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Synopsis: This report provides an overview of progress made during the 2005-2015
Decade of Roma Inclusion, up until 2013.Following an introduction to the Decade’s ori-
gins, key commitments, and structures, it offers an analysis of available evidence (both
guantitative and qualitative) on changes in the situation of Roma since 2005 in educa-
tion, employment, health, housing, anti-discrimination, gender equality, and poverty
reduction.The report alsc examines adherence to the principled commitments made at
the outset of the Decade, including adopting and funding national action plans target-
ing Roma, involving Roma in the design and implementation of initiatives undertaken
within the framework of the Decade, and gathering data and reporting on the situation
of Roma. The report concludes that substantive progress in the situation of Roma, and
adherence to key Decade commitments, have been uneven. It also proposes a set of
strategic guidelines for consideration in planning such efforts.
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Executive summary

This report provides an overview of progress made in the course of the
2005-2015 Decade of Roma Inclusion. It offers an analysis of available
evidence on changes in the situation of Roma since the beginning of
the Decade in the priority areas of education, employment, health, and
housing, as well as in relation to the cross-cutting issues of anti-discrim-
ination, gender equality, and poverty reduction. Also assessed in the
report is adherence to the principled commitments made at the outset
of the Decade, including adopting and funding national action plans
targeting Roma in the four priority areas, involving Roma in the design
and implementation of initiatives undertaken in the framework of the
Decade, and gathering data and reporting on the situation of Roma.

The formal decision to establish the Roma Decade was taken at the
2003 conference “Roma in an Expanding Europe: Challenges for the Fu-
ture”, held in Budapest with funding from the Council of Europe Devel-
opment Bank, the European Commission, the Open Society Institute,
the United Nations Development Programme, and the World Bank, as
well as from the governments of Finland, Hungary, and Sweden. Par-
ticipating in the Decade since 2005 are the governments of Bulgaria,
Croatia, the Czech Republic, Hungary, the Former Yugoslav Republic
of Macedonia, Montenegro, Romania, Serbia, and Slovakia. Albania (in
2008), Bosnia and Herzegovina (2009), and Spain (2009) signed on to
the Decade as full members; Slovenia, the US, and Norway joined the
Decade as observers in 2009, 2012, and 2013, respectively.

At the launch of the Decade, the prime ministers of the participating
governments signed a declaration committing their governments to
systematic improvement of the situation of Roma, Romani participa-
tion in designing and implementing relevant initiatives, and to moni-
toring and evaluating the implementation of these initiatives. Its Terms

of Reference designate education, employment, health, and housing as
the Decade’s “priority areas”, with poverty, discrimination, and gender
mainstreaming to be taken into account by participating governments
as cross-cutting “core issues”.

Available data suggest that education is the priority area in which the
most progress has been made in improving the situation of Roma, rela-
tive both to what it was at the beginning of the Decade and to the situ-
ation of non-Roma. This is particularly apparent in advances in literacy
and in the completion of primary and secondary education. Smaller
bodies of available data on and variations among participating coun-
tries in achievements in the priority areas of employment, health, and
housing make drawing conclusions more difficult. However, quantita-
tive and qualitative assessments suggest that more progress has been
made on Roma health since the beginning of the Decade than has been
the case with employment or housing.

Joblessness rates among Roma have improved relative to the situa-
tion at the beginning of the Decade and to the situation of non-Roma,
but developments in relation to wages have been more mixed. Docu-
mented progress in access to improved sanitation stands in contrast to
more ambivalent developments concerning access to improved water
sources and secure housing, as well as in relation to rooms and space
per household member.

With the partial exception of anti-discrimination, cross-cutting issues
have generally been neglected. This is most evident in relation to pov-
erty reduction, which has for the most part been left alone not only by
government policies, but also by external assessments. The situation
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with regard to gender equality is better primarily insofar as the lack of
sustained government attention to Romani women as a distinct target
group has been documented with a consistency lacking in the case
of poverty reduction. Issues of discrimination have received attention
from governments as well as in external assessments, but available in-
formation suggests that modest advances made in the first half of the
Decade may now be rolled back as relations between Roma and non-
Roma deteriorate in some participating countries.

Although most of the countries participating in the Decade have ad-
opted national action plans covering education, employment, health,
and housing, the interventions foreseen in the different priority areas
do not generally amount to an integrated approach. Government fund-
ing allocations have generally been insufficient, while the effects of EU
funding on the situation of Roma are not well documented and the
documented effects are somewhat ambivalent.

The picture in relation to Romani participation in the course of the De-
cade is more positive. The growth (both quantitative and qualitative)
in the presence of Roma in designing and implementing activities as-
sociated with the Decade is palpable in most participating countries, as
well as in some of the key international partner organizations. The De-
cade has made an important contribution to raising awareness about
the situation of Roma. On the other hand, participating governments
have not fulfilled their commitment to measure progress in a transpar-
ent and quantifiable way. The Decade Progress Reports submitted on
an annual basis by participating governments since 2010 suggest that
government commitments to monitoring and evaluation are more for-
mal than substantive. Efforts to increase ethnically disaggregated data
collection since the reporting requirement was introduced are not ap-
parent.

B Keyrecommendations of this study are the following:

B The many successful initiatives undertaken in the priority area of
education since the beginning of the Decade should be continued
and scaled up where this has not already been done. The overrep-
resentation of Romani children in special schools and classes for
the mentally disabled should be addressed on a priority basis.

B More effective alternatives to the Roma-targeted employment
programmes implemented to date should be found. Discrimina-

tory employment practices require urgent attention in light of
their apparent effects not only on employment rates, but also on
participation in education and on migration patterns.

Anecdotal evidence on the effectiveness of health mediation pro-
grammes should be supplemented by rigorous evaluation as a
basis for possible scaling up and cross-country replication.

The lack of clear progress in Roma housing in most Decade coun-
tries and the deepening of housing gaps between Roma and non-
Roma in some Decade countries calls for a rethinking of efforts by
authorities at both central and local levels, with particular atten-
tion on forced evictions and residential segregation as forms of
discrimination.

There is a clear need to increase participating countries’ levels of
engagement with the cross-cutting issues of anti-discrimination,
gender equality, and poverty reduction. The observed growth
in discrimination against Roma in some Decade countries in the
form of events which directly threaten Roma’s safety must be re-
versed as a pre-condition for the success of initiatives undertaken
in all other areas.

An increase in the gap between Romani men and women in em-
ployment greater than the corresponding increase between non-
Romani men and women calls for appropriately targeted mea-
sures.

Efforts to reduce poverty among Roma should not neglect the
situation of non-Roma living in poverty.

If efforts for improving the situation of Roma in relation to any
of the priority areas or cross-cutting issues are to succeed, the
governments of the Decade countries must put their principled
commitments into practice. National action plans must be de-
signed and funded to be implemented in their entirety, with the
complexity of Roma marginalization reflected in integrated poli-
cies linking initiatives across priority areas and addressing cross-
cutting issues.

The considerable increases in the levels of Romani participation
at national and local levels in participating countries should be
cemented institutionally, with efforts stepped up to secure the
participation of Romani women.

The collection of ethnically and gender-disaggregated data
should be designed and coordinated at the national level, and
implemented at both national and local levels so as to ground
targeted policies and to supplant the emphasis to date on inputs
with increased attention to outputs and outcomes.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY I 9




The Decade
of Roma Inclusion

Report structure and purpose. This report provides an overview of
progress made during the 2005-2015 Decade of Roma Inclusion (up
until 2013). Following a brief introduction to the Decade’s origins and
to key Decade commitments and structures, it offers an analysis of
available evidence (both quantitative and qualitative) on changes in
the situation of Roma since the beginning of the Decade in the priority
areas of education, employment, health, and housing, as well as in rela-
tion to the cross-cutting issues of anti-discrimination, gender equality,
and poverty reduction. Also assessed in the report is adherence to the
principled commitments made at the outset of the Decade, including
adopting and funding national action plans targeting Roma in the four
priority areas, involving Roma in the design and implementation of ini-
tiatives undertaken within the framework of the Decade, and gathering
data and reporting on the situation of Roma. The final chapter of the
report consists primarily of conclusions concerning on the one hand
the extent to which participants in the Decade have made headway
“toward eliminating discrimination and closing the unacceptable gaps
between Roma and the rest of society” (as promised in the Decade Dec-
laration signed by the prime ministers of participating governments at
the official launch of the Decade in 2005), and on the other hand the
extent to which Decade participants have put into practice key princi-
ples adopted at the beginning of the Decade. Presenting evidence that
both substantive progress in the situation of Roma and adherence to
key Decade commitments have been uneven, the report takes a glance
at evidence that societies in the countries participating in the Decade
remain open in principle to a continuation of efforts to eliminate gaps
between Romani and non-Romani populations. It concludes by pro-
posing a set of strategic guidelines for consideration in planning such
efforts.

Origins of the “Roma Decade”. The formal decision to establish the
2005-2015 Decade of Roma Inclusion was taken at the 2003 conference

“Roma in an Expanding Europe: Challenges for the Future”. The confer-
ence was held in Budapest with funding from the Council of Europe
Development Bank, the European Commission, the Open Society Insti-
tute (OSI), UNDP, and the World Bank, as well as from the governments
of Finland, Hungary, and Sweden. In attendance were government
representatives from Bulgaria, Croatia, the Czech Republic, Hungary,
the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Romania, (the then-State
Union of) Serbia and Montenegro, and Slovakia, all of which have par-
ticipated in the Decade from its founding. Albania joined the Decade in
2008, with Bosnia and Herzegovina and Spain joining in 2009. Slovenia,
the US, and Norway joined the Decade as observers in 2009, 2012, and
2013, respectively.

Founding international partner organizations of the Decade were (in
alphabetical order) the Contact Point for Roma and Sinti Issues of the
Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights of the Organiza-
tion for Security and Co-operation in Europe, the Council of Europe, the
Council of Europe Development Bank, the European Roma Information
Office, the European Roma and Travellers Forum, the European Roma
Rights Centre (ERRC), OSI, UNDP, and the World Bank, with the Europe-
an Commission participating from the beginning of the Decade as an
observer. Whereas the Roma Education Fund (REF) has served as an in-
ternational partner of the Decade since its establishment in 2005, inter-
national partners joining later included the European Network Against
Racism, the Forum of European Roma Young People, the International
Romani Union, the Office of the United Nations High Commissioner
for Refugees (UNHCR), the United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF),
the World Health Organization (WTO), and the United Nations Human
Settlements Programme.

An important piece of groundwork for the Decade was the 2002 UNDP
report entitled The Roma in Central and Eastern Europe: Avoiding the De-
pendency Trap (Ilvanov et al., 2002). Prepared as part of UNDP’s work
on ethnically disaggregated data and indicators, the report provided
detailed information on the situation of Romani populations in Central
and Eastern Europe. It noted the importance of Roma integration (“as
opposed to exclusion or assimilation”) for the successful expansion of
the European Union (EU), and called on international actors to coordi-
nate among themselves while partnering with national governments
in order to address the situation of the Roma (lvanov et al., 2002: 5-6).

Decade commitments. Running throughout the Decade are commit-
ments to systematic improvement of the situation of Roma, to Romani
participation in designing and implementing relevant initiatives, and
to monitoring and evaluating the implementation of these initiatives.
At the launch of the Decade in early 2005, the prime ministers of the
participating governments signed a declaration committing their re-
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spective governments to “work toward eliminating discrimination and
closing the unacceptable gaps between Roma and the rest of society”,
“to support the full participation and involvement of national Roma
communities in achieving the Decade’s objectives and to demonstrate
progress by measuring outcomes and reviewing experiences in the
implementation of the Decade’s Action Plans” (International Steering
Committee, 2005: 2). As presented in the Decade’s Terms of Reference,
Romani participation in decision-making is an instrument for accelerat-
ing improvements in the situation of Roma. The Terms of Reference also
reiterate the promise of the Decade Declaration to measure progress,
specifying that this will be done “in a transparent and quantifiable way”
(International Steering Committee, 2005: 3). Additionally, the Terms of
Reference designate education, employment, health, and housing as the
Decade’s “priority areas,” with poverty, discrimination, and gender main-
streaming to be taken into account by participating governments as
cross-cutting “core issues” (International Steering Committee, 2005: 3).

The Decade’s Terms of Reference define the duties and responsibilities
of participating governments, international partner organizations, and
Romani civil society. Consistent with the near total absence of Roma in
governmental institutions and international organizations at the launch
of the Decade, Romani civil society is tasked with ensuring that Roma
play an active role in the Decade by contributing to the implementa-
tion and monitoring of relevant initiatives, and by mediating commu-
nication between national and local authorities on the one hand and
local Romani communities on the other. Expectations vis-a-vis interna-
tional partner organizations relate largely to coordinating, with an eye
to producing synergy effects and to providing needed expertise, with
contributions to the budget of the Decade (Decade Trust Fund) and
support for national consultative mechanisms of Romani civil society
mentioned as optional activities.

The bulk of responsibility for producing results under the Decade is ac-
cordingly placed on the participating governments. Central among the
various duties and responsibilities of governments participating in the
Decade are the following:

[ ] Development, adoption, and implementation of national action
plans (NAPs), with sufficient funding allotted for this purpose;

| Ensuring the effective participation of Romani civil society in
bodies established to implement and monitor the NAPs; and

[ ] Establishing mechanisms for measuring national progress in
NAP implementation, and making available ethnically disaggre-
gated data in accordance with international standards on the
collection and protection of data.

THE DECADE OF ROMA INCLUSION I 13

Decade structures. The Decade’s Terms of Reference establish three
regional-level governing organs: the International Steering Commit-
tee (ISC), the Decade Presidency, and the Secretariat of the Decade
Presidency (Figure 1). As the Decade’s “highest decision-making and
co-ordination body,” the ISC consists of all participating governments
and international partner organizations, as well as representatives of
the national Romani civil societies (International Steering Committee,
2005: 6). The Decade Presidency rotates annually among participating
governments, with the Secretariat of the Decade Presidency to rotate
together with the Presidency and to be staffed by persons from the
country whose government holds the Presidency. This arrangement
was modified on the basis of an ISC decision in late 2006, to establish
a “Technical Support Unit” for the Decade in Budapest; this brought
about the establishment of the Decade of Roma Inclusion Secretariat
Foundation (hereafter “Decade Secretariat”) with OSI support. Begin-
ning operations in early 2008, the Decade Secretariat’s roles include or-
ganizing Decade events, coordinating among stakeholders (i.e., nation-
al governments, international organizations, and Romani civil society),
supporting the Decade’s expansion to additional countries, supporting
NAP development and updating, serving as a clearinghouse for infor-
mation on and relevant to the Decade, and disseminating information
on achievements under the Decade for the purpose of garnering politi-
cal and financial support.

Figure 1: Structure of the Decade of Roma Inclusion as of 2013
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Also established at the outset of the Decade were the Decade Trust
Fund (DTF) and Roma Education Fund (REF). The DTF was designed to
pool annual contributions of participating governments and interna-
tional organizations to finance joint activities and is administered by
the World Bank; the REF was founded as a partnership between OSl and
the World Bank and subsequently registered as a foundation in Swit-
zerland (in 2005), Hungary (2006), and Romania (2009). The REF’s mis-
sion is to contribute to closing the gap in education outcomes between
Roma and non-Roma, with an emphasis on desegregating educational
systems in the countries participating in the Decade.

At the level of the individual participating countries, the Decade’s Terms
of Reference foresee the appointment of a National Coordinator by the
respective prime minister (International Steering Committee, 2005: 6).
Although there is an expectation that National Coordinators are high-
level government officials who bring together stakeholders relevant
for the inclusion of Roma in their respective countries and who repre-
sent their countries in Decade activities including but not limited to ISC
meetings, neither the Decade’s Terms of Reference nor any other pub-
licly available document specifies the professional profile and tasks ex-
pected of the National Coordinator. This lack of specification is reflected
in the range of appointments by participating governments, extending
from deputy prime minister (as in Bulgaria and Croatia as of late 2013)
to retiree (as in the initial years of Bosnia and Herzegovina’s participa-
tion in the Decade). Additionally, several countries have experienced
extended periods without a National Coordinator, usually as a result of
government reshuffles following parliamentary elections.

Consistent with the lack of specification concerning the National Co-
ordinator, mention of an institution responsible for the day-to-day co-
ordination of Decade activities is absent from Decade documents. As a
result, participating governments have been free to assign human and
material resources for this purpose as they see fit. This has sometimes
resulted in shifting institutional responsibilities with changes in gov-
ernment as newly formed governments attempt to improve function,
showcase Romani participation, or lower the priority of the Decade.
External observers have accordingly pointed to problems with the ca-
pacity and influence of the institutions responsible for coordination in
all Decade countries except Croatia (where the level of Romani partici-
pation in Decade coordination has been and remains a concern). EC
Progress Reports have expressed recurrent concerns on similar issues in
relation to Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, and the Former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia (European Commission 2008a; 2009a; 2009b;
2009d; 2010a; 2010e; 2011a; 2011¢; 2011f; 2012a; 2012b; 2012d).

Also suggested (but not elaborated) in the Decade’s Terms of Reference
is that participating governments facilitate and support the work of a
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Romani consultancy body for the Decade (International Steering Com-
mittee, 2005: 4). After several years in which multiple approaches to
Romani participation in the Decade were supported in participating
countries by the Roma Initiatives Office of the Open Society Founda-
tions with various results, in 2012 the Decade Secretariatissued an open
call for Decade Focal Points. Objectives included securing the participa-
tion of Romani civil society in Decade and other relevant international
events, and more effective advocacy and dissemination of information
at national level. From the applications submitted in response to the
call, the Secretariat selected one Romani civil society organization each
in Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Hun-
gary, the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Montenegro, Serbia,
Slovakia, and Spain, with Decade Focal Points for Croatia and Romania
selected in 2013.




Assessing progress

This chapter focuses on changes in the situation of Roma since the be-
ginning of the Decade. It is composed of thematic analyses of available
evidence concerning the Decade’s four priority areas and three cross-
cutting issues. For each theme, regional and country-specific quantita-
tive data are presented, followed by relevant findings from qualitative
assessments on the situation of Roma conducted by governments, in-
ternational organizations, and actors in the (respective) civil societies of
the Decade countries. Where the evidence allows, the analysis attends
not only to changes in the situation of Roma over time, but also to how
the situation of non-Roma has changed over the same period, with an
eye to providing a picture of the extent to which the Decade’s goal of
“closing the unacceptable gaps between Roma and the rest of society”
has been realized to date.

Box 1: Data collection in the Decade

Due to the persistent absence of ethnically disaggregated official data on the situation of
Roma in the Decade countries in the priority areas of education, employment, health, hous-
ing (as well as in relation to the cross-cutting issues of anti-discrimination, gender equality,
and poverty reduction), international organizations have taken the lead in the collection

of data useful for measuring progress under the Decade to date. Particularly noteworthy
are the regional surveys commissioned by UNDP in 2004 and by UNDP, the World Bank,

and the European Commission in 2011. These surveys provide internationally comparable
time series data on the situation of the inhabitants of Romani communities, as well as in
their closest non-Romani neighbours, in the countries of Central and Eastern Europe with
relatively large Romani populations, including but not limited to those participating in the
Decade (see Ivanov et al., 2006; 2012; UNDP, 2011). With regard to the cross-cutting issue of
anti-discrimination, regional surveys commissioned by the European Union Agency for Fun-
damental Rights (FRA) in 2008 and by FRA and UNDP in 2011 generated comparable data
on discrimination against Roma in EU countries in relation to selected aspects of the four
Decade priority areas (see European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights, 2009; UNDP,
2011). Also important from the standpoint of comparisons over time are the Eurobarometer

surveys, which pose the same question about Romani friends and acquaintances in the
course of the Decade (Eurobarometer, 2007; 2009; 2012).

Due in large part to the efforts of UNDP, Slovakia is the Decade country for which the great-
est volume of quantitative data on Roma is available. Prior to participating in the UNDP/
WB/EC Regional Roma Survey 2011, Slovakia had already taken part in a regional survey

by UNDP and the International Labour Organization in 2002, as well as in country-specific
household surveys commissioned by UNDP in 2005 and 2010 (see Ivanov et al., 2002; Fil-
adelfiovd et al., 2007; Filadelfiova & Gerbery, 2012). Developments in the situation of Roma
in Slovakia over time are also documented in the “Atlases of Romani Communities” (Jurask-
ova et al., 2004; United Nations Development Programme, 2013). Additionally, Slovakia has
been the focus of quantitative (as well as qualitative) research on the overrepresentation of
Romani children in schools and classes for children with mental disability (Friedman et al.,
2009), as well as of two studies on the use of EU funds for Roma (Hurrle et al., 2012; Krigle-
rova et al., 2012).

Other important efforts at gathering quantitative data with due attention to Roma in the
countries of the Decade have come in the form of the Multiple Indicator Cluster Surveys de-
signed by UNICEF. Conducted in the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia in 2005-2006
and 2011 and in Serbia in 2005 and 2010, these surveys have generated data that allow the
tracking over time of gaps between Roma and the general population concerning key indi-
cators falling under the Decade priority areas of education, health, and housing (Petrovi¢ et
al., 2007; Stojanovska et al., 2007; Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia, 2011; Ministry
of Health et al., 2012).

Where qualitative data are concerned, the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia stands
out among Decade countries for the largely comparable qualitative surveys conducted by
civil society actors on representative samples of the Romani population in 2008, 2010, 2012
(see Bojadzieva, 2009; 2010; Friedman et al., 2013).2 These surveys are particularly useful

for conveying the views of Roma from all walks of life on their situation and how this has
changed over time. In the 2012 survey, a majority of respondents indicated a lack of im-
provement in the situation of Roma as a result of state action in the priority areas of employ-
ment and housing, as well as in relation to the cross-cutting issues of anti-discrimination,
gender equality, and poverty reduction. Only in the priority areas of education and health
did a majority of respondents point to improvement in the situation, with the majority
citing improvement in education quite clear (80 percent) and consistent with the findings
of similar surveys conducted in 2008 and 2010 (Bojadzieva, 2009: 61-62; 2010: 46-47). In

the case of health, on the other hand, the absolute majority of positive responses in 2012
constituted a change relative to the previous surveys and may be linked to the introduction
of a health mediation programme in the year the survey was conducted.

Assessments of progress over the course of the Decade have been held
back by the paucity of relevant data. Most of the relevant quantitative
data available for this assessment have been collected through initia-
tives led by international organizations, particularly UNDP and UNICEF
(see Box 1). Additionally, differences in the methodologies used in dif-
ferent studies sometimes result in conflicting findings.

Education. A comparison of the data from the UNDP/WB/EC Regional
Roma Survey 2011 with data from the 2004 UNDP Vulnerable Groups
Survey suggests that the situation of Roma in the priority area of edu-

2 The 2012 survey
was conducted within
the framework of the
civil society monitor-
ing coordinated by
the Decade of Roma
Inclusion Secre-
tariat Foundation in
cooperation with the
“Making the most of
EU Funds for Roma”
programme, and the
Roma Initiatives Of-
fice of the Open >
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- Society Founda-
tions. Selected find-
ings from the survey
are presented in
Friedman et al., 2013.

3 H=Hungary;

BG = Bulgaria;

RO = Romania;

AL = Albania;

BA =Bosnia
and Herzegovina;

HR = Croatia;

MK =The Former
Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia;

ME = Montenegro;

RS = Serbia.

cation improved, both relative to Roma’s previous situation and in com-
parison with non-Roma. In all countries except for the Former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia and Serbia, an increase was recorded between
2004 and 2011 in the share of Roma aged 15-24 who consider them-
selves able to read and write, with the frequency of positive responses
to this question 66.6 percent or higher in all countries in 2011. Further,
as shown in Figure 2, the share of Roma aged 14-20 who have com-
pleted at least primary education (ISCED 1) increased in all countries
between 2004 and 2011. Changes observed in rates of primary edu-
cation completion were similar for males and females (Briggemann,
2012: 20-21). Moreover, the gap between Roma and non-Roma in rela-
tion to completion of this level of education decreased in all countries
except the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, where it increased
by almost thirteen percentage points. Nonetheless, gaps of more than
ten percentage points remained not only in the Former Yugoslav Re-
public of Macedonia, but also in Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Croatia, Montenegro, Romania, and Serbia. Gaps in Albania, the Former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, and Montenegro were of more than
25 percentage points.

Figure 2: Shares of Roma and non-Roma living in close proximity aged 14-20 who
have completed at least primary education (ISCED 1)
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Sources: UNDP Vulnerable Groups Survey (2004) and UNDP/WB/EC Regional Roma Survey 2011.3

Rates of completion of at least lower secondary education (ISCED 2)
among Roma aged 17-23 also increased between 2004 and 2011 in
most countries. The exceptions were Montenegro (no change) and Al-
bania, Croatia, the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, and Ser-
bia (slight drops). Roma completion rates at this level remain below 50
percent in Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Montenegro, and
Romania. Additionally, a significant gender gap in favour of males was
observed in Bulgaria, Croatia, Montenegro, and Romania (Briiggemann,
2012:21-22).

At the level of upper secondary education (ISCED 3), completion rates
among Roma aged 20-26 increased in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgar-
ia, Croatia, and the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia between
the two surveys (see Figure 3). In all countries except the Czech Repub-
licand Hungary, completion rates among Roma remained below twen-
ty percent in 2011. While the gap between Roma and non-Roma on this
indicator decreased from 2004 to 2011 in all countries except Croatia,
the Czech Republic, and Hungary (in all of which the gap increased by
fewer than five percentage points), the reduction in the gap between
Roma and non-Roma is to be explained mostly in terms of a decrease in
the share of non-Roma aged 20-26 who have completed upper second-
ary education. Moreover, a gap of at least 40 percentage points remains
in all countries, with gaps of more than 70 percentage points in Bosnia
and Herzegovina, Montenegro, and Serbia. The only significant gen-
der difference observed among Roma at this level of education was in
Montenegro, where a higher percentage of male Roma completed up-
per secondary education than did their female counterparts (Briigge-
mann, 2012: 22-23).

Household surveys conducted in Slovakia in 2005 and 2010 show lit-
tle change in the frequency with which Roma are enrolled in special
education for children with mental disabilities. Whereas 17 percent of
Romani children six years or older in the school system attended spe-
cial primary schools in 2004, the corresponding figure for 2010 was 15
percent (Filadelfiova & Gerbery, 2012: 102).* Roma rates of enrolment in
special classes in standard primary schools changed even less over the
same period: from five percent to four percent. Also relatively stable is
the frequency with which Roma are enrolled in standard primary edu-
cation: 71 percent in 2004 versus 72 percent in 2010. Both surveys also
show that Roma from segregated settlements are more likely to attend
special education than are Roma from other types of settlements.

The results of the Multiple Indicator Cluster Surveys (MICS) conduct-
ed in the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia with the support of
UNICEF in 2005-2006 and 2011 point not only to improvements in the
situation of Roma on several education indicators included in both sur-
veys, but also to considerable reductions in the gap between Romani

ASSESSING PROGRESS I 19

4 Data from the 2004
survey provided by
UNDP.
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Figure 3: Share of Roma and non-Roma living in close proximity aged 20-26 who
have completed at least upper secondary education (ISCED 3)
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Sources: UNDP Vulnerable Groups Survey (2004) and UNDP/WB/EC Regional Roma Survey 2011.

5 CZ=Czech
Republic;
H =Hungary;
BG = Bulgaria;
RO = Romania;
AL = Albania;
BA =Bosnia
and Herzegovina;
HR = Croatia;
MK =The Former
Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia;

ME = Montenegro;

RS = Serbia.

6 For relevant data
from the Multiple
Indicator Cluster Sur-
veys, please consult
Annex 1.

and non-Romani populations in the areas of women’s literacy; primary
school enrolment and attendance; and transition rates to secondary
school (Stojanovska et al., 2007; Ministry of Health et al., 2012).6 Some
progress was made also in reducing the gap in completion of primary
education, while increases in Roma’s participation in early childhood
and secondary education had less effect on the gap due to similar in-
creases also in the general population. On the other hand, whereas gen-
der parity in primary education was achieved between 2005 and 2011
within both Romani and general populations, in secondary education
higher participation among girls (both Romani and non-Romani) was
replaced in the same period by higher male participation rates.

MICSs conducted in Serbia (also with UNICEF support) in 2005 and 2010
yield similar data on changes in the situation of Roma in that country
(Petrovic et al., 2007; Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia, 2011).
As in the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, the results point to
improvement on several indicators in both surveys, as well as to some
reduction in gaps between Roma and non-Roma, with the greatest
reductions in relation to gaps in women’s literacy and primary educa-
tion enrolment and attendance. More modest progress was made in

reducing gaps in completion of primary education and in secondary
school attendance. A more than doubling (from 3.9 to 8.2 percent) of
early childhood education attendance rates among Roma was over-
shadowed by a larger absolute increase within the general population.
Where transition rates to secondary school are concerned, however, a
drop among Roma alongside a slight increase in the general popula-
tion made for growth in the gap between Roma and non-Roma. Finally,
with regard to gender parity, the situation of near-parity in primary
education remained stable in both Romani and general populations,
while considerable progress was made within the Romani population
toward gender parity in secondary education.

From the first Decade Watch report,” education has stood out as the
priority area in which many countries have coherent and sustained
programmes and policies rather than sporadic measures and pilot proj-
ects (see Haupert, 2007: 25). The 2009 Decade Watch survey accord-
ingly revealed neutral to positive expert assessments of the impact of
the Decade on early childhood and preschool, primary and secondary,
tertiary education across the Decade countries taken as a group, with
similar assessments of the impact of the Decade on all polled aspects
of education emerging in relation to Bosnia and Herzegovina, Hungary,
Romania, and Serbia (Miller and Zsigo, 2010: 53-54). Assessed neutrally
to negatively, on the other hand, were adult education, desegregation,
employment of Roma in the education sector, and inclusion of Romani
language, culture, history, and identity. Whereas the overall assessment
of the impact of the Decade on education was neutral in the Former Yu-
goslav Republic of Macedonia, in Albania, Bulgaria, the Czech Republic,
Montenegro, Slovakia, and Spain the overall assessment fell between
neutral and negative.

The European Commission’s progress reports on the participating
countries of the Western Balkans note progress in the educational situ-
ation of Roma more frequently than progress in the other priority ar-
eas. In similar fashion, surveys conducted on representative samples of
Roma in the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia in 2008, 2010, and
2012 show consistency in the perception that education is the priority
area in which the most is being done (Bojadzieva, 2009: 61; 2010: 46).2
A survey of experts and decision-makers in Romania in 2010 yielded a
similar finding (Stoian et al., 2010: 37).

Notwithstanding overall improvement in the area of education, serious
problems remain and have been documented extensively not only by
actors in civil society, but also by the European Commission. Arguably
the most pressing of these is the overrepresentation of non-disabled
Romani children in special primary schools and classes intended for
children with mental disability (see, for example, Amnesty Interna-
tional, 2008; European Commission 2008¢; 2012d; 2012h; Friedman
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7 Decade Watch was a
series of assessments
conducted by coali-
tions of actors in civil
society in the coun-
tries participating

in the Decade. Sup-
ported by the Open
Society Institute and
the World Bank, the
initiative produced
three regional reports
on progress under the
Decade (see Haupert,
2007; Danova, 2008;
Miiller & Zsigo, 2010).

8 Data from the 2012
survey, conducted in
the framework of the
civil society monitor-
ing coordinated by
the Decade of Roma
Inclusion Secre-
tariat Foundation in
cooperation with the
“Making the Most of
EU Funds for Roma”
programme and

the Roma Initiatives
Office of the Open
Society Foundations,
provided by Initiative
for Social Change.
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et al., 2009; Mihajlovi¢ et al., 2010; European Roma Rights Centre and
National Roma Centrum, 2012; White, 2012; European Roma Rights
Centre, 2013a; 2013b; Hurrle et al.,, 2013; Laj¢akovd, 2013). Another per-
sistent problem is segregation in standard education, which often re-
sults in Roma receiving education of inferior quality despite the lack of
a nominal difference between the schools and classes they attend and
those attended by their non-Romani peers (see Haupert, 2007; Danova,
2008; European Commission 2010b; 2010d; 2010e; 2011d; Dimitrov et
al. 2013; European Roma Rights Centre 2013a).

Employment. Comparison of data from the UNDP/WB/EC Regional
Roma Survey 2011 with data from the 2004 UNDP Vulnerable Groups
Survey suggests that progress in closing gaps between Roma and non-
Roma in employment has been mixed. On the positive side, the wage
gap decreased (for women as well as men) in Albania, Bosnia and Her-
zegovina, Croatia, the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Monte-
negro, and Romania, with the greatest reduction (35 percent) observed
in Albania and slight increases (less than two percent each) in Bulgaria
and Serbia (O'Higgins, 2012: 32, 34). As shown in Figures 4 and 5, the
gap in joblessness between Roma and non-Roma also decreased dur-
ing 2004-2011 (with the exception of Romania, where a slight increase
was observed). However, this drop may have had more to do with
higher rates of participation in education among Romani youth than
with improved employment prospects (O'Higgins, 2012: 32, 35). In fact,
as shown in Figures 6 and 7, with the exception of slight increases in
employment rates among female Roma in Bulgaria and male Roma in
Montenegro, employment rates dropped among both Roma and non-
Roma in the Decade countries between 2004 and 2011, with the gap
between Roma and non-Roma on this indicator widening except in Al-
bania, Bulgaria, and, for women only, Serbia (O'Higgins, 2012: 31-32).

In the absence of cross-national studies focusing directly on discrimi-
nation against Roma in the area of employment, O’Higgins (2012: 45)
observes on the basis of data from the UNDP/WB/EC Regional Roma
Survey 2011 that “differences in educational level—and other individu-
al characteristics—are not on the whole sufficient to explain the gap in
employment opportunities and wages between Roma and non-Roma”.
Data from this survey further indicate that poor employment prospects
are a key factor in both Roma and non-Roma decisions to move to
another country (Cherkezova and Tomova, 2013). In this context, the
higher frequencies with which Roma express an intention to migrate
and cite better chances of finding employment as the main reason for
leaving their current country of residence suggest that discriminatory
employment practices exert an important (if indirect) impact on migra-
tion patterns.

Household surveys conducted in Slovakia in 2005 and 2010 point to

Figure 4: Changes in joblessness rates of male Roma and non-Roma
from 2004 to 2011

ASSESSING PROGRESS I 23

50
0 |
-50
-100 |
-150 ||
© o ] Nugego o o o) .
5 c c cS.t e c o o
20— ——g—— g g% 88— ¥ 3
= & = s °  § ¢
T S S
T = S
>_
) [N
B Roma Non-Roma [ Ratio
Sources: UNDP Vulnerable Groups Survey (2004) and UNDP/WB/EC Regional Roma Survey 2011
Figure 5: Changes in joblessness rates of female Roma and non-Roma
from 2004 to 2011
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Figure 6: Changes in employment rates of male Roma and non-Roma
from 2004 to 2011
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9 Following upona
proposal endorsed
at the twentieth ISC
meeting in Prague,
participating govern-
ments have generally
submitted Decade
Progress Reports to
the Decade Secre-
tariat on an annual
basis since 2010 (see
Decade of Roma
Inclusion Secretariat
Foundation 2013b).

a drop in long-term unemployment rates among Roma. However, the
fact that the proportion of registered unemployed Roma out of work
for more than two years decreased from 57.9 percent to 46.9 percent
over that period while the proportion of registered unemployed mem-
bers of the general population without work for more than two years
dropped from 60.8 percent to fifteen percent over the same period
suggests a growing gap between Roma and non-Roma in the area of
employment (Filadelfiova et al., 2007: 76; Filadelfiova & Gerbery, 2012:
159).

Fragmentary data provided by participating countries in their annual
Decade Progress Reports® on the employment of Roma who took part
in targeted programmes administered by national employment agen-
cies suggest that completion of such programmes rarely leads to a job.
As shown in the table below, the most successful program for which
data are provided in the Decade Progress Reports is Hungary’s “Roma
Employment Organizing Activity”, which contributed to the employ-
ment of nearly two fifths of its beneficiaries between May 2009 and De-
cember 2011 (Government of Hungary, 2012: 21). All other programmes
featured in the table were less than half as successful, with EU-funded
programmes for stimulating Roma employment sometimes criticized
for having little impact on participants’ employment prospects and for
emphasizing awareness raising and training over more concrete mea-
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Figure 7: Changes in employment rates of female Roma and non-Roma

from 2004 to 2011
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Sources: UNDP Vulnerable Groups Survey (2004) and UNDP/WB/EC Regional Roma Survey (2011).

sures to support entrepreneurship (Hurrle et al., 2012: 75; Stoian et al,,
2010: 25). Moreover, even were such programmes to be much more
successful in improving participants’ employment prospects, in most
countries their effect on the employment situation of the Romani pop-
ulation as a whole would be limited by their small scale (cf. O'Higgins,
2012: 36).

Table 1: Employment resulting from targeted programmes for Roma

Numbers Employment
Country Year of Roma Numbers of
participants Roma employed Success rate (%)
Hungary 2009-2011 4,723 1,824 38.6
Czech Republic 2011 No data No data 17.0
Czech Republic 2012 No data No data 11.4
Bulgaria 2011 8,248 1,384 16.8
Bulgaria 2012 21,663 3,375 15.6
Romania 2011 50,149 5,492 11.0
Serbia 2012 839 79 9.4

Source: Decade Progress Reports
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10 Assessed sub-
fields were training
and retraining, job
placement, self-
employment, and
equal treatment.

11 Data from the

2012 survey, conduct-

ed in the framework
of the civil society
monitoring coordi-
nated by the Decade
of Roma Inclusion
Secretariat Founda-
tion in cooperation
with the Making the
Most of EU Funds for
Roma program and
the Roma Initiatives
Office of the Open
Society Foundations,
provided by Initiative
for Social Change.

In the area of employment, Decade Watch findings point to wide varia-
tion from one country to the next (Haupert, 2007: 25), and to only
modest impact of the Decade overall, in its first five years; training and
retraining are the only employment policy fields assessed as better
than neutral (Miller & Zsigo, 2010: 56)."® Whereas overall assessments
less positive than neutral characterized Bulgaria, the Czech Republic,
Hungary, Montenegro, and Slovakia (assessed most negatively of all
participating countries), Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, the Former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Romania, and Serbia received overall
neutral-to-positive assessments from survey respondents. For its part,
the European Commission has consistently singled out employment in
its Progress Reports on the participating countries of the Western Bal-
kans as an area in which there has been a lack of progress in relation to
the situation of Roma.

Country-specific qualitative assessments by actors in civil society in
the countries of the Decade provide a similarly mixed picture to that
presented above. An assessment conducted in Hungary in 2010 found
that a prominent employment programme targeting Roma expanded
public employment at the cost of reinforcing social barriers between
Roma and non-Roma and did not provide a means for programme
beneficiaries to transition to other forms of employment (Bogdan et al.,
2010: 26). In the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, respondents
to surveys conducted on representative samples of Roma in 2008 and
2010 characterized employment as an area in which more was being
done than in the area of housing, but less than in education or health
(Bojadzieva, 2009: 61-62; 2010: 46-47). The findings of a similar survey
conducted in 2012, on the other hand, show employment ranked last
among priority areas." In similar fashion, an evaluation conducted in
Serbia in 2012 identifies employment as the priority area in which the
least progress has been made (Andelkovi¢ et al., 2013: 34).

Health. The relatively small body of data from the 2004 UNDP Vulner-
able Groups Survey and the UNDP/WB/EC Regional Roma Survey 2011
for tracking changes in the health situation of Roma suggest modest
progress in this priority area, with findings of the MICSs conducted in
the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and Serbia providing a
more detailed yet ambivalent picture. On the one hand, as shown in
Figure 8, the financial affordability of medicines for Roma increased be-
tween 2004 and 2011 in all countries covered by the regional surveys
except in Albania and the Czech Republic, where the share of Roma
unable to afford medicines increased by fifteen and thirteen percent-
age points, respectively. On the other hand, although the gap between
Roma and non-Roma in access to medicines decreased between the
two surveys in Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, the Former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Montenegro, and Serbia, only in Bos-
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Figure 8: Share of Roma and non-Roma living in close proximity who are unable to

afford medicines
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Sources: UNDP Vulnerable Groups Survey (2004) and UNDP/WB/EC Regional Roma Survey 2011. 12

nia and Herzegovina and Montenegro were reductions of more than
ten percentage points registered. Moreover, in Bulgaria, the Czech Re-
public, and Romania, growth in the gap between Roma and non-Roma
in the financial affordability of medicines is evident, with the growth
in the Czech Republic stemming from deterioration in the situation of
Roma relative to their situation in 2004. Finally, as of 2011, the gaps
between Roma and non-Roma in access to medicines were more than
twenty percentage points in all countries except Montenegro, which
successfully reduced the gap in this regard from 55 percentage points
in 2004 to nine in 2011.

Montenegro stands out also for an increase in the share of Romani
households living within three kilometres of a general practitioner
(from 27 percent in 2004 to 78 percent in 2011) amid an observed de-
cline in physical access to healthcare in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bul-
garia, Hungary, the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, and Serbia
(cf. Mihailov, 2012: 55)."® Not surprisingly in light of the magnitude of
the increase in physical access to healthcare in Montenegro, the largest
reduction in the gap between Roma and non-Roma on this indicator
was observed there as well. In Serbia and Croatia, relatively small gaps

12 CZ =Czech
Republic;

H =Hungary;

BG = Bulgaria;

RO = Romania;

AL = Albania;

BA =Bosnia
and Herzegovina;

HR = Croatia;

MK =The Former
Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia;

ME = Montenegro;

RS = Serbia.

13 Data from the
2004 survey provided
by UNDP.
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14 Whereas the
question on the 2004
survey referred to
“chronic illnesses’, the
question on the 2011
survey asked about
“any long-standing
iliness or health
problem! Also see Mi-
hailov (2012: 34). Data
from the 2004 survey
provided by UNDP.

15 For relevant data
from the Multiple
Indicator Cluster Sur-
veys, please consult
Annex 1.

16 The term
‘stunting’refers to a
reduced growth rate,
measured in terms of
height for age.

17 The term‘wasting’
refers to low weight
for height among
children.

between Roma and non-Roma in physical access to healthcare were
nearly eliminated, while small gaps in favour of Roma were reversed
in Bulgaria, Hungary, and the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia.
Finally, responses to similar (but not identical) questions on perceived
health status in the 2004 and 2011 surveys may suggest that such per-
ceptions have become more positive for both Roma and non-Roma in
the period between the two surveys, with larger gaps between Roma
and non-Roma in perceived health statusin 2011 than in 2004 observed
only in Croatia and Hungary. In both of these countries Roma were less
likely to report chronic health problems than were non-Roma.™

The findings of the MICSs conducted in the Former Yugoslav Republic
of Macedonia in 2005-2006 and 2011 point to unevenness in progress
to date in the area of health (Stojanovska et al., 2007; Ministry of Health
etal., 2012)."> On the positive side, gaps between Roma and non-Roma
in coverage by skilled antenatal care and measles immunization were
reduced considerably, with a gap in the presence of a skilled attendant
at delivery actually reversed to the (slight) advantage of Roma in the
period between the two surveys. There was also a decrease in the fre-
quency of stunting among Romani children in the same period, but less
than the corresponding drop within the general population.'® On the
negative side, gaps between Romani and non-Romani populations in
relation to low weight at birth, underweight in childhood, and wasting
among children grew as a result of increases in the frequency of these
phenomena among Roma, opposite drops within the general popula-
tion."”

Health-related trends suggested by the results of the MICSs conducted
in Serbia in 2005 and 2010 are broadly similar to those apparent in the
Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (see Petrovi¢ et al., 2007; Sta-
tistical Office of the Republic of Serbia, 2011). On the one hand, gaps
between Roma and non-Roma in the presence of a skilled attendant
at delivery were largely eliminated, with some progress made also in
reducing (relatively small) gaps in access to skilled antenatal care and
underweight in children. On the other hand, gaps in relation to low
weight at birth, stunting, and wasting grew slightly, with an increase
in the frequency of low birth weight infants among Roma contrasting
with the trend apparent in the general population.

Whereas the first Decade Watch report notes that Roma health initia-
tives in most participating countries had not yet been institutionalized
(Haupert, 2007: 27), subsequent qualitative assessments by civil soci-
ety actors paint a picture of uneven progress similar to that generated
on the basis of the quantitative data presented above. Health policy
sub-fields included in the 2009 Decade Watch survey, and for which
the regional average was neutral to positive in relation to the impact of
the Decade in its first five years, were women's health, children’s health,
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Figure 9: Share of Roma and non-Roma in close proximity who live within three

kilometres of a general practitioner
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Sources: UNDP Vulnerable Groups Survey (2004) and UNDP/WB/EC Regional Roma Survey 2011."8

access to health insurance, and access to primary health care (Mdiller
and Zsigo, 2010: 58). Negative to neutral assessments applied at the
regional level to the promotion of healthy lifestyles, access to medicine,
access to specialized treatment, and promotion of Roma employment
in the health sector. At the level of the individual participating coun-
tries, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Hungary, the Former Yugoslav Republic
of Macedonia, Romania, Serbia, and Spain received overall assessments
between neutral and positive, while overall assessments with regard to
the impact of the Decade in the area of health in Albania, Bulgaria, the
Czech Republic, Montenegro, and Slovakia were on the negative side
of neutral. Finally, surveys conducted by civil society actors with Roma
in the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia in 2008, 2010, and 2012,
and with experts and decision-makers in Romania in 2010, reveal per-
ceptions of health as the priority area second only to education with
regard to progress under the Decade (Bojadzieva, 2009: 61-62; 2010:
46-47; Stoian et al., 2010: 37)."°

Housing. Housing is the Decade priority area for which the largest
body of comparable data from the 2004 UNDP Vulnerable Groups Sur-
vey and UNDP/WB/EC Regional Roma Survey 2011 is available. Over-
all, these data suggest that progress in housing under the Decade has

18 CZ = Czech
Republic;

H =Hungary;

BG = Bulgaria;

RO = Romania;

AL = Albania;

BA =Bosnia
and Herzegovina;

HR = Croatia;

MK =The Former
Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia;

ME = Montenegro;

RS = Serbia.

19 Data from the
2012 survey, conduct-
ed in the framework
of the civil society
monitoring coordi-
nated by the Decade
of Roma Inclusion
Secretariat Founda-
tion in cooperation
with the Making the
Most of EU Funds for
Roma program and
the Roma Initiatives
Office of the Open
Society Foundations,
provided by Initiative
for Social Change.
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Figure 10: Share of Romani and non-Romani households in close proximity that
lack access to an improved water source
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20 CZ =Czech
Republic;

H =Hungary;

BG = Bulgaria;

RO = Romania;

AL = Albania;

BA =Bosnia
and Herzegovina;

HR = Croatia;

MK =The Former
Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia;

ME = Montenegro;

RS = Serbia.

21 Access to an im-
proved water source
means having piped,
potable water inside
the dwelling or in
the yard outside the
dwelling.

22The term ‘im-
proved sanitation’re-
fers to the presence of
a toilet or bathroom
inside the dwelling.

been unimpressive. Of the countries covered by the two surveys, Roma
access to improved water sources only increased in Bulgaria, Hungary,
and Montenegro.?' These countries also experienced a reduction in the
gap between Roma and non-Roma on this indicator. Other countries
in which the gap between Roma and non-Roma in relation to access
to improved water sources decreased are Albania, Bosnia and Herze-
govina, the Czech Republic, and Romania. However, these decreases re-
flect stagnation or deterioration in the situation of Roma amid (greater)
deterioration in the situation of non-Roma. Slight increases in the gap
between Roma and non-Roma in access to improved water sources in
Croatia, the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, and Serbia all in-
volve a drop in access among Roma.

With regard to access to improved sanitation, Roma’s situation ad-
vanced relative to the 2004 baseline in all countries except the Czech
Republic, which was also the only country in which the gap between
Roma and non-Roma on this indicator increased.?? In all other coun-
tries, the gap was reduced, with the greatest reductions registered in
Montenegro (47 percentage points), Bosnia and Herzegovina (44 per-
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Figure 11: Share of Romani and non-Romani households in close proximity that

lack access to improved sanitation
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centage points), and Albania (41 percentage points). Remaining gaps
in the countries covered by the two surveys range from five percent (in
the Czech Republic) to 40 percent (Croatia).

The proportion of Romani households in insecure housing decreased
from 2004 to 2011 in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Hungary, the
Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Romania, and Serbia.?* The
gap between Roma and non-Roma in relation to secure housing also
decreased in these countries, with the exception of Hungary, where the
gap increased slightly as a result of greater improvements in the situ-
ation of non-Roma. In Albania, Croatia, the Czech Republic, and Mon-
tenegro, where the situation of Roma deteriorated between 2004 and
2011, the gap between Roma and non-Roma widened over the same
period.

Between 2004 and 2011, the average number of rooms per house-
hold member increased among Roma in Albania, Bulgaria, and Hun-
gary, while the gap between Roma and non-Roma along this indicator
decreased in Albania, Bulgaria, and the Former Yugoslav Republic of

23 CZ =Czech
Republic;

H =Hungary;

BG = Bulgaria;

RO = Romania;

AL = Albania;

BA =Bosnia
and Herzegovina;

HR = Croatia;

MK =The Former
Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia;

ME = Montenegro;

RS = Serbia.

24 The term‘insecure
housing’refers to
houses in a poor
state of repair and/or
slums.
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Figure 12: Insecure housing among Romani and non-Romani households in close

proximity
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25 CZ=Czech
Republic;

H =Hungary;

BG = Bulgaria;

RO = Romania;

AL = Albania;

BA =Bosnia
and Herzegovina;

HR = Croatia;

MK =The Former
Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia;

ME = Montenegro;

RS = Serbia.

Macedonia. Whereas the reduced gap between Roma and non-Roma in
the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia was due not to any change
in the average number of rooms per Romani household member be-
tween 2004 and 2011, but rather to a (slight) drop over the same period
in the average number of rooms per non-Romani household member,
the gap between Roma and non-Roma in Hungary grew due to a larg-
er increase in the average number of rooms per household member
among non-Roma than among Roma. The greatest increases in the gap
between Roma and non-Roma in relation to the average number of
rooms per household member were observed in the Czech Republic
and Montenegro.

Average space per household member increased from 2004 to 2011
among Roma in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Hungary, the Former Yugo-
slav Republic of Macedonia, and Montenegro. In the Former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia, this increase contributed to a reduction in the
gap between Roma and non-Roma on this indicator. The gap between
Roma and non-Roma in relation to average space per household mem-
ber decreased also in Albania and Bulgaria, but the observed reduc-
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Figure 13: Average number of rooms per household member in Romani and non-

Romani households in close proximity
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Sources: UNDP Vulnerable Groups Survey (2004) and UNDP/WB/EC Regional Roma Survey 2011.2°

tions reflect drops in the average space per household member among
non-Roma larger than those experienced by Roma over the same pe-
riod rather than an increase in space available to Roma. Growing gaps
between Roma and non-Roma in average space per household mem-
ber were registered in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, the Czech Re-
public, Hungary, Montenegro, Romania, and Serbia, with the growth in
Croatia, the Czech Republic, Romania, and Serbia attributable in part to
reductions in average space per household member among Roma.

The findings of the MICSs conducted in the Former Yugoslav Repub-
lic of Macedonia and Serbia paint a largely negative picture of devel-
opments in the course of the Decade in access to improved drinking
water sources and sanitation. Only the finding in relation to access to
improved sanitation in the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia
differed qualitatively from the findings of the 2004 UNDP Vulnerable
Groups Survey and UNDP/WB/EC Regional Roma Survey 2011. Whereas
a small gap between Romani and general populations grew slightly be-
tween the two surveys in that country, a small gap in Roma’s favour in
relation to the latter in 2004 became a small gap in favour of the gen-

26 CZ =Czech
Republic;

H =Hungary;

BG = Bulgaria;

RO = Romania;

AL = Albania;

BA =Bosnia
and Herzegovina;

HR = Croatia;

MK =The Former
Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia;

ME = Montenegro;

RS = Serbia.
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Figure 14: Average space per household member in Romani and non-Romani
households in close proximity
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27 CZ =Czech
Republic;

H =Hungary;

BG = Bulgaria;

RO = Romania;

AL = Albania;

BA =Bosnia
and Herzegovina;

HR = Croatia;

MK =The Former
Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia;

ME = Montenegro;

RS = Serbia.

28 For relevant data
from the Multiple
Indicator Cluster Sur-
veys, please consult
Annex 1.

29 The results from
the 2013 mapping are
preliminary and do
not include results for
50 municipalities.

eral population in 2011 (Stojanovska et al., 2007; Ministry of Health et
al., 2012).28 In Serbia, a small gap between Roma and non-Roma in ac-
cess to improved drinking water sources was reduced slightly, while a
gap in access to improved sanitation grew as the situation deteriorated
for both Romani and general populations, but more for the former than
for the latter (Petrovi¢ et al., 2007; Statistical Office of the Republic of
Serbia, 2011).

The two rounds of sociographic mapping of Romani communities con-
ducted in Slovakia in 2004 and 2013 provide valuable material for an
analysis of progress in the course of the Decade in the priority area of
housing (Juraskova et al., 2004; UNDP, 2013).° As shown in the table
below, a comparison of the preliminary findings of the 2013 mapping
with the results of the previous one points to overall improvements in
access to infrastructure, despite a slight increase (from sixteen to nine-
teen percent) in the proportion of shacks among all dwellings in the
communities surveyed.

Whereas the first Decade Watch report noted wide variations across
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Table 2: Access to infrastructure among Romani communities in Slovakia in 2004

and 2013
. Share of communities/dwellings with access, by year
Type of infrastructure

2004 2013
Electricity (dwellings) 89% 91%
Gas supply §¥stem 21% 550

(communities)
Public sewage (dwellings) 13% 30%
Public water.s‘upply 63% 77%

(communities)

Sources: Juraskovd et al. (2004); United Nations Development Programme (2013).

countries in the priority area of housing (Haupert, 2007: 28), the 2009
Decade Watch survey yielded neutral to negative overall assessments
in all housing policy sub-fields (Miiller and Zsigo, 2010: 55).2° Most posi-
tively assessed overall in the area of housing—and the only country
with an average assessment falling between neutral and positive—was
Bosnia and Herzegovina. By way of contrast, Bulgaria and Slovakia re-
ceived the most negative average assessments, with both falling be-
tween negative and very negative. Concerns about deterioration in the
housing situation of Roma in Slovakia are expressed also by the Slovak
government in its 2011 Decade Progress Report: “Housing is undoubt-
edly one of the areas in which the gap between Roma on one hand and
the majority population on the other is ever deepening” (Government
of Slovakia, 2012: 9). Reports from civil society actors suggest that the
frequency of forced evictions has increased in recent years in the Czech
Republic, Serbia, and Slovakia (see Hurrle et al., 2013; European Roma
Rights Centre, 2013a; 2013c; 2013d; Laj¢akova 2013). Insufficient atten-
tion to residential segregation as a form of discrimination was noted
in 2013 by civil society actors in Albania, the Czech Republic, Hungary,
the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, and Slovakia (Cabiri et
al., 2013; Hurrle et al., 2013; Balogh et al., 2013; Friedman et al., 2013;
Laj¢akova 2013).

Among the participating countries of the Western Balkans, the Euro-
pean Commission singles out Bosnia and Herzegovina and Croatia for
progress made in addressing the Roma housing situation (European
Commission 2008b; 2009¢; 2010c; 2010d; 2011¢; 2011d; 2012b). In the
Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, surveys conducted by Romani
NGO activists in 2008 and 2010 revealed a widespread perception that
housing is the priority area in which the least is being done. The find-
ings of a similar survey conducted in 2012 point for the first time to
more progress in housing than in employment, but less than in educa-

30The included sub-
fields were communal
services, improve-
ment of current
housing, quality social
housing, formaliza-
tion of informal
settlements, and
prevention of home-
lessness.
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31 Data from the

2012 survey, conduct-

ed in the framework
of the civil society
monitoring coordi-
nated by the Decade
of Roma Inclusion
Secretariat Founda-
tion in cooperation
with the Making the
Most of EU Funds for
Roma program and
the Roma Initiatives
Office of the Open
Society Foundations,
provided by Initiative
for Social Change.

32 Data from the

2012 survey, conduct-

ed in the framework
of the civil society
monitoring coordi-
nated by the Decade
of Roma Inclusion
Secretariat Founda-
tion in cooperation
with the Making the
Most of EU Funds for
Roma program and
the Roma Initiatives
Office of the Open
Society Foundations,
provided by Initiative
for Social Change.

33 See European
Union Agency for
Fundamental Rights,
2009: 162-163). Data
from the 2011 survey
provided by UNDP.

tion or health (Bojadzieva, 2009: 61-62; 2010: 46-47).3" In similar fash-
ion, an evaluation conducted in Serbia in 2012 observes less progress
in housing than in education and health, but more than in employment
(Andelkovic et al., 2013: 34).

Anti-discrimination. The Decade Watch survey conducted in 2009
probed expert assessments of changes in discrimination over the pre-
vious five years—both in general, and in each of the four priority areas.
With regard to discrimination in general, overall assessments in Bulgar-
ia, the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Slovakia pointed to stagnation or
deterioration in the situation, while in all other Decade countries the
situation was assessed as having remained stable or improved (Mdil-
ler & Zsigo, 2010: 52). Of the priority areas, changes in the situation
with regard to discrimination in education were assessed positively
by the largest share (45 percent) of the experts surveyed, whereas the
smallest share of respondents (30 percent) gave a positive assessment
of changes in relation to discrimination in housing (Muller and Zsigo,
2010: 70). Additionally, although positive assessments of the change
in discrimination exceeded negative in all four priority areas (as well as
in general), the share of respondents providing a negative assessment
of the (then-) current situation in relation to discrimination was nearly
three times larger than the share of respondents offering a positive as-
sessment (i.e., 46 percent versus 15 percent).

The European Commission has made note of widespread and continu-
ing discrimination against Roma in all participating countries of the
Western Balkans at least once, often in a single sentence referring to
all four priority areas of the Decade. Consistent with these observa-
tions, surveys of Roma in the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia
conducted in 2008, 2010, and 2012 reveal that a majority see a lack of
progress in relation to discrimination (Bojadzieva, 2009: 61; 2010: 46).32
In the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Slovakia, on the other hand, as-
sessments by actors in civil society point to growing discrimination
against Roma, manifested increasingly in the form of organized events
and violent attacks (see Bogdan et al., 2010; Balogh et al., 2013; Euro-
pean Roma Rights Centre, 2013a; 2013d).

Regional surveys commissioned by FRA in 2008 and by FRA and UNDP
in 2011 provide insight into trends in several types of discrimination
against Roma in Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Romania, and
Slovakia (among other EU countries):*?

] In all five countries, the proportion of Roma who had experi-
enced discrimination over the previous twelve months when
looking for work decreased, with the greatest improvement reg-
istered in Hungary (from 47 percent to 25 percent).

[ | The percentage of Roma who had experienced discrimination in

the workplace over the last twelve months decreased in Bulgar-
ia, the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Romania, while increasing
slightly (five percentage points) in Slovakia.

| Modest improvements were registered in all five countries with
regard to Roma experience over the past twelve months with
discrimination by healthcare personnel.

| The frequency of Roma experiences over the previous twelve
months with discrimination by housing providers and school
personnel increased between the two surveys in Bulgaria, the
Czech Republic, Romania, and Slovakia, while dropping in Hun-

gary.
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Table 3: Roma survey responses regarding incidents of discrimination during the

past twelve months

Percentage of respondents experiencing discrimination

agency/landlord

Context
of discrimination Czech
Bulgaria Republic Hungary Romania Slovakia
2009 | 2011 | 2009 | 2011 | 2009 | 2011 | 2009 | 2011 | 2009 | 2011
Whenlooking | 5000 | 1994 | 459 | 379 | 47% | 25% | 19% | 15% | 38% | 28%
for work
At work 7% 6% | 27% | 11% | 25% | 6% | 12% | 5% 4% 9%
By housing

0% | 3% | 13% | 26% | 16% | 11% | 3% [ 13% | 10% | 23%

By healthcare | 1706 | 906 | 18% | 13% [ 18% | 6% | 11% | 9% | 17% | 1%
personnel
By school 2% | 4% [ 11% | 17% | 17% | 9% | 4% | 7% | 6% | 10%
personnel

Source: European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights (2009).3*

Eurobarometer surveys conducted in 2006, 2009, and 2012 suggest
that social relations between Roma and non-Roma have improved on
balance in the course of the Decade. Net increases are observed in the
share of respondents claiming to have Romani friends or acquaintances
in Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Hungary (despite a decrease from 2009
to 2012), Romania, and Slovakia. Also worth noting are the relatively
large country-to-country differences on this indicator in 2006. So is an
apparent tendency toward convergence (with the notable exception of
the Czech Republic) in 2012.

The results of the 2011 UNDP/WB/EC Regional Roma Survey further
suggest that increases in the frequency of friendships between Roma

34 Data from the
2011 survey provided
by UNDP.
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Figure 15: Frequency of Romani friends and acquaintances in Decade countries
of the EU
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and non-Roma have not yet led to widespread acceptance of mixed
marriages among the members of either group. Only in Croatia did
majorities of both Romani and non-Romani respondents indicate that
such marriages are acceptable. Majorities of Romani respondents in
Hungary and Slovakia expressed similar views.

Gender equality. Data from the 2004 UNDP Vulnerable Groups Survey
and the 2011 UNDP/WB/EC Regional Roma Survey allowing compari-
sons over time in the situation of Romani women relative to Romani
men suggest some progress in reducing gender gaps in education
and health. They also point to deterioration in the area of employment
(Cukrowska and Koéczé, 2013). In education, while gaps between Ro-
mani women and Romani men in relation to dropout rates and edu-
cational attainment decreased, there was little change in the gender
gap in relation to literacy rates. In the area of health, a tendency toward
convergence between Romani men and women was evident between
the two surveys in the frequency of (self-reported) chronic illness. By
contrast, the gender gap in employment increased between 2004 and
2011 among both Roma and non-Roma, but more among the former.

The 2009 Decade Watch survey yielded an overall neutral-to-positive

regional average on the impact of the Decade’s first five years on wom-
en’s health (Muller and Zsigo, 2010: 58). At the level of individual coun-
tries, the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and Romania were
assessed most positively in this sub-field, with the most negative as-
sessments applied to the Czech and Slovak Republics (Miller and Zsigo,
2010: 57). On the other hand, the findings of the same survey suggest
at the very least that attention to issues of gender is not prominent
in the programmes implemented within the framework of the Decade.
Overall, more than half the respondents either indicated that relevant
programmes in education, housing, employment, and housing did not
address gender issues at all; or they expressing a lack of knowledge
about the extent to which these programmes addressed gender issues
(Muller and Zsigo, 2010: 63). Survey responses further suggested that
attention to gender issues is greatest in health and least in housing.

Lack of attention to gender issues has been (and remains) a persistent
problem in the Decade countries. While mention of Romani women in
strategic and policy documents on Roma—sometimes in terms of mul-
tiple discrimination—is not unusual, gender equality is frequently ne-
glected as a cross-cutting issue. As a result, women are often not seen
as a distinct target group for measures aimed at Roma—even when
Romani women are particularly affected by certain problems (Mdiller,
2011). Likewise, treatment of Romani women in broader strategic doc-
uments on gender equality is inconsistent (Friedman, 2013b).

Of the countries participating in the Decade, two have at one time or
another adopted a NAP for Romani women: the Former Yugoslav Re-
public of Macedonia and Serbia (see Ministerstvo za trud i socijalna
politika, 2008; 2010; Ministry of National and Ethnic Communities,
2004; Ministry of Human and Minority Rights, 2010). Adoption of a
separate NAP devoted to Romani women could help integrate gender
issues in the design, implementation, and assessment of initiatives in
the four priority areas as well as in relation to anti-discrimination and
poverty reduction. However, treatment of gender equality as a cross-
cutting issue in both countries has not been helped by the lack of a
clear fit between the NAPs for Romani women on the one hand and
the NAPs for education, employment, health, and housing on the other
(Friedman et al.,, 2013; Peri¢, 2012a). Further, in a rare example of direct
criticism with regard to the handling of the situation of Romani women,
the European Commission’s 2012 Progress Report for the Former Yu-
goslav Republic of Macedonia observes that “[ilnsufficient support to
the National Action Plan for Roma Women renders its implementation
almost impossible” (European Commission, 2012d: 54; cf. Roma Centre
Skopje, 2013).

Perhaps not surprising in light of the preceding discussion, surveys of
Roma conducted by civil society actors in the Former Yugoslav Republic
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Figure 16: Expenditure-based poverty among Roma and non-Roma living in close

proximity
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35 BG = Bulgaria;
RO = Romania;
AL = Albania;

BA =Bosnia
and Herzegovina;

HR = Croatia;

MK =The Former
Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia;

ME = Montenegro;

RS = Serbia.

36 Data from the 2012
survey, conducted in
the framework of the
civil society monitor-
ing coordinated by the
Decade of Roma Inclu-
sion Secretariat Foun-
dation in cooperation
with the Making the
Most of EU Funds for
Roma program and the
Roma Initiatives Office
of the Open Society
Foundations, provided
by Initiative for Social
Change.

37 As expressed by
participants in focus
groups conducted in

of Macedonia in 2008, 2010, and 2012 reveal that a majority see a lack
of progress in relation to gender equality (Bojadzieva, 2009: 61; 2010:
46).2¢ In fact, of all the assessments produced by actors in civil society
and consulted in preparing this report, perhaps the most positive in
relation to attention to gender equality comes from Spain. This assess-
ment acknowledges that considerable attention has been paid to the
situation of Romani women—uwhile still noting that this has not been
sufficient to eliminate their disadvantage relative to both Romani men
and non-Roma in general (Laparra et al., 2013: 56).

Poverty reduction. Despite the widespread perception that “[iln design
and practice, the focus has been on the poverty dimension’?” there are
relatively few data available on the extent to which poverty among
Roma has been reduced during the Decade. Coverage of poverty in the
Decade Watch reports is limited to an observation in the 2007 report
about the lack of relevant data (Danova, 2008: 17). The European Com-
mission’s progress reports on the Decade countries of the Western Bal-
kans also pay little attention to poverty as such.

Internationally comparable assessments of the extent to which pov-
erty among Roma has been reduced since the Decade began should
be based on the 2011 UNDP/WB/EC Regional Roma Survey and from
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Figure 17: Income-based poverty among Roma and non-Roma living in close

proximity
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the 2004 UNDP Vulnerable Groups Survey (see lvanov and Kagin,
2014). These data suggest both that monetary poverty has been re-
duced among Roma, and that the gap between Roma and non-Roma
in absolute poverty rates has decreased in the period between the
two surveys.*® Moreover, as shown in Figures 16 and 17, regardless of
whether poverty is measured on the basis of estimated income or esti-
mate expenditures, gaps between Roma and non-Roma have generally
decreased. The sole exception to this generalization is Bosnia and Her-
zegovina, where the gap in income-based poverty increased slightly
in contrast to the observed reduction in the gap in expenditure-based
poverty.

The findings of surveys conducted in Slovakia in 2005 and 2010 sug-
gest that access to long-term consumer goods such as computers, re-
frigerators, and washing machines among Roma increased in the years
between the two surveys (Filadelfiova et al., 2007: 76; Filadelfiova and
Gerbery, 2012: 159). Surveys of Roma in the Former Yugoslav Republic
of Macedonia conducted in 2008, 2010, and 2012, on the other hand,
reveal that a majority see a lack of progress in relation to poverty reduc-
tion (Bojadzieva, 2009: 61; 2010: 46).3°

late 2012 and early 2013
with representatives of
participating governments
and civil society in all
Decade countries except
Bulgaria and Slovakia as
well as with international
partners (Working Group
on the Decade Future,
2012:2).

38 Absolute poverty is
measured in terms of the
share of people living on
less than 4.3 purchasing
power parity-adjusted
dollars per day.

39 Data from the 2012
survey, conducted in the
framework of the civil
society monitoring coor-
dinated by the Decade of
Roma Inclusion Secretariat
Foundation in cooperation
with the Making the Most
of EU Funds for Roma pro-
gram and the Roma Initia-
tives Office of the Open
Society Foundations,
provided by Initiative for
Social Change.




Assessing adherence
to Decade commitments

Whereas the previous chapter examined changes in the situation of
Roma since the beginning of the Decade in education, employment,
health, and housing (as well as in relation to the cross-cutting issues
of anti-discrimination, gender equality, and poverty reduction), this
chapter explores how key commitments made at the beginning of
the Decade have been put into practice. It examines the adoption and
funding of national action plans targeting Roma in the four priority
areas, Romani participation in designing and implementing initiatives
undertaken within the framework of the Decade, and monitoring and
evaluation under the Decade. While the current chapter is primarily
qualitative in approach, numbers occasionally find their way into the
analysis as markers of the extent to which these commitments have
been understood as something beyond mere formalities.

National Action Plans. While all participating countries except Hunga-
ry and Romania had adopted NAPs covering the entire duration of the
Decade by the end of 2006, subsequent revisions of NAPs and related
strategic documents have seen delays in adoption also in Bosnia and
Herzegovina, the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, and Serbia.
As of late 2013, Romania still had not adopted any NAPs; revisions to
the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia’s NAPs (to replace those
that expired at the end of 2011) were in the planning stages; and Ser-
bia’s NAPs for 2012-2014 had not yet been adopted. In the absence of
such an agreed framework for initiatives aimed at improving the situa-
tion of the Romani population, issues of funding, Romani participation,
and monitoring and evaluation are largely moot.

Funding for the implementation of the measures contained in the NAPs
has often been identified as a problem. Of the EC Progress Reports is-
sued during the participation of Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Croatia, the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Montenegro, and
Serbia in the Decade, at least one such report for each country criticizes
as insufficient funding allocations for implementing activities under

the Decade (see European Commission, 2005a; 2005b; 2006a; 20073;
2008a; 2008d; 2009b; 2010a; 2010e; 2011a;2011f; 2012a; 2012b; 2012d).
Perhaps not surprisingly, also receiving mention in relation to Albania,
Bosnia and Herzegovina, the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia,
and Montenegro (but not in relation to Croatia and Serbia) is slow NAP
implementation (European Commission 2008c; 2009a; 2009d; 2010a;
2010e; 2011f; 2012b; 2012d; 2012e). To take a concrete example, Bosnia
and Herzegovina’s annual allocation of EUR 1 million for implementing
the housing NAP compares favourably to the corresponding allocations
in some other Decade countries. However, but full implementation of
the NAP would cost more than EUR 216 million (Mdiller 2011: 17). By
way of contrast, Spain stands out for incorporating a specific budget
line for the Roma Development Programme in the general state budget
since 1989 (see Laparra et al.,, 2013: 33).

Notwithstanding encouragement in the Decade’s Terms of Reference
for participating governments to make use of EU funding and policy
instruments in developing and implementing their Decade NAPs (see
International Steering Committee, 2005: 9-10), access to EU funds for
Roma has been a persistent problem in the Decade countries. Both
within and outside the EU, increased reliance on EU funding has often
meant less funding for Roma due to the administrative and financial
demands of applying for and managing funds provided by the EU. The
continued operation of some recipients of EU funding has at times
been called into question due to delayed or withheld reimbursements
by national managing authorities (see Bogdan et al., 2010; Friedman et
al., 2013; Hurrle et al., 2013; Kriglerova et al., 2012). At the same time,
reduced availability of other funding sources has in some cases nega-
tively affected NGO independence from their respective governments,
which have taken on increasingly important roles in managing EU
funds (Friedman et al., 2013; Kullmann et al., 2013; Rorke, 2013). Further,
evidence from Slovakia suggests that EU priorities which are also cen-
tral to the Decade (e.g., anti-discrimination) may get lost in translation
into national programme goals (Hurrle et al., 2012: 96). Of the projects
funded under an ESF call for education of members of marginalized
Romani communities, none addressed directly what is arguably the
most pressing problem of Roma in Slovakia’s educational system: their
overrepresentation in special schools and classes for the mentally dis-
abled (Kriglerova et al., 2012). Finally, a lack of clarity about the extent
to which EU-funded projects ostensibly targeting marginalized Romani
communities in Slovakia actually reach larger numbers of Roma than
non-Roma points to problems in targeting (Hurrle et al., 2012: 43, 48).

Beyond issues related to the adoption and funding of National Action
Plans, the NAPs have also been subject to criticism on more substantive
grounds. Notwithstanding the frequency with which Roma’s marginal-
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ization is characterized as complex (often in terms of vicious circles link-
ing the four priority areas), integrated policies that address this margin-
alization in a complex way have been the exception rather than the rule
(see, for example, Cace et al.,, 2013: 18-19; Mdller, 2011: 14). The cross-
cutting issues of anti-discrimination, gender equality, and poverty re-
duction have been neglected in particular. As a result, NAPs sometimes
amount to “collections of possible interventions” rather than to coher-
ent sets of policies (Muller, 2011: 14; cf. Haupert, 2007: 18). As noted
by Stephan Mdller (2011: 14) in relation to Decade NAPs adopted in
the Western Balkans, the combination of inadequate funding, the lack
of an integrated approach, and methodological weaknesses (discussed
below) create situations in which the NAPs cannot be implemented in
their entirety, and in which governments have complete discretion to
implement (or not implement) any or all of the measures contained in
the NAPs.

Romani participation. While complaints about the level of Romani
participation in Decade-related programming at both regional and
national levels continue, such complaints have become less frequent
since the beginning of the Decade—supporting the assertion that “[t]
he adoption of Roma policies at the national level has led to intensi-
fied interactions between Roma civil society organisations and govern-
ments at all levels” (Miller and Jovanovi¢, 2010: 40; also see Redzepi
and Bojadzieva, 2009: 26). At the regional level, qualified Roma play an
active role in the leadership of the Decade: Roma comprise a consider-
able proportion of those employed in the Decade Secretariat and the
Roma Education Fund, as well as in relevant OSI programmes in Buda-
pest.

Notwithstanding the increase in contacts between Romani NGOs and
governments in the course of the Decade, the picture at national lev-
el with regard to Romani participation in the Decade remains varied.
Whereas legal provisions promote the political representation of mi-
norities in Croatia, Hungary, Montenegro, Romania, and Serbia, Romani
women'’s participation in developing relevant strategic and policy doc-
uments has generally been limited. On the other hand, in most Decade
countries Roma have played key roles in designing and/or implement-
ing initiatives undertaken at the local level within the framework of the
Decade, serving as focal points in local government, employment and/
or health mediators, and/or teaching assistants. Representatives of Ro-
mani civil society supported by the Decade Secretariat have served as
national-level Decade Focal Points in all Decade countries.

Taking into account differences among the countries participating in
the Decade, the bullet points that follow provide an overview of Roma
participation in national management and advisory bodies in each
country:
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In Albania, Romani participation in decision-making has been
largely limited to the one Rom each on the State Committee
on Minorities (an advisory body to the government) and in the
Technical Secretariat for Roma within the Ministry of Labour, So-
cial Affairs, and Equal Opportunities.

In Bosnia and Herzegovina, Roma participate in the Committee
on Roma (formed in 2002 as an advisory body to the Council
of Ministers) and in the Coordination Committee for Monitoring
the Action Plan on Employment, Housing, and Health estab-
lished in 2008. However, the division of labour between these
two bodies is unclear.

While no Roma are employed in Bulgaria’s National Council for
Cooperation on Ethnic and Integration Issues (the body respon-
sible for day-to-day coordination of NAP implementation), Ro-
mani experts support relevant ministries.

In addition to participating in the Council for National Minori-
ties, Roma in Croatia have accounted for a considerable (if vary-
ing) proportion of the Commission for Monitoring Implementa-
tion of the National Programme for Roma. On the other hand,
concerns about Roma’s capacity to provide needed expertise
have been raised in activist as well as official circles (European
Commission, 2006a; 2007a; 2008a; 2009¢; 2010d; Redzepi & Bo-
jadzieva, 2009).

Within the Government Office of the Czech Republic, Roma ac-
count for two of the five employees of the Department for the
Protection of Minorities and half of the Council for Romani Com-
munity Affairs, which serves as an advisory body to this Depart-
ment. Another Rom is employed in the Department for Social
Inclusion.

In Hungary, seven Roma are employed in the State Secretariat
for Social Inclusion within the Ministry of Human Resources re-
sponsible for day-to-day coordination of NAP implementation.
Additionally, the Coordination Body for Roma Inclusion includes
some Romani NGOs as well as representatives of the National
Romani Self-Government.

The Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia is exceptional for
having established three Romani-specific bodies in the course
of the Decade: the National Coordinating Body (formed in 2005);
the Unit for Implementation of the Strategy and the Decade of
Roma Inclusion and the National Strategy for Roma (created in
2008) within the Ministry of Labour and Social Policy; and the
Cabinet of the Minister without Portfolio and National Coordina-
tor for the Decade of Roma Inclusion and the Strategy for Roma
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(appointed in 2008). While the National Coordinating Body has
functioned only sporadically since 2008, Roma comprise the
(entire) staff of the two more active bodies.

In Montenegro, a total of two persons from the Romani and
Egyptian communities participate in the eleven-member Com-
mission for Monitoring the Implementation of the Strategy for
Improving the Position of Roma and Egyptians in Montenegro.
Additionally, two members of the Romani, Ashkali, and Egyptian
communities are employed in the Department for Advance-
ment and Protection of the Rights of the RAE Population within
the Ministry for Human and Minority Rights.

Romania’s National Agency for Roma, which is responsible for
day-to-day coordination of NAP implementation, has been
headed by a Rom since its establishment in 2004. Roma are also
employed in the Agency’s seven regional offices, as well as in
County Offices for Roma. A Rom also serves as National Contact
Point for the Romanian Roma Integration Strategy, but the func-
tion of this position is unclear (see Moisa et al., 2013: 31-32).

In Serbia, there have consistently been Roma employed in the
institution responsible for the day-to-day coordination of NAP
implementation (currently the Office of Human and Minority
Rights). Roma have also participated in the Council for Improve-
ment of the Status of Roma and the Implementation of the De-
cade of Roma Inclusion, as well as in ministerial working groups
formed to implement the government strategy and NAPs.

Day-to-day coordination of NAP implementation in Slovakia is
the responsibility of the Office of the Government Plenipoten-
tiary for Romani Communities (currently situated within the
Ministry of Interior), which has been headed at various times
by non-Roma as well as by Roma. In addition to operating five
branch offices throughout the country, the Office of the Pleni-
potentiary chairs the Inter-ministerial Commission for Romani
Community Affairs. Missing, however, is institutionalized coop-
eration between the Office of the Plenipotentiary and the Com-
mittee on National Minorities and Ethnic Groups, an advisory
body to government with four Romani members (Laj¢akova,
2013: 23-24; cf. Redzepi and Bojadzieva, 2009).

In Spain, the main institution responsible for coordinating activi-
ties related to Roma is the Roma Development Unit within the
Ministry of Health, Social Services, and Equality. However, there
has never been a Rom employed in this unit or in the directorate
general to which it belongs. A State Council of the Romani Peo-
ple created in 2005 as a consultative body to the government
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involves Romani NGOs, but has not been effective thus far in in-
creasing or focusing attention on the situation of Roma (Laparra
etal, 2013:33-34,37).

Monitoring and evaluation. Notwithstanding the emphasis on evi-
dence-based policy making on the part of the Decade’s international
partners, progress in monitoring and evaluation under the Decade has
been sketchy. It is apparent more in the increased regularity of report-
ing than in growth in the volume or availability of official data on the
situation of Roma. As noted in the initial Decade Watch reports on the
progress of the Decade in its first two years, the concern remains that
“[slystematic outcome monitoring, in particular comparable across
countries, is currently impossible because of significant data gaps”
(Haupert, 2007: 19; also see Danova, 2008: 15; McDonald and Negrin,
2010; Miller and Zsigo, 2010: 19-20, 22; Bennett, 2012: 24-25, 44; Hur-
rle et al., 2012: 90; Ivanov, 2012: 4; Kullmann et al., 2013: 42). Such data
gaps allow governments to justify not having targeted policies while
also leaving room for ungrounded speculation on such sensitive issues
as migration, demographics, and reliance on the social welfare system.

In an initiative designed to complement the view from Romani civil
society provided by Decade Watch, in 2006 UNDP began work on a
methodology for assessing the progress of the Decade with an eye to
supporting participating governments in meeting the goals laid out
in their respective NAPs. As part of this work, an analysis of provisions
for monitoring and evaluation in the NAPs conducted by the European
Centre for Minority Issues in late 2006 and early 2007 revealed a set
of widely present barriers to meaningful assessment of progress under
the Decade. These included (and remain):

| The absence of comprehensive planning and insufficient fund-
ing allocations for monitoring and evaluation;

[ | The failure to specify responsibilities for monitoring, evaluation,
and reporting, with inadequate institutional arrangements for
coordination of these activities;

[ | The lack of clarity in relation to the types of reports to be pro-
duced, review processes, timeframes, and data to be consulted;

[ | Inattention to the availability, sources, collection, compilation,
and analysis of data;

| Treatment of stakeholder participation in monitoring and evalu-
ation as an abstract principle (none of the NAPs contain details
on how stakeholders can be involved in designing, carrying out,
and applying the findings of monitoring and evaluation activi-
ties);

| Conceptual confusion regarding project-cycle and results-based
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management, so that goals, objectives, tools, instruments, activ-
ities, indicators, and targets are often mixed, quantified targets
lacking, and available data not taken into account; and

u Neglect of outcomes and impact in favour of inputs and outputs
(UNDP, 2007: 4-8; cf. Miiller 2011: 24).

This review concluded that “[t]he sparseness of provisions in the NAPs
on outcome and impact assessments and on external evaluation yields
the overall impression that M&E does not constitute an integral part of
NAP design” (UNDP, 2007: 9).

Following up on expressions of interest in the UNDP methodology on
the part of some participating governments, subsequent years saw
the elaboration of monitoring and evaluation frameworks in Bulgaria,
Croatia, the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Romania, and Ser-
bia. At the regional level, a Decade Working Group on Indicators was
formed and produced a framework for measuring progress and outlin-
ing options for collecting the data needed to measure integration (see
Kahanec, 2009). Additionally, in 2010 the International Steering Com-
mittee decided to introduce annual progress reporting by participating
governments, with the Decade Secretariat developing a template for
this purpose.

While participating governments have not always made full use of the
framework or collected the needed data, they have submitted annual
progress reports since 2010 (the only exceptions being Hungary in
2010 and Romania in 2012). However, the quality of these reports is of-
ten compromised by the shortage of the ethnically disaggregated data
needed to fill in much of the template. As a result, these reports are usu-
ally dominated by input data; as such, they contain little information on
the progress of the Decade in improving the situation of Roma (Croa-
tia's consistent reporting of figures on Roma’s enrolment in primary and
secondary education constituting an important if partial exception in
this regard—see Government of Croatia, 2011; 2012; 2013). Perhaps
not surprising in light of the sparse data, the reports pay little attention
to issues of gender (although Hungary’s 2012 report suggests that an
improvement may be underway—see Government of Hungary, 2013).
Finally, despite these considerable shortcomings, critical self-assess-
ments are exceptional, being largely limited to the Czech Republic’s re-
port from 2010, Slovakia's reports from 2010 and 2011, and Bosnia and
Herzegovina's 2012 report (Government of the Czech Republic, 2011;
Government of Slovakia, 2011; 2012; Government of Bosnia and Herze-
govina, 2013). Civil society monitoring reports commissioned in 2012
by the Decade Secretariat in cooperation with the “Making the Most of
EU Funds for Roma"” programme and the Roma Initiatives Office of the
Open Society Foundations provide a more critical view as well as alter-
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native sources of information on progress under the Decade in Albania,
Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Hungary, the Former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia, Romania, Slovakia, and Spain (see Cabiri et al., 2013; Dimitrov
et al,, 2013; Hurrle et al.,, 2013; Balogh et al., 2013; Friedman et al., 2013;
Moisa et al., 2013; Laj¢akova, 2013; Kullmann et al., 2013).

EC Progress Reports on countries participating in the Decade have of-
ten made note of inadequate monitoring and evaluation in relation to
the situation of Roma (see, for example, European Commission, 2005b;
2006¢; 2008d; 2009d; 2010b; 2011c). Nonetheless, the contribution
of EU funding to the availability of data on the situation of Roma has
been compromised by a tendency to focus on inputs at programme
level, with limited attention to outputs and even less to project-level
outcomes (Bernard Brunhes International, 2010; Centre for Strategy &
Evaluation Services, 2011; Hurrle et al., 2012). As a result, much more is
known about how much money has been spent in the name of Roma
than about how much difference the money has made in Roma'’s situ-
ation.

Although some improvement has been observed in the quality of the
census data on Roma collected in the course of the Decade (apparently
as a result of increased Roma participation in carrying out the census
in many Decade countries), the value of such data for purposes of com-
parison over time is generally limited by the timing of the censuses. In
most of the Decade countries the most recent census was completed
in 2011. Since previous enumerations were carried out between 2001
and 2003, this leaves considerable room for speculation that changes
in the situation of Roma observed from the previous to the current cen-
sus may have taken place before the Decade began in 2005. In Bosnia
and Herzegovina and in the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia,
no census has been conducted in the course of the Decade. Compari-
son of census data on Roma over time in Albania and Spain is rendered
impossible by data collection practices: Albania’s 2001 census did not
offer participants the possibility of indicating Romani ethnicity; and
Spanish census policy continues to preclude the collection of data on
ethnic origin.

Barriers linked to the selection of data from the census, for publication
in ethnically disaggregated form, should be easier to address. Basic
demographic data on Roma from the censuses conducted in 2011 in
Albania, Bulgaria, Croatia, the Czech Republic, Montenegro, Romania,
Serbia, and Slovakia are publicly available. However, no ethnically dis-
aggregated data on education, employment, health, housing, (or on
discrimination, gender equality, or poverty) have been published. In
this sense, the Hungarian Central Statistical Office (2013) stands out for
making available on its website even limited ethnically disaggregated
data on education and employment from the 2011 census.




IV

Conclusions

This chapter presents an overall assessment of progress in the course
of the Decade of Roma Inclusion (as of late 2013). Drawing on the pre-
ceding analysis, it examines progress in closing gaps between Romani
and non-Romani populations on the one hand and adherence to key
Decade commitments on the other. Following this critical look at the
achievements of the Decade to date, the chapter offers a brief look to
the future on the basis of recent data on public opinion in the Decade
countries. It concludes with a set of strategic guidelines for use in think-
ing through the remainder of the Decade and beyond.

Situation of Roma. Available data (qualitative as well as quantitative)
suggest that education is the priority area in which the most progress
has been made, relative both to what it was at the beginning of the De-
cade and to the situation of non-Roma. Advances have been document-
ed inter alia in literacy and completion of primary and secondary edu-
cation. Smaller bodies of available data and variations in performance
among participating countries in other priority areas make drawing
conclusions there more difficult. Still, the combination of quantitative
and qualitative assessments suggests that, since the beginning of the
Decade, more progress has been made in health than in employment
or housing. Comparing progress in employment and housing is more
difficult still. While joblessness rates among Roma have improved rela-
tive to the beginning of the Decade and to the situation of non-Roma,
trends with wages have been more mixed, and employment rates have
declined both among Roma and relative to non-Roma. In housing, on
the other hand, documented progress in access to improved sanitation
(relative to both the situation at the beginning of the Decade and the
situation of non-Roma) stands in contrast to more ambivalent trends
in access to improved water sources and secure housing, as well as in
relation to rooms and space per household member. Difficulties in es-
tablishing a ranking among priority areas notwithstanding, it is none-
theless clear that a “lack of coherent policies regarding housing and

employment affects negatively the efficiency of programmes in the
fields of education and health” (Stoian et al., 2010: 53).

With the partial exception of anti-discrimination, the cross-cutting is-
sues have generally been neglected. This is most evident for poverty
reduction, which has for the most part been ignored not only by gov-
ernment policies, but also by external assessments. The situation with
regard to gender equality is better, in that the lack of sustained gov-
ernment attention to Romani women (as a distinct target group) has
been documented with a consistency lacking in the case of poverty
reduction. By contrast, issues of discrimination have received attention
from governments as well as in external assessments. However, avail-
able information suggests that modest advances made in the first half
of the Decade may now be rolled back as relations between Roma and
non-Roma deteriorate in some participating countries.

Taking the Decade as a whole, recent qualitative assessments suggest
that conclusion of the first Decade Watch report still rings true: “[D]
espite some progress, the Decade has not reached the critical point
that would guarantee success” (Haupert, 2007: 18; cf. Koczé, 2012: 45;
Working Group on the Decade Future, 2013: 2). The 2009 survey of in-
dependent experts conducted within the framework of Decade Watch
provides insight into these perceptions in most participating countries,
revealing overall assessments of the Decade’s impact ranging from
neutral to positive, with those in Czech and Slovak Republics closest to
neutral and those Albania and Spain most positive (Miller and Zsigo,
2010: 47). The survey also found that the general impact of the Decade
was assessed more positively in the participating countries of the West-
ern Balkans than in the EU member states (Miller and Zsigo, 2010: 44).

More recently, a Eurobarometer survey found that the most common
view in the six EU member states participating in the Roma Decade was
that efforts made in the country in question for the integration of Roma
in the fields of education, employment, health, and housing had not
been effective (Eurobarometer, 2012). In four of these states (Bulgaria,
the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Slovakia), responses in this category
constituted an absolute majority. Only in Romania was the difference
in frequency between negative and positive assessments of integration
efforts to date relatively small.

As far as the participating countries of the Western Balkans are con-
cerned, the European Commission has made the most positive general
assessments of progress in the situation of Roma in Croatia (see the Eu-
ropean Commission, 2005a; 2006a; 2007a; 2008b; 2009¢) and the most
negative such assessments in relation to Albania (see European Com-
mission, 2008a; 2009a; 2010a), while registering accelerated progress in
recent years in Bosnia and Herzegovina, the Former Yugoslav Republic
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Table 4: Effectiveness of efforts for Roma integration*’

Aggregated responses

Country Not effective M::::;:’eely Effective
Bulgaria 51% 20% 18%
Czech Republic 69% 19% 8%
Hungary 64% 21% 10%
Romania 32% 28% 29%
Slovakia 67% 18% 9%
Spain 45% 32% 17%

Source: Eurobarometer (2012).

40 The following
survey wording was
used “Using a scale
from 1to 10, please
tell me if you think
that the efforts made
in (OUR COUNTRY) for
the integration (in the
fields of education,
health, housing and
employment) of its
Roma population are
effective”

of Macedonia, and Serbia (compare European Commission 2010c with
2012b; 2006b, 2007b, 2008c, and 2009d with 2010e, 2011f, and 2012d;
2006d, 2007d, 2008e, and 2009f with 2010f and 2012h).

Principled commitments. If progress in education, employment,
health, and housing, as well as in relation to the cross-cutting issues of
anti-discrimination, gender equality, and poverty reduction, has been
uneven, so has adherence to the principled commitments made at the
beginning of the Decade. While most participating countries have ad-
opted NAPs in the four priority areas, the interventions foreseen in the
different areas only rarely amount to an integrated approach. More-
over, government funding allocations have generally been viewed as
insufficient; concerns have also been raised about the alignment of the
support that is available with what is most needed (see Working Group
on the Decade Future, 2013: 2). Finally, the effects of EU funding on the
situation of Roma are not well documented, and those effects that are
documented effects are ambiguous.

The picture of Romani participation in the implementation of Decade
activities is more positive. Although in many participating countries
there remains considerable room for improvement in both the quantity
and quality of Roma involvement in both the design and implementa-
tion of Decade activities, the growth (both quantitative and qualitative)
is palpable in most of the Decade countries, as well as in some of the
key international partner organizations. Romani activists as well as rep-
resentatives of governments and international organizations credit the
Decade for institutionalizing policy dialogue between Roma and the
relevant institutions (K6czé, 2012: 45; Working Group on the Decade
Future, 2013: 1). Closely related to this, the Decade has made an im-
portant contribution to raising awareness about the situation of Roma

(Bogdén et al., 2010: 33; Kbczé, 2012: 45; Working Group on the Decade
Future, 2013: 1).

The empirical record on the gaps between Romani and general popula-
tions in the Decade countries remains incomplete, mostly because par-
ticipating governments have not fulfilled their commitment to mea-
sure progress in transparent, quantifiable ways. The Decade Progress
Reports submitted on an annual basis by participating governments
since 2010 suggest that participating governments’ commitment to
monitoring and evaluation is more formalistic than substantive. In-
creased efforts to collect ethnically disaggregated data on the situa-
tion of Roma since the introduction of the Decade reporting require-
ments have not been particularly visible. Thus, while “[t]he situation of
Roma is far better documented and understood” than was the case at
the beginning of the Decade, monitoring and evaluation efforts have
been inconsistent at best (Working Group in the Decade Future, 2013:
1). Nonetheless, the Decade has provided an important forum for the
cross-country replication of ostensibly successful models (often with
the facilitation of the Decade Secretariat), most notably in education
and various forms of mediation.

Mirroring the advice in the Decade’s Terms of Reference to participat-
ing governments to make use of EU funding and policy instruments, by
the middle of the Decade the EU was taking its cue from the Decade
in calling on member states to draft and adopt National Roma Integra-
tion Strategies for the period 2012-2020 (European Commission 2011e;
also see Rorke, 2013: 13; Working Group on the Decade Future, 2013:1).
On the one hand, the adoption of the four Decade priority areas in the
EU Framework for National Roma Integration Strategies can be seen as
evidence of the Decade’s success in keeping attention focused on im-
proving the situation of Roma. On the other hand, the shortcomings in
the strategies that were produced—even by the five EU member states
that have been participating in the Decade since 2005—suggest that
crucial lessons have not been learned (European Commission 2012g;
Friedman, 2013a; Rorke, 2012; 2013). Thus, like the Decade NAPs pro-
duced at the beginning of the Decade, the national Roma integration
strategies produced in the Decade’s second half suffer from lacunae in
ethnically disaggregated data and in provisions for making effective
use of EU funds, as well as from a failure to address the multiple dis-
crimination faced by Romani women in a context of insufficient atten-
tion to issues of discrimination in general.

On amore optimistic note, the 2012 Eurobarometer survey which found
that general populations in the six EU member states participating in
the Decade did not generally view efforts in the four Decade priority
areas as having been effective also produced the finding that (with the
notable exception of the Czech Republic), the view that society stands
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Table 5: Potential for society to benefit from better integration of Roma*'

Country Aggregated responses
Agree Disagree

Bulgaria 64% 25%
Czech Republic 47% 48%
Hungary 72% 24%
Romania 63% 25%
Slovakia 59% 36%
Spain 68% 21%

Source: Eurobarometer (2012)

41 The following
survey wording was
used: “Please tell me
whether you totally
agree, tend to agree,
tend to disagree or
totally disagree with
each of the following
statements: Society
could benefit from a
better integration of
the Roma.”

to gain from improvement in the situation of Roma predominates by a
considerable margin.

The results of the 2011 UNDP/WB/EC Regional Roma Survey provide
more detail on the extent to which both Roma and non-Roma are pre-
pared to address these gaps through measures involving preferential
treatment for members of disadvantaged groups (including but not
necessarily limited to Roma). In the priority area of education, over
85 percent of Romani and non-Romani respondents in the countries
covered by the survey agreed with providing scholarships for children
from poor families, with more than seven in ten respondents taking the
view that language support for children with insufficient fluency in the
language of instruction is acceptable. The prospect of preferential ac-
ceptance of members of disadvantaged groups in secondary and high-
er education was more controversial, with agreement ranging from 40
percent among non-Romani respondents in Romania to 92 percent of
Romani respondents in Bulgaria. At least three quarters of all respon-
dents viewed the provision of subsidies to companies for employing
persons from disadvantaged groups as acceptable. Likewise, public
employment measures for persons from disadvantaged groups were
supported by more than two thirds of all respondents.

Applying learning from the Decade to date. The above assessment
of progress under the Decade can also provide a basis for identifying a
set of strategic guidelines for consideration in planning future efforts in
relation to the four priority areas and three cross-cutting issues:

] Education: The many successful initiatives undertaken since
the beginning of the Decade should be continued and scaled
up where this has not already been done. Given its central role to

date in piloting and promoting such initiatives, the Roma Educa-
tion Fund can continue to support efforts in this direction. The
overrepresentation of Romani children in special schools and
classes for the mentally disabled should be addressed on a pri-
ority basis.

Employment: More effective alternatives to the Roma-target-
ed employment programmes implemented to date should be
found, with the improvement of concrete prospects for finding
a job or starting a business emphasized over awareness-raising
and training. Among relevant programmes implemented in De-
cade countries, Spain’s Acceder program merits consideration as
a potential model (see Laparra et al., 2013: 73). Discriminatory
employment practices require urgent attention in light of their
apparent effects not only on employment rates, but also on par-
ticipation in education and on migration patterns.

Health: Anecdotal evidence from several Decade countries sug-
gests that health mediation programmes—often implemented
primarily by Romani women—in local Romani communities are
effective in improving Roma access to health services, by facili-
tating communication between Roma and (non-Romani) health-
care workers, providing health education, and undertaking so-
cial work. This evidence should undergo rigorous evaluation, as
a basis for possible scaling up and cross-country replication.

Housing: The lack of clear progress in Roma housing in most
Decade countries, and the deepening of housing gaps between
Roma and non-Roma in some of these countries, calls for rethink-
ing efforts by authorities at both central and local levels. Particu-
lar attention should be paid to preventing forced evictions and
residential segregation as forms of discrimination. The efforts
undertaken to date in Bosnia and Herzegovina may merit closer
examination for possible replication in other Decade countries.

There is a clear need to increase participating countries’ levels of
engagement with the cross-cutting issues of anti-discrimination,
gender equality, and poverty reduction:

Discrimination: The observed growth in discrimination against
Roma in some Decade countries, in the form of events which
directly threaten Roma's safety, must be reversed as a precondi-
tion for the success of initiatives undertaken in all other areas.

Gender: An increase in the employment gap between Romani
men and women that is greater than the corresponding increase
between non-Romani men and women calls for appropriately
targeted measures.
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| Poverty reduction: In the interest both of fairness and of secur-
ing broad social support for Roma integration, efforts to reduce
poverty among Roma should not neglect the situation of non-
Roma living in poverty (Ivanov and Kagin, 2014).

Finally, if efforts for the purpose of improving the situation of Roma in
relation to any of the priority areas or cross-cutting issues are to suc-
ceed, the governments of the Decade countries must place greater
emphasis on putting their principled commitments into practice. In
particular:

| National Action Plans should be designed to facilitate their
implementation in their entirety, with the complexities of Roma
marginalization reflected in integrated policies linking initiatives
across priority areas and addressing cross-cutting issues. Finan-
cial allocations must be adequate for full NAP implementation,
and should take into account the availability of funding in gen-
eral and EU funding in particular.

[ ] Participation: The considerable increases in Romani participa-
tion in the Decade at national and local levels should be cement-
ed institutionally, with efforts stepped up to secure the partici-
pation of Romani women.

[ ] The collection of ethnically and gender-disaggregated data
should be designed, coordinated at national level, and imple-
mented at both national and local levels, so as to ground tar-
geted policies while minimizing room for speculation on such
sensitive issues such as migration, demographics, and reliance
on the social welfare system. To this end, the emphasis on inputs
should give way to increased attention afforded to outputs and
outcomes.
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Annex 1:

Selected Data from
Multiple Indicator Cluster
Surveys in the Former
Yugoslav Republic Of
Macedonia And Serbia

This annex presents selected findings from the Multiple Indicator Clus-
ter Surveys conducted in the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia
and Serbia in the course of the Decade of Roma Inclusion. (Informa-
tion on the Multiple Indicator Cluster Surveys in general as well as re-
ports and datasets from individual surveys are available from UNICEF at
http://www.unicef.org/statistics/index_24302.html.)

Table A1.1: Selected education indicators from MICSs conducted in the Former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia

Indicator

MICS 2005-2006

MICS 2011

Comparison

General
popula-
tion
(%)

Roma
(%)

General
popula-
tion
(%)

Roma
(%)

Gap
2005-
2006

(%)

Gap
2011
(%)

Reduc-
tion
of gap
from
2005
to 2011

Early
childhood
education
attendance

10.7

35

21.8

3.9

7.2

17.9

-10.7

Literacy
among
women aged
15-24

96.8

60.4

97.4

76.6

36.4

20.8

15.6

Net intake in
primary
education

95.2

63.1

91.2

84.3

321

6.9

25.2

Primary
school net at-
tendance ratio
(adjusted)

94.9

98.3

85.6

338

12.7

211

Secondary
school net
attendance
ratio
(adjusted)

63

17.4

82.7

38.2

45.6

44.5

1.1

Net primary
completion
rate

82.6

446

97.4

67.1

38

30.3

7.7

Transition rate
to secondary
school

94.6

26.9

98

98

67.7

67.7

Gender parity
index (prima-
ry school)
[not %]

0.96

0.88

0.08

0.08

Gender parity
index (second-
ary school)
[not %]

1.31

0.96

0.8

-0.16

0.16

-0.32
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Table A1.2: Selected health indicators from MICSs conducted in the Former Table A1.3: Selected housing indicators from MICSs conducted in the Former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia
MICS 2005-2006 MICS 2011 Comparison MICS 2005-2006 MICS 2011 Comparison
Reduc- Reduc-
tion tion
General General Gap of gap General General Gap of gap
popula- popula- 2005- Gap from popula- popula- 2005- Gap from
tion Roma tion Roma 2006 2011 2005 tion Roma tion Roma 2006 2011 2005
Indicator (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) to 2011 Indicator (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) t0 2011
Underweight Improved
prevalence 23 5.8 1.3 7.6 35 6.3 -2.8 drinking 99.3 99 99.6 99.1 0.3 0.5 -0.2
(-2SD) water sources
Stunting Improved
prevalence 8.7 16.6 4.9 16.5 7.9 11.6 -3.7 sanitation 92.9 93.9 92.9 91.1 -1 1.8 -2.8
(-2SD)
Wasting
prevalence 2.3 1.5 1.8 4.5 -0.8 2.7 -35
(-2SD)
Low birth 6.4 6.9 5.5 112 0.5 5.7 5.2
weight infants
Measles
immunization 88.4 74.7 96 96.3 13.7 -0.3 14
coverage
Antenatal
coverage at
least once by 98.1 78.5 98.6 94 19.6 4.6 15
skilled
personnel
Skilled
attendant at 98.1 81.8 98.3 99.5 16.3 -1.2 17.5
delivery
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Table A1.4: Selected education indicators from MICSs conducted in Serbia

Indicator

MICS 2005-2006

MICS 2011

Comparison

General

popula-
tion Roma
(%) (%)

General

popula-
tion Roma
(%) (%)

Gap
2005-
2006

(%)

Gap
2011
(%)

Reduc-
tion
of gap
from
2005
to 2011

Early child-
hood educa-
tion atten-
dance

325 3.9

43.8 8.2

28.6

35.6

Literacy
among
women aged
15-24

95.6 524

99.3 76.5

43.2

22.8

204

Net intake in
primary
education

93.6 66.2

94.9 90.9

274

234

Primary
school net at-
tendance ratio
(adjusted)

98.4 73.6

98.7 88.5

24.8

10.2

14.6

Secondary
school net
attendance
ratio
(adjusted)

83.8 10.2

89.3 19.3

73.6

70

3.6

Net primary
completion
rate

90.7 28.1

92 35

62.6

57

5.6

Transition rate
to secondary
school

97.1 774

98.1 68.1

19.7

30

-10.3

Gender parity
index (prima-
ry school)
[not %]

1 0.94

1.01 0.96

0.06

0.05

0.01

Gender parity
index (second-
ary school)
[not %]

1.08 0.42

1.02 0.72

0.66

0.3

0.36
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Table A1.5: Selected health indicators from MICSs conducted in Serbia

MICS 2005-2006 MICS 2011 Comparison
Reduc-
tion
General General Gap of gap
popula- popula- 2005- Gap from
tion Roma tion Roma 2006 2011 2005
Indicator (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) t0 2011
Underweight
prevalence 1.6 7.7 1.6 6.6 6.1 5 1.1
(-2 SD)
Stunting
prevalence 5.9 20 6.6 23.6 14.1 17 -2.9
(-2SD)
Wasting
prevalence 3.3 4.1 3.5 5.2 0.8 1.7 -0.9
(-2SD)
Low birth
weight 5 9.3 4.8 10.2 4.3 54 -1.1
infants
Antenatal
coverage at
least once 98.2 85.8 99 94.5 12.4 4.5 7.9
by skilled
personnel
Skilled
attendant at 99 92.9 99.7 99.5 6.1 0.2 5.9
delivery
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Table A1.6: Selected housing indicators from MICSs conducted in Serbia

MICS 2005-2006 MICS 2011 Comparison
Reduc-
tion
General General Gap of gap
popula- popula- 2005- Gap from
tion Roma tion Roma 2006 2011 2005
Indicator (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) t0 2011
Improved
drinking 98.9 96.7 99.5 97.7 2.2 1.8 04
water sources
Improved 988 | 919 | 978 85 6.9 128 | -59
sanitation






