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Introduction  

Zsuzsa Plainer (Institutul pentru Studierea Problemelor Minorităţilor Naţionale – ISPMN) 
 
Between 2009 and 2010 the violent events against the Roma in France and Italy 
engendered the need for a common EU framework for the development of an European 
Policy for Roma. This framework has been based on The Common Basic Principles, 
presented on the European Platform for Roma Inclusion in 2009 (Council of the European 
Union, 2009). Starting with this common framework, each EU country was asked to 
develop a series of measurements to frame policies for Roma at the national level (NRIS). 
After the general introduction to these national initiatives in the five countries involved in 
the REdHNET project, 1 this report will provide for in-depth description of both policy 
context and National Integration Strategies with respect to the situation of ‘Roma 
migrants’.  2 

General features of the National Roma Integration Strategies in 

Bulgaria, Romania, Austria, Italy and Spain 

The target group for the Bulgarian NRIS are those Bulgarian citizens, who live in 
vulnerable socio-economic conditions and declare themselves as Roma or are defined as 
one by others (Bulgarian Government, 2011a, p. 1). In the realm of housing the Bulgarian 
framework proposes to cease the existence of isolated settlements for Roma, to improve 
the conditions in Roma-only neighbourhoods, to design technical infrastructure and 
appropriate conditions for the Roma evacuated from illegally occupied houses. This part 
also proposes to close the gaps in the Bulgarian housing laws and to create legal 
conditions for ownership. In the meantime the framework proposes to form a proper 
attitude of the Roma when giving them the right to use real estates (ibid, p. 41). In the 
realm of healthcare the Bulgarian NRIS proposes to stop decreasing of high mortality rate, 
to reduce the early onset of disability, chronic diseases through making accessible the 
national health services, to help the Roma in obtaining health insurances, facilitating Roma 
presence among the medical stuff, to set up policies for prevention. In the area of 
education the access to the school system needs to be provided. Moreover, high quality 
education is to be offered as well as a multicultural environment to achieve the cultural 
integration of the Roma. In order to face these challenges, the Bulgarian NRIS claims for 
integrated territorial and need-based approaches, affirmative action in the public sphere, 
affirmative action to overcome traditional attitudes, mainstreaming the solutions into the 
general policies.  

                                            
1 The collection of NRISs is available at: http://ec.europa.eu/justice/discrimination/roma/national-strategies/. 
2 In the frame of the REdHNET project, with the term ‘Roma migrants’ we refer to the Roma groups, in 
particular from Romania and Bulgaria, undergoing intra-EU mobility. 



 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
7 

Crucial for the Romanian NRIS is to go on with its previously coined aims, especially those 
on the realm of education. Thus the NRIS proposes to continue with developing and 
maintain the institutional framework of teaching and learning Romany language, the Roma 
inspectorates – to act as at mid-level (as other inspectorates do) between the schools and 
Ministry – to continue with implementation of the Second Chance educational programme, 
to hire more of school mediators in institutions with predominantly Roma children, to 
guarantee special high-school and university places for Roma students. As concerns 
housing and health, similarly to the Bulgarian strategy, the Romanian NRIS aims to 
provide access to quality housing and health services. The Romanian framework targets 
Roma in marginal socio-economic condition (Romanian Government, 2012).  
 
As the situation (hence the definition) of Roma is different in Austria, the Austrian NRIS 
does not seem to regard ‘the Roma issue’ as a newly developed target, since Roma in 
Austria are mainly groups of Sinti living in the Burgenland region. According to the 
document, all facilities for Roma do not need a special focus as the necessary 
requirements are already included in mainstream laws that guarantee equal educational, 
housing rights and recognition of cultural differences. In addition, social housing is not 
citizenship-based in this country (Austrian Federal Chancellery, 2011).   
 
The case of Italy is more complex, since the category of ‘Roma’ in Italy is made up by 
many sub-groups. The term Roma in Italy denotes a series of groups with different status, 
origin, and economic and political condition. Some of these groups are Italian citizens, 
others non-EU asylum seekers, others are non-EU migrant, others are EU citizens and 
migrants, others are undocumented. The so-called ‘RSC’ category (Roma, Sinti and 
Caminanti) involves culturally heterogeneous groups with their various languages and 
cultures. Moreover, the RSC are geographically dispersed: Some places in Northern Italy 
as well as the Scampia neighbourhood near Naples ‘hosts’ Roma from former Yugoslavia; 
Other settlements in Northern Italy are made of residents from Bulgarian and Romanian 
Roma; The half-nomadic Caminanti are to be found in Sicily; Sinti groups live in the North, 
too. So, the main focus of the Italian NRIS is to help the integration of the Roma 
communities in the Italian environment. Based on a proper data collection, the aim of the 
strategy is to raise capacity building, to increase both institutional and civil awareness, and 
to avoid institutional racism towards Roma. In doing so the emergence of bilateral bodies 
is suggested, that is, groups that may mediate between Roma communities and 
authorities. As part of the same issue, the legal recognition of the stateless migrants is 
suggested in the Italian national framework. A second goal from the framework is the 
monitoring discrimination (Presidenza del Consiglio dei Ministri, 2012, pp. 37–40), to 
increase the non-Roma awareness by raising campaigns. Following this line, the strategy 
proposes to adjust media representation of the Roma, to make them accepted as culturally 
different (p.22) in the Italian public sphere (ibid, p. 22). Out of these measurements, the 
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strategy suggests the hiring of Roma as (cultural) mediators in public institutions or NGOs, 
in order to improve the communication between Roma and non-Roma. As concerns other 
domains, the Italian strategy claims the access to education, workplace, housing and 
health services.  
 
According to the Spanish national strategy, Roma in Spain live in different social conditions 
and are thus beneficiaries of different measure of integration. From 2002 onwards, 
together with the Spain-born Roma (or Gitanos), Bulgarian and Romanian migrants make 
up the group of Roma in Spain. One pillar of the Spanish NRIS is schooling: to increase 
the level and performance of education and reduce truism (Spanish Government, 2012, p. 
14). In the realm of employment the framework claims to encourage salaried activities of 
Roma, to reduce temporary employment, to increase the Roma contribution to Social 
Security for the self-employed. Similarly, the strategy proposed to reduce strengthening of 
work ties within Roma families (ibid, pp. 15–16). As concerns housing, the strategy 
proposes to increase the living conditions of the Roma, to reduce the percentage of 
overcrowded households, to eradicate slums. In the domain of health, the strategy claims 
to increase perception on health-awareness, reduce smoking, obesity and lack of 
gynaecological control. 

The Romanian and Bulgarian Strategies. Similarities and/or 

differences  

It is not an easy task to compare all the national strategies as the above-mentioned 
countries have Roma groups with different socio-cultural and economic conditions. 
Moreover, the countries themselves are different as concerns their economic development 
and quality of public services or their attitude towards managing ethno-cultural diversity. 
Thus, the following section aims to compare those two strategies that were coined in 
Romania and Bulgaria: two states having the most in common regarding their socio-
economic condition and the situation of Roma communities. Moreover, Bulgaria and 
Romania were selected because these two ‘act’ as countries of origin of Roma migration in 
Europe, especially for Italy and Spain. Thus, the Romanian and Bulgarian Roma policies 
indirectly influence the phenomenon of migration. When speaking about Romania and 
Bulgaria two issues have to be discussed briefly: one concerns application of the 
strategies, the second is about defining the target population.   
 
Both Romanian and Bulgaria were previously criticized by EU institutions to have no 
transparency for the financial development of theirs National Roma Integration Strategies. 
According to the critics, these countries provide no information on the ways of using EU 
funds designed to fund NRIS goals (Rorke, 2012). At the other hand these two countries 
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were criticized to show no transparency in providing relevant statistical data that can serve 
as a ground for policy making.  
  
Both the Romanian and Bulgarian NRIS give a similar definition to their target group. In 
these two frameworks Roma appear as synonym for the socially and economically 
marginal. Subsequently this definition excludes persons, who define themselves as Roma 
but do not belong to the ‘lowest of the low’. For example, these strategies do not offer 
solutions to the social integration of the Gabors, who are culturally distinct but 
economically not necessarily marginal. In the same way the NRIS does not intend to follow 
the situation of those Roma who already entered the lower middle-class or have 
economically lower positions but do not necessarily belong to the underclass.  
 
Nonetheless, if both states have been achieving a progressive improvement of the 
conditions of their Roma – as it comes out from their strategies – the NRIS should analyse 
how these positions (of upward mobility) can be maintained, and their status reinforced. 
For example, the hiring of school mediators in Romanian schools has progressively 
determined the formation of a Roma lower middle-class (Harbula, 2009). But in reality the 
working conditions of school mediators and the possibilities for employment were not 
always good and clear (Eniko, Harbula, & L. Magyari, 2008, p. 30). And according to my 
empirical findings in some cases these have not been solved up till now. Still, the 
Romanian NRIS does not show any intention to identify and solve this problem.  
 
Although mainstreaming is set among the common principles for coining national 
frameworks, ‘the Roma issue’ in Romanian and Bulgarian strategies is seen as an isolated 
problem with no connection to other socio-cultural problems in these two countries. For 
instance the two NRIS often speak about cultural recognition of the Roma but no 
information is provided about the way these countries do in general treat ethno-cultural 
difference. Is the condition of the Roma unique within the process of treating other ethno-
cultural minorities in Romania and Bulgaria? If so, are there plans to combat the general 
situation? In the same manner, an exclusive attention is given in the Romanian and 
Bulgarian NRIS to the condition of Roma in the non-Roma society, and less attention is 
paid to the relations between Roma and non-Roma, the processes of border-making 
between these two groups. This perspective should be important for two reasons: at one 
hand the ethno-racial encounters are – in my view – the ground for making and 
reproducing stereotypes. At the other hand, some recent trends in investigating racism 
focus on dominant cultural constructions (prejudices of non-Roma towards the Roma in 
our case), instead of conditions of the marginalized (see Marsovszky, 2013). 
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1. Roma emigration and the NRIS in Romania  

 
Zsuzsa Plainer (Institutul pentru Studierea Problemelor Minorităţilor Naţionale) 

1.1 Romanian (Roma) emigration 3  

Scholarly approaches to Romanian migration discern four periods of the phenomenon. 
The first, intensive wave took place between 1990 and 1993 involving mainly Hungarians 
and Germans, having political and economical insecurity as a push factor according to 
some scholars (see Diminescu, 2003 in Toma, 2012). The second wave, between 1994 
and 1996, was the migration of economical and political asylum seekers from Romania, 
but also from the former Yugoslavia, Poland, Turkey, and Hungary. Between 1996 and 
2001 two phenomena took place: Migration towards US and Canada begun, while a 
circulatory migration process started within Europe, since Romania signed bilateral 
agreements with Italy, Spain, Portugal, Germany (see Diminescu, 2004; Barbib, 2004 in 
Toma, 2012). Then, after 2002, circular migration intensified, due to the elimination of visas 
in the Schengen Area for Romanian citizens and permanent migration decreased (Sandu 
et al., 2004 in Toma, 2012). Romanian Roma migration displays the same patterns. In 
early 1990s the Roma migrants were asylum seekers in France and Germany, together 
with non-Roma Romanian citizens. Later, a negative image of the Romanian (and 
especially Roma) migrants begun to appear in Western newspapers: they were speaking 
about ‘wave(s) of Romani migration’ (Sobotka, 2003 in Toma, 2012), as well as ‘exodus’ or 
‘invasion’(Olmazu, 2006; Campbell, 2000 in Toma, 2012). 

1.1.1 International and National Migration Policies  

Romania has become early a focus for international migration policies, since illegal 
migration from this country to Europe was very high from the beginning of the 1990s. 
Migration policies in Europe were based on different and opposite principles. On the one 
and, Western EU countries were trying to stop mass immigration adopting more restrictive 
immigration policies. On the other hand the European Union increasingly supported the 
freedom of movement and considered migration as a fundamental right (Toma, 2012). It 
was included in article 18 of the 1992 Maastricht Treaty, then reasserted by the article 45 
of the European Charter of Fundamental Rights ( 2000) and then by the ‘Free Movement’ 
Directive 2004/38/EC (2004). In 1993 the Copenhagen Criteria were enacted, 

                                            
3 Sections of migration were based on the following study: Stefania Toma (2012). Migraţia şi mobilitatea 
romilor pe piaţa muncii europene - între realităţi şi mituri. In D. Giurca (Ed.), Incluziunea romilor din România: 
politici, instituţii, experienţe [Roma Inclusion in Romania: Policies, Institutions and Examples (pp. 91–109). 
Soros Foundation Romania. 
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requirements that claimed the commitment of Romania to guarantee minority protection 
and improvement of social conditions of the Roma. According to the critics of the EU, the 
Criteria was in fact an initiative to stop migration towards Western Countries (Toma, 2012). 
Another important document, the Framework Convention for the Protection of National 
Minorities (Council of Europe, 1995) was signed and ratified by Romania in 1995 and it 
entered into force in 1998.  
 
At the level of national policies, the Emergency Ordinance 144/2001, 4 then modified by 
Law 177/2002, 5 was another step in framing policies of emigration in Romania. It enabled 
free access to the Schengen Area but required the Romanian citizens to have a return 
ticket, health insurance, big amount of currency, and respect a restricted period of stay, 
otherwise travellers could been returned. The next Law 580/2002, 6  as well as the 
Government Ordinance 28/2005 constituted an additional step in this sense. They required 
more documents from the Romanian travellers, like letter of invitation. Finally, Law 
248/2005 7 regulated the number of exits from the country.  

1.1.2 General features of the Romanian (Roma) migration 

According to Toma (2012) the size of the Romanian citizens who emigrate to other EU 
countries is unknown:   
 

“The number of persons involved in the various forms of unofficial migration (that is, 
all types of migration, except the permanent ones) is unknown […] From the 
perspective of Romania, uncontrolled migration of population is not necessarily a 
negative aspect ([since it engenders the] relaxing [of] the social protection system 
reducing the pressure on the labour force market or increasing the cash flows 
remittances)” (Toma, 2012, p. 233). 

 
Being a phenomenon difficult to grasp, there are but different interpretations and estimated 
statistics to analyse emigration from Romania. According to a survey conducted by the 
International Organization for Migration (IOM) on the circular migration, 15% of adult 

                                            
4 Ordonanţă de Urgenţă nr. 144 din 25 octombrie 2001 privind îndeplinirea de către cetăţenii români, la 
ieşirea din ţară, a condiţiilor de intrare în statele membre ale Uniunii Europene şi în alte state (Guvern 
Românie, 2001). 
5 Legea nr. 177/2002 pentru aprobarea Ordonantei de urgenta a Guvernului nr. 144/2001 privind indeplinirea 
de catre cetatenii romani, la iesirea din tara, a conditiilor de intrare in statele membre ale Uniunii Europene si 
in alte state (Parlamentul Românie, 2002). 
6 Lege nr. 580 din 23 octombrie 2002 pentru completarea Ordonanţei de urgenta a Guvernului nr. 144/2001 
privind îndeplinirea de către cetăţenii romani, la ieşirea din ţara, a condiţiilor de intrare în statele membre ale 
Uniunii Europene şi în alte state (Parlamentul României, 2002). 
7  Lege nr. 248 din 20 iulie 2005 privind regimul liberei circulaţii a cetăţenilor români în străinătate 
(Parlamentul României, 2005). 
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population in Romania has worked abroad from 1990; and 10% is still abroad. The 9% of 
the Romanian households interviewed reported that at least one family member is still 
abroad (IOM, 2005 in Toma, 2012). The 53% of those who worked abroad declared that 
they have legal employment contract.  
 
In 2002, ANOFM (Agenţia Naţională pentru Ocuparea Forţei de muncă – The National 
Agency for Labour Force registered about 160.000 persons and over 65.000 for jobs in 
Germany and in Spain. According to the data of the Spanish Ministry of Labour and 
Immigration, in 2008, 243,427 Romanian citizens were registered in the Spanish social 
security system. But according to Simina (2005 in Toma, 2012) there are at least 1.4 
million Romanian citizens in Spain and Italy (according to the data provided by the 
Romanian authorities). The Italian authorities estimate there are, only in Italy, between 1,5 
and 2,5 million Romanian. Another Italian organization (Caritas) estimates that about 
556,000 Romanians are working there, but the official data show only 342,000 Romanian 
emigrants. World Bank (cited by Toma, 2012), conducted in 2010, shows that the stock of 
immigrants from Romania was of about 2,8 million representing over 13% of Romania’s 
total population. The countries of destination were Italy, Spain, Israel, the United States of 
America, Germany, Canada, Austria, France and Great Britain. 
 
In spite of these data, it is important to highlight that, after the visa restrictions were lifted, 
the percentage of Romanian migrants does not seem to have increased above 
expectations. A report, realized in 2002 by the Academic Society of Romania, shows that 
after the restrictions were lifted, the number of migrants from Romania is only by 5% 
higher than it was in 2001 (cited by Toma, 2012). A report by Rainer Münz shows that 
Romania had a lower decrease of population due to migration (-0.5 to 1000 persons) in 
comparison to Bulgaria (-1.5 to 1000 persons) (cited by Toma, 2012). 
 
Having in mind that migration from Romania is a phenomenon difficult to be grasped, 
Roma migration ought to be inevitably the same. According to the few statistics available, 
Roma migrants in Europe are from different Eastern European countries. Estimations of 
the volume of Romanian Roma migration are usually made according to the surveys 
conducted in the origin country. Survey shows that the rate of Roma persons who travelled 
abroad are of 8% from Bulgaria, 5% from Czech Republic, 6% from Greece, 7% from 
Hungary, 11% from Poland, 12% from Slovakia and 14% from Romania (Fundamental 
Rights Agency, 2009a). Roma migrants’ percentage living in Spain shows a value of 5% of 
the total Romanian immigrants, which is significantly lower than the value displayed in 
public discourses from Spain and Romania (López Catalán, 2012).  
 
As findings from this section may clearly show, the situation of Roma migrants from 
Romania is quite complicated. Despite the fact that the Romanian Roma are the highest in 
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number among the Roma migrants to Western EU countries (according to the relatively 
small number of accurate data), there is any coherent set of policies that meant to 
approach this phenomenon. The policy approach to Roma migration remains within the 
realm of international policies and inter-state relation. There is no coherent social planning 
and a well-echoed intention of policy-making on the issue. 
 
Putting all these together, one may conclude that the general pattern of the Romanian 
migration is also true for the migration of Romanian of Roma origin. Similarly, the media 
coverage of the migration is different, somehow biased than the real numbers (Toma, 
2012). 

1.2 Representations of Roma migration in the national Press 8 

There are no specific policies in Romania to stop the mass leaving of the country, either for 
Roma or non-Roma. Thus, policies targeting Roma in Romania do but indirectly focus on 
migration. In my opinion, the most visible, nation-wide outcomes of the Roma migration 
could be grasped at a discursive level as this served as starting point for series debates on 
Roma and non-Roma in the public sphere. This section intends to provide a brief 
presentation of these controversies, regarded as the most important manifestation of 
Roma migration in the country of origin.  
 
Very often, the Romanian press frames in negative terms the Roma when it comes about 
the ‘Roma issue’, like associating criminal events to Roma groups or individuals (Balcanu, 
2008). At the same time, events and information on Roma discrimination and segregation, 
as well as on Roma tradition and culture, are too much present in leading daily Romanian 
newspapers (ibid). Thus, in the following section I intend to make a sketch, or rather, a first 
attempt to a proper qualitative discourse analysis. In doing so, the most important media 
representations are taken into account, which correspond to the types of discourses that 
mediate ‘the Roma issue’ in Romania. As concern the methodological approach, this 
section follows – superficially indeed – the principles of Critical Discourse Analysis (Van 
Dijk, 1991), that sees newspaper articles as forms of knowledge. Therefore, to find out the 
significance of this complex field, the structure laying beneath the mere textual ‘cover’ 
should be grasped (ibid). 

                                            
8  In the ISPMN database you can find the articles of the Romanian newspaper used in this section: 
http://www.ispmn.gov.ro/page/monitorizare-de-presa. 
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1.2.1 “Why do we not love Gypsies?” 

In November 2007, under the impact of the violent events in Italy, one leading daily 
Romanian newspaper, Adevarul, launched a new set of intertwined articles under the 
name De ce nu iubim ţiganii? (Why do we not love Gypsies?). According to the editorial 
intention, reasons for editing the collection were: 
 

“Violent events in Italy [that] generated a hatred towards the Romanian immigrants 
[and] show the failure of European politicians in integrating the Roma. Now these 
European politicians intend to shift all their responsibilities to Romania” (Adevărul, 
2007, p. 1).  

 
So, the collection tries to identify:  
 

“The real causes of social and cultural nature that keep a great majority of the 
Roma ethnics in isolation, poverty and distress in an environment generating 
delinquency” (Adevărul, 2007, p. 1).  

 
Subsequently, the articles of the series (made up of two sequences) show two major 
structures and represent and reinforce two major types of knowledge. The first one may be 
called the ‘Blaming Europe Discourse’ that – as first part of this quotation may clearly show 
– echoes a disaffection towards the European politics regarding Romania and the place 
these politics assign to the country:  
 

“A great amount of money was flowing towards the East, including Romania, 
through a variety of programmes on ‘multiculturalism’ or others meant to cultivate 
‘tolerance’ [...] in this edge of Europe. But real aim for such projects was to stop 
migration” (Adevărul, 2007, p. 1).  

 
There were – as the author, sociologist Dan Dunganciu goes on – fishy research projects, 
coming from Western Europe, where the western researchers were paid 800 Euros, 
meanwhile their ‘native’ fellow-researchers, who practically did the job, were given 30, and 
the outcomes were reports written in accordance with the financing demands (Dan 
Dunganciu in Adevărul, 2007, p. 4) 
 
The second type of discourse in this series aims to exoticise the Roma (Okely, 1983), 
stating that reasons for their lack of integration, lays in the ‘specific’ cultural traits that this 
group has. Thus, as this discourse reveals, the Roma were expelled from Spain even in 
1591 and so were from Switzerland due to “the socio-cultural gap between their traditions 
and the European civilization” (Adevărul, 2007, p. 4). In the same manner, nowadays the 
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Roma “have the tendency to abandon school, especially girls at the beginning of the 5th 
form [at the age 11] when they get married” (ibid). 

1.2.2 “Roma or Gypsy?”. Discourses on naming  

A second, important controversy was initiated by the influent daily newspaper, Jurnalul 
Național in 2009 in their article Rom sau țigan? (Roma or Gypsy?) proposes to change 
the term Roma into țigan, or Gypsy: 
 

“Our innitiative is justified as infractions done by people of Gypsy ethnicity in Italy or 
other western countries engendered an unhappy confusion between the Roma and 
Romanians, stigmatizing the whole Romanian nation. The recurring infractions 
commited by the Roma in Italy, together with their association to the Romanians, 
and their portayal as a people of rapists and thiefs is negatively affecting both the 
image of our country and that of those Romanians with good will, who leave for 
abroad to earn honestly their daily life. Thus, a paradoxical situation occured: that 
Romania is no longer the country of Nadia Comăneci, Brâncuşi or Enescu, neither 
the country of touchy beauties but a country of barbarians” (Antoniu, 2009). 

 
According to the sources used by the Jurnalul Național, in 1993 the Romanian minister of 
external affairs, Teodor Meleşcanu proposed the change of the ethnonim into Gypsy but it 
was rejected by the European Union, since it was  considered a racial stigma. As EU 
officials argued, the Roma are one of the people that constitute present-day Europe, so 
any embracement addressed to them has to be condemned.  
 
According to the article of the Jurnalul Național, members of Roma NGOs pushed the 
Romanian Government to change the label Gypsy into Roma, in accordance to the 
European denominations. At the same time, in January 1995, two Romanian politicians, 
Nicolae Văcăroiu and Teodor Meleşcanu, submitted two Memorandums (H03/169 and 
5/390/NV) to propose the re-introduction of the term ‘Gypsy’. In 2000 Petre Roman issued 
a similar document, claiming for an alternative use of both terms (D2/1094/29.02.2000). 
Then, events from Italy re-introduce the debate on the naming, but the prime-minister of 
those times, Tăriceanu refuses to codify the term Gypsy, finding in to be in discordance 
with EU and international agreements. According to him, the term ‘Gypsy’ is racist.   
 
In September 2010, under the impact of the article of the Jurnalul Național, the Democrat-
Liberal Member of the Romanian Parliament Silviu Prigoană elaborated a draft for a new 
law that would have authorized the change of the official name of the Roma into ‘Gypsy’. 
The reason behind this proposal was that the term ‘Roma’ creates “confusions at an 
international level”. Also president Băsescu affirmed in public that the use of ’Roma’ was 
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wrong since “the Europeans may confuse Roma and Romanians”. Some public 
institutions, among them the Romanian Academy of Science, seconded the proposal. 
Consequently, the prime minister Emil Boc asked for further investigations. In the 
meantime, a series of other institutions, like the Ministry of Culture, the Ministry for 
External Affairs, the General Secretary of the Government, the Departament for Interethnic 
Relations, the National Council for Combating Discrimination refused the proposal. They 
recalled the reports of the European Community, as well as the Memorandum of Ministry 
of External Affairs D2/1094/2000, suggesting the usage of the term Roma. The National 
Council for Combating Discrimination conveys its decison from April 2010, that finds the 
change from ’Roma’ to ’Gypsy’ to be without solid grounds and legitim purpose. The 
Departament of European Affairs reminds that the term in line with the EU requirements is 
Roma, not Gypsy. The Ministry of Culture finds the term Roma the scientific one, used 
correctly, with its originis in the old Romany language. It denots the ethnic origin of the 
group (see Piciu, 2009). 
 
The huge debate on the naming helped to bring into light a series of aspects regarding the 
usage of the term ‘Gypsy’ as opposed to ‘Roma’. The main arguments that periodically 
emerges in support to the term ‘Gypsy’ are the following:  
 

- Using the term Roma creates confusion abroad, since foreign citizens tend to 
identify Romanians with Roma, which is an insult;  

- Gypsy: is a real term, Roma is artificial 
- There is no law in the European countries for a mandatory classification 
- Gypsy is the term that they use for themselves.  

 
On the other hand, in support to the term ‘Roma’ we have the following explanations:  
 

- Using the term Gypsy is racist and in opposition to the European standards; 
- Roma living in Romania had always suffered because of being labelled by non-

Roma 
- Official document on ethnic identity reinforces negative classification  

 
As it comes out from these debates, the negative labelling of Roma is not necessary taken 
for granted in the Romanian public sphere. Despite of direct verbal attacks, there are some 
more sophisticated mechanisms to construct the Roma. Seeing them as culturally distinct 
could be interpreted as a source of ‘cultural racism’ (similar to the negative labelling) that 
locates these groups in an unequal position in comparison to non-Roma. 
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1.3 Shortcomings of the Romanian National Roma Integration 

Strategy in the area of Education 

Similarly to other EU Members States, a National Roma Integration Strategy was made up 
in Romania and launched in 2011. Aim of this section is to discuss this strategy from two 
viewpoints. First, its qualities as a policy document are to be analysed. Second, we will 
focus on the proposed educational policies for Roma, discussing them from a socio-
cultural standpoint. This redline was not accidentally chosen. As the Strategy has no direct 
impact on migration, the document is but one of the factors shaping the condition of the 
Roma in and from Romania. Being but a country of origin for migrants, these phenomena 
take place and are framed by an international and transnational environment. For 
example, the recent opening of the UK labour market could (and actually did) influence the 
condition of the Romanian Roma, as well as other Romanian migrants, that until now were 
perceived as unwanted groups in Britain. For that reason, only a few aspects of the 
Strategy are taken into account.  

1.3.1 The Romanian NRIS. A limited policy document? 

Foreign experts addressed a series of harsh critics to the Central and Eastern European 
National Roma Integration Strategies. In particular, Romania was criticized for its little 
attention paid to the data collection, the monitoring of the implemented projects, the 
description of both national and EU mechanisms of financing (Rorke, 2011). But from a 
‘domestic viewpoint, the making-up of the Romanian Strategy presents much more 
shortcomings. According to Florin Moisă et al. (2013, p. 7):  
 

“The NRIS does not meet the requirements of the Strategy as a public policy 
document, generating significant difficulties for its implementation and monitoring 
and evaluation.”  

 
According to the authors, there is a set of things to do in order to complete the strategy. 
Firstly, the NRIS needs a database as well as a study serving as background for 
developing the policies. Second, there are no follow-up indicators in order to assess the 
possible progresses. In 2012 there were almost no new developments related to the NRIS, 
and any discussion or analysis related to his implementation was realized. Similarly, the 
financial resources were not clearly allocated and there was any concrete action helping 
the implementation. Third, many of the measures foreseen in the Strategy had been 
already implemented before 2011. Finally, although the initial purpose was to assess and 
monitor the implementation of the Strategy with NGOs and the National Agency for Roma 
(in charged for the coordination and monitoring of the programmes), only a few meeting 
were organized (Moisă et al., 2013, pp. 7–8).  
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1.3.2 Socio-cultural aspects of the Education Policies for Roma in 

Romania, including the NRIS  

As mentioned above, the statements of the Romanian have already been coined earlier 
than 2011. In the area of education, national NGOs such as CEDU 2000+, and 
successively the PHARE projects, were involved in implementing educational programmes 
for Roma from the beginning of the late 1990s. So, when the Strategy was approved, it 
just ensured the continuation of the already existing measures – as the same documents 
admits. This topic makes more salient the lack of monitoring and statistical data of these 
programmes. Without clear data on the trajectories of the Roma in the Romanian 
education, it is difficult to evaluate the results. Nonetheless, the homepage of the Ministry 
of Education does not provide an easy access to the information gathered in the execution 
of these programmes (such as the number of the children enrolled, the number of 
graduated, dropout rate, etc.). On the other hand, the same collection of such information 
is equally complicated for the inspectorates and the ministerial officials. However, this 
situation is difficult to understand, since the gathering of data on schooling and education 
does not really need a complicate procedure. Quantitative information on the number of 
school leavers, on the pupils who enrol and those that graduate are relatively easy to 
collect. For example, it was quite well know that the allocation of specific places for Roma 
in schools and universities is up to a certificate stating that the candidate is of Roma origin. 
It is also subject for debate – though hidden by all means from official inquiry – that 
obtaining such certificates had become the issue of ethno-business. 9 Still, the NRIS does 
not have any section referring to this problem and proving intentions to solve it.  
 
Another major issue is the overlooking of the general context, when building up Roma 
educational policies. In fact, it is the general socio-cultural climate of the Romanian 
society, as well as the system of the mainstream education, that serves as a host for such 
initiatives. Still, the NRIS sees the ‘Roma issue’ as an isolated phenomenon. According to 
the Educational Law 1/2011, national minorities in Romania have the right to study on their 
own languages. This framing implicitly states that each national minority is culturally 
homogeneous and – in the spirit of the Eastern European patterns of national building – 
keen to study in their own language. The case of Hungarians in Romania does evidently 
embody this case. The ethnic elite, in consensus with the minority society, required 
learning opportunities for ethnic Hungarians, and when applicable also self-standing 
monolingual educational units. But these principles cannot act as a general pattern for all 
minorities. For many Romanian Roma, being gathered in a separate school or classes 
(option so attractive to Hungarians) would easily be a matter of exclusion and 
discrimination. For instance, the making of a Roma school in Bucharest enhanced the 
reluctance of many Roma NGO leaders. Additionally, although a series of reports do state 

                                            
9 On this topic, see the debate on being Roma initiated by the weekly newspaper Dilema Veche (2006). 
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the internal differences of Roma communities, these differences are not taken into account 
when coining the educational policies. A great effort was put in institutionalizing the 
teaching of Romani language and culture, though a great amount of Romanian Roma 
have already been assimilated: many do not speak their language and do not keep many 
customs (their number is difficult to be estimated in lack of relevant and refined statistics). 
These people may not be too enthusiastic about learning Romani language at school, 
which is seen to them an extra burden.  
 
To go further, the National Roma Integration Strategy, as well as other documents on 
educational policies, claim the existence of inclusive education. I my view, this is a difficult 
task, as the Romanian society itself is not open to recognize ethno-cultural differences of 
the domestic minorities. In fact, the Romanian Constitution claims the State to be a 
national one, with one leading national group. So, language rights for minorities are not 
always recognized in practice. In order to solve this general contradiction, it would have 
been useful for the National Roma Integration Strategy to reconsider the approach of the 
educational policies for Roma.  
 
In the same manner, contextual features of the Romanian educational system are treated 
as separate from the educational policies for Roma, though a series of measurements 
directly or indirectly influence this segment, which may lead to unintended segregation. For 
example, the general requirements for the recruitment of teachers, the centralized school 
curricula – which appear to be inadequate to the needs of Roma children with reading, 
reading and counting problems – as well as the material and symbolical recognition of 
those teachers, who work with these children, may lead to the worsening of the quality of 
education in general, and the quality of education of those Roma that, due to their material 
conditions cannot be enrolled into ‘better schools’ (Plainer, 2014). 
 
The Law for desegregation has been seen as a great achievement for the conditions of 
Roma in Romania. And it should be so. But the document, regards segregation as physical 
separation of Roma children from non-Roma ones and placing each group into separate 
buildings (Romanian Government, 2012, p. 6). This approach may need further narrowing 
and/or contextualizing when speaking about education. A mechanical moving or placing 
Roma and non-Roma together would not immediately solve the negative ethno-racial 
categorization of the former. It is so, as ethnic variables are but one among others, 
responsible for school inequalities. As Bourdieau (1989) states, schooling is by nature 
justifying the existing social differences. So, the acquired cultural capital is crucial for 
educational integration in the case of both Roma and non-Roma pupils. In other words, 
having low (or different) cultural capital would obstruct integration of even non-Roma 
pupils in a ‘better school’, where other children are endowed with skills to approach 
commodities of ‘high culture’. It may be even worse if gaps in cultural capital may go 
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alongside of ethno-racial lines. Thus a Roma student from a lower class would predictably 
not be welcomed in an upper-middle class non-Roma environment. Here, his/her 
inadequacy could easily reinforce negative statements on him/her (Lareau & Mcnamara 
Horvath, 1999). 
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2. Roma emigration and the NRIS in Bulgaria  

 
Desislava Stefanova (Centre for Interethnic Dialogue and Tolerance, Amalipe)  

2.1 Political and Ideological Context  

The phenomenon of migration in Bulgaria has gone through considerable changes in last 
two decades. Bulgaria has traditionally been a country of origin and transit for migrants 
and, to a much lesser extent, a country of final destination. Considerable change in 
migration patterns appeared after the collapse of the Communist Block, which opened a 
great migration potential of its populations. In the case of Bulgaria, this period of the 
1990’s is characterized by a great wave of emigration and an enormous diversification of 
destinations. In addition to the traditional host countries (such as Germany, France, 
Austria, Greece of Turkey), new migratory destinations appeared. Since the late 1990’s 
new host countries from South Europe receive migrants from Bulgaria. Throughout the last 
decade these countries, in particular Spain and Italy, have become the main destination 
(Stanek, 2009).  
 
Moreover, after the 2007 EU accession, Bulgaria became a key transit and destination 
country for migrants from non-EU Member States countries, including the neighbouring 
ones. The shift from country of emigration to country of destination has continued and 
intensified over past few years, and an issue concerning the illegal immigration appeared 
in a considerable intensity. Although the immigration still remains limited, a clear upward 
trend is noticeable. The necessity of adaptation to new trends in migration patterns is one 
of the main priorities of the government of Bulgaria. The important task is to deal with new 
demographic changes, with the issue of integration of the migrants in Bulgaria in order to 
stabilize the phenomenon of migration in order to ensure good conditions for the migrants, 
as well as to become an attractive destination for new migrants but also for the earlier 
Bulgarian emigrants. That is the reason why a proactive migration policy and effective 
integration policy have significant importance.  
 
In this context, Roma people represent considerable part of migrating people in the case 
of Bulgaria, and also the part of the Bulgarian population that is most in need of the 
effective integration policy. First chapter of this section will focus on the Roma migration 
from Bulgaria to other European countries. It is important to emphasize that most of the 
available reports or studies are centred on Bulgarian migration as a whole, and not 
specifically on the Roma emigrants. These studies include Roma people as Bulgarian, 
which is correct to some-extend, since many Roma people in Bulgaria consider 
themselves as Bulgarians. It should also be noted that statistics and specific information 
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on the exact numbers of Bulgarian migrants (both Roma and non-Roma) in the countries 
of destination are scarce, and their estimation is problematic. The assessment of 
immigrant communities is further complicated by their different legal and social status. 
With this being said, it must be taken into account that most of the findings, data and 
analysis that will be presented in this section come from sources that are not solely 
focused on Roma people but on Bulgarians as a whole, and therefore include Roma too. 
Second chapter will focus on the integration policy of Republic of Bulgaria, while special 
attention is paid to the National Strategy of Republic of Bulgaria for Roma Integration 
(NRIS).  

2.1.1 Reasons and patterns of Roma and non-Roma emigration 

Research on patterns of outward migration from Bulgaria identifies at least four distinct, 
but overlapping, periods of migration since 1989: (1) The break-up of the Eastern Block in 
1989 and subsequent migration between 1990-1995; (2) The collapse of the Bulgarian 
economy in 1996; (3) The placing of Bulgaria on the Schengen 'White List' in 2001; (4) The 
membership of the European Union in 2007 (Rolfe et al., 2013, p. 11). Some data show 
that recent migration, which in theory has been enabled by relaxations on border 
restrictions, such as visa requirements, has been at no higher rate than previously.  
 
A number of studies on migration from Bulgaria point to economic factors as the most 
significant drivers of migration. A main pull factor of the migrants is the employment 
purpose, while the educational purpose is less important. The migration behaviour of the 
Roma communities of Bulgaria follows particular patterns, but it also shows differences 
between Roma and non-Roma Bulgarian population. The Roma communities do not 
identify education as a main factor, marking a key distinction between the two groups. In 
addition, migration among the Roma community is mostly temporary and circular with two 
thirds of Roma migrants returning to Bulgaria within less than six months (Rolfe et al., 
2013, p. 11). Also, destination countries differed, with Greece as the main destination for 
Roma migrants (the proximity to Bulgaria, low travel costs and opportunities for seasonal 
employment in tourism and agriculture). In contrast, Germany was found to be the most 
desired destination for non-Roma Bulgarian migrant workers, followed closely by Spain. 
The significance of different destinations is transforming over last decades. Some 
documents mention Italy and Spain have become as a main destinations of Bulgarian 
migration in last decade (Stanek, 2009, p. 1627). 
 
Discrimination, unemployment, segregation and poor living standards are also key drivers 
of migration among the Roma communities in Bulgaria and Romania (Rolfe et al., 2013). 
These notions are playing a significant role while talking about Roma migration and 
integration, because Roma people are associated with different stereotypes, in Bulgaria as 
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well as in the migrant destinations. Even though the intensity of shared stereotypes differs, 
it influences their integration to the society and their conditions of life.  
 
For the purpose of simplicity and to put a clear perspective of the migration patterns of 
Roma people in Europe, this section focuses on the three main countries where the 
migration is more active: United Kingdom, Italy, and Spain. 

2.1.1 Bulgarian migration to United Kingdom 10  

In UK researches on Roma immigration focuses mainly on the impact of migration on 
Welfare State, focusing in particular on a range of key services such as housing, health, 
education, and social security. These issues will be discussed below.  
 
The impact of migration on housing has received considerable media attention in recent 
years. A widespread public perception persists that migrants pose a disproportionate 
burden on the social housing market in particular, yet evidence to date does not 
substantiate this claim. With respect to residential mobility, frequent changes of 
accommodation appear to be common among some migrants. The poor quality or sub-
standard accommodation of migrants was also identified in other studies, with local 
stakeholders fearing this could have implications for health and safety. New migrants often 
end up in the least desirable accommodation, where demand is lower. However, also 
found that some overcrowding occurred within migrants’ accommodation due to the fact 
that migrants were ‘choosing’ to sub-let in order to reduce the rent they were paying. 
 
Of all services potentially accessed by migrants, education is one in which rights of access 
are the most clear and where impacts may therefore be felt. Unlike other areas of service 
provision, the rights and entitlement of migrant children to education is clear, covered by 
Article 28 of the UN Convention on the Rights of The Child and Article 2 of the first protocol 
of the European Convention on Human Rights. Data on pupil numbers in shows that 
overall pupil numbers are increasing, but this has been only since 2011.  
 
A number of studies have also looked at migrants’ levels of registration with practices and 
dentists and their use of hospitals, particularly Accident and Emergency facilities. Such 
studies have generally found low rates of registration among migrant workers 
 

                                            
10 The most of the information mentioned in this part is based on the document by Rolfe, H., Fic, T., Lalani, 
M., Roman, M., Prohaska, M., & Doudeva, L. (2013). Potential impacts on the UK of future migration from 
Bulgaria and Romania. National Institute of Economic and Social Research, which offers complex 
information and mentions also specifically Roma people.  



 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
24 

The rights of Bulgarian and Romanian migrants to social security and welfare benefits are 
currently very limited. Those who are authorized to work in the UK can claim housing 
benefit to help pay their rent while working, and also may have access to tax credits and 
child benefit. Bulgarian national workers who become unemployed only acquire the same 
rights to non-contributory benefits, such as income-based Jobseeker’s Allowance, as other 
EEA nationals if they have been continuously employed in accordance with the Home 
Office Worker Authorisation Scheme for 12 months or more. The British Household Panel 
Survey (BHPS) examines differences in the receipt of benefits between migrants and 
natives. Their main conclusion is that migrants are less likely to receive welfare payments. 

2.1.2 Bulgarian Roma in Italy and Spain 11  

The development of the migration to Spain is mainly the issue of last decade. Whilst at the 
beginning of 2001, only 12,000 Bulgarians were registered in Spain, by early 2008, there 
were nearly 155,000, making them among the ten largest foreign groups in Spain. The 
Bulgarian immigrants are the second group in size in the Central and Eastern European 
scale (Stanek, 2009, p. 1631). According to declarations by Bulgarian ambassador to 
Madrid, between one-third and one-fourth of the Bulgarians in Spain are Roma, who 
identify themselves as Bulgarian citizens.  
 
Roma migration in Spain and Italy seems to be familial rather than individual. The familial 
connections are playing the most important role while deciding about the migration. In 
general, the majority of Roma migrants responded they had someone to turn to when they 
arrived in the host country.  
 
In terms of migrants’ integration to host countries, Roma migrants in Spain enjoy better 
access to public services, live in better housing conditions, have less defined projects of 
return and their legal status in the host country is mostly regular. Immigrants’ employment 
seems to closely replicate the origin countries pattern: high unemployment rate, 
nonstandard and unsecure jobs and elementary occupations. However, the employment 
situation in Spain is quite different than in Italy: more Roma people in Spain are employed 
in qualified and secure jobs. In Italy a large proportion of Roma are unemployed and the 
large majority have elementary occupations. 
 
Many Roma people from Bulgaria migrate toward countries like Spain and Italy in order to 
find jobs and to enhance the quality of life of their families. Regarding the topics of 

                                            
11 The information presented in this chapter is mainly provided Vlase, I., & Preotesa, A. M. (2012). Roma 
migrants from Bulgaria and Romania. Migration Patterns and Integration in Italy and Spain. In D. Tarnovschi 
(Ed.), Roma from Romania, Bulgaria, Italy and Spain between Social inclusion and Migration. Comparative 
Study. (pp. 65–87), which offers rich information about Roma migrants from Romania and Bulgaria. 
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employment and labour market Bulgarian Roma in Spain are considered like ordinary 
labour migrant group who care about the responsibilities and future.  
 
Considerable differences, in education as well as in housing issue, can be seen between 
the Roma migrants in Spain and Italy. Vlase & Preotesa (2012) sustain that children school 
attendance is an important indicator of social integration. They show that in Italy, Roma 
migrants from Bulgaria are less educated than the migrants in Spain, and in Spain, about 
7% of Roma migrant children from Romania and Bulgaria are not attending school. 
Regarding the housing issue, Roma migrants in Italy live in poor conditions, mostly in 
shantytowns or temporary barracks, while Roma migrants in Spain live mostly in the 
apartment. 
 
A considerable difference appears in the level of inclusion in the health insurance systems 
(95% in Spain and 34% in Italy). The cause seems to be in the decentralized health 
system where the local institutions do not implement any specific programme for Roma 
people who are often living often in environments with bad sanitation (Stanek, 2009). 
 
When it comes to discrimination, one third of the Roma Bulgarians living in Italy feels 
discriminated compared to more than a half of the Romanian Roma. In Spain, the situation 
is quite different. The migrants in Spain mostly respond they never perceived 
discrimination (Vlase & Preotesa, 2012, p. 77). In general point of view the report reveals 
there is a higher level of integration of Roma people in Spain than in Italy. The extent of 
the inter-ethnic friendship ties may be the one reason that influences consequent level of 
integration in the host society.  
 
Concerning the transnationalism and the relations of migrants with their country of origin, 
the level among migrants in Italy seems to be the same as among those in Spain. The 
contact with the relatives and friends is maintained, as well as social, cultural and political 
feeling of belonging partly to the society of origin, what is the manifestation of the 
transnationalism. Beyond the social transnationalism, the economic transnationalism tends 
to be less developed than social one. Roma people lack resources in order to develop 
economic transnational activities. 

2.2 Assessment of the National Strategy of the Republic of 

Bulgaria for Roma Integration  

The 2012-2020 National Roma Integration Strategy of the Republic of Bulgaria is a 
strategic document, which expresses the political commitment of the Bulgarian 
Government to the European development of Bulgaria. Its goals are in line with the 
National Reform Programme of the Republic of Bulgaria (2011-2015) and with the National 
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Action Plan for the Decade of Roma Inclusion 2005-2015 initiative. The Strategy applies 
the approach that follows the second of the Ten Basic Principles for Roma Inclusion 
approved by the Council of European Union (2009), of the ‘explicit but not exclusive 
targeting’. 
 
The National Roma Integration Strategy of the Republic of Bulgaria (Bulgarian 
Government, 2011a) shall be implemented by an Action Plan in two periods. The first 
period covers the National Action Plan for the international initiative Decade of Roma 
Inclusion 2005-2015 and follows its format. The second period shall cover the 2014-2020 
period, in order to be consistent with the next EU programming period. The Action Plan 
sets national goals in six fields (education, health care, living conditions, rule of law and 
anti-discrimination, culture, and media) that further continues the main priorities from the 
existing Roma integration documents and are recognized by the stakeholders who work 
for Roma integration (Bulgarian Government, 2011b). 
 
After long and controversial consultation process, the Bulgarian Council of Ministers 
adopted the National Strategy of Republic of Bulgaria for Roma Integration (NRIS) and the 
Action Plan (AP) on December 21, 2011. Nevertheless, the document needs a critical 
examination. It seems that the National Strategy of Republic of Bulgaria for Roma 
Integration represents a step forward for Roma inclusion: it demonstrates political will for 
putting Roma integration higher in the agenda of the Bulgarian government, and defines 
proper strategic approaches and directions for action. Nevertheless, the Strategy does not 
propose change in the Roma integration institutional infrastructure as well as in the 
monitoring and evaluation mechanisms that proved their inefficiency of similar policies 
during the previous years.  

2.2.1 Shortcomings of the Bulgarian Strategy 

The assessment of the National Strategy of Bulgaria for Roma Integration realized by 
Amalipe (2012) reports several shortcomings of the Bulgarian NRIS. These include: the 
reproduction of the same institutional set-up, a weak monitoring, the missing gender 
perspective, the lack of a real inter-sectorial approach, the modest financial back up, and 
general weaknesses in the planning.  
 
The Bulgarian Strategy only re-affirms the institutional infrastructure for Roma integration 
at central and municipal levels. It did not really took the to develop the institutional 
framework either establishing bodies for the management (and not only coordination) of 
the policies for Roma, nor creating administrative units that deal mainly with Roma 
integration in the key institutions. Furthermore, the ‘monitoring the implementation’ section 
of the Strategy leaves the entire monitoring within the frames of the so-called 
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‘administrative monitoring’. This means in practice ‘reporting’ rather than monitoring. 
Although NGOs and experts raised numerous suggestions for adding additional 
mechanisms (as shadow reporting, community monitoring, etc.), these proposals were not 
included in the final version of the Strategy. This situation is far from the robust monitoring 
system required by EU Framework for National Roma Integration Strategies. So, serious 
advance regarding monitoring and evaluation of NRIS is necessary. 
 
Another important weakness of the NRIS is the lack of sensitiveness to the specific 
challenges the integration of Romani women meet. The Strategy missed a gender 
perspective: it is not articulated as specific chapter nether is mainstreamed in the other 
chapters. The only exception is the ‘rule of law and non-discrimination’ section, which 
seeks for the encouraging the full individual, social and economic participation in social life 
of Roma women. But this light approach to the gender issue seems far from being enough 
(Rorke, 2012). 

2.2.2 Limits of the Action Plan  

The existence of an Action Plan for the implementation of the Strategy is theoretically a 
very positive fact. It represented a good chance for planning comprehensive programs of 
activities with financing, time frame and administrative responsibilities for implementing the 
National Strategy. Nonetheless, the Plan did not really meet any of these challenges.  
In the first place, the main fields are developed without links among themselves. This 
prevents the opportunities for inter-sectorial activities combining education, employment, 
health care and living conditions. On the contrary, the sectorial approach is used, although 
during the previous years its effectiveness was proved to be limited. In addition, the main 
fields are developed with different approximation: some of them are detailed and split the 
main tasks into concrete activities, while the others are quite general and not detailed.  
 
Another general weakness of the Action Plan is that it has a very narrow time horizon. The 
Plan sets activities only for the first three years, explaining that after a mid-term evaluation 
new activities will be planned. Such a narrow time horizon does not provide clear picture 
how the strategic goals will be achieved through activities, and prevents long-term and 
sustainable interventions that are crucial for achieving the goals set within the Strategy.  
 
Finally, the modest financial back up of the Plan is a serious general weakness. Although 
the EU Framework for National Roma Integration Strategies requires “sufficient funding 
from national budgets, which will be complemented, where appropriate, by international 
and EU funding” (European Commission, 2011, p. 8), the Action Plan fails to meet this key 
requirement. Most of the priority fields are not backed up with financing or this is financing 
that has been approved before NRIS and without links to its approval and implementation. 
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In this term, the added value of the Strategy and its Action plan is very limited. Although 
some activities could be implemented without special budget, it is difficult to imagine that 
most (or in some cases all) of the activities in a certain field do not need financing. So the 
question is how really improvements in the area of Employment, Housing, Culture and 
Media, etc. could be expected.  
 
Notwithstanding, the priority fields Education and Healthcare are better developed 
compared to the other fields. They envisage broad number of activities and set financing 
for many of them. The level of financing in the Education priority sets is higher, mainly 
because it includes the contribution from EU funds. Furthermore, the Education priority 
proposes certain new activities along with activities that have been implemented before. 
But most of them are not financialy backed.  
 
In sum, the Action Plan is not planning document but rather only an explanatory one. In 
most of its priorities, the Plan just summarizes the activities implemented by different 
institutions or repeats in a copy-paste way what institutions had planned before to start the 
process of design of the new strategy. This is the situation with Healthcare, Housing, 
Culture and Media and partly with Employment priorities. On the other hand, Education, 
Rule of Law and partly Employment priority fields envisage certain new activities. But any 
of them are financially backed up, so their implementation remains very problematic.  
 
In response to the limits of the Action Plan, at the end of 2012 Amalipe together with a 
broad group of Roma NGOs proposed an Appendix to the NRIS, called ‘Programs for 
implementation of the NRIS’. This document gathered suggestions emerged during four 
national conferences organized in October 2012. It could be seen as a continuation of the 
Action Plan, since it backs up and translates the activities required in the Action Plan into 
comprehensive programs. With the Appendix, most of the weaknesses of the Plan would 
hopefully disappear, since it would give to the Action Plan the appropriate prescriptive 
character to plan activities and programs. Once approved by an Interdepartmental 
Working Group, the Appendix was submitted for approval to the Council of Ministers. Most 
ministries approved it and at the session of the Council of Ministers no objections against 
have been raised. Nevertheless, the Appendix was not included in the Council of Ministers 
(CoM) Decision 1/5.01.2012 and was not published. During a meeting with Roma NGOs in 
January 2012, the Vice-Prime Minister and the Chair of the National Council for 
Cooperation on Ethnic and Integration Issues Tzvetan Tzvetanov explained that the 
Appendix is not included in the CoM Decision because of administrative mistakes, and that 
it will be proposed again for approval in the Council of Ministers. Up to date, this is not a 
fact. 
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2.2.3 Conclusions and recommendations 

The National Strategy of Republic of Bulgaria for Roma Integration meets most of the 
requirements set by the European Commission and it certainly represents a step forward. 
Its approval by the National Assembly is important positive step that would engage more 
institutions, including the local authorities. On the other hand, the weaknesses of the 
Strategy are linked with the institutional set-up and with the monitoring mechanisms: it 
repeats the existing ones without enriching and developing them although they proved 
their inefficiency in the previous years. 
 
In the first place, it is necessary a logical frame of indicators for measuring the 
implementation of the Strategy should be prepared and approved. The establishing 
mechanisms for independent monitoring (outside the scope of the administrative 
monitoring) are also needed: shadow reporting, community monitoring at grass-root level, 
etc. Second, it is necessary normative documents that turn the Strategy into concrete 
obligations and responsibilities of the main institutions. Local authorities and district 
administrations should be involved in the design and implementation of these documents. 
Also, mechanism for engaging authorities in the managements of operational programs, 
such as the Rural Areas Development Programs, in conjunction with the implementation of 
NRIS should be established at central level. The Interdepartmental Working Group for 
Provision of Resources for Roma Integration – chaired by the Minister of EU Funds 
Management – is good step forward in this direction, and it need to be further developed. 
Third, the existence of the Action Plan also constitutes a step forward. At the same time it 
does not meet the requirements of the European commission as well as the needs of 
Roma Integration Policy in Bulgaria, since it fails to plan activities and resources for 
fulfilling the tasks. The Action Plan is rather explanatory document that summarizes the 
existing activities than planning document. Its added value for implementing the Roma 
integration policy is very limited. 
 
The Plan needs certain fundamental changes and amendments. The approval of the 
Appendix ‘Programs for implementation of the NRIS’ is a first step in this direction. In 
particular, the ‘Employment priority’ needs to be extended to ‘Employment and Social 
Inclusion’, thus incorporating topics such as social services in Roma community and 
others. The ‘Housing priority’ needs to incorporate much more ambitious activities. The 
‘Health care priority’ should include the reasonable suggestions (then discarded) raised 
during the process of preparing the Strategy and the Action Plan. In addition, preparing 
strong logical frame of indicators should be done in the coming months. It has to include 
not only output indicators but also outcome and impact indicators in order to measure the 
advance at of each priority and the overall advance of the Strategy.   
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3. Roma migration and the Gitano Policies in Spain 

 
Stefano Piemontese (Taller de Antropología y Ciencias Sociales Aplicadas) 

3.1 Political and Ideological Context 

Spain become one of the countries of destination of Roma migration from South-Eastern 
Europe since 1993 (Macías León, 2006, p. 10). 12 No more than ten years later, their 
number begun to increase quite significantly, due the suppression of the Schengen visa 
requirement for Romanian and Bulgarian citizens (Gobierno de España, 2012, p. 12). This 
process was progressively accompanied in the Spanish media by the negative portrayal of 
Roma migrants. Nonetheless, it was above all after the 2007 EU enlargement and the 
subsequent mass evictions from Italy (2007) and France (2009) that Roma migrants 
become very visible in the Spanish political agenda. Today, Roma migrants in particular 
from Romania are one of the migrant populations that accumulate more press headlines 
and widespread prejudices in the Spanish population, and are mainly depicted as a 
problem or ‘issue’ (López Catalán, 2012, pp. 96, 97). Similar to other EU countries, Roma 
migration to Spain experienced a process of transformation from a ‘social exclusion issue’ 
to an ethnically constructed ‘Roma Issue’ (López Catalán, 2012, p. 111). Today the amount 
of Romanian and Bulgarian Roma living in Spain is esteemed in between the 50.000 
(Gobierno de España, 2012, p. 12) and the 170,000 (López Catalán, 2012; Slávkova, 
2010a), but dissimilar from other countries, their presence never reached the shape of a 
‘national problem’ (López Catalán, 2012, pp. 96, 111). They have been often very visible in 
the media and the political agenda, but almost exclusively at a local level.  
 
During the last few years, the migration patterns of Roma groups from Romania and 
Bulgaria were rooted in between a family-networks-based circular migration strategy and a 
more or less definitive legal stay in Spain (Beluschi Fabeni, 2013; López Catalán, 2012; 
Macías León, 2008; Nacu, 2011; Tarnovschi, 2012). In this context the challenge of both 
housing and educational inclusion was shown up as one of the most relevant issues that 
local administrations had to face. Social services and no-profit organizations began 
executing local interventions in this sense, which tend by default to fall into existing work 
with immigrants but also with Gitano citizens (Fundamental Rights Agency, 2009a, pp. 65–
67). In fact, several regional specific policies on Spanish Gitanos started to partially or 
entirely incorporate Roma migrants from other EU Member States as a target population, 
                                            
12 As a means of simplification this article uses the term ‘Roma’ as an all-encompassing, generic term, 
referring to all panorama of the diverse groups such as Sinti, Manush, Traveller, Roma and others, which are 
widely considered as belonging to the same ethnic group. However, when referring specifically to the 
Spanish Roma or Caló, the term ‘Gitano’ is used. In these pages the term ‘Roma migrants’ refers to the 
Roma groups from Romania and Bulgaria.  
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(Generalitat de Catalunya, 2006, 2008; Gobierno de Navarra, 2011; Gobierno Vasco, 
2005, 2008); also anticipating the Spanish National Strategy (Gobierno de España, 2012). 
13 

3.1.1 Surveys on Roma migrants in Spain 

In Spain, the research on Roma migrations has a variable quality and is relatively recent, 
and has focussed mainly on the Romanian Roma, although some relevant contribution 
also focuses on Bulgarian Roma (Slávkova, 2008, 2010a, 2010b; Vlase & Preotesa, 
2012). On the one hand we have local diagnostic reports of associations and NGOs also 
presenting their interventions (ACCEM, 2007; APDHA, 2005; Fundación Secretariado 
Gitano, 2008, 2011; Lungo Drom, 2007; The What’s Working Project, 2013; Tiradani, 
2013). 14 On the other hand there is a reduced number of scientific works on this topic, 
which includes master theses, doctoral theses and research report partially or totally 
dedicated to this issue (Beluschi Fabeni, 2013; Laparra & Macías León, 2009; Macías 
León, 2008; Peeters Grietens, 2005; Piemontese, 2011; Sordé, 2010; Vincle, 2006), as 
well as some articles and communications to scientific events (Gamella, 2007; Joaquin 
López Bustamante, 2005; Joaquín López Bustamante, 2005; Macías León, 2005, 2006; 
Pajares, 2006; Piemontese & Beluschi Fabeni, 2013).  
 
There are no official data on the number of EU citizens exercising their right to free 
movement disaggregated by ethnic origin (Fundamental Rights Agency, 2009b). The lack 
of data and official records on the ethnic background leaves often space to an 
overestimation of the number of Roma migrants in both political and media discourses, 
also due to their visibility in streets as musicians or beggars. Nonetheless, according to 
some scholars, the number of Roma migrants can be only calculated considering their 
estimated proportion in the society of origin, and applying it to the stock of the migrants 
with the same nationality. 
 
According to López Catalán (2008), most estimations on the proportion of Romanian 
Roma in Spain fixed their amount between 5 and 10% of the Romanian citizens living in 
Spain. This proportion is closer to the estimated number of Roma in Romania, and 
suggests that there are between 40,000 and 80,000 Romanian Roma living in Spain. 
Despite that, Romanian Roma in Spain are often still perceived as a majority among 

                                            
13 The inclusion of Roma migrants as a target group of pre-existing Gitano policies was strongly influenced 
by the progressive categorization of the ‘Romani people’ as such at the European level, that is, as a pan-
European quasi-national group or as ‘the largest ethnic minority in Europe’ (Sigona & Trehan, 2009).  
14 López Catalán (2012) also mentions two reports of the Fundación Secreatariado Gitano: (2009). Programa 
de foment de la integració del col·lectiu gitano immigrant procedent de països de l’Est d’Europa. Barcelona: 
Memòria 2008. (2010). Programa de foment de la integració del col·lectiu gitano immigrant procedent de 
països de l’Est d’Europa. Barcelona: Memòria 2009. 
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Romanian migrants (López Catalán, 2012), and are thus usually directly identified as 
‘rumanos’ (Romanians). Regarding the presence of Bulgarian Roma in Spain, Slávkova 
(2010a, p. 210) esteems that between one third and one fourth of the Bulgarians citizens 
regularly and irregularly residing in Spain are Roma. 15  

3.1.2 Characteristics of Roma migrants in Spain 

Spain become one of the countries of destination of Roma migration from South-Eastern 
Europe since 1993 (Macías León, 2006, p. 10). Then, due the suppression of the visa 
requirement to travel to any country of Schengen space from Romania and Bulgaria, after 
2002 the number of ‘Roma migrants’ increased quite significantly in most Spanish cities 
(López Catalán, 2012, p. 98). Successively, with the accession of Romania and Bulgaria in 
the European Union in 2007, and contrary to expectations, the increment of the Romanian 
Roma population in Spain was not so remarkable as feared by media and local authorities. 
In fact, although most of the Roma migrants from Romania and Bulgaria seems to have 
entered in Spain only after 2007 (Tarnovschi, 2012, p. 75), “this new context produced new 
patterns of return, temporary or definitive, to Romania or towards other countries 
Romania” (López Catalán, 2012, p. 98). 16  According to the recent published EU-
INCLUSIVE comparative reports on current situation of the Roma (including Rom, Sinti 
and Gitanos) in Romania, Bulgaria, Italy and Spain (Tarnovschi, 2012). Spain is the main 
destination for Romanian Roma who have the intention to emigrate (35%), followed by 
Italy (30%) and France (21%). Similarly, Bulgarian Roma consider Spain among the first 
possible country of destination (20%), together with Greece (24%) and Germany (22%). 17  
 
With respect to the administrative situation of Roma migrants in Spain, here the conditions 
for residence registration of EU citizens are different, in comparison to other EU Member 
States. The Spanish legislation establishes an unconditional right of residence for EU 
citizens omitting any reference to ‘sufficient conditions’ (Fundamental Rights Agency, 
2009b, p. 65). Consequently, an important share of Roma migrants in Spain possess 
residence permits (64%), compared for example with a small share of Roma migrants in 

                                            
15 The author reports that the same number of Bulgarian in Spain is uncertain. Based on the official statistics 
and other sources, she calculates the number of Bulgarian living regularly and irregularly in Spain in 2009 
between 164,353 and 350,000.  
16 According to the EU-INCLUSIVE comparative reports, very few Roma migrants declared to arrive in Spain 
before 2002. This situation appears to be very different from Italy, where the majority of Roma migrations 
from these countries arrived between 2002 and 2007 (Tarnovschi, 2012, p. 75). 
17 The EU-INCLUSIVE research programme recently published a comparative report analysing the current 
situation of the Roma in Romania, Bulgaria, Italy and Spain including quantitative data. The sample includes 
4,504 self-identified ‘native Roma’ and 853 Roma migrants from Romania and Bulgaria living in Italy and 
Spain. The report separates the situation of the ‘native’ Roma population from the results derived from the 
explorative sample made up of Roma migrants, providing interesting comparative information on the 
migration patterns, the education and housing conditions. 
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Italy (12%), and let them to adopt a more circular migration pattern (Tarnovschi, 2012, p. 
75). Due to such a flexible transposition of the Free Movement Directive 2004/38/EC, 
Roma families in Spain seem to participate in a more circular migration pattern compared 
to Roma migrants in Italy (Tarnovschi, 2012).  
 
Since the lack of regular residence hamper the access to the regular free housing market, 
the Spanish policy approach seems to have a favourable impact on the housing situation 
of Roma migrants. In fact, while in Italy most of Roma migrants live in temporary barracks 
or shantytowns, in Spain most of them live in apartments (López Catalán, 2012, p. 105; 
Tarnovschi, 2012, p. 76). However, housing patterns of Roma migrants in Spain are very 
different. These differences rely basically on the adaptive strategies of each family, which 
are elaborated in response to the administrative situation of their members, the kind of the 
public intervention, the migration project and the local housing resources available. For 
example, overcrowding or squatting may be understand as functional to the monetary 
accumulation to be invested in the place of origin. In fact, for several Roma migrant 
families, the purchase of a piece of land or the building of a house in the hometown 
represent the main objectives of migration (Beluschi Fabeni, 2013, p. 220; Slávkova, 2010, 
p. 213). In other cases Roma migrant families may succeed to work on contract and buy 
flats on credit, which is the case of an increasing number of Bulgarian Roma families in 
Spain (Slávkova, 2010, p. 213). Also the circular migration pattern of groups moving 
throughout an international family network may affect the housing conditions of more 
stabile families (Beluschi Fabeni, 2013, p. 219). Direct discrimination of private landlords 
also plays a relevant role in preventing access to housing, above all when the negative 
stigmatization towards immigrant Roma increases (ibid, p.  178). Also homelessness is a 
very serious problem affecting a number of Roma EU citizens, who resort to sleeping in 
vehicles or abandoned buildings (Beluschi Fabeni, 2013, p. 221; Fundamental Rights 
Agency, 2009b, p. 53). Despite these differences, the housing patterns of Roma migrants 
in Spain generally share a common characteristic, which is the support of wide social 
network formed by other immigrant families. This works out as a cooperative organization 
providing mutual aid, chance for co-residence and economic solidarity (Beluschi Fabeni, 
2013, p.  215).  
 
Tiradani (2013) offers a clear description of the educational situation of Roma migrant 
pupils living in the urban area of Barcelona, which fit with the general situation is Spain as 
offered also by other authors. In the first place, Roma migrant students who arrive are 
characterized in the worst cases by a very limited or inexistent educational experience in 
the infant stage in origin, and in the best cases by an ‘intermittent schooling’ due mainly to 
their migration experience, frequent changes of residence in the country of arrival. When 
they arrive they use to enrol to school after the regular period. Also, they may have some 
administrative difficulties for the enrolment related to the residence registration (due mainly 
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to the irregularity of housing). Parents have normally a very low educational level, so they 
do not use or are not interested in supporting their children in homework and do not really 
encourage their educational development. Very often they also lack of the financial 
resources for schoolbooks and canteen. Finally, many Roma migrant students leave 
school earlier than other students due to their incorporation in the work activities of the 
family, mobility and gender roles. In general terms, this situation put the educational 
centres and teachers in front to problems they are not used to deal with. 

3.2 Roma from other EU countries in the Spanish Policies for 

Gitanos 18 

During the last decade Spain became a model for the EU institutions as well for other EU 
countries for ‘integrating the Roma’. In 2010, the US-American press openly praised the 
‘Spanish Model’ through the publication of two controversial articles. The Time Magazine’s 
Spain's Tolerance of Gypsies: A model for Europe? (Cala, 2010) defended the ‘Spanish 
exception’ respect to other countries whet it comes to deal with Roma, in a period in which 
the French government was carrying out mass deportation of Romanian Roma citizens. 
Soon after, The New York Times’ article In Spain, Gypsies Find Easier Path to Integration 
(Daley & Minder, 2010) assumed that the better living conditions of the Spanish Gitanos, in 
comparison to the Roma in other EU countries, has to be ascribed to the successful 
implementation of specific policy measures for Gitanos at a national level.  
 
Although recent studies begin to reconsider the overall impact of the Spanish policies for 
Gitanos on the improvement of the living conditions of their target population (Bereményi & 
Mirga, 2012; Bereményi, Piemontese, & Mirga, 2014), the political commitment 
characterizing the Spanish governments during the last decades is out of question. The 
first Plan Nacional de Desarrollo Gitano [National Plan for the Roma Development] was 
approved by the Spanish Parliament in 1985. Since then, the central Government 
approved numerous Action Plans and established also consultative bodies for Gitanos. 
Despite the essential role of the central Government, the competence in most important 
areas for ‘Gitano inclusion’ (such as housing, education, and health) falls mainly under the 
Regional Administrations. So, starting from 1989, a specific budget for the implementation 
of policies and initiatives for the Gitano population has been addressed to regional 
governments. Since then, different Autonomous Communities in Spain have been 
implementing comprehensive Roma Plans for many years, assigning generous funds and 
also anticipating the features of the successively approved European Strategy on Roma 
Inclusion. 
                                            
18  The description of the Spanish Policies for Gitanos is based on the inedited article of Bereményi, 
Piemontese, & Mirga (2014) Did the National Roma Strategies learn from the Shortcomings of the ‘Spanish 
Model’?. 
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Between 1989 and 2002, the Ministry of Social Welfare and the Autonomous Regions 
destined respectively 42 and 30 Millions euros for Gitano-specific policies and 
programmes. In the same lapse of time the annual average expenditure for the NGOs 
working for Gitanos was almost 30 Millions euros (Mendez 2005). Between 2004 and 
2008, the Ministry of Social Welfare, the Autonomous Regions, and the Local 
Administrations destined totally about 32,5 Millions euros for the actions defined within the 
National Plan for the Roma Development. In the same lapse of time, the Ministry for Social 
Welfare destined about 18,5 Million euros to the NGO working with Gitanos (Office of the 
High Commissioner for Human Rights, 2008). In sum, the total budgetary allocation for the 
policies for Gitanos reached the 102 Millions euros for the period 1989-2002 (about 7 
Million euros annually) and 50,5 Million euros for the period 2004-2008 (about 10 Million 
euros annually).  
 
The administrative decentralization to Autonomous Regions resulted in a whole variety of 
‘Integration Strategies for Gitanos’ applied in Spain. However, according to Méndez (2005) 
it is possible to distinguish singular common elements. These includes: the formal 
recognition of the Gitanos as integrating part of the regional societies and cultures; the 
support to Roma-targeted initiatives; the consideration of the Gitano participation as a core 
element of the policies and programs to be developed; and finally the comprehensive 
approach as the best response of the public administration to the Gitano exclusion. In 
2011, the call of the European Commission to design National Roma Integration Strategies 
puts Spain in a favourable position. According to a comparative study of the European 
Roma Policy Coalition (2012), the Spanish strategy sufficiently incorporates the 10 
Common Basic Principles on Roma Inclusion. The exemplary adequacy of the Spanish 
strategy to the call of the Commission seems to be based on the lessons learnt from 
previous experiences:  
 

“[The Spanish strategy] takes stock of the institutional recognition of Roma and 
consolidation of Roma political representation in the 2010-2012 Plan, as well as of 
the explicit measures implemented within its framework (employment, education, 
institutional and cultural recognition among others)” (European Roma Policy 
Coalition, 2012, p. 21). 

 
In most EU countries, Roma from other EU Member States have tended by default to fall 
into existing work with national Roma groups. In the words of the Fundamental Rights 
Agency Spain provides good examples of the broadening of national Roma-specific policy 
to positively include Roma from other Member States. This judgement is often made in 
opposition to Italy, where ‘nomad-specific’ policy frameworks targeting national Roma and 
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Sinti have a negative impact on Italian and foreign (Fundamental Rights Agency, 2009b, p. 
35). 

“In Spain, the experience of Roma from other Member States is given context by 
general policies on immigrants social services and specific policies on Spanish 
Gitano citizen” (Fundamental Rights Agency, 2009b, pp. 65–67). 

 
The Spanish NRIS include very general action-lines, domains and priorities of intervention 
to be developed with ‘Roma population originating from other countries’ (Spanish 
Government, 2012, p. 28). These include: the application of the EU instruments such as 
the Free Movement and Anti-Discrimination directives; the educational support; mediation 
and social services; access to housing and so on.  
 
The inclusion of Roma migrants as a target group of pre-existing Gitano policies was 
ideologically supported by the progressive categorization of the ‘Romani people’ as such 
at the European level, that is, as a pan-European quasi-national group (Sigona & Trehan, 
2009). Nevertheless, it shall not be underestimated the real need to give a broader policy 
response to the freedom of movement of mostly socio-economically marginalized Roma 
from the new EU countries. Consequently, during the last years, several regional specific 
policies on Spanish Gitanos started to partially or entirely incorporate Roma migrants from 
other EU Member States as target population of their actions. This is for example the case 
of the Comprehensive Plans for the Roma People in Catalonia (Generalitat de Catalunya, 
2006, 2008), the Comprehensive Plan for the Navarrese Roma Population (Gobierno de 
Navarra, 2011), and the Basque Plans for Fully Promoting and Bringing About Social 
Participation of the Roma (Gobierno Vasco, 2005, 2008).  

3.2.1 Integral Plan for the Andalusian Gitano Community and the 

successive Gitano-specific calls for grants  

The first Regional Plan for Gitanos is the 1997-2000 Integral Plan for the Andalusian 
Gitano Community [Plan Integral para la Comunidad Gitana de Andalucía]. It contemplates 
five general objectives to be reached through the execution of 67 actions, distributed in 
seven areas of interventions (in this order): Housing, Education, Employment, Healthcare, 
Social Services, Gender, and Culture. In 2002 the implementation of the Plan was 
prolonged through the creation of a new budgetary application and a public call for grants 
to local administrations and non-profit organizations for the execution of projects targeted 
to the Gitano population in Andalusia. These projects are financed by the Andalusian 
Department for Equality and Welfare, with the support of the National Plan for Roma 
Development. Between 2002 and 2011 the overall public expenditure for these calls for 
grants fluctuated between 1,8 Million and 3,3 Million per year.  
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The 1997-2000 Andalusian Plan was designed when both the official recognition of the 
Roma as a trans-national population, and the international mobility of Roma from other EU 
countries were about to begin. So, any reference is made to ‘Roma migrants’. 
Nonetheless, it could be expected that the next Gitano-specific calls for grants may have 
targeted this population, following the trend to include ‘Roma migrants’ in the work with 
‘national Roma’. Nonetheless, exploratory interviews realized in the framework of the 
REdHNET project with the receivers of these grants, show that in 2012 and 2013 any of 
the financed projects has specifically targeted ‘Roma migrants’. Contacted organizations 
mainly declared that Roma migrants might be beneficiaries of these projects, but ‘as 
individual’ and ‘by chance’.  

3.2.2 Basque Plans for Fully Promoting and Bringing About Social 

Participation of the Gitanos  

Taking stock of the unequal situation of the Gitano population in the Basque Country, in 
comparison to the rest of the Basque population, in 2003 the Basque Department for 
Housing and Social Affairs boosted the creation of a Council for the Integral Promotion and 
the Social Participation of the Gitano Population in the Basque Country [Consejo para la 
promoción integral y participación social del Pueblo Gitano en el País Vasco] (Gobierno 
Vasco, 2003). Among other activities, this organ was responsible for the drafting of the first 
2004-2007 Basque Plans for Fully Promoting and Bringing About Social Participation of 
the Roma [Plan Vasco para la Promoción Integral y Participación Social del Pueblo 
Gitano], and was made responsible for its general coordination as well as for the 
implementation of numerous measures. The 2004-2007 Plan envisaged five general 
objectives and 28 specific objectives to be reached through the execution of 91 actions, 
distributed in eight areas of intervention, namely (in this order): Culture, Social 
Participation and Co-Existence, Education, Social Affairs, Integration and Employment, 
Health, Housing, Justice and Public Administrations (Gobierno Vasco, 2005).  
 
The need to strengthen the commitment and to give continuity the previous experience 
resulted in the Plan being prolonged for the period 2008-2011. The structure of the second 
edition of the Basque Plan appears to ensure a more efficient implementation of the 
measures proposed. Three main strategic lines encompassing 13 strategic objectives are 
defined. The 80 actions envisaged by the Plan are distributed among 29 action lines, and 
are assigned with a range of priority (strategic, normal, low), a method of implementation 
(pilot or experimental), and responsible institutions. The role of the Council decreased, in 
favour of a more complex distribution of competences among Basque Departments and 
General Directorates, Provincial and Municipal Councils, as well as Gitano Associations 
(Gobierno Vasco, 2008). 
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With respect to the immigration of Roma from other EU countries, the 2004-2007 Basque 
Plan shows certain hesitancy. Its introduction considers the need to take into account “the 
increase in the immigration of Roma people, their relationship with the native Roma 
community and, generally speaking, their situation” (Gobierno Vasco, 2005, p. 276). In 
spite of these and similar statements – and although reference to the Roma as a 
transnational population is indirectly made in relation to the common language (Gobierno 
Vasco, 2005, p. 279) – the first Plan does not really target the Roma population from other 
EU countries.  
 
The 2008-2011 Plan offers a certain change of approach vis-à-vis the opportunity to target 
the Roma from other EU countries. Through action 50, for the support of surveys on the 
Portuguese and Romanian Roma (Gobierno Vasco, 2008, p. 57), the Plan clearly 
recognizes the need to better know these groups, before incorporating them a priori as 
target population of specific actions. For that reason, the Analysis of the Gitano Population 
living in the Basque Country, which introduces the Plan and defines its target, uniquely 
refers to the descendent of the Gitano families emigrated from Castile and Andalusia 
between the beginning of the XX century until the 1960s. The Erromintxelas Gitanos, the 
Portuguese Cigános and the Romanian Roma are explicitly excluded (Gobierno Vasco, 
2008, p. 4). Nonetheless, there are two actions that do not explicitly refer to Roma from 
other EU countries, but – due to the involvement of the Basque Directorate of Immigration 
– could be connected with the intervention with this population. Action 74 supports the 
incorporation of the Gitano/Roma culture in initiatives (conferences, seminaries, etc.) 
related to the promotion of pluralism and interculturality (Gobierno Vasco, 2008, p. 69). 
Action 78 envisages the realization of awareness raising campaigns addressed to labour 
unions, business and neighbourhoods organizations (Gobierno Vasco, 2008, p. 71). In any 
case, each of the action explicitly or supposedly related to the Roma from other EU 
countries are assigned with ‘low’ priority. 

3.2.3 Comprehensive Plan for the Attention to the Roma Population in 

Navarra 

The proposal for the elaboration of a Comprehensive Plan for the Gitano Population in 
Navarra was formulated for the first time by the 2008-2012 Strategic Plan for Social 
Services in Navarra. The aim of the Comprehensive Plan is to ensure the equal access to 
ordinary resources to the Gitano population, through the adaptation of the existent 
services to the need of this population, as well as the design of specific programs aimed to 
compensate this situation of disadvantage (Gobierno de Navarra, 2011, p. 17). Its 
principles, objectives, actions, and indicators of the Plan resulted from a participated 
process of elaboration, which involved the representatives of the Regional Departments as 
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well as the Gitano associations (Gobierno de Navarra, 2011, p. 11). 19 Also, the design of 
the Plan is based on a diagnostic study on the characteristics of the Gitano population in 
Navarra, which also constitutes an introduction to the Plan.   
 
The diagnostic study recognizes the increasing immigration flows of Roma from Eastern to 
Western European countries as one of the main causes of the Europeanization of the 
‘Roma issue’ (Gobierno de Navarra, 2011, p. 15). Based on this, and differently from the 
Basque Country, the Navarrese Plan explicitly incorporates both the transmontana Gitanos 
and the Eastern European Roma population (especially from Romania) among the target 
of its actions (Gobierno de Navarra, 2011, p. 23). In particular, the “increasing number of 
immigrant Roma living in a conditions of important social exclusion” (Gobierno de Navarra, 
2011, p. 77) is listed among the situations to be addressed.  
 
In support of this approach, both Romanian Roma and Portuguese Ciganos are mentioned 
among the beneficiaries of a successful housing programme targeted in practice to 
Gitanos (Gobierno de Navarra, 2011, p. 37). In opposition to this conforming information – 
that positively links the work with Roma from other EU countries with the work for Gitanos 
– there is still the missed recognition at an official level of the ‘immigrant Roma’ as part of 
the ‘national Roma’. This problem is clear with respect to the collection of data on the 
ethnic origin of the beneficiaries of the basic income: Spanish Gitanos are recognized as 
such, while Roma from other EU countries are registered and consequently handled as 
‘immigrant population’ (Gobierno de Navarra, 2011, pp. 55, 56). This detail probably 
reveals the conceptual and administrative difficulties that may derive from incorporating 
Roma from other EU countries in policy measures for Gitanos.  
 

                                            
19 The Gitano associations which participated to the design of the Plan are: La Majarí Association, San 
Fermín de los Gitanos Association, La Romaní Association, Gaz Kalo Federation, Fundación Secretariado 
(Gobierno de Navarra, 2011, p. 5)  
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3.3 ‘Roma migrants’ in the Comprehensive Plans for the Roma 

People in Catalonia. An inedited study by the FAGiC and the 

EMIGRA Research Group (UAB) 20 

One of the most relevant regional experiences of inclusion of ‘Roma migrants’ in a broader 
policy measure for Spanish Gitanos is the case of Catalonia. Here, the official recognition 
of the Gitano identity and culture as part of the Catalan society in 2001 (Parlament de 
Catalunya, 2001) culminated in the approval of the 2005-2008 Comprehensive Plan for the 
Roma People in Catalonia (Generalitat de Catalunya, 2006), successively prolonged by 
the 2009-2013 Comprehensive Plan for the Roma People in Catalonia (Generalitat de 
Catalunya, 2008). Both Plans involved the work of coordination of different departments of 
the Catalan Government. Their objective was to combat the situation of inequality suffered 
by the Gitano population in Catalonia, in order to put them on the same socio-cultural and 
economic level as the rest of Catalan society, of which they form part, and at the same 
time to promote and recognize the distinctive features of their culture. The annual budget 
for the first Plan was 2,5 Million euro annually, and was increased to 3,5 Million euro 
annually for the period 2009-2013. The current plan covers 106 actions in 16 thematic 
areas. It involves 13 different Catalan Ministries and 10 sectorial working groups. In order 
to guarantee the active involvement in all stages of work, the Plan invited Gitano 
representatives and NGOs to participate in the different working groups as well as to form 
part of the Advisory Board (Bereményi et al., 2014). 
 
Both Plans move from the understanding of the Roma as a trans-European population 
“equivalent to the term Roma in the European area” (Generalitat de Catalunya, 2008, p. 
266). 21 This decision represents the conceptual condition for the design of actions also 
addressed to the Roma from other EU Member States. During the realization of a prior 
diagnostic study (Fundació Pere Tarrés, 2005), the specific situation of non-Spanish Roma 
– such as Romanian Roma and Portuguese Cigános – was also approached. Then, the 
increasing attention of the media for ‘Roma migrants’ and the lack of sufficient information 
on these groups convinced the Catalan Department for Welfare and Family (in charge for 
the design of the Plan) to commission a complementary study approaching the specific 
situation of the ‘Eastern European Roma in Catalonia’ (Vincle, 2006). 

                                            
20 The data presented in this chapter result from an inedited minor study realized by the author of this 
chapter and the EMIGRA research group of the Autonomous University of Barcelona alongside the work for 
the evaluation of the Comprehensive Plan for the Gitano Population in Catalonia. This research project was 
funded by the Open Society Roma Initiative and culminated in the publishing of the report Lost in Action? 
Evaluating the 6 years of the Comprehensive Plan for the Gitano Population in Catalonia (Bereményi & 
Mirga, 2012). The project was coordinated by the EMIGRA Research Group and the Federació 
d'Associacions Gitanes de Catalunya (FAGiC) [Federation of the Catalan Gitano Associations]. 
21  That is, “as an umbrella which includes groups of people who have more or less similar cultural 
characteristics, such as Sinti, Travellers, Kalé, Gens du voyage, etc.” (Council of Europe, 2012). 
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The 2005-2008 Plan incorporates this on-going study among the actions to be realized. 
For now, the presence of ‘Eastern European Roma’ in Catalonia is considered just in terms 
of an opportunity for Gitanos to recover the romaní language. At this scope, three actions 
were designed. They envisaged the recruitment of 'Roma people from Eastern Europe' as 
Romani teachers, lecturers and external experts for courses of romanes (Generalitat de 
Catalunya, 2006). We have to wait the next Plan to see the specific needs of ‘Roma 
migrants’ targeted.  
 
The successive 2009-2013 Plan finally incorporates the recommendations of the 
complementary study, adopting an approach more oriented to the social intervention. On 
the one hand, the incorporation of ‘Roma from Eastern European countries’ or ‘Roma 
population of immigrant origin’ is understand as a transversal issue, that must be 
considered in the implementation of all measures (2008, p. 331). On the other hand, the 
Plan contemplates nine actions explicitly targeted to these groups: 

 
Action 6 Set up a circuit to redirect emergency situations concerning the arrival 

of the Roma population from Eastern European countries. 

Action 7 Support actions for the social cohesion and the management of public 
space in the framework of the ordinary calls for grants to local 
administrations and the Plan for Citizenship and Immigration. 

Actions 8, 51 Support to the socio-cultural integration of the collective of minors of 
immigrant origin and their families; 22 

Action 9 Design specific measures for minors of immigrant origin who have 
been attended within the protection circuit of the Directorate for 
Childhood and Adolescence (DGAIA), in order to boost the educational 
and/or family intervention. 

Action 13 Coordinate an Interdepartmental Committee for the intervention with 
Roma people from Eastern European countries. 

Action 37 Organize training activities for public servants to get acquainted with 
the Roma people from Eastern European countries. 

Action 39 Provide schools with ‘insertion workers’ for the promotion of schooling 
for Roma pupils from Eastern European countries. 

Action 81 Support to the organisations and groups, working for the participation 

                                            
22 Action 8 and 51 coincide, with the exception of the Department responsible for their execution. Action 8 is 
executed by the Directorate for Childhood and Adolescence. Action 51 is executed by the Department of 
Education.   



 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
42 

of the Roma population, taking into account the migration issue and the 
social cohesion, in the framework of the ordinary calls for grants to no-
profit organizations and the Plan for Citizenship and Immigration. 

3.3.1 The principle to incorporate Roma from other EU countries. A 

good practice itself? 

The incorporation of ‘Roma migrants’ in both 2005-2008 and 2009-2013 Integral Plans for 
Roma People in Catalonia did not passed unnoticed. In 2009 the first Comprehensive Plan 
for the Roma Population in Catalonia was enthusiastically mentioned by the Fundamental 
Rights Agency as an “uniquely good practice in itself” (2009c, p. 8). Several FRA reports 
(Fundamental Rights Agency, 2009b, 2009c, 2009d) describe the Catalan Plans as 'good 
practice models' in terms of strategic planning by a regional government for Roma 
inclusion, due to the principle of including and targeting Roma citizens coming from other 
EU countries within broader social inclusion measures (Fundamental Rights Agency, 
2009b, p. 67, 2009c, p. 8).  
 

“The lesson is that where broad social integration measures for national Roma are 
implemented, Roma from other Member States are likely to benefit. Within this 
broader framework the inclusion of Roma from other Member States in the Catalan 
Plan is the best example of good practice at regional level” (Fundamental Rights 
Agency, 2009c, p. 9). 

 
However, the idea that the Catalan Plan “could prove to be a model of effective regional 
intervention” (Fundamental Rights Agency, 2009b, pp. 64, 65) was not scientifically 
grounded. At that time, the Agency did not have sufficient data for assessing the impact of 
this approach. All disposable information on the Catalan Plans were limited to the positive 
representations offered during the OCSE 'Supplementary Human Dimension Meeting' by 
an official of the Catalan Ministry of Governance and Public Administrations (OSCE, 2008, 
pp. 10, 26). In spite of that, it was proclaimed the need for similar strategic planning in 
response to the freedom of movement of Roma from the new EU countries (Fundamental 
Rights Agency, 2009c, p. 9). But how can a principle be a good practice?  
 
According to an inedited minor study realized by the EMIGRA research group alongside 
the work for the evaluation of the 6 years of the Comprehensive Plan for the Gitano 
Population in Catalonia (Bereményi & Mirga, 2012), the “explicit integration of the 
concerns of Roma from other Member States into strategic regional government policy on 
Roma” praised by the Fundamental Rights Agency (2009c, p. 9) represents one of the less 
successful aspects of the Catalan Plans. As anticipated by the authors of the report of 
evaluation:  
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“[The Catalan Plan] leaves out of scope the complex issue of the immigrant Roma 
population, and it offers almost no coverage for this growing population, neither in 
the form of specific measures nor in the form of participation in consultative and 
decision-making organs” (Bereményi & Mirga, 2012, p. 136). 

 
We can identify three elements which contributed to the failure of the Catalan Plans in 
addressing the issue of Roma migrants, both through a transversal perspective and 
through the development of specific actions. First, the interest for targeting the ‘Roma 
migrants’ was clearly based on the fear of a Romanian Roma invasion, rather than a 
supposed pan-European Roma identity. Second, the Plans do not really propose 
innovative actions, and do not even allocate new or larger financial resources for their 
implementations, but rather, they recollect those policies explicitly addressed to Romanian 
Roma and already assigned to each Department. Third, the Gitano representatives joining 
the committees and organs created by the Plans did not recognize in practice the ‘other’ 
Roma as a transversal target population of ‘their’ Plan.  

3.3.2 The fear of the Roma invasion  

One of the lines of actions of the Plans responded to the fear of the immigrant potential of 
the Roma living in the future Member States (Vincle, 2006, pp. 6, 13, 155). The same 
ambiguity of terms used to refer to this population in both Comprehensive Plans and prior 
studies (such as ‘Roma from Eastern European countries’ or ‘Roma population of 
immigrant origin’) was justified by the idea that “both the globalization process and the EU 
enlargement will encourage Roma immigration also from other Eastern European 
countries” (Vincle, 2006, p. 14). At this scope, the study on the ‘Eastern European Roma in 
Catalonia’ was asked to “anticipate measures, resources and working paths' to face the 
future arrivals” (Vincle, 2006, p. 6). In general terms, we can argue that the understanding 
of the Roma 'as a transnational population' and consequently the successive inclusion of 
Roma other European countries in the Catalan Plans could be interpreted as a way to 
camouflage the 'fear of the Eastern European Roma invasion' in the frame of positive 
intervention policies originally addressed to Spanish Gitanos. 
 

“Although [Roma] migration is expected to become more important within two or 
three years, we are noticing the significant presence of Roma people from the East 
in our cities. Although the Roma from Eastern Europe present a different situation 
and different cultural traits compared to the autochthonous Roma, they belong to 
the same people. Therefore, they should be included in the Integral Plan for the 
Roma People in Catalonia” (Vincle, 2006, p. 6). 
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During the writing of the 2009-2013 Comprehensive Plan, the fear that Eastern European 
Roma expelled form France and Italy would end up in Spain, convinced the legislator to 
integrate this particular historical conjuncture in the second Plan, through action 6 and 13 
(Bereményi & Mirga, 2012, p. 133). The idea to create a 'circuit to redirect emergency 
situations concerning the arrival of the Roma population from Eastern European countries' 
(action 6) originates from the demand, issued in 2007 by the Fundación Secretariado to 
Catalan authorities, to carry out social interventions in a shantytown inhabited by 
Romanian Roma near Sant Adría, a satellite town of Barcelona. In 2008 the Directorate for 
Immigration assumed the responsibility for this situation and decided to approach the issue 
from a broader perspective. An interdepartmental meeting as well as an inter-
administrative coordination board involving technicians and politicians of the municipalities 
of Moncada, Badalona, Santa Coloma and Sant Adría were organized (and then included 
under action 13). The idea was to regulate the very heterogeneous and contradicting 
practices of the local administrations vis-à-vis the intervention with Roma migrants living in 
the illegal encampments of these municipalities. In fact, regular evictions carried out by 
each local administration were postponing and moving the ‘Roma issue’ from one 
municipality to the other, in a circle without end. Far from finding a solution, the pre-
existing fear of the local administrations for a ‘Romanian Roma invasion' was nourished by 
the populist and anti-Roma policies carried out by the Italian and French governments 
between 2007 and 2009. In this context, the original intentions of the Fundación 
Secretariado Gitano get frustrated, while ‘local policy protocol’ elaborated by the inter-
administrative coordination board turned into a defensive administrative tool. 

3.3.3 New Plan, old practices and the ‘creative’ financing 

As mentioned, the Plans do not really propose innovative actions, and do not even 
allocate new or larger financial resources for their implementations, but rather, they 
recollect those policies explicitly addressed to Romanian Roma and already assigned to 
each Department. This is especially the case of the 2009-2013 Plan, which includes the 
largest number of specific actions targeted to ‘Roma migrants’. If we look at these 
measures, we will notice that, in most cases, either they do not suppose any financial 
expenditure (such as the abovementioned actions 6 and 13), or they were already funded 
under the 2009-2012 Catalan Plan for Citizenship and Immigration. 23 
 
This is the case of actions 7 and 81, which address the financial support to initiatives in the 
area of social cohesion, participation and management of public space in the framework of 
the already existent calls for grants to local administrations and no-profit organizations. 

                                            
23 The figures that we recollected until now show this equivalence only for the year 2009. In spite of that, we 
assume that these ‘copy-paste’ dynamics are more the norm that the exception.  
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They reproduce the strategic objectives 11.1 and 12.2 of the 2009-2012 Plan for 
Citizenship and Immigration (Generalitat de Catalunya, 2010, pp. 140, 143). Also, actions 
8 and 9 approaching the educative and socio-cultural inclusion of Romanian Roma minors 
find their correspondence in the “Comprehensive Action Programme for Romanian Roma 
minors in Catalonia”, funded under the 2009-2012 Plan for Citizenship and Immigration 
with 30,000 euros for the year 2009 (Generalitat de Catalunya, 2010, p. 156). Similarly, 
action 37 on the training activities on Roma migrants has been already financed with about 
10,000 euros in 2009, under the 2009-2012 Plan for Citizenship and Immigration 
(Generalitat de Catalunya, 2010, p. 135). 24 On top of that, it was a real fiasco, due to a 
very low rate of participation of the public servants this action was addressed to. Finally, 
also action 39 2.2 for the educational promotion of Roma pupils from Eastern European 
countries was funded in 2009 with 26,000 euros, under the 2009-2012 Plan for Citizenship 
and Immigration (Generalitat de Catalunya, 2010, p. 118).  
 
These figures call the attention on the ambiguity characterizing the financial aspects of the 
2009-2013 Comprehensive Plan, and reveal some shortcomings related to the budgetary 
allocation assigned to the intervention with Roma migrants. This topic is made relevant by 
the same Plan, which points out the amount of budget spent for the actions targeted to 
‘Roma from other European countries’ among the quantitative evaluation indicators that 
serve to assess whether the principle of 'the Roma population as a transnational 
population' has been properly incorporated in the Plan (Generalitat de Catalunya, 2008, 
pp. 331, 334).  
 
The 2009-2013 Comprehensive Plan gives direct information on the budgetary allocation 
of six of the nine actions targeted to Roma migrants. Four of them (actions 6, 7, 37, 81) 
are attributed to the Directorate for Immigration and are provided with just 8,000 euros per 
year (Generalitat de Catalunya, 2008, p. 338). Nonetheless, it is not clear for what has 
been spent that money, since these actions were already funded under the 2009-2012 
Plan for Citizenship and Immigration, or simply consisted in meetings among public 
servants, which are not supposed to be extra-paid. The other two actions (8 and 9) are 
attributed to Directorate for Childhood and Adolescence and are were provided with about 
46,500 euros per year (Generalitat de Catalunya, 2008, p. 338). Nonetheless they were 
already funded with 30,000 euros under the 2009-2012 Plan for Citizenship and 
Immigration.  
 

                                            
24 The full range of training courses, seminars and workshops (12 events) funded by the 2009-2012 Plan for 
Citizenship and Immigration had a budgetary allocation of 139,300 euros, that is, about 11,600 euros for 
each event (Generalitat de Catalunya, 2010, p. 135). 
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Information recollected for this study traced back the amount of money spent for other two 
actions for Roma migrants in 2009. 25 As mentioned above, in 2009 the Department for 
Education awards 26,000 euros to the Fundación Secretariado Gitano. This contribution 
served to subcontract one ‘educational promoter’ for Roma migrant pupils under action 39 
of the 2009-2013 Comprehensive Plan, and was also supported with 2,500 euros by the 
Directorate for Immigration. Other 14,000 euros were assigned to the Secretariado for the 
recruitment of a Romanian Roma mediator under action 11 of the Plan (Bereményi & 
Mirga, 2012, p. 96). Both employees join the team of 'Eastern European Roma 
Programme' autonomously set up by the Secretariado in order to ensure the educational 
inclusion of Roma migrant children. The financial amount of the entire Programme is about 
116,000 euros per year. In 2012 the Programme it included four workers, operating with 
about 110 pupils in 18 schools that demanded the service in the urban area of Barcelona 
and its satellite town of Santa Coloma. Between 2006 and 2013 about 300 Roma children 
and their families were attended (Tiradani, 2013). As anticipated by Bereményi & Mirga 
(2012, pp. 82, 133), the Plan did not contribute in any way to the educational promotion of 
‘Roma migrants’. In fact, the incorporation of the ‘Eastern European Roma Programme’ of 
the Secretariado into the Plan did not suppose neither an increment of the budgetary 
resource nor an extension of its geographical implementation.  
 
In general terms, considering the lack of data on the project for Roma migrants financed 
under the call for grants to local administration and non-profit administration contemplated 
under actions 7 and 81, the esteemed budgetary allocation assigned to the intervention 
with Roma migrants in 2009 Comprehensive Plan for the Roma People in Catalonia 
fluctuates between 83,000 euros and 104,000 euros in 2009, over a total declared 
expenditures of about 4,250 Millions of euros per year (Bereményi & Mirga, 2012, p. 120). 

3.3.4 Ours first!  

The incorporation of Roma form other EU Member States in a broader social inclusion 
plan for ‘national Roma’ sounds great. Nonetheless, at a local level this approach shows 
deep weaknesses related to the building of a pan-European Romani identity. 
 
The inclusion of Roma migrants as a target group of the Catalan Gitano policies was 
generated from above, and was successively opposed in practice. These organs set up by 
the Plans have never included any immigrant Roma individual in its consultative and 
                                            
25  We have no data on the budgetary allocation of resting two actions of the nine targeted to ‘Roma 
migrants’. Nonetheless, we suppose that the creation of an “Interdepartmental Committee” (action 13) did 
not supposed any extra expenditure (it was one meting among General Directors); While the support to the 
socio-cultural integration of the collective of minors of immigrant origin and their families (action 51) has been 
probably understand by the Department of Education responsible for it, as linked with action 39, 2.2. 
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decision-making process. The main underlying claim was the lack of Roma association, 
but it was not a reasonable answer, since several Gitano and pro-Gitano organizations 
employed or collaborated with immigrant Roma experts (Bereményi & Mirga, 2012, p. 
134). What actually happened is that the Gitano representatives joining the organs created 
by the Plans did not recognize in the ‘other’ Roma as a transversal target population of 
‘their’ Plan.  
 
A 'Commission on the Eastern European Roma' was created in 2008, but it just assembled 
a couple of times. Then, following the approach of the 2009-2013 Plan, it was decided to 
approach the issue of Roma migrants transversally, in the Interdepartmental Commission 
and the sectorial working groups. This decision impeded, rather than encourage, the 
incorporation of Roma migrants as a target of each action of the Plan. This refusal to 
address the situation of the Roma migrants reflects into the implementation of many 
actions. For example, despite the transversal character of the Roma immigration “only 
seldom did the socio-cultural mediators or community mediators attend problems related 
to the immigrant Roma communities” (Bereményi & Mirga, 2012, p. 96). 
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4. Roma migration and the NRIS in Italy 

 
Laura Bianconi (OASI)  

4.1 Political and Ideological Context  

As regards the political-ideological context vis-à-vis ‘Roma migrants’ in Italy, 26 one of the 
main problems is the absence of reliable data. It entails considerable difficulties in several 
respects, as in focusing the problems, in developing appropriate policy responses as well 
in making the best use of resources (Open Society Foundations, 2010). 27 Furthermore, a 
better knowledge about the Roma groups is needed to break the vicious circle of 
ignorance and prejudice that characterizes the Italian situation.   
 
The number of both Italians and (registered) migrant Roma in Italy is estimated between 
110,000 and 180,000 and represents about the 0,25% of the total population, with an 
important percentage of minors (Council of Europe, 2013). The Roma are to be found in 
Italy since the 15th century. Then, the most important migration has started in the 1960s, 
from the former Yugoslavia, and it has intensified in the 1990s. In the last ten years, the 
Roma population, primarily from Romania and Bulgaria, have been migrating in increasing 
numbers to Italy, especially after the accession of those countries to the European Union 
(ERRC, 2009). According to the ‘Opera Nomadi’ office – which is the government body in 
charge of the issues related to Roma – about a half of Roma who reside in Italy are Italian 
citizens. In spite of that they are commonly perceived as migrants. For example, until now 
Roma have not been formally recognized as a linguistic minority in Italy (ERRC, 2012, p. 
11), although the Parliament is currently considering to modify this situation. 28 Even if this 
fundamental passage represents an important detail from the point of view of recognition, 
it is not sufficient to start social inclusion programs, since the condition of deprivation faced 
by the Roma and Sinti communities is independent of their position and legal status, as 
well as the risks of discrimination and exclusion that they live. At any rate, for Roma from 
other countries, there are many problems also in obtaining the stateless or refugee political 
status as well as the identity documents which compromise the possible application for 

                                            
26 As a means of simplification, these pages use the term ‘Roma’ as an all-encompassing, generic term, 
referring to all panorama of the diverse groups living in Italy, such as Sinti, Roma, Camminanti, etc., which 
are widely considered as belonging to the same ethnic group. The term ‘Roma migrants’ refers to the Roma 
groups from Romania and Bulgaria. 
27 According to the report No data-No progress (Open Society Foundations, 2010), the lack of data on the 
Roma community remains the biggest obstacle to assess the conditions of life and is a limit, for 
governments, to the implementation of appropriate policies and the ability to assess their impact. It is widely 
recognized that the Roma in Europe are underestimated (or not counted at all) in the official statistics, for 
example in national census. 
28 New proposal available at: http://english.camera.it/_dati/lavori/stampati/pdf/15PDL0033210.pdf. 
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citizenship. 

4.1.1 They are nomads. An answer without many questions 

In Italy there are widespread stereotypes hostile to the Roma based on ancient prejudices 
maintained from generation to generation. One of these even underpins the Italian 
government’s action against the Roma, i.e. the belief that they are ‘nomads’. Indeed, the 
approach of the Italian authorities toward the Roma groups is marked by their 
classification, and then their treatment, as ‘nomads’, although almost all the Roma in Italy 
are sedentary, and just 3% of them are itinerant (Senato della Repubblica Italiana, 2011).29 
Indeed, the term 'nomad' does not reflect an actual itinerant lifestyle; rather, it is 
symptomatic of a need to separate Roma from Italian mainstream culture by labelling them 
as ‘Others’. 
 
The description of the Roma as ‘nomads’ is used – in public action and political discourses 
– to segregate them through the policy approach based on their isolation in ‘nomads 
camps’, and also to strengthen the current idea that they are not Italian. It is not a case 
that the government office in charge of the issues related to Roma is called ‘Opera 
Nomadi’, Office for Nomad Affairs, and falls under the sphere of competence of the 
policies dealing with migration. Similarly, there are local administrative offices for ‘Nomads 
and Non-Europeans’ showing how also the Italian Roma are commonly perceived as 
foreigners by the Italian authorities, and how much these latter are impregnated of 
prejudices and stereotypes they carry from and toward the rest of the community (ERRC, 
2000). 
 
The ‘paradigm of nomadism’ is used, time after time, as a justification for excluding the 
Roma from the decision-making responsibilities normally accorded to adult human beings, 
to reduce them to an ‘infantile condition’, as only possible response to a polymorphous 
minority but thus reducing its characteristics and its uniqueness. Even the rights 
recognized to Roma refer to this invented category, ‘the nomads’. This implies that they 
can survive only in camps, isolated from Italian society. The ghetto has became a 
‘machine for the collective identity’ based on separation (Rossi, 2011). The physical 
separation between Roma and non-Roma in Italy is so strong to nearly leave all other 
aspects in the shade. Many other issues related to human rights would have other 

                                            
29 The term nomad is basically wrong, referring to, and generalizing, a lifestyle that is not a characterizing 
element of the Roma. In Italian social and political discourses this term substitutes the term gipsy and it is 
still commonly used also in political speeches. That’s why in the public discourse we usually find expression 
like “nomad emergency” or “nomad camp”. In addition to being a term fundamentally incorrect, it also implies 
a widespread and erroneous perception of the Roma attitudes. They are identified as nomad, so not 
belonging to any place. Consequently, they lose all rights attached to this belonging and, therefore, they 
could be expelled from anywhere. 
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proportions if the Roma were not ghettoized in camps or completely excluded from any 
other decent housing solution. The discussion on the right to education would be very 
different if the frequency of children was not hindered by physical separation from the 
educational institution. However, in Italy, the Roma condition of extreme segregation has 
overshadowed other problems faced by them. Putting aside the dramatic pitfalls of the 
segregation, the core of the matter comes to the foreground: they are victims of racism 
and discrimination. 
 
The Italian society and even the authorities themselves, therefore, push the Roma on the 
margins and impede their full inclusion. There is the rooted conviction, sometimes 
unconscious and implemented by ignorance, that ‘they are ‘different’. In most cases the 
Roma are just tolerated or unwelcomed, and recently racism and xenophobia are 
increasing. When the Italian authorities spend energy and resources for the Roma, in 
many cases it is not for inclusion and desegregation, but quite the opposite. Italy is the 
only country in Europe that promotes a system of ghettos, publicly organized and 
supported, with the aim of preventing the full participation of the Roma in the Italian life. In 
this regard, the general approach of the Italian authorities is inefficient. The legislation 
against racial discrimination does not provide adequate remedies. Institutional and 
administrative instances are reductive, as demonstrated by the housing solution proposed 
and built for the Roma that is exclusively the one of the ‘nomads camps’. The European 
Commission against Racism and Intolerance has recently concluded that in Italy there is 
no general legislation to combat racial or ethnic discrimination. 
 
The Roma are subject of multiple discriminations, they face the law and the rights from a 
position of disadvantage that is daily produced and that has become one of the nodes of 
their difficulties of an existence – resistance (Rossi, 2011). There are numerous stances 
and statements at all levels (media and political discourses) that stigmatize, condemn and 
incite against Roma communities that are shown up as the scapegoat of the city’s 
dangerousness. 30 The political debates about Roma are often related with this negative 
and stereotyped representation. There are cases of general hostilities degenerated in 
violent action against the Roma. Not infrequently it happens that a single case of illegal 
action (not necessarily proved) made by a Roma brings about a reaction against the whole 
Roma community. In some cases, politicians have been involved or have supported this 
kind of reactions (Frontiere News, 2011; Il Corriere del Veneto, 2009; Il Giornale, 2013; Il 
Manifesto, 2003a, 2003b; Italia, 2013; Zingari Oggi, 2011). These collective perceptions 
and representations, in addition to deny the plurality of Roma people, has determined a 

                                            
30 This is the case of the ordinances by which, in 2008, the Council of Ministers launched three assessments 
(3676, 3677, 3678) "to deal with the state of emergency in relation to nomad community settlements" that 
approach the issue in terms of public order, accepting the distortions already present with the ‘security pacts’ 
launched in Rome and Milan. 
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typical Italian practice that has brought to define Italy as ‘the country of the camps’ 
(Piasere, 2009).  
 
In its report ‘Antiziganismo 2.0’, the Italian NGO Associazione 21 Luglio (2013a) , sheds 
light on how the media and the political environment strongly contribute to divert the 
population's awareness and knowledge, thus creating situations of intolerance. Going into 
details, in fact, the report shows that every day, in Italy, there are 1.43 cases of incitement 
to hatred and discrimination against Roma and Sinti, mostly through statements of 
politicians spread by newspapers, websites and social networks. These episodes are, on 
the other hand, fuelled by 1.86 episodes of incorrect information per day, information able 
to create tziganism and to strengthen negative stereotypes against the Roma and Sinti. 
The effect of these stereotypes on the social and political structures is also evident 
considering that policy makers have developed ad hoc policies to support the effective 
exercise of the Roma people rights.  

4.1.2 From the creation the ‘nomads camps’ to the ‘Emergenza Nomadi’ 

In the early seventies, the ‘nomads camps’ have became a practice in Italy, but they 
represent a reality not practiced in other European countries. Between the late 1980s and 
early 1990s, ten Italian regions adopted laws ‘for the protection of nomadic cultures’ 
through the construction of segregated camps. This project made official the perception 
that all the Roma and the Sinti are nomads and that they can live only in isolated areas 
from the rest of Italian society. The result is that many Roma have been actually forced to 
live the repressive image of the Italians; the Italian authorities argue that their desire to live 
in real houses is not authentic thus relegating them in the camps (ERRC, 2000). 
 
The construction of the ‘nomad camps’ was, and still is, the main local policy towards the 
Roma groups. This choice soon has become a local and shared solution, but also the 
starting point for restricting freedoms and spaces accessible to Roma and Sinti, who have 
been relegated more and more to stay in 'allowed areas' which effectively exclude them 
from the social life. Moreover, these camps are made of settlements that are not planned 
for a long-term use. In general, they are located far away from city centres, close to 
industrial areas, with limited or missing services (electricity, water, etc.). Officially, the 
‘nomads camps’ are as ‘authorised’ or ‘equipped’ camps, and as ‘unauthorised’ or 
‘tolerated’ camps. Roma people often had to adapt their way of living to a western 
perception of them that matches to the current imaginary of ‘former nomad gypsies who 
are now located in the city’.  
 
The management of ‘equipped’ camps changes depending on the case, but it is always 
managed by an external entity, sub-contracted by local authorities. For Roma living in 



 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
52 

camps, some basic responsibilities are restricted, such as bringing children to school. 
They have also very little autonomy besides being subject to control. A research of the 
ERRC (2000) reported numerous cases in which the authorities have not given to Roma 
living in camps the permissions to improve their living conditions, for example by building 
homes. In this way a set of ‘Rights and Duties’ related to housing are denied, making them 
passive subjects. Camps just imply control, marginalization and ‘giving shelter’. 
 
Many Roma, who might have access to the private market, are de facto excluded from the 
rankings for the social housing allocation. In Italy, public housing is regulated at regional 
and municipal level. This leads to significant differences, particularly with respect to the 
criteria for establishing the priorities to be applied.  
 
In Rome, the municipality’s choice had have the effect, for over a decade, of excluding 
Roma families living in camps from the public housing. In 2000, local authorities decided to 
give priority to families legally evicted as a result of an administrative or judicial procedure. 
Although many Roma families have been evicted several times and are living in camps in 
appalling conditions, they have never been evicted through procedures ending with an 
administrative order or a judgment of a court which can demonstrate that they have lost 
their homes. This criterion rarely has concerned Roma families evicted from camps, thus 
representing an indirect discrimination against them. At the end of 2012, the criterion was 
amended to give priority to people who "dwell with their household in assembly centers, 
public dormitories or in any other facilities on a provisional basis provided by public bodies 
… since at least one year". The municipal government has, however, clarified that the 
modified criterion does not apply to Roma camp residents, therefore it ends up turning a 
indirectly discriminatory system in a deliberately and directly discriminatory one  (Amnesty 
International, 2013). 
 
In recent years, this situation has even worsened, due to housing interventions created 
under the so-called ‘State of Emergency’ or ‘Nomad Emergency’ Decree, established in 
the biggest regions (Lazio, Campania, Lombardy, Piedmont and Veneto) by the 
Berlusconi’s government in May 2008. This measure also involved the creation of special 
Commissioners in Rome, Milan and Naples. This Decree stated the suspension of human 
rights and fundamental freedoms and provided special state authorities with extraordinary 
powers, such as: monitoring camps, conducting censuses of persons resident in camps 
(including minors), taking photos and requesting documents to identify and record 
residents, expelling persons with irregular status from camps, displacing persons to 
formally monitored camps and carrying out forced evictions of informal settlements 
(ERRC, 2012). Furthermore, this alleged emergency brought a season of continuous and 
systematic evictions, that still goes on, carried out at any time of year, often destroying 
everything, without notice or offering alternative housing solutions to guarantee at least the 
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family unit. This logic of forced evictions rips apart each integration effort for the inclusion 
of Roma communities living in camps. 
 
In 2009 the Ministry of the Interior established a special fund, known as ‘Project Maroni’ 
(from the name of the Ministry), with a national budget of 100 million euros for “urgent 
action for the enhancement of urban safety and the protection of public order”. These 
funds were established in the framework of the State of Emergency, and used to 
implement all its activities ranging from census, monitoring and construction of new camps 
(ERRC, 2012). On November 16, 2011 the Council of State (a legal-administrative 
consultative body and ensures the legality of public administration in Italy) declared the 
illegality of the ‘Nomad Emergency’ with the Sentence no. 6050. By ending the State of 
Emergency, the Court of Cassation has definitely closed the book on what NGO 
Associazione 21 Luglio called “the darkest chapter in human rights violations for Italy”. 

4.1.3 Education or Segregation? 

The general segregationist policies towards Roma have a great impact also on their 
possibilities of education. Living in poor and marginalization conditions is definitely an 
obstacle to education. The frequent evictions of Roma unauthorized settlements is a big 
problem which implies, among other things, recurrent changes of school with serious 
consequences in education but also in the relationships with schoolmates. Sometimes, the 
open hostility against the Roma children integration in the schools also concerns the 
administrations, under the pretense that ‘nomad people’ should not be included in the 
‘Italian schools’ (Senato della Repubblica Italiana, 2011).  
 
In the 1970s, policy tried to address the education problems through the creation of 
special classes, only for (at that time Italian) Roma and Sinti children called ‘Lacio Drom’. 
The idea was to face their ‘specific’ difficulties and problems. This kind of policies – in 
addition to being segregationist and discriminatory – were also absolutely not functional, 
and were abandoned in the 1980s.   
 
Recently, there are policies aimed at improving the school attendance of Roma children. In 
2007, the document of the Ministry of Education ‘The Italian way for an intercultural school 
and the foreigners students integration’ (Ministero della Pubblica Istruzione, 2007) defines 
national guidelines for the reception and integration of children with different cultural 
origins, including Roma, Sinti and Caminanti (the so-called RSC group). The document 
recognizes the anti-ziganism as a specific form of racism that “intercultural education must 
counteract, through the knowledge of the Roma and Sinti history” (ibid, p. 16). 
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Minors' rights and possibilities of education are affected also by the camps policy. A report 
by the Associazione 21 Luglio (2011) on the school-bus provided by the municipality of 
Rome for the Roma children living in the camp of ‘Casilino 900’ shows how the attendance 
of these children was actually really lower compared to their schoolmates. Furthermore, 
this bus service increased the school mates' perception that Roma children were 
‘different’, thus intensifying the separation perceived between Roma and non-Roma 
children. Also, it took away the parents from their responsibilities, impeding their 
involvement in children's education, creating a separation between families and the school 
system.  
 
In recent years, many local administrations have started schooling projects together with 
NGOs and Roma associations. The success or failure of these policies is related with the 
kind of housing policies adopted (Senato della Repubblica Italiana, 2011). The creation of 
large and populous camps, often located in suburbs, doesn’t support the access of Roma 
children to school. 

4.2 The National Strategy for the Inclusion of Roma, Sinti and 

Camminanti 

In recent years we can see some important changes in the Italian policy regarding Roma 
people. The Final Report on the Status of the Roma, Sinti and Travellers (Senato della 
Repubblica Italiana, 2011), represents the political choice to analyse matters relating 
Roma people recognizing that many of the problems that occur now, stem from past 
perceptions and policies affecting them. Recently, Italy adopted the 2012-2020 National 
Strategy for the Inclusion of Roma, Sinti and Caminanti (UNAR, 2012). With this 
document, Italy has formally abandoned the definition of ‘Roma’ to refer to a supposedly 
homogeneous group characterized by nomadism, and has finally adopted the definition of 
‘Roma, Sinti and Travellers’ to refer to a group that is actually heterogeneous, and not 
made up of only Roma people, and not necessarily characterized by an itinerant lifestyle. 
 
The Strategy provides for measures to increase the capacity building of institutions and 
civil society aimed at the RSC social inclusion through the implementation of ‘Local Action 
Plans’. It also provides for a regional centers system to fight discrimination which will use a 
territorial points network managed by the Ufficio Nazionale Antidiscriminazioni Razziali 
(UNAR) for: detecting and taking charge of the phenomena of discrimination; reducing 
stereotypes with information campaigns; developing a model of community participation in 
national and local decision-making; involving institutional actors and the main 
associations. The Strategy also includes specific actions to increase education 
opportunities and it identifies as a priority the overcoming of the logic-emergency and large 
mono-ethnic settlements, finding participated solutions. 
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The document recognizes the lack of answers at the EU request in matter of Roma 
policies and the necessity to cease to deal the RSC phenomenon as an exclusively 
emergency issue but recognizing the importance to plan long and medium-term actions. In 
its strategy, Italy recognizes the 10 Common basic principles on Roma inclusion as a 
guide to define policies and to promote Roma rights. It also adopts the EU approach that 
considers the Roma situation as multi problematic because of discrimination, social 
exclusion and extreme poverty. These multiple and mutually reinforcing elements should 
be faced by developing policies at European and national level and affecting different 
sectors. The National Strategy defines its aim as following:  
 

“To promote equal treatment and social and economic inclusion of the RSC 
communities, while ensuring a lasting and sustainable improvement of their living 
conditions, making their accountability effective and permanent, as well as their 
participation in the social development, besides ensuring the enjoyment of 
citizenship-related rights, as envisaged in the Italian Constitution and international 
standards” (UNAR, 2012, p. 22). 

 
Therefore, the strategy recognizes the social role of the RSC and the importance of their 
involvement in the policies definition. 
 
The role of the regional and the local level is fundamental: their policies should be 
coordinated with the national orientation. The implementation of social inclusion policies 
for the RSC people is a responsibility of local Authorities but the Strategy also recognizes 
the fundamental importance to include a reference to the above governance model. This, 
to make the Strategy feasible, practically and effectively, while ensuring periodic 
verification in terms of assessment of the performance and monitoring of the objectives 
achieved. At the same time, development a systematic, consistent and accurate action to 
ensure the gradual rise of the different levels of capacity-building is also necessary 
(UNAR, 2012, p. 33).  
 
The first two-year phase of the Strategy plans preliminary actions aimed at ensuring the 
gradual inclusion of the RSC communities in the national socio-economic context. In this 
phase, a specific regional multi-sectorial task-force has to be programmed and tested 
(UNAR, 2012, p. 35). The Strategy plans the promotion of a permanent and integrated 
system of networks and territorial centers against all forms of discrimination. 
 
The Strategy notes the specifically problems of nationality and legal status recognition. A 
common problem of the Roma born in Italy and living in camps concerns the difficulties in 
obtaining the appropriate documentation attesting their continuous residence in Italy, 
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representing an obstacle in the acquisition of the Italian citizenship. It is recognized that 
there are specific problems and relevant differences between not Italian RSC with different 
legal status: RSC fled from non-EU countries, such as victims of internal conflicts or 
persecutions, who have access to the right to asylum or subsidiary protection or residence 
permit for humanitarian reasons; RSC who are citizens of other EU member state, 
submitted to the application of Community commitments; RSC effectively stateless, a 
political Status difficult to obtain; RSC non-EU citizens, who generally fall under the 
immigration rules. 
 
Necessary to consider that even the possession or acquisition of citizenship does not 
necessarily mean equality of rights and duties with other Italian citizens. The Strategy 
identifies the lack of recognition of the Roma, Sinti and Camminanti as a minority, through 
a specific national law, the central node for a true affirmation of their rights (UNAR, 2012, 
pp. 15–17). The Strategy deals with the issue of adopting ad hoc national legislation and 
establishes specific criteria for the effective protection of the RSC communities as a 
national minority. This recognition concerning the RSC communities is a part of a more 
comprehensive process of “cultural growth, which involves the society as whole”.  
 
The action of social and cultural mediation should put aside the charitable approach in 
order to acquire the necessary features to make these communities accountable, more 
representative and protagonists of the governing bodies at both national and local level, so 
as to break down prejudices and to portray a new image far from the usual stereotypes. 
 
The National Strategy should be integrated with information, communication and 
mediation of multi-dimensional and bi-directional nature (RSC community/ population), 
information and awareness raising campaigns and the promotion of networks made of 
Roma and Sinti linguistic-cultural mediators . 
 
The need for national legislation, including the Roma minority among those linguistically 
and culturally protected, it is still strongly supported by many stakeholders. According to 
Association July 21, the ratification and implementation of the "European Charter for 
Regional or Minority Languages", including the Roma and Sinti minority among the 
protected ones, could be a significant first step for the social inclusion of Roma and Sinti 
communities in Italy. It would be, in fact, an intervention directed to a minority with a history 
and a culture that are an integral part of Italian and European culture and not simply an 
intervention aimed at a socially marginalized group (Associazione 21 Luglio, 2013b). 
 
The Strategy makes explicit the need to tackle the risk of progressive depletion of memory, 
identity and cultural tradition of the RSC communities, by defining a specific focus on the 
younger generation so that the RSC youth are able to promote an autonomous and free 
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reworking of their history, as well as supporting the growth of a RSC generation who 
becomes protagonists of its own present (UNAR, 2012, p. 25). 
 
The Strategy comprehends four axes of intervention: education, employment, health and 
Housing, everyone with specific objectives. 

4.2.1 Education 

The Strategy considers the School as a fundamental tool of emancipation for children and 
youth RSC. Therefore, the increase in access to and participation in the educational 
system as well the increase in the educational levels, with particular reference to young 
people and women, is one of the main objectives of the Strategy. 
 
The Italian Strategy, recognizing the inadequate level of education among citizens with 
RSC origin and the lack of specific national program of reception and integration of 
children with RSC origin, aims to increase the quantity and the quality of educational 
opportunities and the number of RSC students enrolled in schools of all levels, by 
encouraging their attendance and academic success as well a full education. This regards 
also adults, with particular reference to women. 
The Strategy calls for the granting of scholarships to deserving students Roma and Sinti, 
interventions involving also RSC families and families of the area and actions aimed at 
fighting the “anti-Tziganism”. 31 
 
The Strategy defines a series of specific objective: the promotion of pre-schooling and 
schooling processes for RSC children, non-discriminatory access (enrolment, attendance, 
results) to all levels and the fight against school dropout of RSC children. It also fosters 
activating pathways and accompanying educational support through interventions such as: 
street outreach, support to the use of training/educational/cultural services aimed to the 
community (libraries, educational, recreational, sport centers, etc.) and personalized 
assistance to pupils with linguistic and/or learning difficulties (UNAR, 2012, p. 54). 
 
The Strategy links the effectiveness of interventions in favor of education and instruction of 
the RSC minors, but also regarding adults and especially women, to some considerations: 
 

                                            
31 “There is no specific national program of reception and integration exclusively aimed at students of RSC 
origin, although over the years have been developed significant experience in this regard From an initial 
focus on the simple enrollment and free school transport services, we have gone over the years and thanks 
to the role of associations and mediators in pathways of education aimed at enhancing teaching skills and 
experience with respect to the lesser and greater ability to involve parents in school life also” (UNAR, 2012, 
p. 30). 
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- The recognition of the heterogeneity of the RSC school population and the cultural 
diversity of the various groups 

- The importance of involving the RSC families in the educational proposals and in 
the entire integration process 

- A school planning, but also political and social, that recognizes the RSC as active 
and responsible people 

- The need that the adoption of individual approaches and the taking in charge of the 
subjects does not bring to the "ethnicization" of interventions and people to whom 
they are dedicated. 

4.2.2 Housing 

The housing is recognized as another central issue and the aim of the Italian strategy, in 
order to definitively overcome the emergency approaches and the policy of the mono-
ethnic settlements, is to increase the access to a wide range of housing solutions for RSC 
people, with a participatory approach (UNAR, 2012, p. 78). The camps are recognize as a 
place of relational and physical degradation of families and people of RSC, so it states 
that: 
 

“It is necessary to develop, starting from the awareness of the excessive use of 
evictions occurred in the past and its substantial inadequacy, start a new phase 
[based on] the cooperation between levels of government (local, regional and 
national) and among these, the associations representing the RSC Community and 
third sector organizations" (UNAR, 2012, p. 78). 

 
The Strategy highlights the need of shared solutions and the need "to include the transition 
from the camp to the house (or to the community or the so-called micro-areas)" within a 
complex and integrated pathway. The themes of work, education, and the interrelationship 
with community residents in the territory should be "integrated with each other, since the 
success of one depends on the proper functioning of the other" (UNAR, 2012, p. 79).  

 
"The success of actions in the schooling of children, for example, is influenced by 
interventions designed to support training and starting to work parents, the 
realization of which in turn is determined by their administrative regularization, and 
so on, in a virtuous cycle of social integration on the territory" (UNAR, 2012, p. 79). 

 
The strategy proposes different kinds of solution, among which the implementation of 
equipped micro-areas at family level. These ideas want to consider: 
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"The needs of families resident and non-RSC and the needs of families RSC, 
although sedentary and often for years residents in the municipalities of reference, 
wish to maintain a communal lifestyle in relation to the extended family. The micro-
areas, the needs of those who run traveling shows and make use of caravans, 
mobile homes and mobile homes used for habitation" (UNAR, 2012, p. 84).  

 
The Strategy also considers the probability that in a few years, the structure of micro-areas 
could be inadequate to meet the needs of people living and to sustain acceptable living 
standards. 
 
Finally, the Strategy emphasizes that in the planning of housing solutions, actions targeting 
the Roma should not exclude other groups that share similar socio-economic 
circumstances, which is also important in a multi-dimensional perspective. 
 
In March 2012, the European Commissioner responsible for evaluating the strategies 
presented by the member countries expressed skepticism, defining the Italian strategy 
lacking in substance. In particular, he noted the absence of concrete and quantifiable 
targets and effective monitoring mechanisms. In May, the European Commission 
published the first detailed assessment on the strategies presented. In the Commission 
paper, Italy is not reported as an example of good practice in any of the areas of focus and 
it is highlighted as only 12 member countries (among these there is no Italy) have clearly 
identified the sources of funding in their strategies. 
 
On 26 June 2013, the European Commission issued the second assessment on the 
national strategies and the emerging overall picture is disappointing, in particular, the 
slowness in creating the necessary preconditions is stressed (Associazione 21 Luglio, 
2013c). 
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5. Roma, Sinti and the NRIS in Austria 

 
Michael Förschner (Zentrum für Soziale Innovation) 

 
The Roma and Sinti population living in Austria is very heterogeneous. As can be taken 
from the graphic below, there are groups that came to Austria starting from the early 16th 
century until now. They have different geographical origin, different cultural and religious 
background, and different areas they live in within Austria. Their overall numbers can only 
be estimated, as many of the later migrants are registered according to their country of 
origin, and not as belonging to an ethnic group. According to the latest available data 
approximately 6,300 people indicted Romanes as their main language (Census 2001). But 
figures given by Roma organisations count up to 40,000 Roma people in Austria. Much of 
the difference might be attributable to the fact that more recent Roma immigrants gave 
either German or the main language of their country of origin as their first language. Since 
1993 Roma are recognised as ethnic group, and public funding supports their culture and 
language.  
 

Table 1: Demographic illustration of Roma in Austria (Medien-Servicestelle Neue ÖsterreicherInnen, 2012).   
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5.1 Roma and Sinti groups in Austria 

5.1.1 Austrian Roma of the province of Burgenland 

As in the neighbouring countries of Middle Europe (Slovakia, Hungary, and Slovenia), 
Roma have lived in the Eastern Austrian Province of Burgenland since the early 16th 
century. Many of them belong to the group of Lowara, which means ‘horse traders’ and 
originally used to work in the supply of the armies in the Austrian-Turkish wars of that time.  
 
Burgenland Roma experienced centuries of discrimination and oppression. The prohibition 
of mixed marriage, the forced re-settlement of their children in local communities, the 
interrelation between their way of life and the denied social and labour inclusion 
opportunities culminated in the exacerbation of racist ideology between World War I and II, 
and subsequently in the porajmos (Romani for holocaust) of the Nazi time. After World War 
II only 400 of the 7.000 Burgenland Roma survived the systematic killings of the Nazi 
Regime. But then they continued being discriminated again and their culture and houses 
destroyed.  
 
Today, there are in Austria between 3,000 and 5,000 Burgenland Roma. The majority of 
them live in their ‘historical’ around the Southern Burgenland city of Oberwart; others live 
in other parts of the Burgenland province, and also in the biggest Austrian cities of Austria.  

5.1.2 Roma inward migration during the last 50 years  

In connection with the search for additional (cheap) workers to support the economic 
upswing of the late sixties and early seventies onwards, Roma mainly from Western 
Balkan countries (former Yugoslavia and its follow-up states) came to work and live in 
Austria. They are typically not recognized specifically as Roma, but as a part of migrant 
groups from their countries of origin. Following employment opportunities, most of them 
settled in the Vienna area and in other major cities in Austria. Although the second and 
third generations are now born in Austria, this group is still considered as a new migrant 
minority. 
 
More complicated is the situation of new groups from Balkan and South-Eastern Europe 
entering the country on tourist visas (for non EU), working either illegally or betting on the 
streets. Although these groups are small, resentment against them is high, and various 
political actions have been taken to prohibit ‘aggressive begging’ from the streets in recent 
years. This is mainly an issue for Vienna and the other bigger cities of Austria.  
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Related to these groups, latest discussions show a rising fear of the so-called ‘social 
migration’, that is, the international mobility aimed at obtaining social provisions, health 
support and similar resources. This is often practiced towards to Middle European 
countries, typified by a traditionally robust Welfare State, included Austria. Data on this 
kind of migration is limited, and it does not focus explicitly on Roma people.  
 
The number of migrant Roma coming to Austria accounts only for a small portion of overall 
migration. In 2010, about 895,000 foreign citizens lived in Austria, which correspond to 
10.7% of the population. People with migration background, which includes all those 
people, whose parents were born in another country, number 1,468.000, which is 17.8% of 
the population. Of all the migrant groups, the biggest share still comes from former 
Yugoslavian states, while the largest single group is made of German, followed by Turkish 
citizens. Some 65,000 people are from Romania, while immigrants from Bulgaria are not 
amongst the 15 largest groups. Considering these figures, current Roma migration seems 
to constitute only a small amount of the overall migration phenomenon in Austria.  

5.2 Regional and National Policies for Roma in Austria 

The heterogeneity of the Roma population in Austria marks the basic orientation of the 
National Roma Integration Strategy (Austrian Federal Chancellery, 2011): Roma have 
been in Austria for almost five centuries and are therefore an Austrian ethnic group. In the 
last five decades a new wave of Roma entered the country as part of major labour 
migration flows. Numbers of travellers are small in comparison to other countries. 32The 
major reasons for disadvantages are seen as stemming from the inter-related topics of 
“educational attainment, professional and social anchorage, and thus integration” (Austrian 
Federal Chancellery, 2011). In accordance with the general political approach towards 
disadvantages groups, priority is given to needs-based support; and this is given to all 
disadvantaged and marginalised groups on the basis of self-integration into society. Main 
areas of intervention are seen in education, employment, housing, and health. The need 
for a universal positive environment and appraisal is underlined (ibid). 
 
The Austrian Roma Integration Strategy is based on the Austrian constitutional law (B-VG), 
which defines that the country avows its historical multitude of languages and cultures as 
represented by the autochthone ethnic groups, and recognizes, safeguards, and 
subsidises its continuity (Article 8.2 B-VG). The 1976 Law on Ethnic Groups 
(Volksgruppengesetz, BGBl. Nr. 396/1976 idF BGBl. I Nr. 46/2011) already defined specific 

                                            
32 As a means of simplification – and according to the Austrian National Roma Integration Strategy – this 
chapter uses the term ‘Roma’ as an all-encompassing, generic term, referring to all panorama of the diverse 
groups living in Austria described in Table 1. 
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measure to support these objectives, and was successively reinforced by the Law on Anti-
discrimination (BGBl. I Nr. 66/2004 idF BGBl. I Nr. 7/2011).  
 
Regarding funding opportunities for Roma and Sinti organization, these can participate to 
calls which are relevant to their specific situation, but usually no reference is made to their 
ethnic background. For example, if they face problems of labour market integration due to 
a lack of educational or skills attainment, they are able to participate in the relevant 
measures because of this labour market issue without any specific reference to being 
Roma (or member of another minority).  
 
Thus, no specific data is available except for a few single measures specifically targeted to 
Roma. Also for the new programming period, the necessity to concentrate funds on a 
limited number of priorities makes it unlikely that a specific line for Roma will be 
established in the documents. Funding visibly targeted to Roma is mainly concentrated on 
cultural and sportive events, and also on bilingual youth integration measures. 
 
Table 2: Funding of Associations of Roma in Austria in 2009 (Austrian Federal Chancellery, 2011, p. 8). 

Roma  Associations  Funding  
ROMANO CENTRO – Roma Association (Vienna)  157,600 euros 
Verein Roma-Service (Burgenland)  112,000 euros 
ROMA – Association supporting Roma (Burgenland)  44,520 euros 
Kulturverein österreichischer Roma – Dokumentation- and 
Information-Centre (Vienna)  

43,000 euros 

Ketani – Association for  Sinti and Roma (Upper Austria)  23,500 euros 
Diözese Eisenstadt – Referat for Ethinc groups 
(Burgenland)  

900 euros 

Overall  385,020   

5.2.1 Education 

Education is the key to integration into the labour market. In principle the Austrian 
approach to education is non-discriminatory and funding and support is available to those 
who need it. It is well documented, though, that education attainment is inherited as other 
elements are, and children from parents with lesser education levels are more likely not to 
achieve high levels as well. Another factor limiting career possibilities is the early 
separation of school types (at the age of 10). While the system is open in principle to 
change to other, higher school forms at a later stage, the likelihood of positive 
performance decreases for those who went to the simpler forms of education in their early 
years. This has to be taken into account when reflecting on specific education measures 
for Roma population.  
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Both Kindergarden and the regular school system are free of charge in Austria 
(Kindergarden at least for the morning time). There exist various support programmes for 
children with migrant background which principally covers also migrant Roma children. 
Roma associations receive specific funding to support education, which has greatly 
improved school performance over the last years. Children of the autochthone groups are 
no longer shifted to special schools for disadvantaged pupils as was often the case before, 
but attend ordinary schools.  
 
A specific project in this respect in Burgenland is the "RomBus", a moving classroom 
offering intensive support and counselling directly at the housing area of the Roma 
population. At some Viennese schools, assistants mediate in school conflicts and support 
Roma children in their education; this includes also the contact to their parents. Learning 
support is offered at the households of the children, which has the advantage to include 
also their daily reality in the work and to address problems stemming from a non-educated 
background.   

5.2.2 Employment, Health and Housing 

Having the advantage of comparatively low overall figures of unemployment, Austrian 
employment policy can put a stronger focus on people with specific labour market 
integration problems. In the province of Burgenland, there is a special advice unit for 
Roma people funded by the AMS, the national employment agency. The project THARA of 
Volkshilfe Österreich supports the integration of ROMA in the labour market, and works in 
a holistic approach on the manifold factors preventing this.  
 
In addition to these specific projects, there are a high number of employment measures 
supporting the integration of marginalised and long term unemployed people. Many of 
these measures receive support from the ESF. There are no figures on Roma participants, 
though. 
 
There is no specific focus on Roma within the health system. Given the high share of 
people with migrant background and the challenges arrising therefrom, there are many 
measures concentrating on informing and accompanying individuals in their health 
requirements; including language, cultural and religious barriers. This includes in principle 
also Roma, when necessary. With respect to the housing issue, Roma have the same 
rights as other Austrian and EU citizens to apply for financially supported social housing, 
when they are Austrian or EU passport holders.  
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