials and politicians constitute one of the key obstacles to the application of 
national measures to fight anti-Gypsyism. Half of the respondents also highlighted that regional and 
local level officials and politicians often lack knowledge, competences and accountability, which 
exacerbates the lack of ΨǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǿƛƭƭƛƴƎƴŜǎǎΩ ǘƻ ŎƻƳōŀǘ ŀƴǘƛ-Gypsyism. 

                                                           
9 On 20 October 2016, the Congress of Local and Regional Authorities of the Council of Europe adopted a Resolution 403(2016) 
ŀƴŘ wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ оууόнлмсύ ƻƴ ά¢ƘŜ {ƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ wƻƳŀ ŀƴŘ ¢ǊŀǾŜƭŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƻŦ wƛǎƛƴƎ 9ȄǘǊŜƳƛǎƳΣ ·ŜƴƻǇƘƻōƛŀ ŀƴŘ 
the Refugee /Ǌƛǎƛǎ ƛƴ 9ǳǊƻǇŜέΦ 
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Figure 6. Obstacles to applying national anti-Gypsyism policies at local level 

 

Source: !ǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ƻǿƴ ŎƻƴŦƛƎǳǊŀǘƛƻƴ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ results of the online survey. 

 

In the five Member States covered in this Report the interviewees also acknowledged that local 
governments can be either the main bottleneck or the main ally. Regarding cases of the latter, 
Ψpromising practicesΩ (covered in detail in section 4 below) include the creation of regional and local-
level organisations: for example, in Spain, the Roma Socio-Cultural Centre of Andalusia was established 
by the regional government, and the Hate Crimes and Discrimination Service was established in the 
ǇǊƻǎŜŎǳǘƻǊΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ by the City of Barcelona; in Germany, the Berlin administration established a register 
for Ψŀƴǘƛ-GȅǇǎȅƛǎǘΩ ƛƴŎƛŘŜƴǘǎ, empowering victims of discrimination; and in the UK, the άbƻ {ǇŀŎŜ ŦƻǊ 
IŀǘŜέ project initiated by Roma civil society aims to combat hate crimes in the Birmingham area and 
thus is implemented in close cooperation with local authorities.  

In addition, our research has highlighted the need for future research to further investigate the scope 
and effects of inspiring international initiatives targeting local levels. These include for instance projects 
falling within the scope of EU-CoE cooperation, such as ROMED10 (for preparing and empowering Roma 
mediators) and ROMACT11 (for enabling cooperation between Roma and local authorities. More 
research is also needed as to whether these EU-funded activities cover and effectively tackle 
institutional forms of anti-Gypsyism. Recently, in October 2016, there was launched another interesting 
CoE-EU initiative called JUSTROM,12 this time targeting specific Roma communities with an aim to 
ensure access to justice for Roma women.  

Other initiatives calling for more investigation include the European Alliance of Cities and Regions for 
the Inclusion of Roma and Travellers,13 composed of 130 cities and regions, which was set up by the 

                                                           
10 See http://coe-romed.org  

11 See http://coe-romact.org  

12 See www.coe.int/justrom  

13 See www.roma-alliance.org  
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Council of EuropeΩs Congress of Local and Regional Authorities with the support of the Special 
Representative of the Secretary General for Roma Issues.  

Another interesting and voluntary initiative of EUROCITIES is the Roma Inclusion Task Force, where local 
representatives from 65 cities discuss Roma-related policies, from inclusion to anti-racism.14 A final 
example is the Local Engagement Roma Inclusion Multi-Annual Roma Programme (FRA LERI),15 which 
also addresses the local level, involving 22 localities and facilitating the engagement of local 
stakeholders, including Roma, in joint efforts to foster Roma inclusion.   

1.4. Differences with applicability of the anti-Gypsyism concept  

1.4.1. The concept is accepted and used  

Some EU Member State authorities under examination in this Report have already been using the term 
Ψanti-DȅǇǎȅƛǎƳΩ for several years. For instance, in Sweden, it has been reported that the government 
and its various offices have used the term since 2012-13 when referring to barriers to Roma 
ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΩ ŜƴƧƻȅƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƘǳƳŀƴ ǊƛƎƘǘǎΦ The government even appointed a Commission against Anti-
Gypsyism with the operational remit to combat anti-Gypsyism. Other public officials are also instructed 
to use the term and address the phenomenon in their relevant contexts and areas of activity, 
particularly when it comes to enjoying rights.  

A similar case can be seen in Germany, where the Ministry of Foreign Affairs uses the German 
translation, anti-ziganismus. In particular, since December 2015, the Special Commissioner for Anti-
Semitism at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs has also been working on anti-Gypsyism issues and 
remembrance of the genocide against Sinti and Roma committed by the Nazis.16 The National 
Antidiscrimination Office (Antidiskriminierungstelle des Bundes, ADS), which is the national equality-
ensuring body, the National Centre for Civic Education (Bundeszentrale für politische Bildung) and the 
City of Berlin Office for Equal Treatment (Landesstelle für Gleichbehandlung, LADS) also use the term. 
LADS has used it since its foundation in 2010.  

In both Sweden and Germany anti-Gypsyism is defined in part as ΨƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǊƻƻǘŜŘ ŘƛǎŎǊƛƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴΩ. The 
term reflects centuries of injustice against Roma national minority communities and the Roma 
holocaust. Both German and Swedish governments are actively encouraging the use of the term at EU 
level. For example, Michael Roth, Minister of State for Europe at the Foreign Office of the Federal 
Republic of Germany, and Sandro Gozi, Secretary of State for European Affairs in the Prime Minister's 
Office of the Italian Republic, announced the building of an international coalition against anti-
Gypsyism.17 In line with the approach suggested in this Report, it is indeed telling that Michael Roth, 
during GermanȅΩǎ Chairmanship of the OSCE, framed anti-Gypsyism as a predominantly rule of law 
issue.18  

1.4.2. The Use of the concept by national and EU policy-makers 

Our interviews revealed that anti-Gypsyism is often regarded as an overly narrow concept by some policy-
makers in Romania, Spain and the UK. Romanian national officials expressed some doubts about the 

                                                           
14 See http://www.eurocities.eu/eurocities/working_groups/Roma-inclusion-task-force&tpl=home  

15 See http://fra.europa.eu/en/project/2015/local-engagement-roma-inclusion-leri-multi-annual-roma-programme  

16 The German Foreign Ministry has alsƻ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅ aƛŎǊƻǎƻŦǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ Ψŀƴǘƛ-DȅǇǎȅƛǎƳΩ ōȅ ƛǘǎ 
software programme. On the use of the term, see also the speech by Minister of State for Europe Michael Roth at the 
conference ά/ƻƴŦǊƻƴǘƛƴƎ !ƴǘƛ-Gypsyism: The Role of political leaders in countering discrimination, racism, hate crimes and 
ǾƛƻƭŜƴŎŜ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ wƻƳŀ ŀƴŘ {ƛƴǘƛ /ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎέΣ сΦфΦнлмс όwww.auswaertiges-
amt.de/EN/Infoservice/Presse/Reden/2016/160906-StM_R_Antiziganismus_Konferenz.html). 

17 See https://storify.com/OSFRoma/respect4roma.  

18 See http://www.osce.org/cio/262881  
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https://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/EN/Infoservice/Presse/Reden/2016/160906-StM_R_Antiziganismus_Konferenz.html
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value added of this notion due to the lack of a common conceptual understanding and indeterminate 
legal nature. These same officials expressed their preference for other, more general notions, such as 
ΨŘƛǎŎǊƛƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴΩ ƻǊ ΨǊŀŎƛǎƳΩ. From a legal point of view, they argued, it is always important to know the 
cause of discrimination and how the act of discrimination took place. Another policy-maker from 
Romania highlighted, however, that anti-Gypsyism and racism should be tackled simultaneously.  

In a similar fashion Ψanti-GypsyismΩ is not commonly used in public institutions in Spain. The general 
terms of racial and ethnic discrimination are used instead. Spanish policy-makers expressed the view 
that it would be difficult in practice to introduce the concept in the current Spanish legal system, and 
that, legally speaking, it would be more efficient to address anti-Gypsyism under the general framework 
of hate crimes and racial discrimination. Yet these same respondents said that Ψanti-DȅǇǎȅƛǎƳΩ could be 
a valuable term because it helps to name and visualise a specific type of racial discrimination that is 
historically and institutionally rooted in Spanish society.  

A similar assessment of the term was made by policy-makers in the UK. To begin with, policy-makers 
there do not use the term Ψanti-GypsyismΩ. ¢ƘŜ ¦Y Ƙŀǎ ŀ άƻƴŜ ǎƛȊŜ Ŧƛǘǎ ŀƭƭέ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ combating  racial 
discrimination and does not accept a concept  that focuses on a specific minority group.  According to 
one of the interviewees in the UK, the phenomenon is referred to as άhate crime against 
Gypsy/Traveller communitiesέ or άhate crime against Romaέ, as separation between the two 
communities is important (UK Home Office, 2016). Another respondent from the UK claimed that in 
legal terms the subject has been sufficiently addressed owing to the ¦YΩǎ Race Relations Act of 1976.19 
Thus, according to the respondent, use of Ψŀƴǘƛ-DȅǇǎȅƛǎƳΩ ŀǎ ŀ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ ŦƻǊƳ ƻŦ ǊŀŎƛǎƳ Ŏould potentially 
keep the phenomenon from being taken seriously. Nevertheless, the respondents in the UK, as well as, 
Romania, Sweden and Spain also claimed that general anti-racism and equality law protects other 
groups more effectively than it does Roma and Gypsy/Traveller communities.   

Figure 7. Use of anti-Gypsyism concept by countries 

 

Source: !ǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ƻǿƴ ŎƻƴŦƛƎǳǊŀǘƛƻƴ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ƛnterview results. 

 

                                                           
19 Recently, this Act was repealed by the Equality Act of 2010, which supersedes and consolidates previous discrimination law 
in the UK. 
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Interviews with national and EU policy-makers have revealed the added value of the notion in terms of 
raising public awareness or changing the political discourse. For example, the European Commission 
has recognised the importance of understanding the historical injustices against Roma communities 
across the EU. In response to the Resolution from the European Parliament (European Parliament, 
2015), the European Commission called upon Member States to recognise Roma Holocaust Memorial 
Day.20 Nevertheless, ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘǳŀƭ ƭŜƎŀƭ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ Ψŀƴǘƛ-DȅǇǎȅƛǎƳΩ ǊŜƳŀƛƴŜŘ ŎƻƴǘŜǎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ vis-
à-vis existing domestic and EU anti-discrimination and anti-racism legal frameworks. Among all policy-
makers interviewed for this Report the only one who explicitly mentioned the rule of law as an integral 
part of effectively combating anti-Gypsyism was a Member of the European Parliament. 

Whereas a majority of national and EU policy-makers interviewed for this Report share the view that 
existing anti-racism/anti-discrimination/hate crime and hate speech legislation covers manifestations 
of anti-Gypsyism, there was equally a shared understanding that in comparison with other groups, it is 
much more likely that anti-Gypsyist manifestations will remain unaddressed in practice. The focus 
group discussion confirmed this paradox and the necessity of singling out anti-Gypsyism, so as to 
highlight the ongoing unaddressed manifestations ranging from the mainstream to the extreme, and 
from implicit to explicit.  

1.4.3. Concept used by and relevance for civil society actors 

In line with the preliminary results from the interviews in the five EU Member States under examination, 
the responses to the online civil society survey confirmed that ǘƘŜ ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ Ψanti-DȅǇǎȅƛǎƳΩ ƛǎ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ 
or highly relevant for civil society organisations and non-governmental organisations (see Figure 7). 

Figure 8. Relevance of anti-Gypsyism in the work of CSOs 

 

Source: !ǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ƻǿƴ ŎƻƴŦƛƎǳǊŀǘƛƻƴ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎΦ 

 

As explained above, this contrasts with the opinions expressed by some national and local policy-
makers in relevant ministries and institutions covered by the research on the ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘΩǎ relevance and 
added value. Figure 8 shows which countries claim to use the term and which do not. In Sweden and 

                                                           
20 See http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_STATEMENT-16-2708_en.htm  
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Germany, the term is officially used by the main stakeholders. In Spain and Romania, its use varies, but 
the concept is rather just unofficially used. In the UK, however, the term is not used, as  officials prefer 
άDȅǇǎȅΣ ¢ǊŀǾŜƭƭŜǊΣ wƻƳŀ ŘƛǎŎǊƛƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴέ or simply άracismέ. In addition, many  civil society 
representatives ς in particular in Germany, Sweden and Spain ς have compared the term with the term 
Ψanti-ǎŜƳƛǘƛǎƳΩ.   

Furthermore, as Figure 9 demonstrates, when civil society survey respondents were asked which 
institutions are the most important for combating  anti-Gypsyism outside the national context, they 
ranked the EU and the Council of Europe as the two most important.  

Figure 9. The most influential institutions at international level  

 

Note: The graph indicates the average score given to the institutions, with 5 being the maximum.  

Source: !ǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ƻǿƴ ŎƻƴŦƛƎǳǊŀǘƛƻƴ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎΦ 
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2. Iƻǿ 9¦ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ŎƻƳōŀǘ ŀƴǘƛπDȅǇǎȅƛǎƳΚ 

This section maps the main actors inside the European Commission dealing with anti-Gypsyism issues. 
Subsection 2.1 aims to ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ Ψwho is doing whatΩ inside the Commission and which kind of normative 
approaches are being taken and which are being avoided. Subsection 2.2 further elaborates on the 
relevant policies and practices at the EU level, paying special detail to the EU Framework for National 
Roma Integration Strategies, as well as those dealing with fundamental rights, race discrimination and 
hate crime domains (which are steered respectively by DG JUST D1 άbƻƴ-discrimination and Roma 
/ƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴέ ǳƴƛǘ and DG JUST C1 άCǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭ wƛƎƘǘǎ ŀƴŘ wƛƎƘǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƘƛƭŘέ unit).  

2.1. Who is doing what at the European Commission?  

The current institutional configurations in the various European Commission services responsible for or 
with direct/indirect competence over policy areas dealing with or relevant to Roma further illustrate 
the prevailing approaches and priorities, as well as the current deficits and gaps in Roma-related EU 
policy, legal and financial instruments (see Figure 10). These include four broad normative approaches: 
1) Fundamental rights (including racial equality, non-discrimination and hate crime); 2) Integration and 
Roma inclusion (including sectorial policies, such as education, employment, housing and healthcare, 
urban and rural development); 3) International cooperation, encompassing activities at the EU pre-
accession and neighbourhood countries; and 4) the rule of law, covering infringements proceedings 
and ǘƘŜ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ΨCopenhagen CriteriaΩ for pre-accession countries.  

Our research reveals the existence of multiple conceptual ΨǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƻǊ ƴƻǊƳŀǘƛǾŜ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎΩ inside the 
European Commission services when dealing with different issues of relevance to the treatment of 
Roma in the EU. Often, each of these EU policy domains or approaches and sectoral policies are 
accompanied by their EU funding scheme and instruments (see section 3).  

Interviews confirmed that different Commission representatives considered ǘƘŜ ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ Ψŀƴǘƛ-
DȅǇǎȅƛǎƳΩ ŀǎ ǇǊƻƳƛǎƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǊŀƛǎƛƴƎ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ƻǊ ŎƘŀƴƎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŘŜōŀǘŜΣ ōǳǘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ 
difficult and challenging for them to implement. A key barrier in ensuring implementation is related to 
the division of competences between the EU, Member States and regional and local authorities. A 
majority of the Commission services interviewed in the scope of this Report mentioned that the key 
answer to anti-Gypsyism is άRoma inclusion and integrationέ. Only Members of the European 
Parliament stressed that the key avenue should be the rule of law. 

All of the interviewees from different services in the Commission pointed to the DG JUST D1 άbƻƴ-
discǊƛƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ wƻƳŀ /ƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴέ unit,21 which is steering and coordinating both EU Framework 
for National Roma Integration Strategies and the implementation of the Race Directive. Thus, DG JUST 
D1 unit has a central role in coordinating Task Forces and the inter-service group with other sectoral 
policies such as education, employment, housing, health, as covered by the EU Framework for National 
Integration Strategies.  

                                                           
21 The authors of this study contacted DG JUST D1 Unit of the European Commission to conduct an interview with members 
of the unit, but the request was refused as it was considered inappropriate on the basis of Commission staff regulations. 
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Figure 10. Mapping EU policy approaches 

 
 
* Whereas DG JUST D1 is the main manager of the EU Framework for National Roma Integration Strategies, there 
is ongoing inter-service coordination with DGs responsible for sectoral policies relevant to Roma inclusion.  
** DG Home has specific funding for Holocaust remembrance, which is managed by the Education, Audiovisual 
and Culture Executive Agency.  
** DG REGIO is responsible for managing the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) and the DG EMPL is 
responsible for the European Social Fund (ESF); both funds are used to promote Roma inclusion. The EU Cohesion 
Policy highlights that all EU Funds should be spent in line with EU fundamental rights.  
*** DG AGRI is home to the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EARDF), which funds Roma 
inclusion measures, although to a lesser extent.  
**** DG NEAR is in charge of Roma inclusion in pre-accession countries. DG NEAR is in a privileged position, as in 
addition to funds related to International Partnership Agreements (IPAs), it can use the Copenhagen Criteria as a 
means to enforce the rule of law approach.  

Source: !ǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ƻǿƴ ŎƻƴŦƛƎǳǊŀǘƛƻƴΦ 
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enshrined in Article 2 of the Treaty on the European Union (TEU) and the EU Charter of Fundamental 
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Figure 11. Civil society approaches to address anti-Gypsyism 

 

Source: !ǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ƻǿƴ ŎƻƴŦƛƎǳǊŀǘƛƻƴ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ƻnline survey results.  

 

Whereas the national and regional authorities interviewed for this Report approached anti-Gypsyism 
from an anti-discrimination and/or Roma inclusion perspective, civil society representatives associated 
the issue primarily to equality, followed by discrimination, rule of law and diversity promotion (see Figure 
11). Furthermore, the findings of the online survey addressed to civil society showed that a majority of 
respondents considered ǘƘŀǘ ΨRoma iƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴΩ is not the strategic approach to take in order to 
improve the situation of Roma communities. Similar views were shared among the focus group 
participants and also by policy-makers representing national equality bodies and ministries of justice. 
The latter preferred non-discrimination and fundamental rights approach. 

Different approaches towards anti-Gypsyism are of direct relevance to the choice of measures and 
policies employed to combat it, but there is ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ŀƴ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ Ψmis-matchΩ. EU-level policy-makers 
tend to frame the issue as one of ΨRoma integrationΩ, whereas very few civil society organisations and 
actors would choose this as the most suitable and relevant normative approach to address institutional 
anti-Gypsyism. This becomes an issue of concern as the majority of the EU funding in these domains is 
mainly ŎƘŀƴƴŜƭƭŜŘ ǘƻ ΨwƻƳŀ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴΩ-related initiatives, and comparatively not so much to rule of 
law-related projects (see subsection 2.2. on examples of initiatives and section 3 ς on related EU 
funding schemes for more information).  

2.2. EU Approaches and Policies 

Despite the fact that the EU portrays the EU Framework for National Roma Integration Strategies (NRIS) 
as the prevailing approach on Roma policies, the Focus Group discussions and the interviews conducted 
for this Report challenged the very premise of this policy, namely the predominant focus on the Roma 
themselves. Some Focus Group discussants even proposed to go beyond the current EU Framework for 
NRIS and instead explore ways to improve enforcement of EU legislation (such as the Race 
Discrimination or Hate Crime Directives) so as to better tackle anti-Gypsyism. They also highlighted the 
interesting potential of developing a new EU rule of law mechanism monitoring EU Member StatesΩ 
compliance with Article 2 TEU values.  

Nevertheless, several respondents to the online survey indicated that the EU Framework for NRIS is the 
most often used tool to address anti-Gypsyism in their daily work (see Figure 12). According to some 

As an issue of 
Equality

43%

As an issue of 
Discrimination

27%

As an issue of Rule 
of Law
10%

As an issue 
of Diversity 
promotion

10%

As an issue of the 
EU citizenship

3%

As an issue of Roma 
integration

7%



COMBATING INSTITUTIONAL ANTI-GYPSYISM: RESPONSES AND PROMISING PRACTICES IN THE EU AND SELECTED MS |  25 

 

interviewees, the EU Framework for NRIS is the only document that explicitly targets the situation of 
Roma in the EU. Focus group discussants pointed out that its anti-discrimination component is broadly 
framed and there are no specific measures designed to tackle anti-Gypsyism. Despite its documented 
weaknesses, the EU Framework has created certain structures with interesting potential, such as the 
National Contact Points, the Network of the National Contact Points and National and European Roma 
Platforms. As we will develop more in detail below, however, these present some important limitations 
and obstacles to effective implementation in the national arenas.  

Figure 12. Most-often used directives/strategies by civil society 

 

Source: !ǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ƻǿƴ ŎƻƴŦƛƎǳǊŀǘƛƻƴ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎΦ  

 

2.2.1. Integration and Inclusion approaches 

One of the authors (Carrera, 2005, emphasis added) of this report has underlined the important 
difference between the inclusion and integration approaches in the context of migration policies as 
follows: 

άIntegration is by nature an elusive concept. Instead of worrying about the need to 
conceptualise this term, any policy intending to frame this field should instead look at it as 
a compendium of processes of inclusion tackling social exclusion. These processes should 
seek to guarantee equal participation, rights and obligations to those not holding the 
nationality of the receiving society. Facilitating equality of treatment and full access to a 
set of economic, political, social and cultural rights and duties similar to the nationals of 
the receiving state should be the real goal pursued.έ  

The UN Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights (2014, emphasis added) also makes a 
distinction:  

άMoreover, the Communication is mainly focused on socioeconomic integration and assigns 
little relevance to key issues for Roma inclusion such as discrimination and the violation of 
human rights. Despite the positive intentions of the new framework, there are justified doubts 
about its efficiency due its limited capacity to engage civil society and Member States, the non-
allocation of specific budgets (nor EU funds) and the lack of robust monitoring mechanisms.έ  

ΨInclusionΩ is seen as a process highlighting the importance of equality in accessing services in different 
areas of life. On the other handΣ ΨƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴΩ Ƙŀǎ ŀ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ǘƻǇ-down approach and puts stress on certain 
commǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΩ cultural characteristics for their lack of ΨintegrationΩ. In EU policies on Roma, however, 
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both terms are used almost interchangeably. It is interesting to note that the Common Basic Principles 
on Roma Inclusion, in particular the one on Inter-cultural approach (European Commission Roma Portal, 
2010) expressily rejected the ǘƘŜ ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴΩ:  

άTaking measures to promote the inclusion of an ethnic minority often raises the fear that 
integration will lead to cultural assimilation. The third Principle addresses this dilemma and 
suggests that, instead of referring to cultural identities, policies and projects should focus on the 
promotion of inter-cultural learning and skills.έ 

Notwithstanding, the subsequent EU Framework (European Commission, 2011) and Council 
Recommendations (Council of the EU, 2013) continued to use term of  ΨRoma IntegrationΩ. Thus, the 
authors of this Report are concerned with the /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ŀƴŘ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ ƎǊŀǾƛǘŀǘƛƻƴ  ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ 
ΨƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴΩ ŀƴŘ the consequent blurring of the lines between these two concepts, which in turn 
disregards the approach supported by the Common Basic Principles as agreed by European Platform 
for Roma inclusion in Prague on 24 April 2009.    

The EU Framework for National Roma Integration Strategies 

The priorities delineating EU policy, legal and financial frameworks and instruments covering Roma, and 
ǘƘŜ ŜȄǘŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜ ΨŦƛǘ ŦƻǊ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜΩ can only be understood on the basis of a recent historical 
perspective. The existing EU policies, in particular the so-called EU Framework for National Roma 
Integration Strategies, developed as the main EU response to the forced evictions and expulsions of EU 
Roma citizens by French and Italian governments in 2010. 

The academic literature has underlined how EU responses moved from an approach mainly focused on 
enforcing EU citizenship and free movement law in these two EU Member States, towards one 
emphasising that these issues fell mainly within the scope of Member StatesΩ competence when dealing 
ǿƛǘƘ ΨŦƻǊŎŜŘ ŜǾƛŎǘƛƻƴǎΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘŜ Member StateǎΩ wƻƳŀ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ǿƛǘƘin a 
ΨǎƻŦǘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΩ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ (Aradau, et. al., 2013; Barbulescu, 2012; Bennett, 2011; Bertossi, 2010; 
Lhernoud, 2010; Parker, 2012; Sigona, 2011; Vermeersch, 2012).  

By doing so, the EU contributed to shifting the responsibility to the Roma themselves to integrate as a 
ΨsolutionΩ to the challenges encountered in these countries. This shift has had profound implications in 
the EU policy approaches that followed, which help us in understanding the scope, limits and structural 
deficits affecting the current EU Framework for National Roma Integration Strategies. In the course of 
our research, it became clear that ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ 9¦ CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ǇǊƻŦƻǳƴŘ ƭƛƳƛǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ Ψōȅ ŘŜǎƛƎƴΩ 
in its effectiveness and impact in delivering equality, citizenship and fundamental rights of Roma in 
cases of institutional anti-Gypsyism. 

Among the national and EU policy-makers interviewed for this Report there were mixed feelings 
reported about the EU Framework NRIS. Whereas some regarded the NRIS as somehow covering the 
anti-Gypsyism dimension implicitly, others claimed that it explicitly does not include equality and non-
discrimination as a central focus. Some of the EU and national policy-makers claimed that there are 
already enough EU instruments, namely the EU Fundamental Rights Charter, the race Directive and 
other anti-discrimination legislation, and thus there is no need for a separate definition of or measures 
targeting anti-Gypsyism.  

Our analysis of the EU Framework for the NRIS text indicates that, when elaborating the Framework in 
2011, the Commission acknowledged the widespread existence of discrimination against Roma citizens 
across the EU. However, the initial document did not foresee explicit measures to tackle it, nor did it 
expressly use the term anti-Gypsyism. Rather it was left to the Member States to decide what actions 
they wanted to pursue. Explicit measures to tackle anti-Gypsyism were first suggested by the 2013 
Council Recommendations on Effective Roma integration measures in the Member States (Council of 
the EU, 2013). In doing so, the Council responded to calls by civil society, especially by the European 
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Roma Policy Coalition (ERPC, 2012). Thus, the Council recommendation for the first time mentioned 
Ψŀƴǘƛ-DȅǇǎȅƛǎƳΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǿŀȅǎ ǘƻ ǘŀŎƪƭŜ ƛǘ as follows: 

άImplement measures to combat discrimination and prejudice against Roma, sometimes 
referred to as anti-Gypsyism, in all areas of society. Such measures could include: 
(a) raising awareness about the benefits of Roma integration both in Roma communities and 
among the general public; 
(b) raising the general public's awareness of the diverse nature of societies, and sensitising 
public opinion to the inclusion problems Roma face, including, where relevant, by addressing 
those aspects in public education curricula and teaching materials;(c) taking effective measures 

to combat anti-Roma rhetoric and hate speech, and combating  racist, stereotyping or otherwise 
stigmatising language or other behaviours that could constitute incitement to discrimination 
against Roma.έ 

The Council Conclusions thus mainly highlighted ǘƘŜ άŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ǊŀƛǎƛƴƎέ component within the concept 
of anti-Gypsyism in paragraphs a) and b),although, clause c) also touches on the fundamental rights 
approach, namely, combating hate speech. However, clause c) does not elaborate on the institutional 
forms of racism and anti-Gypsyism.  

When speaking about institutional forms of anti-Gypsyism, some of our interviewees referred to the 
process of the European Platform for Roma Inclusion, which is set up by the European Commission 
(namely, DG JUST D1) together with national governments, the EU, international organisations and 
Roma civil society representatives.22 The Roma platform meeting in 2015 focused on anti-Gypsyism.23 
This meeting produced many important recommendations, including fighting institutional forms of 
ŘƛǎŎǊƛƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άŜƴŦƻǊŎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŀƴǘƛ-discrimination legislation, independence of equality 
ōƻŘƛŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ƧǳǎǘƛŎŜέ. 

άThe debate during the Focus Group also pointed out to the need for fighting against institutional anti-
Gypsyism as ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀƭ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦ CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ŦƻǊ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ wƻƳŀ LƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎΦέ24 
Participants in the focus group and policy meeting also agreed that NRIS strategies should tackle anti-
gypsyism in related sectoral policies. However, some of the speakers highlighted that there is lack of 
overall oversight, in particular in relation to institutionalised forms of anti-Gypsyism and ŀ άlack of 
political ǿƛƭƭƛƴƎƴŜǎǎέ. 

In the 2012 Communication, the European Commission ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǘƛƳŜ ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ƻŦ άŦƛƎƘǘƛƴƎ 
ŘƛǎŎǊƛƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƻƴǾƛƴŎƛƴƎƭȅέ (European Commission, 2012). In the subsequent monitoring reports, it 
expanded the section significantly (European Commission, 2013 and 2014). The Commission eventually 
gave a prominent role to both discrimination and anti-Gypsyism in its 2015 Communication (European 
Commission, 2015). It took anti-Gypsyism even further in the 2016 Communication (European 
Commission, 2016a) which assessed the Strategy and the Council Recommendations (Council of the 
EU, 2016). 

The 2015 European Platform for Roma Inclusion discussions took important steps to address 
institutional manifestations of anti-Gypsyism and highlighted the need to focus on governmentsΩ 
accountability for their actions and the strengthening of independent monitoring by equality bodies. 
These seem to be followed up by the 9¦Ωǎ ǎǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƻǊȅ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎ όǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ Cw!Σ the European 
Ombudsman and the European Court of Auditors) rather than by the Commission itself. In addition, the 
Council Recommendation of 2013 (Council of the EU, 2013) reiterated the need to focus on equality of 

                                                           
22 The European Platform for Roma Inclusion is set up by the European Commission (namely, DG JUST D1) together with 
national governments, the EU, international organisations and Roma civil society representatives (see 
http://ec.europa.eu/justice/discrimination/roma/roma-platform/index_en.htm). 

23 See http://ec.europa.eu/justice/events/roma-platform-2015/files/romaplatform2015report_en.pdf  

24 The European Platform for Roma Inclusion is set up by the European Commission (namely, DG JUST D1) together with 
national governments, the EU, international organisations and Roma civil society representatives (see 
http://ec.europa.eu/justice/discrimination/roma/roma-platform/index_en.htm). 

http://ec.europa.eu/justice/discrimination/roma/roma-platform/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/justice/events/roma-platform-2015/files/romaplatform2015report_en.pdf
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treatment. It came about with the introduction of a specific ex-ante conditionality in the legislation 
governing ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ƳŀƧƻǊ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ƛƴǎǘǊǳƳŜƴǘΣ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ ŦǳƴŘǎ όsee 
section 3 for further discussion).  

In the online survey civil society respondents  were asked whether or not national integration strategies 
address anti-Gypsyism. Figure 13 below shows that only one-quarter of them said that it is done 
explicitly. One-fifth of the respondents were not even aware of such policies. Nevertheless, those who 
chose άOtherέ highlighted the very limited NRIS implemented in their countries, as is the case for 
example in Sweden and in the UK in Wales(see Annex 2 for more background information). 

Figure 13. Does NRIS address anti-Gypsyism? 

 

Source: !ǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ƻǿƴ ŎƻƴŦƛƎǳǊŀǘƛƻƴ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎΦ  

 

Focus group participants also concluded that the EU Framework on National Roma Integration 
Strategies fails to properly address systemic challenges to the rule of law and structural barriers erected 
by all state institutions in the EU Member States as well as malpractices such as the continued forced 
evictions and returns of both Roma EU citizens and Roma non-EU asylum seekers, the use of camps and 
segregation of Roma communities (CoE Parliamentary Assembly, 2010 and 2012). The Commission 
officials interviewed agreed that the strategy cannot address the systemic violations of the EU law.  

Some interesting Commission initiatives following Roma integration/inclusion approach 

A few Commission initiatives have demonstrated a potential to address anti-Gypsyism in the EU. As 
previously mentioned in subsection 1.3.2 above, two projects framed in the context of EU-CoE 
cooperation present some interesting features in their attempt to engage local authorities to develop 
and implement policies and public services that are inclusive of all communities, including the Roma. 

These include namely the ROMED25 and ROMACT26 programmes, but this Report has not conducted an 
assessment of the actual effects of  their activities, particularly in combating  institutional forms of anti-
Gypsyism. That notwithstanding, some interviews conducted for the purpose of this Report highlighted 
that the ROMACT project in particular could be further explored due to its potential value. One of 

                                                           
25 See http://coe-romed.org  

26 See http://coe-romact.org  
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interviewees regarded this as possibility for show-casinƎ ǎƻƳŜ ƳǳƴƛŎƛǇŀƭƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǎ ΨǊƻƭŜ ƳƻŘŜƭǎΩ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 
ƻǘƘŜǊ ΨƘŜǎƛǘŀǘƛƴƎΩ ƳǳƴƛŎƛǇŀƭƛǘƛŜǎΣ ǘƻ Řƻ ƳƻǊŜ ŦƻǊ wƻƳŀ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ŀǎ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜŜǎ 
stressed, such programmes have difficulty in reaching out to ΨǳƴǿƛƭƭƛƴƎΩ ƳǳƴƛŎƛǇŀƭƛǘƛŜǎΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ 
institutional racism is often wide-spread and often unchallenged. 

Another example is the tǊƻƧŜŎǘ άCƻǊ wƻƳŀΣ ǿƛǘƘ wƻƳŀέ, which is another EU-funded and Commission-
ǎǘŜŜǊŜŘ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƻŦ άǾƻƭǳƴǘŀǊȅ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƴƎ Ƴǳǘǳŀƭ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǘǿƛƴƴƛƴƎǎ ŀƳƻƴƎ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ 
regional public authorities on Roma integration across the EU.έ27 The project covered 20 municipalities 
from 12 countries working in Twinning Partnerships (so-ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ΨǘǿƛƴƴƛƴƎǎΩύ, aimed at enhancing Roma 
integration. In this context, the project also intended to tackle the stereotypes among youth and media. 

Here also more research is needed to assess its value and success in achieving the stated goals. The 
voluntary nature of the project and lack of focus on institutional barriers on the side of local and 
national governments for Roma to access their rights and services could be identified as some 
preliminary gaps for addressing institutional forms of anti-Gypsyism. For example, the official statement 
below, issued by ǘƘŜ άFƻǊ wƻƳŀΣ ǿƛǘƘ wƻƳŀέ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ characterises what this report would regard as 
institutional anti-Gypsyism as ŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƻŦ άƳƛǎǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎǎέ:  

άMany of these authorities share common concerns and challenges in respect of housing, 
healthcare, education, employment, childcare issues and, especially, discrimination  ς often as 
a result of misunderstanding by the majority populations in regards to the specific problems 

faced by Romaέ (European Commission, 2016d; emphasis added). 

The example above illustrates how even within EU-funded projects there is a lack of understanding of 
the concept and definitional features of anti-Gypsyism. The co-responsibility on the part of 
municipalities is often downplayed and somehow reframed as mere  άmisunderstandingsέ, which are 
causing άspecific problems faced by Romaέ. The European Ombudsperson put especial emphasis on 
ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ to uphold more firmly the 9¦Ωǎ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ in funding various projects, including 
fundamental rights protection (European Ombudsperson, 2015) (see section 3). 

The EU NRIS Framework does not mention institutional racism or anti-Gypsyism practices. This was also 
noted by the interviewees in Germany, for example, where some respondents underlined the need to 
include the fight against anti-Gypsyism as a key priority in national Roma strategies and that this notion 
should become a framework within which domestic policies could be designed, implemented and 
evaluated. Also, as highlighted above, interviews in Romania illustrated that the setting up of National 
Contact Points for Roma Integration is not resulting in relevant changes in practice in Romania or across 
the EU. Interviewees underlined that such structures often lack capacity or the competence to deliver 
on the assigned tasks and expectations raised.  

2.2.2. Fundamental rights approach 

The Council Directive 2000/43/EC of 29 June 2000 implementing the principle of equal treatment 
between persons irrespective of racial or ethnic origin, abbreviated to the Race Equality Directive 
2000/43, provides another angle to deal with anti-Gypsyism at the EU level, namely as an issue of 
fundamental rights. The Race Equality Directive is steered by DG JUST in the Commission. The report 
analysing cases before the European Court on Human Rights concerning the segregation of Roma 
children in education (Farkas, 2014) stressed the need to maintain the political pressure not only via 
Council of Europe venues, but also via European structures. The Commission has launched infringement 
proceedings against Hungary, Czech Republic and Slovakia to ensure that Roma children enjoy access to 

                                                           
27 See European Commission, Official Project website  (http://ec.europa.eu/justice/discrimination/roma/for-roma-with-
roma/index_en.htm).  

http://ec.europa.eu/justice/discrimination/roma/for-roma-with-roma/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/justice/discrimination/roma/for-roma-with-roma/index_en.htm
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quality education on the same terms as all other children, based on the Race Equality Directive 
2000/43.28  

In the case of Hungary, the Commission has urged the government to bring its domestic legislation on 
equal treatment and the implement its educational policies in line with the Directive. The main concern 
of the Commission services is that Hungarian law and administrative practices result in Roma children 
being disproportionally over-represented in special schools for mentally disabled children and are 
segregated from mainstream schools. The Commission has sent letters of formal notice to two other 
member states, the Czech Republic and Slovakia, addressing very similar concerns. In this area Hungary 
and the Czech Republic were previously found to have violated the European Convention on Human 
Rights by the European Court of Human Rights. 

The Council Framework Decision of 2008 on combating certain forms of racism and xenophobia by 
means of criminal law addresses the most serious manifestations of anti-Gypsyism. Article 4 mandates 
member states to put in place special provisions combating  racist and xenophobic motivations in their 
ŎǊƛƳƛƴŀƭ ŎƻŘŜǎ ƻǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳǊǘΩǎ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇŜƴŀƭǘƛŜǎΦ !ǎ ƻŦ нлмпΣ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ 
άŦƛŦǘŜŜƴ aŜƳōŜǊ {ǘŀǘŜǎ ό/½Σ 5YΣ 9[Σ ES, HR, IT, CY, LV, LT, MT, AT, RO, FI, SE and SK) have made use of 
the first option provided for in Article 4 by stipulating in their criminal codes that racist and xenophobic 
motivation shall be considered an aggravating circumstance with regard to all crimes. Eight Member 
States (BE, BG, DE, FR, HU, PL, PT and UK) stipulate to certain (often violent) crimes by courtsέ ό9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ 
Commission, 2008).29  

Of particular relevance in this context is the EU High-Level Group on combating racism, xenophobia and 
other forms of intolerance,30 coordinated by 5D W¦{¢ /м άCǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǊƛƎƘǘǎ ŀƴŘ wƛƎƘǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƘƛƭŘ 
¦ƴƛǘέΦ ¢ƘŜ High-Level Group is ŎƻƳǇƻǎŜŘ ƻŦ aŜƳōŜǊ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜǎΣ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 
organisations and civil society representatives. It was established in June 2016. In November 2016 it 
ǿŀǎ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ŀŎǘƛƴƎ ŀǎ ŀ ŎƻƴǾŜƴƻǊ ŦƻǊ ŀ ŎƻƴŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ά{ǘŜǇǎ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ tƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ŀƴǘƛ-
DȅǇǎȅƛǎƳέ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŜŘ  ōȅ ǘƘŜ German Foreign Office and the Open Society Foundations.31 Interviews 
conducted for this Report confirmed that anti-Gypsyism is one of horizontal priorities of this group. The 
HLG has shown its strength in the areas of tackling hate-speech on-line,32 as a separate working group 
has been created to work on this particular issue. Another, important achievement is  a work of sub-
group on hate crimes. 33 Whereas the former sub-group is steered by the DG JUST C1 unit and meets in 
Brussels, the latter is steered by the FRA and thus meets in  Vienna.  

The sub-ƎǊƻǳǇ ƻŦ ΨIŀǘŜ /ǊƛƳŜǎΩ ƛƴ ƛǘǎ Ǉreparation papers has mentioned ECtHR cases six out of nine 
cases mentioned, were related with treatment of Roma hate-crime victims and Roma suspects of 
crime.34 The ECtHR cases indicating the existence of the anti-Gypsyism (though the concept was not 
used then) among the police in the following cases: Nachova and Others v. Bulgaria, 2005; Bekos and 

                                                           
28 See Europeŀƴ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ όнлмсύ CŀŎǘ {ƘŜŜǘΣ άaŀȅ ƛƴŦǊƛƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎϥ ǇŀŎƪŀƎŜΥ ƪŜȅ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎέΣ .ǊǳǎǎŜƭǎΣ нс aŀȅ нлмс 
(http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_MEMO-16-1823_it.htm).  

29 IN addition to the HŀǘŜ /ǊƛƳŜ 5ƛǊŜŎǘƛǾŜΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ŀƭǎƻ ŜƭŀōƻǊŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ±ƛŎǘƛƳΩǎ wƛƎƘǘǎ 5ƛǊŜŎǘƛǾŜΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƭŀǿ 
enforcement and court staff receive general and special training Directive 2012/29/EU of the European Parliament and of the 
Council of 25 October 2012 establishing minimum standards on the rights, support and protection of victims of crime, and 
replacing Council Framework Decision 2001/220/JHA, Art. 25 & para. 61. 

30 {ŜŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ hŦŦƛŎƛŀƭ wŜƎƛǎǘŜǊΥ 
http://ec.europa.eu/transparency/regexpert/index.cfm?do=groupDetail.groupDetail&groupID=3425.  

31 See https://storify.com/OSFRoma/respect4roma  

32 See European Commission, DG JUST, άA New Sub-Group On Countering Hate Speech Onlineέ, 
http://ec.europa.eu/transparency/regexpert/index.cfm?do=groupDetail.groupDetailDoc&id=26468&no=1.  

33 Ibid.  

34 See European Commission, DG JUST (2016), Background Materials for Inaugural Meeting of Subgroup on methodologies for 
recording and collecting data on hate crime 18-19 October 2016  
(http://ec.europa.eu/transparency/regexpert/index.cfm?do=groupDetail.groupDetailDoc&id=26474&no=2).   

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_MEMO-16-1823_it.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/transparency/regexpert/index.cfm?do=groupDetail.groupDetail&groupID=3425
https://storify.com/OSFRoma/respect4roma
http://ec.europa.eu/transparency/regexpert/index.cfm?do=groupDetail.groupDetailDoc&id=26468&no=1
http://ec.europa.eu/transparency/regexpert/index.cfm?do=groupDetail.groupDetailDoc&id=26474&no=2
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Koutropoulos v. Greece, 2005; Ognyanova and Choban v. Bulgaria, 2006; Secic v. Croatia, 2007; Cobzaru 
v. Romania, 2007; Angel and Illiev v. Bulgaria, 2007). 

The promising aspects relate to the increased understanding that police officers are often part of 
institutional anti-Gypsyisms. Thus, the sub-group called to adequately train the law enforcement and 
judiciary about non-discrimination and human rights. The Sub-DǊƻǳǇΩǎ wŜǇƻǊǘ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ άƘŀǘŜ 
crime training curricula for law enforcement and criminal justice authorities should be based on an 
equitable balance of different elements in terms of content: <...> challenging and fostering reflection 
on bias and combating  ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ŀƴŘκƻǊ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŀƭ ŘƛǎŎǊƛƳƛƴŀǘƻǊȅ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎΣ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ƻǊ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎΦέ (EU 
High Level Group on Combating Racism, Xenophobia and Other forms of Intolerance, 2017, p. 9 -10). 
hƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘƛƴƎ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ DǊƻǳǇΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ƛǎ ƛǘǎ focus in monitoring and evaluating 
outcomes of such training programmes. There is however a lack of elaboration as to how it could or 
should be done by responsible Member State authorities.  

However, if anti-Gypsyism motivated crimes are among the most common ones as ECtHR case law 
indicates, the 10 guiding principles produced by the sub-group provide little insight on how to 
effectively tackle such institutionalised form of anti-Gypsyism. In an additional output the sub-group 
compiled existing training materials on hate crime is of the value for law enforcement and judicial 
authorities.35 The compilation mentions OSCE ODIHR training manual for Law Enforcement Officers on 
ά9ŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ IǳƳŀƴ wƛƎƘǘǎ-Compliant Policing in Roma and Sinti 

Another weaknesses inherent to this Group relates to the follow-up of its outcomes and the practical 
application of suggested principles and usage of educational materials, which remain by and large 
voluntary for each Member State participating in the process. Here also more independent research on 
the HLG would be necessary to assess its concrete achievements and results.36 

2.2.3. Rule of Law  

DG JUST coordinates the so-ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ΨEU Framework to Strengthen the Rule of LawΩΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪΣ 
however, lacks a permanent and periodiŎ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƻŦ 9¦ ƳŜƳōŜǊ ǎǘŀǘŜǎΩ 
compliance with Article 2 TEU legal principles. It also does not go far enough in ensuring objective, 
ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǊ ǎŎǊǳǘƛƴȅ ƻŦ 9¦ ƳŜƳōŜǊ ǎǘŀǘŜǎΩ ǊǳƭŜ ƻŦ ƭŀǿ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ including effective 
responses  to structural phenomena like anti-Gypsyism.  

Against this background, the 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ tŀǊƭƛŀƳŜƴǘΩǎ нлмс ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭ ŦƻǊ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘƛƴƎ ŀƴ 9¦ aŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳ ƻƴ 
Democracy, Rule of Law and Fundamental Rights (European Parliament, 2016) was proposed as a key 
opportunity for addressing this gap and overcoming institutional anti-Gypsyism in the EU. While the EU 
has currently at its disposal several fragmented instruments monitoring rule of law and fundamental 
rights, what is lacking is a more consistent and structured/systematic EU rule of law monitoring, where 
ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ōƻǘƘ ƳŜƳōŜǊ ǎǘŀǘŜǎΩ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƻŦ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎ 
and agencies, are regularly monitored, supervised and independently evaluated in light of their 
compliance with EU values enshrined in Article 2 of the Treaty on the European Union and the EU 
Charter of Fundamental Rights, and in the framework of Article 7 TEU (Bard, Carrera, Guild and 
Kochenov, 2016). 

The EU mechanism would benefit from an Expert Panel or EU Rule of Law Commission (composed mainly 
by independent scholars as well as other relevant experts) which would produce an Annual Report 
providing context-specific (Member State-by-Member State) assessment in light of data available or call 

                                                           
35 Ibid. 

36 The authors have learned about the existence of another High-level Group on Non-Discrimination, Equality and Diversity, 
led by the D1 unit responsible for Non-Discrimination and Roma Coordination, which presumably also has anti-Gypsyism 
among its hƻǊƛȊƻƴǘŀƭ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭ ǊŜƎƛǎǘǊȅ Ƙŀǎ ǎƘƻǿƴ ƴƻ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ-up activity after its inaugural 
event in May 2015. (see 

http://ec.europa.eu/transparency/regexpert/index.cfm?do=groupDetail.groupDetail&groupID=3328). 
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for the need to gather extra information on EU issue-specific questions. The Annual Report would point 
to the strengths and weaknesses, and suggest specific ways to overcome them, and would constitute 
the basis for inter-parliamentary discussions and debates in Council (European Parliament, 2016).  

Currently, as part of Europe 2020 Strategy and European framework for NRIS there is in place the 
9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ {ŜƳŜǎǘŜǊΩǎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ /ƻǳƴǘǊȅ {ǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ 
concerned. Among countries investigated for this Report, only Romania had a specific Recommendation 
ƻƴ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ wƻƳŀ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭΣ ǳǇƻƴ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ 
wƻƳŀƴƛŀƴ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ά¢ŀƪŜ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘ ŜŀǊƭȅ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ƭŜŀǾƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ 
quality education, in particular among RomaΦέ ό/ƻǳƴŎƛƭ wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴΣ нлмсύΦ  

Civil society representatives seem to welcome such recommendation, though remain critical about the 
actual impact of such recommendations (Miko, 2015; Makaveev, 2015). Thus having in mind the 
weaknesses of the European Semester process reported by the civil society, a new EU Rule of Law 
mechanism could fill in the existing gap. Previous research has indicated that such mechanism would 
have a clear EU added value and would comply with legal and institutional prerogatives laid down in 
the Treaties (Bard et al., 2016). Unfortunately, and despite the support of several EU Member States, 
recently the European Commission has refused to follow-ǳǇ ǘƘŜ tŀǊƭƛŀƳŜƴǘΩǎ call to establish such 
mechanism (Bard and Carrera, 2017).  
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3. Iƻǿ 9¦ ŦǳƴŘǎ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƳōŀǘƛƴƎ  ŀƴǘƛπDȅǇǎȅƛǎƳΚ 

This section of the Report focuses on EU funding mechanisms, i.e. In what does the EU invest? There 
are two main EU funds used for sectorial policies aimed at Roma inclusion: the European Social Fund 
(ESF), managed by the DG EMPL, and European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), managed by the 
DG REGIO.Member states have increased financial support for the most disadvantaged groups, 
including Roma, for the 2014-20 period. National, regional and local authorities can make use of over 
ϵфл ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ESF and the ERDF to build up human capital, promote social inclusion and 
fight poverty. One of the priorities in this area is the integration of marginalised communities such as 
Roma:37 

3.1. Who is funding what?  

Figure 14 below indicates some of the main EU funding schemes and their main characteristics, as they 
are or could be financing actions against anti-Gypsyism, or could be instrumentalised to ensure them. 
Each of the European /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎΩ 5Ds have their own funding schemes, priorities and beneficiaries, 
but the ERDF and ESF share the Roma inclusion as a main approach to tackling housing and 
employment, respectively.  

The ERDF and ESF can be further shared with civil society beneficiaries, the Operational Programmes 
(OPAs), which are proposed by the member states. If European Commission approves OPAs ς member 
state obtains funding. Such funding can be further distributed via the managing authority to 
government, public bodies or civil society ς to implement foreseen actions.  

The ERDF, ESF and funding for pre-accession countries via IPAs are the biggest funding schemes, 
whereas the ΨRights, Equality and Citizenship ProgrammeΩ, the Justice Programme, Europe for Citizens 
and ERASMUS+, comparatively are smaller ones and disburse much smaller amounts. The primary 
beneficiaries are various CSOs or even business organisations that apply directly to the responsible DG. 
In the case of DG EAC, to specialised national agencies (NA) are created as to enable direct funding.  

                                                           
37 European Commission (2015) - Press release "Commission dedicates more funding to Roma integration", Brussels, 18 June 

2015 (http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-15-5205_nl.htm).  
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Figure 14. Mapping EU funding schemes relevant to combating anti-Gypsyism  

 
Source: CEPS (2016). 

* The approaches follow the ones discussed in Section 2 of this Report.  
** Type of funding is direct, when beneficiaries are directly applying for funds, or indirect, when funding is first 
obtained by the member state and only then disbursed for implementing various operational programmes. 
*** See full names of the Directorates General in the List of Abbreviations.  

 

Cohesion policy ƛǎ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ Ƴŀƛƴ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘŀǊƎŜǘǎ ŀƭƭ ǊŜƎƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ 
Union. It is delivered via three main funds: the ERDF, ESF and the Cohesion Fund, though often all three 
funds are called Ψcohesion fundsΩ. Funding for cohesion policy in 2014-20 totals ϵ351.8 billion, which is 
one-third of the total EU budget.38  

Cohesion policy foresees that regulations and priorities are aligned among the three funds. Priority 9 
on promoting social inclusion, fighting poverty and discrimination is the main one for the ESF (main 
priorities are 8-11), an additional one for the ERDF (1-4) and not covered by the Cohesion Fund (4-7). 
Figure 15 illustrates the financial allocations from the Cohesion Funds to the five member states under 
study.  

                                                           
38 See http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/informat/basic/basic_2014_en.pdf  

Relevant DG RelevantFund Approach*
Type of 

Funding**

DG REGIO***
ERDF + Cohesion 

Fund
Roma inclusion Indirect

DG EMPL ESF Roma Inclusion Indirect

DG NEAR IPA
International Cooperation + 

Roma Inclusion
Indirect

DG JUST
Rights, Equality and 

Citizenship Programme
Fundamental Rights+ 

Roma Inclusion
Direct

DG HOME (via 
EACEA)

Europe for Citizens
Fundamental Rights 

(Remembrance)
Direct

DG EAC

(via EACEA or 
NA)

ERASMUS+ Roma inclusion Direct

DG AGRI EARDF Roma Inclusion Indirect

http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/informat/basic/basic_2014_en.pdf
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Figure 15. Financial allocations from Cohesion Funds by country 

 

Source: European Commission, Cohesion Data.39 

 

Below three relevant funds are examined in more detail: the ERDF, the ESF, the Rights, Equality and 
Citizenship (REC) Programme and the Ψ9ǳǊƻǇŜ ŦƻǊ /ƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ Remembrance Fund. 

3.1.1. European Regional Development Fund  

The ERDF aims to strengthen economic and social cohesion in the European Union by correcting 
imbalances between its regions by investing in growth-enhancing sectors to improve competitiveness 
and create jobs.40 The clause άspecific territorial characteristicsέ indicates that Roma inclusion projects 
can be funded. άERDF action is designed to reduce economic, environmental and social problems in 
urban areas, with a special focus on sustainable urban development. At least 5 % of the ERDF resources 
are set aside for this field, through Ψintegrated actionsΩ managed by cities.έ41 Further, the regulation of 
ERDF provides that social inclusion is the ninth of its 11 investment priorities under Regulation (EU) No 
1301/2013:42  

άόфύ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƴƎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴΣ combating poverty and any discrimination, by: 
(a) investing in health and social infrastructure <...>; 
(b) providing support for physical, economic and social regeneration of deprived 

communities in urban and rural areas; 
(c) providing support for social enterprises; 
(d) undertaking investment in the context of community-led ƭƻŎŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎέ. 

wƻƳŀ ŀǊŜ ƻŦǘŜƴ ǊŜƎŀǊŘŜŘ ŀǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ άŘŜǇǊƛǾŜŘ ƻǊ ƳŀǊƎƛƴŀƭƛǎŜŘέ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΦ ¢Ƙis fund 
addresses their housing and living conditions, neighbourhoods and settlements. Priority No. 11 address 
άƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎέ, in particular as it concerns effective and 
efficient administration of the ERDF and ESF funds. 

                                                           
 

40 See http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/funding/erdf/ 

41 Ibid.  

42 Regulation (EU) No 1301/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 17 December 2013 on the European 
Regional Development Fund and on specific provisions concerning the Investment for growth and jobs goal and repealing 
Regulation (EC) No 1080/2006, OJ L 347, 20.12.2013, p. 289ς302. 
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http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/funding/erdf/
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Acording to our interviewees, the city of Berlin administration applied for ERDF in order to carry out 
trainings on anti-Gypsyism. The respondent reported that such training was probably the first in 
Germany.  

In addition to the ERDF, the Cohesion Fund, which allocates ϵсоΦп ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ for the period 2014-20, is 
άaimed at Member States whose Gross National Income (GNI) per inhabitant is less than 90 % of the 
EU average.έ43 It aims to reduce economic and social disparities and to promote sustainable 
development mainly in member states that joined the EU in 2004 and 2007. For example, out of the 
five member states under study, only Romania is targeted by the Cohesion Fund. As it is more focused 
on infrastructure, particularly roads, rails, etc., the Cohesion Fund could be of relevance to 
infrastructure in primarily Roma neighbourhoods, settlements or villages.  

3.1.2. European Social Fund  

The ESF invests in people, with a focus on improving employment and education opportunities. It also 
aims to help disadvantaged people at risk of poverty or social exclusion, therefore, among the cohesion 
policy funds, it is the most important for the purposes of this study.  

In total, the ESF will distribute more than ϵ80 billion to member states for human capital investment 
between 2014 and 2020. Ψ{ƻŎƛŀƭ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ combating ǇƻǾŜǊǘȅΩ in the period 2014-20 will receive 
20% of ESF investment, or approximately ϵ16 billion.44 ESF regulation mentions Roma among the 
specific taǊƎŜǘ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ Ψinvestment ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅΩ under Regulation (EU) No 1304/2013: 45 

άb) For the thematic objective 'promoting social inclusion, combating poverty and any 
discrimination': 
i) Active inclusion, including with a view to promoting equal opportunities and active 
participation, and improving employability; 
(ii) Socio-economic integration of marginalised communities such as the Roma; 
(iii) Combating all forms of discrimination and promoting equal opportunities; 
(iv) Enhancing access to affordable, sustainable and high-quality services, including health care 
and social services of general interest; 
(v) Promoting social entrepreneurship and vocational integration in social enterprises and the 
social and solidarity economy in order to facilitate access to employment; 
(vi) Community-lŜŘ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎΦέ 

Socio-economic integration of Roma is the 9{CΩǎ primary priority. Fighting discrimination is a separate 
part of this priority. Separate priorities in turn means separate Operational Programmes drafted by the 
member states. This was raised as an issue of concern in the recent European Court of Auditors audit 
(see Sub-Section 3.2). 

3.1.3. Rights, Equality and Citizenship Programme  

The Rights, Equality and Citizenship (REC) Programme, led by DG JUST, ŀƛƳǎ ǘƻ άcontribute to the 
further development of an area where equality and the rights of persons, as enshrined in the Treaty, 
the Charter and international human rights conventions, are promoted and protected.έ46 One of its 
ƴƛƴŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ƛǎ άǘƻ ŎƻƳōŀǘ ǊŀŎƛǎƳΣ ȄŜƴƻǇƘƻōƛŀΣ ƘƻƳƻǇƘƻōƛŀ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŦƻǊƳǎ ƻŦ 
ƛƴǘƻƭŜǊŀƴŎŜέΦ47 Anti-Gypsyism is not explicitly mentioned among the specific objectives, though the 

                                                           
43 See http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/funding/cohesion-fund 

44 See http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/funding/social-fund  

45 Regulation (EU) No 1304/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 17 December 2013 on the European Social 
Fund and repealing Council Regulation (EC) No 1081/2006, OJ L 347, 20.12.2013, p. 470ς486. 

46 See http://ec.europa.eu/justice/grants1/programmes-2014-2020/rec/index_en.htm  

47 Ibid. 

http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/funding/cohesion-fund
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/funding/social-fund
http://ec.europa.eu/justice/grants1/programmes-2014-2020/rec/index_en.htm
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term was used in the call for άAction grants to support national or transnational projects on non-
discrimination and Roma integrationέ.48 Regarding Roma, the project supports the following activities:  

άŀƛƳƛƴƎ ǘƻ a raise awareness and combat harmful stereotypes of Roma and supporting thereby 
their integration into mainstream society. Identification, implementation and exchange of 
good practices in addressing the most urgent challenges in the area of fighting discrimination 
and antigypsyism, especially fighting segregation in education, and promoting the 
empowerment of Roma youth and their active involvement in the process of Roma integration, 
including through the capacity building of civil society active at the local level.έ 49 

Anti-Gypsyism was used interchangeably with discrimination. In 2016, there was a restricted call for 
action grants to support national Roma platforms.50 These examples show that the REC Programme 
integrates the Roma inclusion and integration approach.   

Other calls in 2016 focused on the identification of hate crime or speech51 and on the promotion of 
tolerance.52 In total, ϵ439 million are allocated to the REC Programme for the period 2014-20.  

In the preceding Fundamental Rights and Citizenship (FRC) Programme (2007-13), Roma were targeted 
among the other groups. FƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ άLƴ нлмоΣ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘƛǾŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ 
ŦǊƻƳ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ wƻƳŀ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ ƛƴ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ŀŦŦŜŎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƳ ǿŜǊŜ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛǎŜŘέ (ICF, 2015). 

The evaluation report mentions specific projects targeting Roma, for example, the ά2009/2010 AG 
ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŜƴǘƛǘƭŜŘ ΨL ŀƳ wƻƳŀΥ /ƘŀƴƎƛƴƎ aƛƴŘǎŜǘǎΩ aimed at increasing awareness amongst local actors 
engaged in antidiscrimination work and youth on the issues faced by Roma people through the 
organisation of workshops on and study visits in Roma communities. The project reportedly improved 
the relationship between Roma youth and local youthέ (ICF, 2015). The previous FRC Programme 
totalled ϵ95.2 million (it was one of three programmes, including Daphne and PROGRESS that now are 
covered by REC Programme).  

3.1.4. DG HOME ς Europe For Citizens, Remembrance Strand 

At the European level, as already mentioned, one of the two main strands of Europe for Citizens funding 
ƛǎ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ άRemembranceέ. The Remembrance strand aims to finance projects reflecting on the causes 
of totalitarian regimes in EuropeΩs modern history, such as Nazism, Fascism, Stalinism and totalitarian 
communist regimes that led to the Holocaust and other crimes against humanity.53 The list of selected 
projects for 2016 reveals that ϵ3,342,500 were allocated to 38 projects, three of which explicitly (in the 
name of project) focused on the Roma holocaust (Czech Republic, the Former Yugoslav Republic of 
Macedonia and Latvia).54 The programme is managed by the Education, Audiovisual and Culture 
Executive Agency, though political coordination is steered by DG HOME.  

3.2. Monitoring and accountability of EU funds 

3.2.1. European Ombudsman 

In 2014, the European Ombudsman (EO) 9Ƴƛƭȅ hΩwŜƛƭƭȅ launched an own-initiative inquiry (No. 
OI/8/2014/AN) concerning the compliance with fundamental rights in the implementation of EU 
cohesion policy at the very beginning of the 2014-20 funding framework. The findings of this inquiry are 

                                                           
48 See http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/portal/desktop/en/opportunities/rec/topics/rec-rdis-disc-ag-2016.html  

49 Ibid. 

50 Ibid. 

51 Ibid. 

52 Ibid. 

53 See http://eacea.ec.europa.eu/europe-for-citizens/strands/european-remembrance_en 

54 See https://eacea.ec.europa.eu/sites/eacea-site/files/publicationremem2016.pdf 

http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/portal/desktop/en/opportunities/rec/topics/rec-rdis-disc-ag-2016.html
http://eacea.ec.europa.eu/europe-for-citizens/strands/european-remembrance_en
https://eacea.ec.europa.eu/sites/eacea-site/files/publicationremem2016.pdf
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important because it emphasized the responsibility for ensuring proper monitoring and accountability 
mechanisms by the European Commission: 

άThe fact that the Commission is not directly responsible for managing ESI Funds should never 
be used as a reason for not acting if fundamental rights have been, or risk being, violated. By 
applying the fundamental rights contained in the Charter as the minimum standard of 
protection, the Commission can signal to Member States that it will take fundamental rights 
seǊƛƻǳǎƭȅ ǿƘŜƴ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƘŜǎƛƻƴ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΧLƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ 
Commission must seek to dissuade Member States, and indeed itself, from ignoring violations 
of fundamental rights on the grounds that the Member State activity in question is not 
undertaken in the course of implementing EU lawέ (European Ombudsman, 2015). 

The Ombudsman highlighted the issues also related to Roma inclusion/integration projects which lacked 
the non-discriminatory approach. One of the major issues addressed in the OmbudsmanΩǎ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ was 
cases where the EU funding had been channelled to sustain institutional discrimination and segregation, 
as, for example, άto maintain or extend the institutionalisation oŦ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ ŀƴŘ ŘƛǎŀōƭŜŘ ǇŜǊǎƻƴǎέ 
(European Ombudsman, 2015). 

In the case of Roma, the Ombudsman referred to the example of the project to establish a segregated 
settlement in Scampia, Naples, with the support of the ERDF. The municipality was planning to spend 
ϵт million during the 2007-13 Campania Regional Operation Programme.55 Civil society actors warned 
the Commission that the project was not in line with the ERDF and fundamental rights. Though the 
Commission agreed that such a project was not in line with EU law and regulations, it took no additional 
action. In addition, even after the complaint and reply from the Commission, the councillor of Naples 
Municipality still insisted on implementing the project with ERDF support. Civil society actors regretted 
that Commission went no further to prevent the project and thus sent mixed messages. 

The ǘŀǊƎŜǘŜŘ Ŏƻƴǎǳƭǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘŜŘ άa lack of transparency in the application, monitoring and control 
of ESI Funds, and a failure by the Commission to make comprehensive, accessible information available 
ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŘƻƳŀƛƴέ (European Ombudsman, 2015). Though the Ombudsman did not use the term 
Ψanti-GypsyismΩ explicitly in its inquiry, the ERGO (European Roma Grassroots Organisations) Network 
submission for the targeted consultations in the context of this inquiry highlighted the very centrality 
of anti-Gypsyism as a key bottleneck in the national context of EU funding (emphasis added):  

άSometimes the examples are anecdotal, but in other cases discrimination against Roma has a 
systemic and even institutionalized character. An example is the structural bias against Roma 
children in education... 

Evictions that ignore the circumstances and needs of individuals and families ...Or the lack of 
political will or courage to address sometimes inhuman living conditions of Roma communities 
ς even when funds are available. 

The weak performance of thematic programmes that aim to advance Roma inclusion is in many 
cases due to anti-Gypsyist tendencies among local public authorities or project promoters: their 
consistent inclination to consider Roma as mere policy clients, rather than equal stakeholders 
in programmes or projects, for example, leads to suboptimal outcomes if not outright failure. 
We catch these forms of discrimination under the concept of anti-Gypsyism.έ56 (Emphasis 
added). 

In its decision, the Ombudsman highlighted Roma along with persons with disabilities and LGBTI people 
ǿƘƻ άare often ignored in the drafting of partnership agreements or operational programmesέ 
(European Ombudsman, 2015). This tendency to leave out Roma organisations was confirmed by the 
online survey for the purpose of this study, as Roma organisations were not even aware of the existence 

                                                           
55 European Roma Rights Centre submission to the targeted consultations 
(www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/cases/correspondence.faces/en/59848/html.bookmark). 

56 Input from European Roma Grassroots Organisations (ERGO) Network, Brussels, 28 February 2015. 

http://www.ombudsman.europa.eu/en/cases/correspondence.faces/en/59848/html.bookmark
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of monitoring committees (see Graph 16 below). The Ombudsman issued eight recommendations that 
emphasised the necessity of more efficient monitoring and complaint mechanisms, as well as on 
ensuring compliance with ex ante conditionalities. 

3.2.2. European Court of Auditors 

The European Court of Auditors (ECA) in their report (European Court of Auditors, 2016) reached 
verysimilar conclusions to the ones issues by   the EO (European Ombudsman, 2015). The ECA has 
explicitly referred to the anti-Gypsyism concept among their main recommendations, as a way to 
ensure the efficiency and effectiveness of EU funding. The ECA audit methodology entailed interviews 
and analysis of the implemented projects. The ECA audited EU budget spending on various Roma 
integration projects ς the so-called ΨOperational ProgrammesΩ drafted by the member states (European 
Court of Auditors, 2016).  

After analysing their impact and effectiveness, the ECA recommended EU member states with such 
Operational Programmes to run parallel anti-discrimination Operational Programmes to ensure that 
anti-Gypsyism is tackled. However, even when a member state has both types of Operational 
Programmes in place, it does not necessarily mean that its anti-discrimination Operational Programme 
addresses anti-GȅǇǎȅƛǎƳΣ ŀǎ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŀƴŘ ΨŜȄǇƭƛŎƛǘΣ ƴƻǘ ŜȄŎƭǳǎƛǾŜΩ ǿŀȅǎ ƻŦ ǘŀǊƎŜǘƛƴƎ anti-
discrimination.   

3.2.3. EU Fundamental Rights Agency  

The EU Fundamental Rights Agency (FRA) is responsible for more general monitoring of fundamental 
rights, not projects themselves. The FRA has extensive knowledge of Roma rights and socio-economic 
situations, as for more than 10 years the agency has conducted research on Roma inclusion. This ranges 
from reports based on existing data and information to the aƎŜƴŎȅΩǎ ƻǿƴ ƭŀǊƎŜ-scale survey research.  

An example of such research are three major surveys: EU MIDIS I, a so-ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ΨRoma surveyΩ and EU-
MIDIS II. All of them collected detailed data on discrimination and criminal victimisation of Roma in 
2008, 2012 and 2016, as well as data on their socio-economic conditions. The findings show little 
change over eight years in levels of Roma discrimination and social exclusion across several areas, such 
as employment, education, housing, access to public and private services, health care, etc. This also 
indicates that previous EU funding in these areas have not reached the aims of ΨƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘingΩ ƻǊ ƛƴŎƭǳding 
Roma communities. 

The last EU MIDIS II survey (FRA, 2016) found that Roma continue to face intolerable levels of 
discrimination in daily life ς whether when looking for work, at work, in education, seeking health care, 
communicating with administrative bodies or entering a shop ς 41% of Roma felt discriminated against 
because of their ethnic origin at least once in one of these areas of daily life in the past five years. Yet, 
as the current Report indicates, projects aimed to inform Roma of their rights are quite rarely initiated 
by governments. 

The FRA MIDIS II survey further indicates that, on average, only 12% of Roma who experienced 
discrimination reported it to an authority. Moreover, 27% do not know of any law prohibiting 
discrimination based on ethnic origin, and 82% do not know any organisation offering support to 
discrimination victims. In addition, 80% of Roma continue to live below theƛǊ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ at-risk-of-
poverty threshold; every third Roma lives in housing without running water; one in 10 in housing 
without electricity; and every fourth Roma (27%) and every third Roma child (30%) live in a household 
that faced hunger at least once in the preceding month.  

These findings suggests that the goals set by the 2013 Council Recommendation on effective Roma 
integration measures, i.e. that can fulfil the fundamental rights of Roma to equal treatment, are far 
from being reached, and persistent anti-Gypsyism is an important contributing factor that can reduce 
the effectiveness of government responses.  
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In addition, FRA is currently conducting a Local Engagement for Roma Inclusion (LERI) Programme,57 
which seeks to improve the design, implementation and monitoring of Roma integration policies and 
actions at the local level.  

3.3. Potentials and challenges of EU funding 

The European Commission made some improvements on accountability and scrutinty for the 2014-20 
EU programming period. One of the key innovations is the so-called Ψex ante ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǘƛŜǎΩ, which 
empower the Commission with better oversight of member sǘŀǘŜǎΩ Operational Programmes in order 
to ensure non-discrimination and address the most pressing issues, such as Roma integration.  

Regulation 1303/2013 lays down the common provisions for the all major EU funds.58 Article 4(2) of 
this Regulation obliges the Commission and member states to make arrangements to reinforce 
compliance with the fundamental rights and in the context of the European Social Investment Fund. 
Article 6 further requires all the projects and Operational Programmes supported by the ESF to comply 
with applicable Union and national laws. Regulation further stresses gender equality and provides a list 
of forbidden grounds of discrimination (Article 7): άThe Member States and the Commission shall take 
appropriate steps to prevent any discrimination based on sex, racial or ethnic origin, religion or belief, 
disability, age or sexual orientation ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎέ.  

Article 19 provides a description of how the ex ante conditionalities are applied in practice. The 
Commission is tasked with assessing άconsistency and the adequacy of the information provided by the 
Member State and on fulfillment of ex-ante conditionalitiesέ (Art. 19., para. 3). In addition, when 
inconsistencies are found, the burden of proof lies on the Commission (Art. 19, para. 4), which makes 
this procedure less practicable, given that the Commission has to oversee 28 member states. In ordinary 
circumstances, it is usually the applicant who has to prove that there was no violation or misuse of 
funding. Thus this clause could shift the responsibility back to the member state. The interviews 
revealed a lack of procedures or guidelines as to which information should be used when confronting 
member states, i.e. FRA opinions and analyses, reports, Eurostat data, Special Eurobarometer surveys, 
ECJ and ECtHR case law, etc.  

It is not yet clear whether and how these preconditions ensure compliance with fundamental rights, or 
what their benchmark is. The European Ombudsman inquiry discussed above highlighted that the very 
existence of such a mechanism is ΨpromisingΩ, in particular in the early stage of adopting the Operational 
Programmes:  

άMonitoring of compliance with the applicable preconditions from the outset of projects is 
seen as beneficial, in that it may result in a more effective response to discrimination or 
fundamental rights violations. Moreover, the Commission's assessment of programmes under 
Article 29 of Regulation 1303/2013 might also contribute to preventing or addressing 
ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƳƛƎƘǘ ŀǊƛǎŜ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴΦέ (European Ombudsman, 
2015: para. 29) 

Another interesting clause requires member states to establish Monitoring Committees within three 
months (Art. 47, para. 1), though the Regulation 1303/2013 does not foresee the common legal 
framework for such committees, as Article 47, para. 2, further provides that: 

                                                           
57 See http://fra.europa.eu/en/project/2013/multi-annual-roma-programme/local-engagement.  

58 Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 17 December 2013 laying down common 
provisions on the European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund, the Cohesion Fund, the European 
Agricultural Fund for Rural Development and the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund and laying down general provisions 
on the European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund, the Cohesion Fund and the European Maritime and 
Fisheries Fund and repealing Council Regulation (EC) No 1083/2006, OJ L 347, 20.12.2013, p. 320ς469. 

http://fra.europa.eu/en/project/2013/multi-annual-roma-programme/local-engagement
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ά9ŀŎƘ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ ŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜ ǎƘŀƭƭ ŘǊŀǿ ǳǇ ŀƴŘ ŀŘƻǇǘ ƛǘǎ ǊǳƭŜǎ ƻŦ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜ ƛƴ ŀŎŎƻǊŘŀƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ 
the institutional, legal and fƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ aŜƳōŜǊ {ǘŀǘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴŜŘΦέ59  

This point weakens the general clause, as there is no guidance on the powers and decision-making 
procedures in such committees, thus there can be huge differences across the EU.  

Finally, though Article 48 sheds light on the composition of the Monitoring Committees, the inclusion 
of partnersΩ representatives and the actual powers remain rather vague, in particular as there is no 
ratio for representatives from the partners: 

άRepresentatives of the partners shall be delegated to be part of the monitoring committee by 
the respective partners through transparent processes. Each member of the monitoring 
committee may have a voting rightΦέ 60 

However, a clause obliges the composition of such committees to be made public (Art. 48, para. 2). 
Desk research for the purpose of this Report has proved that such Monitoring Committees are difficult 
to identify, as even their names are not standardised and they vary in each national context. For example, 
in the UK, such a committee is called the Growth Programme Board. The membership of the main board 
is public,61 but those of its sub-committees are not.62 As regards the composition of the board, there 
are no civil society actors representing Roma or broader human rights issues. The representative on 
equality works for the Government Equalities Office, without any counterpart from civil society. It was 
not possible to find the membership list of a Monitoring Committee in Romania, at least in English. The 
partnership agreement, however, indicated that the monitoring mechanismΩǎ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ 
have not been met, though some Roma representatives have been included.63 

Member states that are undertaking Roma inclusion projects have to comply with the ex ante 
ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǘȅ άфΦнΦ ! ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ wƻƳŀ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪέ, which assesses whether 
there is a Monitoring Mechanism overseeing NRIS and whether Roma representatives are included in 
the monitoring process, though this is separate from the Monitoring Committee supervising ESF funding. 
64 

For this reason, a comparative study of the European Anti-Poverty Network (EPAN) on EU Structural 
Investment Funds also highlighted the need to include key stakeholders, άǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ŀǊŜ 
current or fuǘǳǊŜ ōŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀǊƛŜǎέ in the Official Monitoring Committees, to ensure the effectiveness of 
the EU monitoring framework.65 The online survey and interviews carried out for this Report indicated 
that most civil society representatives were unaware of such developments at national level, nor were 
they part of such bodies (see Figure 16 below).  

                                                           
59 ά²ƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘǊŜŜ months of the date of notification to the Member State of the Commission decision adopting a programme, 
the Member State shall set up a committee, in accordance with its institutional, legal and financial framework, to monitor 
implementation of the prograƳƳŜΣ ƛƴ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƴŀƎƛƴƎ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ όǘƘŜ ΨƳƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ ŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΩύέΣ Regulation 
1303/2013, para. 47.  

60 Ibid., para. 48.  

61 See www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/580090/ 
GPB_Membership_List_191216.pdf. 

62 See www.gov.uk/government/groups/programme-monitoring-committee-national-sub-committees. 

63 See pp. 227-228 of document at www.fonduri-structurale.ro/Document_Files/Stiri/00014830/ 
sfvjd_Acord%20de%20parteneriat%20oficial.pdf.   

64 Regulation (EU) No 1304/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 17 December 2013 on the European Social 
Fund and repealing Council Regulation (EC) No 1081/2006, OJ L 347, 20.12.2013, p. 470ς486. 

65 See http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/informing/dialog/2016/2016_barometer_summary_en.pdf. 

http://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/580090/%20GPB_Membership_List_191216.pdf
http://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/580090/%20GPB_Membership_List_191216.pdf
http://www.gov.uk/government/groups/programme-monitoring-committee-national-sub-committees
http://www.fonduri-structurale.ro/Document_Files/Stiri/00014830/%20sfvjd_Acord%20de%20parteneriat%20oficial.pdf
http://www.fonduri-structurale.ro/Document_Files/Stiri/00014830/%20sfvjd_Acord%20de%20parteneriat%20oficial.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/informing/dialog/2016/2016_barometer_summary_en.pdf
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Figure 16. CSO awareness of Roma organisations in Monitoring Committees* 

 

*Question 15. Are you aware of any Roma organisation involved in a Monitoring Committee of the National Managing 
Authority of the EU funds, such as the European Social Investment Fund or European Regional Development Fund? 
Source: Online survey results, CEPS (2016). 

 

Finally, Article 74 of EU Regulation No. 1303/2013 provides that member states shall ensure the 
functioning of the effective complaints handling mechanism at a national level. Therefore, member 
states are responsible for making arrangements for the examination of complaints concerning the 
European funds; examining complaints submitted to the Commission; and informing the Commission 
of the results of those examinations. The Regulation also provides that failure of a member state to 
establish a complaints mechanism could lead to temporary or permanent suspension of payments.  
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4. tǊƻƳƛǎƛƴƎ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ǘƻ ŎƻƳōŀǘ ŀƴǘƛπDȅǇǎȅƛǎƳΥ 
tǊƻŀŎǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŀŎǘƛǾŜ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ 

Interviews and desk research have revealed a number of practices and experiences which can be 
ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ ǎƘƻǿƛƴƎ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ΨǇǊƻƳƛǎƛƴƎΩ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǿƘŜƴ combating  institutional 
manifestations of anti-Gypsyism in the EU. These relate in particular to what we call ΨǇǊƻŀŎǘƛǾŜΩ ŀƴŘ 
ΨǊŜŀŎǘƛǾŜΩ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ŀƴŘ implementing actions:  

¶ Reactive measures generally cover actions, projects or programmes that counter 
discrimination, hate crimes, coercive practices/violence by law enforcement and segregation 
against various Roma communities. These include, for instance, initiatives focused on access to 
justice and effective remedies once violations of Roma rights and freedoms have occurred.  

¶ Proactive measures focus on actions aimed at debunking myths, misperceptions and 
stereotypes, and addressing historical misdoings and fostering diversity, dialogue and Roma 
inclusion and participation. They cover the setting up of specific institutional settings and 
structures at national, regional and local levels, changing attitudes, designing and conducting 
trainings and educational programmes, or ensuring participation of Roma communities in 
targeted actions and their interactions or places of intersection with society at large. 

 
Figure 17: Proactive and reactive measures for combating anti-Gypsyism 

 
Source: CEPS (2016). 

 

!ǎ CƛƎǳǊŜ мт ŀōƻǾŜ ǎƘƻǿǎΣ ΨǇǊƻŀŎǘƛǾŜΩ ŀƴŘ ΨǊŜŀŎǘƛǾŜΩ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ ōŜ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘƻƻŘ ƛƴ ŀ Ǌŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƻǊ 
temporal fashion; proactive measures are always necessarily ad hoc and reactive measures ex post. 
While it may be true that those measures presenting a ΨreactiveΩ nature usually arrive after a 
malpractice, incident ŀƴŘκƻǊ ŎǊƛƳŜ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ wƻƳŀ Ƙŀǎ ƻŎŎǳǊǊŜŘΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ΨǊŜŀŎǘƛǾŜΩ 
measures/actions which seek more generally to ensure access to rights and liberties by the Roma in a 
wider context of historical exclusion, inequality and discrimination. Furthermore, those presenting a 
proactive nature could be rather seen as a continuum of actions which interact with those presenting 
a reactive nature. In fact, both reactive and proactive measures may often be complementary in nature, 
scope and application.  

A majority of interview respondents in this Report, when asked whether proactive or reactive measures 
should receive more funding, stressed that there should be a good balance of both, though some 
favoured funding proactive measures (see Figure 18). Also, they stressed the measures should be 
tailored to national or even local contexts. Civil society representatives found greater consensus on the 
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superiority of proactive measures, though they also recognised the occasional necessity of reactive 
measures. This can also reflect the area that CSOs occupy, as they are outside of judicial and law 
enforcement systems. In addition, it should be highlighted that none of the respondents thought that 
one type of measure would be enough.  

Figure 18. Most effective measures to tackle anti-Gypsyism 

 

Source: Online survey results, CEPS (2016). 

 

$Therefore, this Section outlines both reactive and proactive practices and experiences. They have 
been divided into the following four themes: national, regional and local institutional responses (Section 
4.1); training and educational activities (Section 4.2); access to justice and effective remedies (Section 
4.3); media and political discourse (Section 4.4). 

4.1. Institutional responses  

A key institutional initiative of the Swedish government set up a Commission against Anti-Gypsyism (in 
Swedish ς antiziganism).66 The commission existed from 2014 to 2016 and was entrusted to directly 
counter anti-Gypsyism.67 Composed of nine members, five of whom were Roma, it proposed 

                                                           
66 For more information, see www.minoritet.se/user/motantiziganism/index.html 
http://www.minoritet.se/user/motantiziganism/english/about-us/index.html. See also the Third Interim Report issued in 
February 2016, www.minoritet.se/user/motantiziganism/wp-content/uploads/2015/11/Third-interim-report.pdf. 

67 Before setting up this Commission, the Swedish government had already set up a Delegation for Roma Issues between 2007 
and 2010 which focused on ways to improve the situation of Roma communities in Sweden through rights-promotion and 
countering existing cultural, political and societal marginalisation and segregation. The report which resulted from the work 
of the Delegation recommended the setting up of a reconciliation committee and put forward around 50 proposals on 
measures for ensuring the human rights of the Roma in Sweden. 
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establishing a national centre to address Roma issues, and monitored anti-Gypsyism incidents. The 
cƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ main limitations were its short mandate and insufficient concern for all Roma affected by 
anti-Gypsyism. The main criticism from Swedish civil society, has been that the work against anti-
gypsyism cannot only include those who are Swedish citizens because there are many Roma EU citizens 
and non-EU Roma asylum seekers living in Sweden.  Its final report is currently available for review by 
various institutions and organisations. 

In 2012, Swedish government commissioned the publication of the White Paper mentioned in Practice 
1 below. This Government's initiative to develop a White paper άThe Dark Unknown Historyέ chronicling 
abuses and rights violations against Roma in the 20th century, took an important step towards 
recognition and acknowledgement of the problem. It shows that the state has assumed a responsibility 
for the situation that many Roma living in Sweden find themselves in, since the national policies have 
reflected anti-gypsyism attitudes. But the Government has not made an official apology following 
publication of the White Paper nor has it taken specific measures to prevent recurrence of anti-
Gypsyism. Notwithstanding these failings, the description below outlines the promising elements that 
could inspire other Governments to follow the Swedish example. 

 

PRACTICE 1: SWEDEN 
The White Paper: The Dark Unknown History of Abuses and Rights Violations against Roma in the 20th 
Century 

In 2014, the Swedish government published a White Paper on the abuses and rights violations of 
wƻƳŀ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ мфллǎΥ ά¢ƘŜ 5ŀǊƪ ŀƴŘ ¦ƴƪƴƻǿƴ IƛǎǘƻǊȅέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǿŀǎ ŀƴ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǎǘŜǇ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ 
recognition and acknowledgment of the historical and ongoing discrimination of the Roma 
community.  

The White Paper covers a period of over 100 years and highlights the following areas: mapping of 
Roma, sterilisation and taking their children into custody, entry ban and regulated immigration and 
preventing Roma access to housing, education and work.  

The Ministry of Employment, which housed the Minister of Integration, was the authority that 
released the White Paper. In 2012, the government adopted the 2012-32 national strategy for Roma 
inclusion, to improve Roma living conditions and guarantee their human rights.68  

Since the situation of Roma today is linked to historical discrimination to which many Roma have 
ōŜŜƴ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘŜŘΣ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ƛǎ ŎǊǳŎƛŀƭ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ 
living conditions. Accordingly, the publishing and dissemination of the White Paper is also part of the 
aƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ ƻŦ /ǳƭǘǳǊŜΩǎ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ŦƻǊ wƻƳŀ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴΦ  

The White Paper identified the roles and responsibilities of various social institutions in abuses and 
rights violations. It acknowledges the responsibility of the government for the situation that many 
Roma find themselves in, given that government policies have been guided by anti-Gypsyism.  

It addresses injustices and attitudes against the Roma community specifically. The community 
includes both Roma nationals and travellers in Sweden throughout the 1900s.  

Educational material based on the White Paper has been developed and disseminated to all schools 
in Sweden, which have been positively received among teachers and users. 

 

                                                           
68 !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿǎ ǿƛǘƘ {ǿŜŘƛǎƘ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭǎΣ άLǘ ƛǎ ŀ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ƳƛǎŎƻƴŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ {ǿŜŘŜƴ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜŘ 
anti-Gypsyism because of the EU. This is incurred because Sweden had almost completed its national strategy when the EU 
framework policies in this area was adopted. However, the EU intervention has of course helped in pushing forward policies 
but it has not had a decisƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴŎƭǳǎƛǾŜ ǊƻƭŜΦέ 
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Another good example in this regard is {ǿŜŘŜƴΩǎ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ άNational plan against racism, similar forms of 
Ƙƻǎǘƛƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƘŀǘŜ ŎǊƛƳŜέ.69 It is a joint approach to combating racism and hate crime in Sweden by 
different authorities, regional and local actors, and civil society organisations. It explicitly mentions anti-
Gypsyism. This plan aims to lay the basis for the five strategic areas that the government has identified:  

¶ more knowledge, education and research 

¶ improved coordination and follow-up 

¶ civil society ς increased support and dialogue  

¶ strengthened preventive work online 

¶ a more active judicial system 

Within these strategic areas, the government has identified the main problems and necessary 
measures. Some measures included in the national plan: 

¶ The Swedish Media Council will examine the protection of children and young people on the 
internet with regard to racism, similar forms of hostility, hate crime and extremism. 

¶ The No Hate Speech Movement will be extended until 2020 in order to prevent racism on the 
iƴǘŜǊƴŜǘ ōȅ ǊŀƛǎƛƴƎ ȅƻǳǘƘǎΩ ƳŜŘƛŀ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ. 

¶ The mission of the Living History Forum to raise awareness of racism will be expanded and 
training sessions extended to include, in additional to school staff, other professionals such as 
employment services staff, social workers and police officers. 

¶ The County Administrative Board of Dalarna will be commissioned to develop a working model 
to strengthen crisis management regarding racism and extremism. 

¶ The government will greatly increase the distribution of funds to promote activities specifically 
aimed at combating afrophobia, anti-Semitism, anti-gypsyism, islamophobia, racism against 
Sami, homophobia and transphobia.  

There are also examples of national structures and programmes with framework measures aimed at 
fostering equality of treatment of the Roma. In Germany, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs employs a 
Special Commissioner for Anti-Semitism and Anti-Gypsyism Issues.70 In the UK, while no official 
reconciliation or apology has been issued for Roma genocide perpetrated in the UK, the former Prime 
Minister did establish a Holocaust Commission to investigate the injustice. 

In Germany, in 1982, Sinti and Roma themselves founded the Central Council of German Sinti and 
Roma,71 an umbrella organisation of 17 regional organisations. Based in Heidelberg, it represents 
German Sinti and Roma and works for their equal treatment and participation in politics and for their 
support as minorities. Whereas in the beginning Central Council was established against the will of 
German government, it has developed a permanent dialogue with the German Federal Government and 
regional authorities.  

According to interviews conducted for this Report, the German Ministry of Foreign Affairs has played a 
key role in the decision by the German government to host the European Roma Institute for Arts and 
Culture, a joint initiative of the Council of Europe, the Open Society Foundations and the Alliance for 
the European Roma Institute, in Berlin.72 At its next legislative session, the German Bundestag also plans 

                                                           
69 See http://politiforum.com/t/alice-bah-kuhnke-sweden-will-be-a-country-free-of-racism/1534  

70 According to our interviews, thŜ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ǇŜŎƛŀƭ wŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜ Ƙŀǎ ŀ ȅŜŀǊƭȅ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ƻŦ ŀōƻǳǘ ϵоΦп ƳƛƭƭƛƻƴΣ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ ϵнΦп 
million is allocated to projects. Until now a small amount of this budget has been spent for remembrance projects on the 
genocide of Sinti and Roma committed by the Nazis. 

71 See http://www.sintiundroma.de/ and www.minderheitensekretariat.de/en/minority-council/central-council-of-german-
sinti-and-roma. 

72 For more information, see www.opensocietyfoundations.org/publications/european-roma-institute and for a chronology, 
see http://romanistudies.eu/news/eri-chronology. See also www.humanrightseurope.org/2016/04/germany-berlin-set-to-
host-new-roma-institute-for-arts-and-culture. 

http://politiforum.com/t/alice-bah-kuhnke-sweden-will-be-a-country-free-of-racism/1534
http://www.sintiundroma.de/
https://www.opensocietyfoundations.org/publications/european-roma-institute
http://romanistudies.eu/news/eri-chronology
http://www.humanrightseurope.org/2016/04/germany-berlin-set-to-host-new-roma-institute-for-arts-and-culture
http://www.humanrightseurope.org/2016/04/germany-berlin-set-to-host-new-roma-institute-for-arts-and-culture
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to set up a specialised expert working group (Expertengremium) or independent commission of experts 
to combat anti-Gypsyism.73 

Also in Germany a programme called Live Democracy, which is being implemented from 2015-19, aims 
at promoting democratic culture and combating, inter alia, right-wing extremism, racism and anti-
Semitism. It is the first national programme in the field of combating racism expressly including anti-
Gypsyism as one of its thematic areas. Within this programme nine projects are funded which aim at 
fighting anti-Gypsyism and ensuring equal treatment of Roma. Another example in Germany is the 
Alliance for Democracy and Tolerance against Extremism and Violence (BfDT), which has financially 
supported Roma organisation activities. This has included projects by the Central Council of Sinti and 
Roma, with the objective of keeping alive the memory of the genocide and pursuing Roma 
empowerment. 

In the UK, the Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG)74 is a governmental body 
responsible for empowering local communities and fighting hate crime. The DCLG, together with the 
National Federation of Gypsy Liaison Groups, is in active contact with civil society representatives and 
co-hosts the Gypsy Roma Traveller Liaison Group, which meets quarterly to address hate crime. The 
DCLG aims to tackle negative attitudes and stereotypes by funding small projects aimed at combating 
hate crime. This approach combines reporting of hate crime when it occurs and acting to prevent it 
from occurring. 

Some the member states under examination in this Report have an Equality Ombudsman, which plays 
a key role in promoting non-discrimination within their conferred mandates. They receive and handle 
ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎΩ ŎƻƳǇƭŀƛƴǘǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴƛƴƎ ŘƛǎŎǊƛƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƘŀǊŀǎǎƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƘŀǾŜ a general mandate to 
enforce anti-discrimination legislation and litigate this issue before relevant courts and domestic 
tribunals. 

The Equality Ombudsman in Sweden has a broad mandate to combat discrimination but can only pursue 
cases on the basis of the Discrimination Act, which does not cover all societal areas. For example, it 
does not cover police operations, correctional cases, the prosecution system and courts. This means 
that manifestations of anti-Gypsyism, such as registration based on ethnicity on behalf of the police 
cannot be addressed under the Discrimination Act and fall thus outside the mandate of the Equality 
Ombudsman.  

A further weakness of the Equality Ombudsman institution is lack of the power to pursue cases of 
discrimination on the basis of the European Convention of Human Rights, which also constitutes 
Swedish law. Swedish civil society representatives found it concerning, in particular, as the 
Discrimination Act does not impose a general prohibition on discrimination in society and does not 
cover many of the rights guaranteed by the Convention.75  (See sub-section 4.4). Also, only a limited 
number of cases are pursued by the Equality Ombudsman. During 2014, it received 1,949 complaints 
but took to court only 25 cases. Due to lack of human resources on one side and a broad mandate on 
the other, institution only investigates strategic cases that are expected to have a higher wider societal 
impact. According civil society respondents, the fact that the institution takes on only 1.3% of cases has 
a Ψchilling ŜŦŦŜŎǘΩ on potential applicants.  

A key challenge identified in this area of intervention is how national measures become translated into 
regional and local policies and address effectively the local realities and practical needs of Roma 

                                                           
73 Speech by Minister of State for Europe Michael Roth at the conference ά/ƻƴŦǊƻƴǘƛƴƎ !ƴǘƛ-Gypsyism: The Role of political 
ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎ ƛƴ ŎƻǳƴǘŜǊƛƴƎ ŘƛǎŎǊƛƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǊŀŎƛǎƳΣ ƘŀǘŜ ŎǊƛƳŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǾƛƻƭŜƴŎŜ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ wƻƳŀ ŀƴŘ {ƛƴǘƛ /ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎέΣ с {ŜǇǘŜƳōŜǊ 
2016 (www.auswaertiges-amt.de/EN/Infoservice/Presse/Reden/2016/160906-StM_R_Antiziganismus_Konferenz.html). 

74 See www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-for-communities-and-local-government 

75 The UN Human Rights Committee has expressed concerns about these limitations in its last review of Sweden in 2016 during 
its 166th Session. 

https://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/EN/Infoservice/Presse/Reden/2016/160906-StM_R_Antiziganismus_Konferenz.html
https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-for-communities-and-local-government
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communities.76 One respondent in Sweden ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜ ƻŦ ΨƭƻŎŀƭ ǎŜƭŦ-ƎƻǾŜǊƴŀƴŎŜΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 
difficulty in applying national human rights measures at the municipal level.  

Respondents in Sweden have also highlighted that {ǿŜŘŜƴΩǎ 2012-32 Roma inclusion strategy is not 
ŜǾŜƴ ΨƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭΩΣ ōǳǘ merely local. It is undertaken voluntarily by five municipalities for two years at a 
time. Roma live throughout the country, but the 20-ȅŜŀǊ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ǿƛƭƭ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ƻƴƭȅ нр҈ ƻŦ {ǿŜŘŜƴΩǎ 
municipalities. According respondents, it does not fulfil the objective of being national, nor of being a 
long-term strategy. This means that local areas and regions, which require the greatest attention, are 
neglected. 

In the UK, there are great disparities, depending which region or municipality you live. There is no 
overarching national strategy to promote Roma integration in the UK and the devolved Governments 
ƘŀǾŜ ǘŀƪŜƴ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ ǘƻ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜ ƻƴƭȅ ŎƭŜŀǊ ΨwƻƳŀΩ LƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ǘƻ ŘŀǘŜ Ƙŀǎ 
come from the Welsh Government.77 However, there are some pro-active municipalities that have 
designated consultative bodies with Roma representatives, as for example, Birmingham City Council. In 
Spain the main challenge is the local level. Some respondents said many local governments are openly 
racist and do not use available funds to combat racism and discrimination against Roma communities.  

A similar challenge was mentioned in the interviews conducted in Romania, where respondents 
expressed the view that despite national governments committing politically before the European 
Commission to addressing the situation of Roma, there appear to be major struggles and a lack of 
common understanding between the central government and local and regional authorities when it 
comes to what should be done and implemented at local level. According to the respondents, whereas 
the central government is trying to implement certain policies in the area of fighting poverty, some of 
local and regional politicians try to block such initiatives  of the competence to national authorities. 

In Germany, "Beratender Ausschuss"  was the first is an NGO, the latter in 2015 ς turned into a body that 
was created to coordinate policies related to German Sinti and Roma. "Beratender Ausschuss" could be 
a promising example itself, as itacts as  a consultative body consisting of politicians, ministerial 
representatives and representatives of the minority. This body and its members in federal states are 
regularly consulted in bilateral meetings. In some federal states, the dialogue is subject of specific 
contracts between the state and the minority groups.  

4.2. Training and educational initiatives 

Training and pedagogical activities can play a key role in addressing anti-Gypsyism and its manifestation 
in institutional racism. Our research has found some very interesting national iniatives and promising 
projects.  

The set of semi-structured interviews underlined that police and law enforcement forces are often 
poorly trained and sensitised in issues related to Roma communities as well as crimes committed against 
them. Tailored training measures can therefore prove to be of critical added value. In Sweden it has 
been reported that there is a lack of human rights and anti-bias training of new police recruits at 
national level. However, police forces do receive primary training to identify and investigate hate crimes 
more generally, in particular police who are the telephone contact who must be equipped with ΨŜǉǳŀƭ 
ǘǊŜŀǘƳŜƴǘ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎΩ and human rights training. But human rights perspectives are still generally 
lacking among police and law enforcement officials. 

In Romania, it has been reported that there have been sporadic training sessions targeting public 
administration officers, magistrates, policemen, etc. These tend to lack overall coherence and regular 
                                                           
76 See www.statewatch.org/news/2016/oct/coe-roma-travellers-report.pdf 

77 ²ŜƭǎƘ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ όнлмнύΣ ά¢ǊŀǾŜƭƭƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŀ .ŜǘǘŜǊ CǳǘǳǊŜέ 
(http://learning.wales.gov.uk/docs/learningwales/publications/121115gypsytravelleren.pdf) and update (2013) 
(http://wales.gov.uk/docs/dsjlg/publications/equality/131105gypsy-trav-framework-n.pdf). 

http://www.statewatch.org/news/2016/oct/coe-roma-travellers-report.pdf
http://wales.gov.uk/docs/dsjlg/publications/equality/131105gypsy-trav-framework-n.pdf


COMBATING INSTITUTIONAL ANTI-GYPSYISM: RESPONSES AND PROMISING PRACTICES IN THE EU AND SELECTED MS |  49 

 

frequency. Bureaucrats lack continuous training and the state lacks any kind of ethics policies regarding 
journalism and media.  

In Spain, the general prosecutors office and the judiciary receive an annual one-month training 
regarding hate crimes and racial discrimination, conducted by the General Council of the Judicial Power 
(Consejo General del Poder Judicial). However, our interviewees expressed doubts about their 
effectiveness. While there are about 2,500 prosecutors in Spain, only 40 receive this training. These 
same training sessions have been said to lack a focus on specifically protected groups. A Guide to Police 
Management of Diversity provides a legal protocol to treat groups (including LGBTQ, immigrants, people 
with disabilities and Roma) in a non-discriminatory manner. Furthermore, the Directorate General for 
Equality and Non-Discrimination in the Spanish Ministry of Health, Social Services and Equality offers a 
course to public officials (especially social workers, teachers, doctors and the police)  

Interviews in Sweden revealed some interesting local initiatives in police training. Skane, a municipality 
in southern Sweden, set the goal of administering a Roma community and history course to 500 police 
officers by 2016. This took place in cooperation with the Malmö police and the Malmö Roma 
Information and Knowledge Centre. The aim was to increase trust in the police and the influence of the 
Roma community on how police work, in the wake of the revelation of an illegal police registry of some 
4,700 Roma in Skane. Furthermore, in three major cities specific hate crime units are now in place 
(Stockholm, Malmö and Gothenburg) and national training for investigations has been conducted. 
Other parts of Sweden, according to civil society respondents, still lack expertise. 

Some universities are involved in training national officials. Interviews revealed that the University of 
Uppsala in Sweden was granted a mandate to train state officials in human rights-related issues. The 
university created a webpage (mr-forum.se) where government officials have access to information 
and advice concerning human rights work and educational activities. The university also created a 
special training voluntary human rights programme. Unfortunately, interviews confirmed that neither 
the police authority nor the judiciary has taken the course. Some municipalities, however, have decided 
that all employees should take part in it. 

In Romania, the National Council for Combating Discrimination (NCCD) has for more than 11 years 
provided anti-discrimination training for judges, police, gendarmes, prosecutors and other public 
servants. In addition, the NCCD organises annual anti-Gypsyism courses. In 2016 there were seven 
courses on this topic for magistrates. Another initiative in Romania aims at fostering tolerance among 
young people. Whereas youth and other multipliers trainings play an important part in making society 
more diverse and inclusive, for this Report, police training was chosen as it is more directly linked to 
combating  institutional forms of anti-Gypsyism, namely by the law enforcement, unfortunately, playing 
a part in contributing to, not combating this phenomenon.  

 

PRACTICE 2: ROMANIA 
My Tolerant School 

This project aims at creating an anti-gypsyism pedagogical kit for use by teachers in the classroom. 
Through an advocacy campaign, it seeks to introduce elements of Roma history into the school 
curriculum and to impart and discuss with 1,000 high school students Roma history and other 
elements that can develop anti-Gypsyism attitudes. 

At the beginning of October 2016, a partnership agreement promoted by Impreuna Agency for 
Community Development Foundation was signed between the Ministry of Education and Scientific 
Research, the Elie Wiesel National Institute for Studying the Holocaust in Romania and the National 
Centre for Roma Culture ς Romano Kher. The aim of the partnership is to develop one set of 
ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭǎ ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ƛƴŦƻǊƳ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΣ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ 
public about the realities of Roma slavery in Romanian principalities and the Holocaust. 
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Lǘ ƛǎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ άwŜƳŜƳōǊŀƴŎŜΣ wŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ CǳǘǳǊŜέ CƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ŀ ǎƳŀƭƭ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ 
from the National Centre for Roma Culture.   

The project expects to: 

¶ dŜǾŜƭƻǇ ŀ ǇŜŘŀƎƻƎƛŎŀƭ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƪƛǘ ŀōƻǳǘ wƻƳŀ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅΥ άwƻƳŀ {ƭŀǾŜǊȅ ƛƴ wƻƳŀƴƛŀƴ 
tǊƛƴŎƛǇŀƭƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ IƻƭƻŎŀǳǎǘέΤ 

¶ train 100 high school history teachers in the history of Roma slavery in the Romanian 
principalities and the Holocaust; 

¶ organise 100 lessons with activities from the pedagogical kit (organised by each teacher 
participant in the training programme) with at least 10 other history teachers; 

¶ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊ мΣллл Ŏƭŀǎǎ ƭŜǎǎƻƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǇŜŘŀƎƻƎƛŎŀƭ ƪƛǘ άwƻƳŀ {ƭŀǾŜǊȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
Romanian PǊƛƴŎƛǇŀƭƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ IƻƭƻŎŀǳǎǘέΤ ŀƴŘ 

¶ establish a working group with the aim of introducing Roma history in the school curriculum. 

 

An interesting initiative can be identified in Germany. This is the Documentary and Cultural Centre of 
German Sinti and Roma, established in 1997. It combats anti-Gypsyism by raising awareness in German 
society and more particularly among officials and civil servants dealing with Roma. This takes place 
mainly through permanent and mobile exhibitions on Sinti and Roma and the Nazi genocide. It also 
delivers training in schools, universities and civil administrations. The centre cooperates with the above-
mentioned Central Council of German Sinti and Roma as well as a range of state institutions and civil 
society organisations. The centre has mentioned the organisation Gesicht Zeigen! as a promising 
practice. The organisation aims to fight racism and xenophobia by strengthening the commitment to 
social civility and raising awareness of any kind of discrimination. It initiates public campaigns in favour 
of civil participation and develops projects supporting tolerance and eliminating prejudice.78 

 

PRACTICE 3: GERMANY 
Documentary and Cultural Centre of German Sinti and Roma 

The centre holds the most documentation of any institution in the world on the history of German 
Sinti and Roma, especially of the genocide perpetrated by the Nazi regime, on which it has a 
permanent exhibition. The centre aims to keep alive the history and culture of German Sinti and 
Roma through lectures, film screenings, exhibitions, concerts and excursions. It aims at promoting 
intercultural dialogue and understanding. 

It is composed of four departments focused on: consultation and awareness raising, education 
(gathering information and private education/training services for schools, universities, civil servants 
and law enforcement), dialogue (mobile exhibitions and events at schools and institutions), and 
documentation (genocide, memories of survivors, literature review).  

It has an independent legal status and works very closely with the Central Council of German Roma 
and Sinti. It is funded by the German Federal State and by the Land Baden-Württemberg. 

The centre is a promising initiative because it provides a wide audience with information on German 
Sinti and Roma and on the genocide perpetrated against them by the Nazis. It raises awareness of 
the historical persecution of Sinti and Roma and of the discrimination they are still facing today. 

 
A similar promising practice was found in the region of Andalusia (Spain) where regional authorities 
created The Roma Socio-Cultural Centre. 

 

                                                           
78 For more information on this project, see  http://www.gesichtzeigen.de/.  

http://www.gesichtzeigen.de/











































































