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Abstract

The primary aim of this article is to place thereat situation of Roms in the
Western Balkans in the broader historical contéXRams’ experiences since their
arrival in the region. A subsidiary aim is to exaensome of the ways in which the
work of the European Centre for Minority Issues MChas taken steps to address
this situation. Beginning with a discussion of ROmrigins and ethnogenesis, the
article provides a broad overview of Roms’ experésin the Western Balkans from
their arrival in the region through the post-comisuperiod. Also offered is a brief
examination of some of the difficulties encounteirecheasuring the size of Romani
populations in the region. Presenting in more dlefze situation of Roms in
Macedonia, Montenegro, and Serbia, the article mamext to an examination of
ECMI’'s novel approach to assessing Roms’ needdaittte action-oriented follow-
on initiatives designed on the basis of the nesdessments. The conclusion of the
article is that lasting change in Roms’ statugkisly to depend in large part on the
integration of the countries of the Western Balkias the European Union.

|. Introduction

Since their arrival in Europe roughly 1,000 yeags,aRoms have almost always (if not
always) lived worse off than the surrounding non¥faai population. Notwithstanding
considerable variation in the degree to which Rames integrated in individual states,
Roms’ overall situation throughout the region swgdroad continuity with their past.
Since the mid-1990s, there has been a substamtigase in the number of initiatives for
the ostensible purpose of integrating Romani pdjuia in Central and Eastern Europe.
Whereas in much of the region anti-discriminatiatiges in general and strategies for
the integration of Roms in particular were draftied response to the prospect of
integration into the European Union, the EU seemss tfar to have played a less
important role in this regard in the Western Bakkafi.e., Albania, Bosnia and
Herzegovina, Kosovo, Macedonia, Montenegro andi&gnyhere accession often seems

at best a distant beacon.

The primary aim of this article is to place thereat situation of Roms in the Western

Balkans in the broader historical context of Romgperiences since their arrival in the



region. A subsidiary aim is to examine some of Ways in which the work of the
European Centre for Minority Issues (ECMI) has tak&eps to address this situation. If
realization of the article’s first aim sets theg&tdor pursuing the subsidiary aim, laying
the groundwork for the former requires first takiagorief look at Roms’ origins and
ethnogenesis, as well as at some of the difficiéiecountered in measuring the size of

Romani populations in the region.
II. Origins and Ethnogenesis

Although the nature and timing of the event thauhed in the genesis of the group now
called Roms are the subject of some controverssretlis general agreement among
scholars from various disciplines that the Romginated somewhere (or in multiple
areas) in the region of present-day northwestedinland Pakistah. On the basis of
linguistic evidence, it is also generally agreeat the group of people displaced from this
region traveled west through Persia, Armenia arel Byzantine Empire, probably

arriving in the Balkans approximately 1,000 yeajsa
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Bernasovsky and Jarmila Bernasovskénthropology of Romanies (Gypsies): Auxological and
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Despite numerous internal divisions, Roms in gdnefer to themselves by a common
ethnonym (singularRom, plural ‘Romad).* Until late in the twentieth century, however,
the use of the term ‘Rom’ was the exception rathan the rule. Instead, Roms have
often been called by names that are either derivech the words Atsinganoi or
‘Atsingano¥’ Atsinkano¥* Athingani or that mistakenly associate the Roms with Egypt.
Words derived from Atsinganoi include ‘Cigan (Bosnian, Croatian, Macedonian,
Serbian, Slovenian)Ciganin (Bulgarian), Cigan (Slovak), Cikan (Czech), Czigany
(Hungarian), Siggjnet (Danish), 7igan’” (Romanian),‘ Tsigané (French), Zigenare
(Swedish) andZigeunet (German and Dutch). The English misnomer ‘Gypsiée its
counterparts in other languages (e.gitans (French) ‘Gitanos (Spanish)), can be
attributed to the belief common in the middle atljed the Roms had originated in Egypt.
Whereas the term ‘Rom’ is neutral, the term ‘Gypsfgen has a pejorative connotation.
For this reason, | use the term ‘Gypsy’ only ingamting policies and statements the

declared targets of which are “Gypsiés”.

[l. Identity and Measurement

A. Stigmatization and Confounded Identities

In the Western Balkans, as elsewhere in Easteih \(é&stern) Europe, estimates of the
size of the Romani population vary widely. There several reasons for this. Perhaps
the most important reason is the stigma of beimptified as a ‘Gypsy’, which leads
many self-conscious Roms to declare in censuseshaiicity different from the one with
which they identify in daily life. This can happewen where the official census category

is ‘Rom’, as many Roms view the change in the nafrire category as merely cosmetic.

Other persons identified from without as Roms cantb ethnicity with civic,
confessional and linguistic identities. In thesfitype of confounding, Roms declare

themselves members of the titular nationality duaroidentification with the state rather

3 In using the plural ‘Roms’ rather than ‘Roma’, tcapt Victor Friedman’'s assertion thaRSma
exoticizes and marginalizes rather than emphasiniadact that the group in question is an ethmaupg”
equal to all others, the names for which end iririghe English plural. Victor A. Friedman, “The Rani
Language in the Republic of Macedonia: Status, Bsagd Sociolinguistic Perspectives”, 46(3Abta
Linguistica Hungarica1999), 317-339, at 319-320, footnote **,

* David M. Crowe,A History of the Gypsies of Eastern Europe and Ru&t. Martin’s Griffin, New
York, 1996).



than with the titular nationality itself. To tale example from outside the Western
Balkans, Roms in Slovakia explained to me repegtiedhe course of my data-gathering
in Romani settlements there that “Roms are SlovaRs$ie second variant of confounded
identities seems to occur most frequently in ford&oman possessions. In Bulgaria,
Kosovo, Macedonia and Serbia, for example, Romsesiomes declare themselves to be
Turks on the grounds of their shared religion ,(ilslam). Examples of confounded
linguistic and ethnic identities, on the other hamiclude declarations of Magyar
ethnicity by Hungarian-speaking Roms in southeov&kia and declarations of Albanian

ethnicity by Albanophone Roms in Western Macedonia.

Although we can distinguish among them analytigalhese confoundings of ethnic,
civic, confessional and linguistic identities needt be distinct in practice. In
Macedonia, for example, Turkish-speaking Roms (ltke Romani population of
Macedonia as a whole) are predominantly Muslimhstiat a declaration of Turkish
ethnicity to a census taker may stem as much frefigious as from linguistic
considerations. Moreover, some people identifietRams (or Gypsies) from without do
not think of themselves as Roms. Thus, in lighthef stigma associated with being a
Gypsy and the possibilities for confounding ethidentity with other identities, it is
often unclear whether declarations of nhon-Romahnieity by persons identified from
without as Roms stem from instrumental calculationgonfusion on the part of self-
conscious Roms or whether the same declarations é@mm persons who do not identify

themselves as Roms in any circumstances.
B. Roms versus Egyptians and Ashkali

Any discussion of numbers on Romani populationthenWestern Balkans requires also
that we give some attention to two other groups/pigns and Ashkali. The relevance
of Egyptians and Ashkali to a discussion of numlmerd)Romani populations stems from
the fact that members of both groups are generlsidered Roms both by self-
identifying Roms and by non-Roms. Moreover, soneeners of each group contest the

legitimacy of the other group.



Generally, Egyptians and Ashkali speak Albaniathag first language and do not speak
Romani. This fact is integrally related to Egyptiand Ashkali accounts of their own

ethnogenesis, as members of both groups use taiim origins outside the region to

which Roms have been traced. Egyptians, of cotnaes their roots to Egypt. There is
less consensus among Ashkali, as different accdocaise the group’s homeland in Iran,
ancient Rome and Palestine.

Wherever the Egyptians and Ashkali actually oritpda some states in the region have
chosen to make their existence official by countimgm in censuses. First recognized as
a distinct group in 1990 by the (then) Yugoslauesia methodological materials to be
used in the 1991 census, Egyptians appear in sudtseof the 1991 Macedonian census
in the number of 3,307 perschs.More recently, the Macedonian census of 2002
produced a figure of 3,713.The results of the 2002 census in Serbia, omther hand,
indicate that a total of 814 Egyptians live in GahSerbia and Vojvodin.No separate
figures are available on the number of Egyptian#lipania, Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Kosovo or Montenegro, and the Albanian governmeaptieitly denies the existence of
such a minority. As for Ashkali, the only official figure comesofn Serbia, which

counted 584 members of this population in the 288&us?

® Elena Marushiakovat al, Identity Formation among Minorities in the BalkarEhe Cases of Roms,
Egyptians and Ashkali in Kosoy®linority Studies Society Studii Romani, Sofia, 200

® Ger Duijzings, “The Making of Egyptians in Kosownd Macedonia”, in Cora Govers and Hans
Vermeulen (eds.)Religion and the Politics of Identity in Kosog@olumbia University Press, New York,
2000), 132-156, at 140; Marushiakova and Po@ypsies in the Ottoman Empire; and Stojan Risteski,
Narodni prikazni, predanija i obai kai Egipkjanite/ Egjupcite vo Makedonijiikola Kosteski, Ohrid,
1991), 10.

" While the published results of the 2002 censuMacedonia do not include a separate figure for
Egyptians, the relevant data are available by speciler from the State Statistical Office.

8 Ministarstvo za ljudska i manjinska prava Srbij€rine Gore Etnicki mozaik Srbije(Ministarstvo za
ljudska i manjinska prava Srbije i Crne Gore, Battg, 2004), 14.

° European Commission against Racism and Intolerafiderd Report on Albania”, CRI (2005) 23,
adopted 17 December 2004, 39.

19 Ministarstvo za ljudska i manjinska prava Srbij€rne Gore Etnicki mozaik Srbije .,.3. Two other
small ethnic groups whose members others tend datifg as Roms ar&ovati in Montenegro and
Magjupi in Kosovo. Perhaps not surprisingly, official raens on the size of these groups are not
available.



IV. Roms in the Ottoman Empire

As mentioned above, Roms seem to have arriveckiB#kans well before the Ottomans
did in the middle of the fourteenth century. Onecp of evidence that supports this
contention is the considerable number of Muslim Rawith Slavic surnames in Ottoman
registers, which also suggests that many Roms wetted rather than nomadic.
Available information on Roms in the Ottoman Emprteggests, on the one hand, that
Roms generally lived on the periphery of Balkanietycand, on the other hand, that they
did not suffer the kinds of systematic repressiommmonly aimed at them in other parts
of Europe. While the sixteenth and seventeenthuces saw a set of administrative
measures aimed at Gypsies, the explanation fosgheial attention seems to be found in
the Empire’s fiscal priorities. In other words, lehunder Ottoman rule religion was
emphasized over ethnicity, tax collection was muongortant still. Policies aimed at the
Romani population were accordingly designed to ielat®e nomadism and establish a

system of self-government that would reduce tasieve?

The crisis of classical Ottoman institutions in tlae sixteenth century led to the
emergence of a considerable number of nomadic Romost of whom at that point were
(still) Christian. From this time on, the distifmt between sedentary and nomadic Roms
largely determined relations between Roms and nmmsR on the territory of the
declining Empire and nomadic Roms were increasitigdy subject of complaints from
sedentary subject populatiotis Apparently, problems of this kind subsided by lat the
nineteenth century, when an increasing number ohd®eby this time predominantly
Muslim—settled permanently in villages as the taixifeges for Roms in or associated

with the Ottoman army disappearéd.

11 Aleksandar StojanovskMakedonija vo turskoto srednovekovie (od krajotéi® - pa‘etokot na XVIII
vek)(Kultura, Skopje, 1989), 132.

12 Crowe, A History of the Gypsies ,.198-199; FraserThe Gypsies ...75; Marushiakova and Popov,
Gypsies in the Ottoman Empire,.35-37; and Muhamed Muji “Polozaj Cigana u jugoslovenskim
zemljama pod osmanskom Was, 3-4 Prilozi za orijentalnu filologiju(1952-1953), 137-193, at 148.

13 Michael B. Petrovich, “Religion and Ethnicity ira&tern Europe”, in Peter Sugar (e&thnic Diversity
and Conflict in Eastern Europ@ABC-Clio, Santa Barbara, 1980), 373-417, at 3] ®Ilga Zirojew,
“Romi na podrdju danasnje Jugoslavije u vreme turske vladavi@®&’Glasnik Etnografskog muzeja u
Beogradu(1981), 225-245, at 245.

14 Marushiakova and Popo@ypsies in the Ottoman Empire, 57-58 and 64.



V. Between Ottomans and Communists

If the data on Roms in the Ottoman Empire are galyefragmentary, available
information on Roms in the Western Balkans betwtberlate nineteenth century and the
Second World War is still more incomplete. In ipdedent Serbia, for example, Roms
seem to have been subject to official attemptssinalate them through sedentarization
and conversion to Orthodox Christianity but theeextto which the relevant government
decrees were actually implemented is uncttaBocumentary evidence on the status of
Roms elsewhere in the region during this perio@vsn thinner. Despite the lack of
systematic documentation, however, anecdotal a¢soby travelers to the Western
Balkans in this period suggest a continuation ddvimusly established patterns of

generally peaceful coexistence between Roms andRooms*®

During the course of the Second World War, mosthef approximately 28,500 Roms
who found themselves in the Independent State oai@—which included most of
Bosnia and Herzegovina—were killéd.In Serbia, on the other hand, the proportion of
the pre-War Romani population killed was close2@96'® Although no statistics are
available on the numbers of Roms killed in whatbay Albania, Kosovo, Montenegro
and Macedonia, the losses suffered in these assas ®© have been relatively small.
With regard to Roms’ active participation in therywtnere seem to have been not only
many Romani partisans in the Yugoslav lands bub agynificant numbers of
collaborators with the fascist occupying forced\lbania, where many Roms apparently
viewed the Serbs as the greater enéyDverall, it can be said that, with the notable

exception of Bosnia and Herzegovina, Roms in thesté&/a Balkans constituted a

15 Crowe,A History of the Gypsies , 210-211.

16 See, for example, Edith Durhaiigh Albania: A Victorian Traveller's Balkan OdyssgPhoenix Press,
London, 1984); Gustav Weigan&thnographie von MakedonigffPartizdat, Sofia, 1981); and Rebecca
West,Black Lamb and Grey Falcon: A Journey through Yimoa (Penguin, New York, 1994).

" Crowe,A History of the Gypsies , 219.

8bid., 221.

9 Ibid, 221; John Kolsti, “Albanian Gypsies: The Silenin8vors”, in David Crowe and John Kolsti (eds.),
The Gypsies of Eastern Euroilel.E. Sharpe, Armonk, 1991), 51-60, at 56; Elenarddhiakova and
Vesselin Popov, “The Bulgarian Romanies during $eeond World War”, in David Kenrick (edlp the
Shadow of the Swastika: The Gypsies During the rigedtiorld War(Centre de recherches tsiganes,
University of Hertfordshire Press, Hatfield, 19989-94, at 27-28; and Trajko PetrovsKialendarskite
obicai kaj Romite vo Skopje i okolinatgeniks, Skopje, 1993).

20 Crowe,A History of the Gypsies , 221.



population stably embedded in the ethnic landsedpn the Communists came to power
after the war.

VI. Communism and the ‘Gypsy Question’

Drawing on the writings of Joseph Stalin, whichveer as a model for policy toward
minorities throughout Eastern Europe, most Comnturegimes initially classified
Gypsies as an ethnic or a social group arisingbtlte political and economic conditions
characterizing feudalisAt. Resolving what was commonly called the ‘Gypsy Sioe’

in these regimes was thus a matter of eliminatiegsiocial space for ‘Gypsiness’, which
the feudal system had maintained in order to baingut the Gypsies’ assimilation into a
nascent proletarian culture. In this manner, Comisipolicy makers marked a reified
Gypsy way of life for destruction through policiessedentarization, permanent housing,
regular employment and education. If this genpedlern characterized the approach of
most East European Communist regimes, howevertwbeCommunist regimes in the
Western Balkans constituted exceptions to the génese: Whereas the Albanian
Communist regime pursued a variation of an assioilast policy founded on non-
recognition of minorities in general, the Sociaksderal Republic of Yugoslavia was

unique in never treating Gypsies as a problem.
A. Albania

Among the many ways in which Albania distinguisheself from other East European
Communist regimes was in its official non-recogmitiof Gypsies as a distinct group of
any kind (whether national, ethnic or social).the 1960s, the regime implemented a set
of measures aimed at sedentarizing nomads butnbticlear that these policies were
explicitly directed at GypsieS. Similarly, legislation from 1975 aimed at elimiimay

‘alien influences’ in personal names affected Rawith identifiably Romani names but

21 See Joseph Stalidpseph Stalin: Marxism and the National Questicele&ed Writings and Speeches
(International Publishers, New York, 1942).

* Hermine G. De Soto, Sabine Beddies and llir Geidéabma and Egyptians in Albania: From Social
Exclusion to Social InclusiofThe World Bank, Washington, D.C., 2005), 11.



the law seems not to have targeted Roms spedjffcall Writing about Albania’s
Egyptian population in 1981, Enver Hoxha expressed view that “under socialism,
there are no distinctions between them and thesthEhere is no segregation among us,
nor racism or apartheid against them; they have offstheir roots completely®
Notwithstanding their official non-existence as Rofor even as Gypsies), it is likely
that many Roms in Albania benefited from the regameolicies of providing

employment and social services to all citizens.
B. The Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia

Like most of its contemporaries throughout East&urope, the Socialist Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia distinguished among ‘natiof@s ‘peoples’), ‘nationalities’ (or
‘national minorities’) and ‘ethnic group®®. The distinctions among groups corresponded
to rights accorded the groups in question: wheneasons (with the exception of
Muslims) were entitled to their own republics am@ televation of their languages to
official status at the federal level, nationaliteere guaranteed linguistic and cultural

rights in the republics of their residerféeAs an autochthonous population exhibiting “a

% Maria Koinova,Roma of AlbanigCenter for Documentation and Information on Mities in Europe -
Southeast Europe (CEDIME-SE), Glyka Nera, 2000), 12

24 Cited in De Soto, Beddies and GedeBima and Egyptians in Albania,.11.

% While there is no Yugoslav legal document contajra definition of these ethnopolitical categoes

list of the groups belonging in each category, Yalgo scholars have offered analyses of the categori
themselves and the members of each. On theserdscoations are groups the majority of the members
of which live on Yugoslav territory and which lagk state outside the Socialist Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia: Serbs, Croats, Slovenes, Macedoniasitdhegrins and, after 1971, Muslims. See Dubravko
Skiljan, Jezina politika (Naprijed, Zagreb, 1988), 67. Insofar as thedatgcommunities of Albanians,
Bulgarians, Czechs, Italians, Magyars, RomaniansjiR, Turks and Ukrainians reside outside Yugoslav
territory and all except the Rusins have a statside Yugoslavia, these groups were not classidied
nations. Because the groups exhibit some degraatohomy, however, they are classified as natites|
rather than ethnic groups. Finally, ethnic groug®e autochthonous groups that lack sufficient
concentration (e.g., Jews), sufficient nationafedéntiation (e.g., Vlachs) or that exhibit “a lbistal
mortgage of nomadism” (e.g., Roms). August K®m@m “Languages of National Minorities and Ethnic
Groups in Yugoslavia”, in Ranko Bugarski and Cehlimwkesworth (eds.)Language Planning in
Yugoslavia(Slavica Publishers, Columbus, 1991), 43-58, at3idljan, Jeziha politika ... 67; and Silvo
Devetak, The Equality of Nations and Nationalities in Yuge&: Successes and Dilemm@dilhelm
Braumdiller, Vienna, 1988), 42. An additional featof ethnic groups, according to August Kéeg, is a
lack of self-awareness: “[w]hatever the languaggy thse in private communication, members of aniethn
group as a rule share the national awareness ofcdinemunity within which they live”. Kowgec,
“Languages of National Minorities ...”, 47.

% Kovatec, “Languages of National Minorities ...”, 46.



historical mortgage of nomadism”, on the other haRdms fell into the category of
“ethnic group”, the realization of the rights of ish was not generally regulatéd.

“Yugoslavia [was], arguably, the most progressiVestates with regard to treatment of
Gypsies.?® Unlike other Communist regimes, Yugoslavia ma@gpsy’ a voluntary
(self-) designation, replacing this official categowith ‘Rom’ from 1971 onward.
Neither commissioning special studies nor desigrspgcial policies for Yugoslavia’'s
Romani population, Yugoslav authorities never aftisd to force Roms (or anyone else)
to settle permanentfy. The absence of a sedentarization policy in tufowad
widespread migration of Roms into the more indaBi@d northern republics of Croatia
and Slovenid? Still, the largest concentrations of Roms in Ysigwia remained in
Serbia and Macedonia, where the 1970s and 1980s sawes of “sporadic attempts” at

developing Romani cultural rights.
VII. After Communism

Roms’ overall situation in post-Communist Easteurdpe suggests broad continuity
with their past. Nonetheless, there is a significange of variation within the Western
Balkans and even among the successor states oSdbmlist Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia. In Albania, the official inattentiomaracteristic of the Communist period
remains the dominant tendency today. In the for¥figgoslavia, on the other hand, the
treatment of Roms over the last fifteen years has the gamut from constitutional

recognition with political representation to varsdierms of ethnic cleansing.
A. Albania

Although Albania conducted a population census 0012 Roms’ official status as a
cultural minority rather than a national one effesly precluded the gathering of data on

the size of the country’s Romani population. Eates of the number of Roms in

2" Devetak,The Equality of Nations ,.42 and 58, footnote 4%id., 46-47; and Skiljanjezi‘na politika

.., 67.

28 william G. Lockwood, “East European Gypsies in \tées Europe: The Social and Cultural Adaptation
of the Xoraxane”, (21/22)lomadic People§l986), 63-70, at 63.

» FraserThe Gypsies ..282; and Lockwood, “East European Gypsies ...", 63.

% FraserThe Gypsies ..282.

31 Friedman, “The Romani Language ...”, 327.
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Albania range from 10,000 to 120,000, such that Reould constitute between 0.3%
and 3.4% of Albania’s general populatitn.As is true elsewhere, in Albania Roms
arguably constitute Albania’s most marginalized ydapon and the lack of accurate data
on the Romani population poses a significant obstecefforts to increase Roms’ level
of integration. Moreover, there have been very forts in this direction, with no
sustained action to date toward implementation i 2003 National Strategy for
Improving Roma Living Conditions, even followinggaound-breaking needs assessment
conducted by the World Bank in 2085.

Romani participation in policy making in Albaniashbeen minimal at all levels. Among
the factors contributing to this is a prohibitiom ethnically based political parties.
Outside of government, the total number of activ@m@ni nongovernmental
organizations (NGOs) seems to be around ten, watrdination among them limited.
Apparently growing out of the absence of other Mawmurces of income, involvement in
prostitution and various forms of trafficking in fhan beings seem to be relatively

widespread among Roms in Albarifa.
B. Bosnia and Herzegovina

Whereas the most recent census in Bosnia and Hwineg reported a Romani
population of 8,864, the figure dates from 1991foilee the wars of Yugoslav
successioi> A 2002 estimate from the Office of the OmbudsnminBosnia and

Herzegovina, on the other hand, places the totatdo population of the two entities at

32 Alphia AbdikeevaRoma Poverty and the Roma National Strategies: Jémes of Albania, Greece and
Serbia(Minority Rights Group International, London, 2Q03; Jeremy Druker, “Present but Unaccounted
for: How Many Roma Live in Central and Eastern F@® It Depends on Whom You Ask”, 4(4)
Transitions(1997), 22-23, at 23; Der Spiegel, “Alle hassendigeuner”, 44(36Per Spiege(1990), 36.

33 Government of the Republic of Albania, “NationateBegy for Improving Roma Living Conditions”, 18
September 2003, at http://www.osce.org/documenip06/09/21138_en.pdf; De Soto, Beddies and
GedeshiRoma and Egyptians in AlbaniaSee also Glenda Shahinaj, “Implementation of Rorat&gy -

Its Review and Fundraising Indispensablksthanian Telegraphic Agenc$ July 2006.

3 See, for example, De Soto, Beddies and Gedéatina and Egyptians in Albania: From Social
Exclusion to Social InclusigriChapter 9.

% Nedo Mili ¢evi¢, “State and Problems of National Minorities in Basand Herzegovina”, in Goran Basi
(ed.), Prospects of Multiculturality in Western Balkan teta(Ethnicity Research Center, Friedrich Ebert
Stiftung, Belgrade, 2004), 107-146, at 139.
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60,000 to 70,008° If this range is correct, then Roms constituteragimately 1.6% of
the total population of Bosnia and Herzegovina.

Although the effects of the war in Bosnia and Hgmena on the size of the Romani
population there have not been assessed, it appeairsRoms incurred the greatest
human and material losses in Republika Srpska.h Wi reconstitution of Bosnia and
Herzegovina in accordance with the Dayton AgreemRaoms were effectively excluded
as neither Bosniaks, Croats nor Serbs. Since 2if38ever, Roms have been officially
recognized as a national minority. That same year, Roms in Bosnia and Herzegovina
formed a political party but to date it has notrbseccessful in gaining representation.
There are also approximately 40 Romani nongovertethesrganizations registered

throughout the country.
C. Kosovo

In Kosovo, ethnic cleansing of Roms began followihg NATO air campaign of 1999
and the withdrawal of Yugoslav troops from the pnoe>® Thus, whereas the Romani
population of Kosovo numbered approximately 150,08fbre the NATO air campaign,
data released by UNMIK in July 2003 indicate thember of Roms, Ashkali and
Egyptians left in the province to be 35,608 or ¥4df the total population of Kosovo.
Because this figure dates from before the violeatéarch 2004, which prompted
further flight of Roms from the province, preseattdkosovo may well constitute an
exception to the general rule that official estiesabn the number of Roms are lower than

the actual number of self-identifying Roms on aegiverritory.

In the Assembly of Kosovo, a total of four seats e#served for Roms, Ashkali and
Egyptians. While conditions for Roms in Kosovoyaignificantly by locality, concerns
with personal security related to freedoms of moseirand assembly generally remain

such that a sustainable return of Roms to Kosogoadly cannot be expected at present.

% Brigitte Mihok, “Landerbericht Bosnien-Hercegowinan Brigitte Mihok (ed.),The Roma Population in
South Eastern Europ@riedrich-Ebert-Stiftung, Ré&a, 2002), 25-43, at 25, footnote 14.

37 «zakon o zastiti prava pripadnika nacionalnih nimju BiH” [Law on National Minorities in BiH],
Sluzbeni glasnik BiH2003), No. 12.

3 European Roma Rights Center and UNOHCNRmorandum: The Protection of Roma Rights in Serbia
and MontenegrdEuropean Roma Rights Center and UNOHCHR, Belgr2@@3), 4.
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Moreover, even among the most integrated Romsptbgpects for earning a living in

Kosovo are extremely poor.
D. Macedonia

The Macedonian census of 2002 gives a figure @B@BRoms, such that Roms officially
constitute 2.66% of the general populatfdnFigures from various other sources place
the Romani population of Macedonia between 110,868 260,00d° Informed
estimates from local Romani NGOs throughout Macedsuggest that the actual size of

the Romani population is at the lower end of toale.

Distinguishing Macedonia from all other countrissits explicit placement of Roms on
the same level with other minorities in the Comsigins of 1991 and 200%. Also worth
noting is that Romani political parties have sudegk in securing one to two
parliamentary seats throughout the post-Commuresog. In 2004, the Macedonian
government approved its first policy measure aisgecifically at the country’s Romani
population in the form of the Strategy for Romatire Republic of Macedonf4.
Although the Strategys arguably among the most carefully conceivedha tegion,
implementation to date has been minimal. In thegowernmental sector, on the other
hand, some of the Romani organizations foundetieretirly and mid-1990s have served
as models for other nongovernmental organizatiovify approximately 30 Romani

NGOs currently active in the country.

% State Statistical Office, “Release”, id., Census of Population, Households and Dwellingshia t
Republic of Macedonia, 20q3tate Statistical Office, Skopje, 2003), 19.

“0 European Roma Rights CentérPleasant Fiction: The Human Rights Situation ofra in Macedonia
(European Roma Rights Center, Budapest, 1998)C8dwe, A History of the Gypsies ,.232; Druker,
“Present but Unaccounted for ...”, 23; and Jean-Pikrégeois and Nicolae Gheorgheoma/Gypsies: A
European MinorityMinority Rights Group, London, 1995), 7.

41 “Ustav na Republika Makedonija” [Constitution dfet Republic of MacedoniaSluzben vesnik na
Republika Makedonij&l991), No. 52.

“2 Ministry of Labor and Social Policygtrategy for Roma in the Republic of MaceddiMénistry of Labor
and Social Policy, Skopje, 2004).
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E. Montenegro

The Montenegrin census of 2003 gives a figure 8 2,Roms, which would make Roms
account for approximately 0.4% of Montenegro’s ltgiapulation®® According to the
Montenegrin Red Cross, however, there are nearly007Roms, Ashkali and Egyptians
living on the territory of the Republic of Montemeg An estimate from the Romani
NGO networkRomski krug(‘Romani Circle’), on the other hand, gives theglslly
higher estimate of 19,500 Roms, Ashkali and Egmsta If this higher estimate is
correct, then Roms, Ashkali and Egyptians togeitmnmstitute roughly 3.1% of the
general population. A December 1999 census ofnatly displaced persons conducted
by the Montenegrin Bureau for Displaced Personadob,840 Roms and 917 Egyptians
from Kosovo resident in the Republic of MonteneGroRoms in Montenegro are not
represented in parliament and the country’s RonN@GIO sector is both small and
fragmented.

F. Serbia

According to the population census conducted in22@0the Republic of Serbia, Roms
constitute 1.44% of the total populatith. Expressed in absolute terms, the Romani
population of the Republic of Serbia stands offigiat 108,193, with 79,136 Roms
residing in Central Serbia and 29,057 in VojvodihaBy way of contrast, a survey of
593 settlements with more than 100 inhabitants ®rfdimilies conducted under the
auspices of the Ethnicity Research Centre fourmtad 6f 210,353 Romani residents, not
including an additional 46,238 displaced from Kas8V Finally, estimates from Romani
NGOs indicate the Romani population of Serbia tonioee than 750,001

“3 Data provided by the Statistical Office of the Rilic of Montenegro.
“ Institute for Strategic Studies and Prognosésusehold Survey of Roma, Ashkaelia and Egyptians,
Refugees and IDPs in MontenedtdNDP, Podgorica, 2003), 85.
> Bozidar Jak$, Roofless PeopléRepublika, Belgrade, 2002), 299.
ij Ministarstvo za ljudska i manjinska prava Srbifgrne GoreEtnicki mozaik Srbije ...
Ibid.
8 BoZidar Jak$ and Goran Ba&j Romani Settlements, Living Conditions and Postisliof Integration
of the Roma in Serbi@thnicity Research Center, Belgrade, 2002), 14.
49 Belgrade Centre for Human Rightduman Rights in Yugoslavia 20@Belgrade Centre for Human
Rights, Belgrade, 2004), 365.
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Although the overall situation of Roms in Serbiagally stagnated from the dissolution
of the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslaviailulatte 2000, the last few years have
seen the drafting of various progressive policy sneas, including most notably the
(Union-level) Law on the Protection of the Rightsl&ereedoms of National Minoritigs

and (Republic-level) Draft Strategy for the Integm and Empowerment of the Rotha

As is the case in Macedonia, however, there has litle action on the Serbian Strategy
since its drafting. While several Romani politigadrties exist in Serbia, none was
successful in securing national level represematiatil the January 2007 parliamentary
elections, when two MPs were elected to seats neesdgrved for Romani political

parties. Arguably more effective to date have beame of Serbia’s approximately 70

active Romani nhongovernmental organizations.
VIII. Vicious Circles and the Need for Information

While Roms in the Western Balkans have experierlitdd overt discrimination in
comparison with their ethnic brethren who settladher north and west, even in the
cases of best practice with regard to Roms in ¢iggon, Roms invariably constitute the
most disadvantaged ethnic group in countries tleaain relatively disadvantaged
themselves. In more concrete terms, this meartsRbms throughout the region have
the lowest rates of school attendance and the $iigltepout rates, resulting in extremely
low levels of educational attainment. The low lsvef educational attainment among
Roms in turn form vicious circles with high unempitent, on the one hand, and
incomplete enjoyment of civil rights, on the oth@rhereas, in the former case, the lack
of occupational qualification resulting from a ldewel of educational attainment makes
for unemployment and thus to material condition$ cunducive to the completion of
education, in the latter case lack of knowledgeuglstril rights contributes to suspicion
of ongoing violations of those rights and the pptiom that Roms are powerless to do
anything about such violations such that becomirfgrined is futile. Moreover, the

absence of comprehensive anti-discrimination pedién the political units of the region

0 «“zakon o zastiti prava i sloboda nacionalnih maaiji [Law on the Protection of the Rights and
Freedoms of National Minoritiesgluzbeni list Savezne Republike Jugosld2ip®?2), No. 11 and No. 57.

1 Ministry of National and Ethnic Communities, “Dta&trategy for the Integration and Empowerment of
the Roma”, Belgrade, 13 December 2002, at www.huiglats.gov.yu/files/doc/Roma_Nacrt-
Strategije_English.doc.
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offers no escape from this second vicious circligh whe prospect of eventual accession
to the EU thus far not effecting a perceptible g®im this domain.

Like their counterparts elsewhere in Europe, gawemis in the Western Balkans have
often been insufficiently informed about the reakds of the Romani populations living
under them. International donors interested inrowimg the situation of Roms have run
into similar obstacles, with the absence in manyntges of a global view of the Romani
population’s living conditions making it difficuio channel donor activity in the most
appropriate manner. Compounding the effects of ldek of general guidelines,
coordination among donors has often been lackiegglihg to duplication of efforts in
some areas and neglect of others. Moreover, ingiémd projects have in many cases
been designed by NGOs with tenuous connectionshéar target group and which
propose projects only in response to donor interEstally, the role of Roms in directing

donor support has been minimal, with Romani propéfaters a rarity.

Addressing the problems faced by Romani populattbreughout the region, as well as
those faced by governments and international doabke in focusing their efforts,
requires an increase in the quantity and qualitinfafrmation about Roms. As noted in
the European Commission’s Joint Report on SocialeRtion and Social Inclusidhand
Framework Strategy on Non-discrimination and EqQ@portunities;’ the lack of
relevant data on the most vulnerable groups (inetutut not limited to Roms) not only
hampers comparative analysis of the problems fagetthese groups but also precludes
effective monitoring and assessment of programmesgped for them. Accordingly, the

Commission has recommended that activity be ineckasthe area of data collection.

While the gathering of quality information constés a necessary prelude to designing
programmes to address Roms’ concrete needs, howheebare facts’ rarely speak for
themselves and the gathering of statistical dat&koms is often problematic. For this

reason, attaining a global picture of the needfkoifmani populations in Central and

%2 European Commission, “Joint Report on Social Rit@ie and Social Inclusion”, COM(2005)14 final, 27
January 2005, 9 and 12, at http://eur-lex.europlaestriServ/site/en/com/2005/com2005_0014en01.pdf.
%3 European Commission, “Non-discrimination and EqDabortunities for All—A Framework Strategy”,
COM(2005) 224 final, 1 June 2005, 3, at http:/exreuropa.eu/LexUriServ/site/en/com/
2005/com2005_0224en01.pdf.
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Eastern Europe requires that analyses of availsthlgstical data be supplemented with
intensive consultation with local activists andkstaolders.

IX. ECMI's Work toward Greater Inclusion

Taking the foregoing into account, ECMI's activetiith Roms in the Western Balkans
share the broad—and admittedly ambitious—aim ofmang Roms with the resources
needed for playing an effective role in a democraticiety based on the rule of law as
well as for participating successfully in a compe#i labour market. Emphasizing
intensive stakeholder consultation to help Rombremak out of the vicious circles that
tend to characterize their existence in the predayt ECMI's activities with Roms are
designed to address not only the situation of then&i population as a whole but also
the position of Romani women relative both to Romaen and to the non-Romani

population>*

ECMI conducted the first global assessment of theds of the Romani population of
Macedonia in autumn 2003. Preliminary backgroueskarch for a similar project in
Serbia and Montenegro was completed in winter 20G#) project implementation
proceeding in autumn of the same year on the lo&siee needs assessment methodology
employed in Macedonia. Involving Roms as souraatsomly of raw data but also of
ideas and as integral members of the respectiveargs teams, ECMI's needs
assessments have also formed the basis for aaiiemted follow-on initiatives, in which
Roms play an active role in programme developmast, well as for improved

coordination among government, domestic NGOs atednational donors.
A. Needs Assessment

Combining quantitative and qualitative research hoes, ECMI's needs assessment
methodology is unusual in the degree to which tivaty involves Roms at all stages of
project design and implementation. While the assesits begin by procuring the most

recent domestic and international statistical datgilable on the situation of the Romani

%4 Detailed information on ECMI’s work with Roms—incling downloadable research reports—can be
accessed at www.ecmirom.org.
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population in the country in question, these dagateeated primarily as a starting point
for discussions with non-elite as well as elite ywlapons, rather than as painting an

accurate picture (or even a fair sketch) of theteng state of affairs.
Categories of information included in ECMI's needsessments include the following:

1. Size of the Romani population according to adéd census data and
informed estimates (including refugees and intéyndisplaced persons
where applicable);

2. Social demographics and statistics for measwekojusion, including but
not necessarily limited to the areas of civil rgh#ducation, employment,
health and housing;

3. Legal framework and relevant state policieshvgiarticular emphasis on
government strategies for the integration of Roms;

4. Political representation, including elected estategional- and local-level
elected and appointed bodies;

Romani political parties and organizations;
Romani civil society organizations and mediaj an

Relevant activities of international organizato

In addition to the more standard individual intewiformat, the discussion component of
the needs assessments makes extensive use ofgimuyss for identifying Roms’ most

pressing needs and exploring ways in which thetifiet needs can be met. Beyond the
rich qualitative data they generate, focus groufpsr awo significant advantages over
other research methodologies for identifying theedse of marginalized populations:

intelligibility for participants and peer-group seity. Whereas the former stems from
the fact that a person need not have a backgrounesearch in order to participate in a
constructive dialogue, the latter effectively reelsidhe effects of power differentials
between participants and researchers, encouragniripants to express themselves
freely. In this manner, focus groups provide aciaubuilding block for the design of

appropriate policy based on Roms’ real needs.
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B. Following on Needs Assessments

Whereas ECMI's modular approach to needs assessatiews the methodology to be
modified and applied in work with Romani populasahroughout the region, the same
cannot be said of the initiatives designed on t&sbof the needs assessments. Because
the findings of needs assessments vary by couialigy-on initiatives must duly take
into account relevant national variations in theaion of Roms. Even in the absence of
a unified approach to addressing identified nebdaever, elements common to ECMI's
follow-on initiatives include facilitated dialogueapacity building and peer learning.

These can be seen in ECMI’s recent work with Ramidacedonia and Serbia.
X. Macedonia: Romani Expert Groups

While the narrative report from ECMI's needs assesg in Macedonf outlines
specific follow-on measures drawn from the procegsliof the focus groups, with an eye
to sustainability ECMI established in 2004 all-RamnBxpert Groups in the core areas of
education, health, employment and civil rights. n€Gaved to undertake further research
in the four core areas as a prelude to the designimaplementation of concrete policy
measures to remedy Roms’ comparative disadvantdgegxpert Groups were expected
through their work and participation in trainindisities to encourage an expertise-based
division of labour among Romani NGOs by contribgtito the professionalization of
Roms active in the four core areas. A further medterm expectation in designing the
initiative was that the Expert Groups would growoirfree-standing points of reference
for organizations and individuals seeking considtaton the Romani population of
Macedonia.

Shortly after their formation in late 2004, the fdtxpert Groups played a significant role
in contributing to the revision of the governmerdigft strategy on Roms. The Expert
Groups’ most visible achievements, however, ar@ tin® volumes of research reports

on topics that have received relatively little ddesation from other actorS.

% ECMI, Toward Regional Guidelines for the Integration obnfs. Macedonia: Narrative Report
(European Centre for Minority Issues, Flensburd20

*® See Romani Expert Groups for Romani Integratidkoms on Integration: Analyses and
RecommendationEuropean Centre for Minority Issues, Skopje, 20@Hd Romani Expert Groups for
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Conducting their research primarily in Romani gbettin the cities throughout

Macedonia with the largest Romani populations,Bkpert Groups’ research focuses on
various manifestations of marginalization in neédi@ent attention from domestic and
international actors. While it is still early toeasure the effect of the Expert Groups’
research on the social exclusion of the Romani ladipn, the reports provide material

that can be used in implementing the Strategy om&in the Republic of Macedonia.

Xl. Serbia: Supporting Local Romani Coordinators

Among the recommendations resulting from ECMI's 2@halysis of the situation of
Roms in Serbia and Montenegro was to focus effortsincreasing and improving
contacts between Romani communities and local aitigs Increasing the presence of
Roms at the level of local government shows comalide promise for improving
relations between Romani communities and localaiites, as well as local organs of
state agencies. This is so due in large partadtbad-based disadvantage of the Romani
population as a whole, as well as to the tendencydisadvantaged Roms to be less
ashamed of differences in education and economiasstn dealing with other Roms than
in their encounters with non-Roms. AdditionallyetLaw on Local Self-Government of
the Republic of Serbia provides for the establismmef a Council for Interethnic
Relations in ethnically mixed municipalitids. Prior to the establishment of local
Romani coordinators in 12 municipalities througlcamperative initiative of the (then)
Ministry for Human and Minority Rights, the EuropeAgency for Reconstruction and
the OSCE in 2005, however, only one municipalitySarbia had appointed such a

coordinator.

While the demand for assistance from the Romanidinators established prior to the
commencement of ECMI's work in the correspondingnioipalities demonstrated the
potential for the coordinators to serve the comesing local Romani communities, the
continued existence of these positions dependsge Ipart on the coordinators’ ability to

generate the concrete results necessary to gapogufsfom the municipal budget in

Romani Integration,Roms on Integration Il: Analyses and Recommendsiti@uropean Centre for
Minority Issues, Skopje, 2006).

5 Article 63, “Zakon o lokalnoj samoupravi.aw on Local Self-Governmentfluzbeni glasnik Republike
Srbije (2002), No. 9.
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future. ECMI's role was accordingly to design amdplement activities aimed at
increasing the capacity of not only the local Romewordinators but also the (non-
Romani) local government officials in charge of tlaious sectors within which Roms’
complex and multi-faceted marginalization manifesdsif. By the end of the project’s
pilot phase, ten of the thirteen municipalitieslinied in the project had completed at
least one local action plan, with five of the irsdidl municipalities having completed
action plans in all four priority areas of the Deéeaf Roma Inclusiofi (i.e., education,
employment, health and housing), as compared Wwelekistence of only a single action
plan in a single municipality at project launch.Isé telling is that, by the end of the
project year, the prospects for integrating theitrs of Romani coordinator into the
municipal budget were positive in all but two mupadities included in the initiative. To
encourage replication of ECMI's work with local Ram coordinators and their non-
Romani counterparts elsewhere in Serbia as wellh ather countries in the region, in
early 2007 ECMI generated a concise publicationtledtSupporting Local Romani

Coordinators: A Practical Guide to Integrating RoinsMunicipal Government’
XIl. Equal Opportunities for All in 2007?

Despite Roms’ firm embeddedness in the ethnic leaqus of the Western Balkans and
the more or less successful efforts of some attoits within and outside governments in
the region to level the playing field between Roireard non-Romani populations, Roms
remain to this day the most marginalized ethnicugran Albania, Bosnia and
Herzegovina, Kosovo, Macedonia, Montenegro and i&erl change in this state of
affairs will require not only a period of time pegs best measured in generations but
also the careful design and consistent implemeamtatof comprehensive anti-
discrimination policies in all the political unité the region. How quickly this happens
is likely to depend largely on how quickly the maadization of these political units is

addressed by improving the possibilities for thaaser integration with the EU. In the

*¥The Decade of Roma Inclusion (2005-2015) is anieixmglommitment by nine governments in Central
and Southeast Europe (Bulgaria, Croatia, the CzRelpublic, Hungary, Macedonia, Montenegro,
Romania, Serbia and Slovakia) to combat Roms’ pgyvexclusion and discrimination. Additional

information on the Decade is available at http:Aws@madecade.org/itentcms/www/roma/index.php.

%9 ECMI, Supporting Local Romani Coordinators: A PracticaliGe to Integrating Roms in Municipal

Governmen{European Centre for Minority Issues, Belgradegi, 2007).
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absence of such change, there appears to berdittton to expect this part of Europe to

see itself as a part of the European Year of EQpglortunities for All.
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