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BACKGROUND
In the past years, ERGO has been particularly involved in the Community-Led
Local Development (CLLD) approach of
the European Commission. It turns traditional ’top-down’ development policy on
its head: local people take the reins and
form a local partnership that designs and
implements an integrated development
strategy. While we see strong advantages
of such bottom-up funding, we also realised that not much funding is dispensed
through CLLD and that many European
donors are wary of including Roma grass-

roots communities in their efforts. At the
same time, the global philanthropic community puts more and more emphasis on
working in partnership with grantees at all
levels of the funding process.

This report aims to contribute to raising
awareness of institutional and private donors in the importance of bottom-up approaches to strengthen Roma inclusion
and empowerment. It also reflects on the
challenges and discusses improvements
to existing funding programmes.
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INTRODUCTION
Genuine Roma inclusion
and having Roma led
efforts to eliminate
inequality must
start with societies
addressing their biases
toward Roma.

With specific attention to how these biases have led to views that Roma cannot
define their own emancipation and control the resources needed for progress.
The concept of Roma inclusion is defined

1

through a paternalistic perspective by
institutions in power who hold resources that influence societies1.

For example, institutions like the European
Union, national governments, and philanthropies. The control of resources and
processes for Roma inclusion, affects and
reinforces societies’ beliefs about Roma
communities being underdeveloped, uncivilized, and as a passive vulnerable population2. The concept paints a picture of
Roma as not being able to support themselves and not being able to achieve social
and economic mobility, therefore, reinforcing the need for non-Roma institutions
and experts to dictate and manage the
process of Roma inclusion.

Rostas, I., Rövid, M., & Szilvasi, M. (2015). On Roma Civil Society, Roma Inclusion, and Roma Participation. Roma Rights, 2, 7-10.

2 Rostas, I., Rövid, M., & Szilvasi, M. (2015). On Roma Civil Society, Roma Inclusion, and Roma Participation. Roma Rights, 2, 7-10.
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Since the 1990s, governments have been
implicit in the inequality of Roma, with minor initiatives by international donors and
organizations to address the social and
economic struggles many Roma communities face. Large initiatives aimed to improve the lives of Roma in Europe started
in the early 2000s, with the ‘Decade of
Roma Inclusion’ having the largest scope.

The Decade of Roma Inclusion was
sparked by two studies from the World
Bank and the United Nations Development
Programme that framed the conditions of
Roma through a lens of poverty and welfare dependency3. Broadly, the Decade of
Roma Inclusion was an initiative by multiple international actors, such as the World
Bank, UNDP, European Commission, national governments, and civil society or-

ganizations. The goals were to close the
gaps between Roma and non-Roma and
fight discrimination4. The World Bank and
the Open Society Foundations (OSF)
took the leading role in managing the
technical and financial aspects of the initiative and acted as the primary donors5.
The Decade of Roma Inclusion approach
was mirrored by other donors and by governments and has influenced the donor
environment. The critiques of the Decade
of Roma Inclusion indicate that the roots
of the initiative’s failures were the lack of
Roma participation in policymaking, disproportionate resourcing, and the inadequate role of Roma representatives in the
design and decision-making processes.6 7
Thus, making them relevant to this study
and future lessons for future Roma inclusion approaches.
The European Union’s 2011-2020 Framework for National Roma Integration Strategies (2011-2020 EU Roma Framework)
has been criticized as a failure for similar
reasons as the Decade for Roma Inclusion,
which for many represented the successor
of the Decade. The lack of participation of
Roma in the policymaking and implementation process is viewed as one of the main
failures8. Further, an inadequate monitoring
and evaluation system, as well as poor political commitment have been evaluated as
reasons for poor results of the 2011-2020
EU Roma Framework9.

3 Brüggemann, C., & Friedman, E. (2017). The decade of Roma inclusion: Origins, actors, and legacies.

4 International Steering Committee. (2005). Decade of Roma inclusion 2005–2015: Terms of reference. Bucharest, Romania: Author.
5 Brüggemann, C., & Friedman, E. (2017). The decade of Roma inclusion: Origins, actors, and legacies.

6 Bojadjieva, A., & Kushen, R. (2014). Decade intelligence report. Factors for success or failure of Roma inclusion projects. Budapest: Decade of Roma Inclusion

Secretariat Foundation. Accessed October, 20, 2016.

7 Kullmann, A., Kushen, R., Rövid, M., Szendrey, O., & Zentai, V. (2014). Civil Society Monitoring on the Implementation of the National Roma Integration Strategies

and Decade Action Plans in 2012 and 2013: Summary Report. Budapest: Decade of Roma Inclusion Secretariat Foundation.

8 Rostas, I. (2019). The EU Framework for National Roma Integration Strategies: The Soft Governance of Complex Issues. In A Task for Sisyphus: Why Europe’s Roma

Policies Fail (pp. 147–216). Central European University Press. http://www.jstor.org/stable/10.7829/j.ctv1453hvp.7

9 Mirga-Kruszelnicka, A. (2017). Revisiting the EU Roma framework: Assessing the European dimension for the post-2020 Future. Open Society Foundations.
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The failures of the two major Roma inclusion initiatives over the past two decades
are a clear indication that the paternalistic and top-down funding approaches to
Roma inclusion require an overhaul to see
more positive results. This study provides
detailed information and an evaluation
through the lens of a community-led approach. The confidence is that this report
can have a meaningful influence on the
future of funding approaches for Roma inclusion.

On 7 October 2020, the European Commission announced a new 10-year plan
for the support of Roma in the EU. The
new 10-year plan titled “EU Roma strategic framework for equality, inclusion and participation for 2020-2030”
(2020-2030 EU Roma Framework) has
had a mixed reception from civil society
organizations. The addition of priorities
on participation and empowerment have
been welcomed. However, the guidance is
general and unclear on its implementation
by the Member States.10 Another critique
is that a target indicator allows at least
50% of segregation in primary schools, as
well as fails to address police misconduct
and access to justice.11 The 2020-2030
EU Roma Framework is an improvement
from the previous framework in design,
however, time will tell how the framework
will actualize Roma participation and empowerment in its execution.

The COVID-19 pandemic has created
additional and unique challenges in educational delivery and socioeconomic conditions, especially for those from marginalized and discriminated groups such as
Roma. Placing additional responsibility
on donors and national governments to
provide the needed resources to combat
the impact on Roma communities due to
Covid-19.

In 2020, Roma faced increased discrimination by the state with Roma neighbourhoods being quarantined and scapegoated as the cause of the spread of the
virus.12 The state discriminatory practices
continued with increased police and military presence, reduced medical personnel, and supplies in Roma communities.13
The pandemic and national governments
responses also placed Roma children at
greater risks of dropout and decreased
quality of education.

Covid-19 has brought
new challenges
and exacerbated
antigypsyism, requiring
increased commitment
from donors and a
shift in the funding
approaches to Roma
inclusion.

10 European Roma Grassroots Organizations Network. (2020). Recommendations for the national strategic framework under the new EU Roma Strate-

gi Framework for Equality, Inclusion and Participation. https://ergonetwork.org/2020/12/recommendations-for-national-strategic-roma-frameworks/

11European Roma Rights Centre. (2020). New ER Roma Framework Fall Short on Policy Brutality, Justice, & Segregation. http://www.errc.org/press-re-

leases/new-eu-roma-framework-falls-short-on-police-brutality-justice--segregation

12Shaun Walker. (2020). Europe’s marginalized Roma people hit hard by coronavirus. The Guardian. https://www.theguardian.com/world/2020/

may/11/europes-marginalised-roma-people-hit-hard-by-coronavirus.

13 Korunovska, N., Jovanovic, Z. (2020). ROMA IN THE COVID-19 CRISIS: An Early Warning from Six EU Member States. Open Society Foundations.

https://www.opensocietyfoundations.org/uploads/2f2efd8a-8ba5-4ac4-8aee-ae0dcd2933ca/roma-in-the-covid-19-crisis-20200428.pdf
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METHODOLOGY
The study implements a policy analysis
approach designed by Eugene Bardach,
“A Practical Guide for Policy Analysis”.14 Bardach’s framework provides an
analytical approach that is engrained in a
problem-solving process to evaluate and
provide solutions to social, economic, and
policy issues. This methodology offers
flexibility and adaptation necessary to address the social topics of Roma inclusion.
The purpose of the study is to:

• analyse programs supporting Roma
inclusion that use bottom-up and community development schemes and
• analyse existing top-down funding
programs for Roma inclusion, their
benefits, and pitfalls.

The overall goal of the
analysis is to provide
information and
evidence that influence
the future funding
approaches and donor
environment for Roma

14 Bardach, E., & Patashnik, E. M. (2019). A practical guide for policy analysis: The eightfold path to more effective problem solving. CQ press.
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Evaluation Criteria

The analysis used in the study is framed
by evaluation criteria and their respective
evaluation questions. The evaluation criteria will be used to analyse the current
status of both bottom-up approaches and
current major funding programs, as well
as identified alternatives to supporting
Roma inclusion.

The evaluation criteria for the study are
relevance, efficiency, effectiveness,
sustainability, and equity. Each criterion
is defined in the following section, with a
set of evaluation questions.

Methods

The methods of data and information collection are document reviews and key
stakeholder interviews.

Document review consists of policy
frameworks, programme strategic and
implementation documents, as well as donor strategies. It is important to note that
the study reviewed documents that were
publicly available.

Key stakeholder interviews were conducted with representatives of donor organizations, the EU Commission, and intergovernmental organizations. Additionally,
local, and national community-based organizations participated in interviews. Interview guides were developed for each
interviewee. Each interview guide was developed to address the evaluation criteria
guiding questions. The specific guiding

questions were not asked verbatim. Alternatively, specific questions related to the
guiding questions were developed based
on the interviewee’s knowledge, experience, and responsibility. The evaluation
criteria and their guiding questions are included in the section of this report titled
“Criteria”.

Scope

The scope of the study is defined by geographical, stakeholder, and policy dimensions.

The study has a broad regional scope
of Europe with a particular focus on the
countries with a large Roma population.
Further, the regional scope is defined by
the community organisations participating in the study, namely Albania, Bosnia
and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Hungary, Lithuania, North Macedonia,
Romania, and Slovakia. The information
collected from these countries and organizations is also relevant for European
level Roma inclusion policies and funding
approaches.
The scope of the donors is defined by
the level of funding they provide and the
amount of policy and social influence. Philanthropic donors will be included in this
study. However, the study will focus on
public authorities and intergovernmental
organisations due to the responsibility of
these organisations to ensure that the national and European societies they represent are inclusive.

10 European Roma Grassroots Organizations Network. (2020). Recommendations for the national strategic framework under the new EU Roma Strategi Framework for Equality, Inclusion and Participation. https://ergonetwork.org/2020/12/recommendations-for-national-strategic-roma-frameworks/
11 European Roma Rights Centre. (2020). New ER Roma Framework Fall Short on Policy Brutality, Justice, & Segregation. http://www.errc.org/press-re-

leases/new-eu-roma-framework-falls-short-on-police-brutality-justice--segregation

12 Shaun Walker. (2020). Europe’s marginalized Roma people hit hard by coronavirus. The Guardian. https://www.theguardian.com/world/2020/

may/11/europes-marginalised-roma-people-hit-hard-by-coronavirus.

13 Korunovska, N., Jovanovic, Z. (2020). ROMA IN THE COVID-19 CRISIS: An Early Warning from Six EU Member States. Open Society Foundations.

https://www.opensocietyfoundations.org/uploads/2f2efd8a-8ba5-4ac4-8aee-ae0dcd2933ca/roma-in-the-covid-19-crisis-20200428.pdf
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IMPORTANCE OF A
COMMUNITY-LED
APPROACH
Definition of a community-led approach
Every stakeholder and organisation have
a different understanding of what a community-led approach entail. This can lead
to donors and other organizations finding
it difficult to implement. To address this dilemma, this study has defined what a community-led approach is and what it entails
based on studies and other sources, and
importantly ERGO Networks experiences.

Community-based adaptation (CBA) is
an approach to international development
and climate change that has been debated in development networks and within
the academic literature.15 CBA is defined
as an approach that is based on the notion
that ‘local communities have the skills,
expertise, local knowledge and networks
to undertake locally appropriate activities
that increase resilience and reduce vulnerability to a range of factors.’16

15 Forsyth, T. (2013). Community‐based adaptation: a review of past and future challenges. Wiley Interdisciplinary Reviews: Climate Change, 4(5),

439-446.

16 Dodman D, Mitlin D. Challenges for community-based adaptation: discovering the potential for transformation. J Int Dev 2011 Wiley Online Library,

2011
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Since 2014, the European Commission
has been implementing a tool called Community-Led Local Development (CLLD).
CLLD is a specific initiative from the European Commission with the intent to facilitate the use of European Structural and
Investment Funds (ESIF) for national programmes to:

develop integrated
bottom-up approaches,
build community
capacity and stimulate
innovation, promote
community ownership,
and assist local
communities in shaping
EU objectives.17

National governments have the option
to develop a CLLD designed operational programme. However, some principles
need to be included such as:

This study will adopt the principles of CBA
found in the literature and the definition of
the European Commission’s CLLD initiative in our definition of a community-led
approach to funding Roma inclusion.
Thus, in this study, the definition of a community-led funding approach is a measure for Roma inclusion that allows Roma
communities to determine its objectives,
methods, and processes. Additionally, the
approach should identify and address the
wider social, political, and economic forces that drive Roma exclusion in Europe.
In addition, a community-led approach
should have the following characteristics:

• Participatory in the assessment of
needs, design of objectives, monitoring and implementation of measures;

• Empowering and building the capacities of local community members and
organisations to implement measures
and influence local, national, and European policy;
• Combines local knowledge and practices with national and international expertise, infrastructure, and networks.

• it must include a Local Action Group
(LAG) with representatives of the local
public,

• the local action group must develop
a local development strategy that is in
line with ESIF funding programs,
• and there must be a specific focus on
a sub-regional area and or population
group.

17 European Commission. (2014). Community-led Local Development: Factsheet. https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/information/publications/

brochures/2014/community-led-local-development

18 Caraballo, L., Lozenski, B. D., Lyiscott, J. J., & Morrell, E. (2017). YPAR and critical epistemologies: Rethinking education research. Review of Research
in Education, 41(1), 311-336.
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Genuine knowledge and effort come from the
community
The literature on participatory action research (PAR) provides great insight on why it
is important to have a community-led funding approach to Roma inclusion. PAR is rooted
in the concept that community members are “intellectual beings capable of engaging in
the practice of critical investigation of community issues and the production of viable,
usable knowledge.”18 Further, PAR is grounded in learning and using community narratives and genuine knowledge to address issues of poverty, violence, and other forms of
inequality, as well as the goals of social justice and societal transformation.19 20
The principles of PAR that donor and policy institutions can emulate are:
1) Acknowledges the community as a unit of identity;

2) Builds the strengths and resources within the community;

3) Creates a collaborative, equitable partnership in all stages of
research and policy action;

4) Involves an empowering and power-sharing process
that undertakes social in equalities;
5) Fosters co-learning and capacity building among all
partners;

6) Integrates and achieves a balance between knowledge generation and intervention for the mutual benefit
of all partners;
7) Focuses on the local relevance of the community’s
needs, policy actions, or other problems defined by the
community;

8) Involves systems development using a cyclical and iterative process;

9) Disseminates results to all partners and involves them in the
wider dissemination of results;

19 Caraballo, L., Lozenski, B. D., Lyiscott, J. J., & Morrell, E. (2017). YPAR and critical epistemologies: Rethinking education research. Review of Research

in Education, 41(1), 311-336.

20 McIntyre, A. (2000). Constructing meaning about violence, school, and community: Participatory action research with urban youth. The Urban Re-

view, 32, 123–154.
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It is not enough for
donors to provide
the funding for Roma
inclusion. There must
be efforts for the
empowerment and
mobilisation of Roma
communities and
supporters for change
to happen.

The other responsibility that donors
cannot neglect is the need to assist
in the development of networks that
provide opportunities for Roma NGOs
and communities to build connections
with each other and develop or progress
social movements.

Donors, governments, and intergovernmental organisations play an important
role in providing resources that have the
realistic ability to have a meaningful impact on the inclusion of Roma in European
societies. There is applicable knowledge
from what is known as ‘Resource Mobilization Theory’21 for donors and policy organisations to develop their Roma inclusion strategies and funding approaches.
The theory suggests that, when a person
or group perceives that they are socially
and economically suppressed, they will
only act to address their exclusion when
they “believe they have the resources to
mount an effective challenge to the inequality or injustice.”22 Further, individuals and groups will not act towards a collective goal, if they view their group is not

powerful enough to create or influence social change.23 Lastly, the research based
on resource mobilization theory indicates
that people will be motivated to take on
actions to address their social inequality
when they believe there are enough opportunities or networks that support them
in joining social movements or other types
of collective action.24
The critical part of this theory is that excluded individuals and groups must believe they have the resources to change
something. The scale of the challenges for
inclusion is immense, especially with the
deeply rooted antigypsyism in national
and local communities. The research further suggests that groups will act if they
feel their group is powerful enough to actualize their efforts for social change. Thus,
indicating that empowerment efforts are
necessary for progress.

Kladermans and Oegema’s25 four-step
model on the social psychology dynamics of social movement participation as summarized by van Zomeren and
Iyer26 presents a strong case for reform in
funding approaches for Roma inclusion.

Step 1: People become part of the mobilization potential of a social movement by
sympathizing with the political and strategic aims;
Step 2: Then people can become target
of mobilization attempts;
Step 3: Then people can become motivated to participate in specific social
movement activities;
Step 4: It is necessary to overcome barriers like time, money, and responsibilities
to actual participation. At this point, intentions will be translated into actual behaviour.

21 McCarthy, J. D., & Zald, M. N. (1977). Resource mobilization and social movements: A partial theory. American journal of sociology, 82(6), 1212-1241.
22 van Zomeren, M., & Iyer, A. (2009). Introduction to the Social and Psychological Dynamics of Collective

Action. Journal of Social Issues, 65(4), 645-660. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2009.01618.x

23Mummendey, A., Kessler, T., Klink, A., & Mielke, R. (1999). Strategies to cope with negative social identity: Predictions by social identity theory and

relative deprivation theory. Journal of personality and social psychology, 76(2), 229.

24Klandermans, B., & Oegema, D. (1987). Potentials, networks, motivations, and barriers: Steps towards participation in social movements. American

sociological review, 519-531.
25 Ibid.

26 van Zomeren, M., & Iyer, A. (2009). Introduction to the Social and Psychological Dynamics of Collective

Action. Journal of Social Issues, 65(4), 645-660. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2009.01618.x
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MAPPING OF
CURRENT DONORS

European Union Programs and Funds Relevant for
Roma
The 2011-2020 EU Roma Framework was
influenced by the 2010 expulsion of Roma
economic migrants from France. The European Commission (EC) reacted by initiating an internal Task Force to investigate
how EU funds are impacting Roma inclusion. The investigation concluded that the
EU could not know how EU funding influenced Roma inclusion because of the lack
of any targeted approaches.27 In 2011 the
Roma Framework for National Roma Integration Strategies up to 2020 was official

and Member States started to develop or
update existing National Roma Integration Strategies (NRIS). The 2011-2020
EU Roma Framework led to EU structural
funds being used for Roma inclusion under operational programs.
However, many Member States did not
apply for the funds until the 2014 modification that places Roma integration as an
investment priority.

27Stoyanov, Atanas. (2020). WHAT MAKES A MEASURE RELEVANT: Understanding the interaction between the European Commission and the Na-

tional Roma Contact Points in reporting the implementation of National Roma Integration Strategies in 2012-2020.
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The 2011-2020 EU Roma Framework was
an invitation to the Member States to design National Roma Integration Strategies (NRIS) to promote equal access
and closing gaps in the areas of education, employment, health, and housing. It
encouraged the Member States to design,
implement, and monitor NRIS in close cooperation and continuous dialogue with
Roma civil society, regional, and local authorities.

The main funding instruments available to
the Member States to support the 20112020 EU Roma Framework are European Structural and Investment Funds
(ESIF). These are EU funds under shared
management, allocated to the Member
States which have the authority and responsibility to manage the budgets and
develop “Operational Programs”. The aim
of these funds is to support development
comprehensively by investing in businesses, research and development, infrastructure, employment and training, agriculture, forestry and fisheries development,
with the overall objective to improve the
quality of life of EU citizens.

The ESIF include the European Social
Fund (ESF), the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), Cohesion Fund
(CF), European Maritime and Fisheries
Fund (EMFF) and the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD).
Under the 2014-2020 programming period, the ESF established a specific Investment Priority (IP 9.2) referring to Roma,
“Socio-economic integration of marginalized communities such as the Roma” un-

der Thematic Objective (TO) 9 ’Promoting
social inclusion and combating poverty’.
This investment priority on Roma was
linked to the ex-conditionality in both ESF
and ERDF Thematic Objective 9 requiring
that Member State must have ‘A national
Roma inclusion strategic policy framework
is in place’. In total, 12 Member States (AT,
BE, BG, CZ, ES, FR, EL, HU, IT, PL, RO
and SK) selected investment priority (IP)
9.2 on socio-economic integration of marginalised communities such as the Roma.

The 2011-2020 Roma Framework influenced the policy agenda for the Member
States to address Roma inclusion. The
funding through the ESIF provided the
ability for states to implement actions
to address Roma inclusion. However,
the management of these funding models and poor coordination between the
Roma Contact Points and mainstream departments limited the implementation of
these instruments to address the Member
States’ Roma inclusion efforts.28 At the
national level, the participation of Roma
stakeholders from civil society in the development and implementation of initiatives was poor.29 Additionally, there was
a lack of clear and transparent measures
in the determination and reporting if an
initiative using ESIF funding is truly relevant.30

28 Directorate-General for Justice and Consumers (European Commission), ICF, Milieu. (2018). Mid-term evaluation of the EU Framework for National

Roma Integration Strategies up to 2020. Luxembourg. Publications Office of the European Union, p.7

29 Directorate-General for Justice and Consumers (European Commission), ICF, Milieu. (2018). Mid-term evaluation of the EU Framework for National

Roma Integration Strategies up to 2020. Luxembourg. Publications Office of the European Union, p.117

30 Stoyanov, Atanas. (2020). What Makes a Measure Relevant?: Understanding the interaction between the European Commission and the National

Roma contact Points in reporting the implementation of National Roma Integration Strategies in 2012-2020. https://issuu.com/atanas.stoyanov/docs/
romani7/1
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The 2021-2030 EU
Roma Framework
dramatically changed its
language and strategic
approach within the
policy documents and
communications.

The study reviewed the 2011-2020 EU
Roma Framework and ESIF documents,
such as the “reference Guide for Managing
Authorities” for 2014-202031, “Guidance
on State Aid in European Structural and
Investment Funds” for 2014-202032, and
thematic guides for desk officers. In these
implementation documents, there is no
promotion of community-led or bottom-up approaches.

Community-led frameworks within the EU
funding mechanism exist, such as CLLD.
However, these frameworks are not promoted in the key documents that guide
Managing Authorities, NRCPs, and EC
country desk officers in developing and
managing initiatives, indicating that these
mechanisms are not a priority and are not
well utilized by the EU and the Member
States.

The title for the 2021-2030 EU Roma
Framework changed to “EU strategic
framework for Roma equality, inclusion and participation”. Additionally, the
framework outlines a third horizontal objective of “Promoting partnership through
empowerment, cooperation and trust”.
Both these additions and others within
the 2021 framework indicate an interest
to encourage a more community based,
bottom-up, and grassroots approach from
the Member States development of NRIS.

31 Directorate-General for Regional and Urban Policy (European Commission). (2017). Financial instruments in ESIF programmes 2014-2020: A short

reference guide for managing authorities. https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/691ff0eb-0305-11e7-8a35-01aa75ed71a1

32 Directorate-General for Regional and Urban Policy (European Commission). (2021). UPDATED Guidance on State Aid in European Structural and

Investment (ESI) Funds Financial instruments in the 2014-2020 programming period. https://www.fi-compass.eu/publication/ec-regulatory-guidance/
updated-guidance-state-aid-european-structural-and-investment
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EEA and Norway Grants
The EEA and Norway Grants have a short
2-page description of the Roma inclusion
program in the larger strategic document titled ‘Blue Book’.33 The organisation is adamant in using the terminology
of ‘Roma inclusion and empowerment’ to
promote not only the socioeconomic challenges Roma communities face but to also
support ‘empowerment aspects through
preservation of Roma history, culture,
language and traditions”.34 In the interview with a representative from the EEA
and Norway Grants, it was stated that
Roma inclusion and civil society support
is a high priority.

The EEA and Norway Grants
is one of the few donors
which has specific goals of
supporting a community-led
approach with a focus on
Roma inclusion.

“The Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs…feels that the grants that make the
most difference are in the area of civil society support and in Roma inclusion and
empowerment”.35
Within their Blue Book, the program area
“Roma Inclusion and Empowerment”
three out of the twelve ‘suggested measures’ indicate a local and/or community-led approach to Roma inclusion.

• “Identifying best practice at a local or
at a community level”;
• “Targeting marginalised settlements
through an integrated approach, including
small grant scheme(s) to support grassroots initiatives”;
• “Supporting specific interventions at
a community level, such as on legal aid
or social entrepreneurship, including micro-finance”.

While the EEA and Norway Grants Roma
inclusion and empowerment strategy is
described very shortly, it does provide the
programme managers and officers with a
strategic direction to support the capacity
building and empowerment of grassroots
Roma organisations.

33 EEA and Norway Grants 2014-2021-Blue Book: An overview of supported programme areas. May 2019. https://eeagrants.org/sites/default/files/

resources/FMO_170774%2BBlue%2BBook%2BFinal%2BUpdate_2017_FIN.pdf

34 EEA and Norway Grants 2014-2021-Blue Book: An overview of supported programme areas. May 2019. https://eeagrants.org/sites/default/files/

resources/FMO_170774%2BBlue%2BBook%2BFinal%2BUpdate_2017_FIN.pdf
35 Ibid.

36 Stoyanov, Atanas. (2020). What Makes a Measure Relevant?: Understanding the interaction between the European Commission and the National

Roma contact Points in reporting the implementation of National Roma Integration Strategies in 2012-2020. https://issuu.com/atanas.stoyanov/docs/
romani7/1
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Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation
(SDC)
SDC’s funding approach to social inclusion is outlined in their “2030 agenda for
sustainable Development: SDC Guidance Leave No One Behind.” Within the
SDC 2030 agenda, the organisation aims
to address exclusion and poverty through
an application of the OECD-DAC framework of multidimensional poverty. The

document references the ability to have
targeted interventions within programmes
based on specific needs and suggests a
“long-term perspective on the institutionalisation of the interventions”.37 Specifically, the document recommends targeted
actions when addressing exclusion that is
‘exacerbated’ by discrimination.

The “Leave No One Behind” document provides the organization with guidance on
how to address issues of exclusion and poverty through the concept of multidimensional poverty. Specifically, the document promotes the use of a framework that
covers “five interrelated aspects of human capabilities:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Economic (income, consumption, assets);
Human (health, education, nutrition, shelter);
Political (human rights, voice, participation, political freedom);
Socio-cultural (valued membership of society, social status, dignity);
Protective (withstand economic shocks, natural disasters, conflicts).38

Documents titled ‘Thematic working aids’
are developed within the 2030 agenda
document that outlines how the agenda
is actualized in practice. Roma as a term
is never mentioned in the SDC “Leave No
One Behind” documents. Based on the interview with an SDC representative, when
designing a new program, a selection of
one or two excluded groups should be
done on which the program will put special emphasis regarding analysis, design,
disaggregated monitoring, etc.

It is also important to know that SDC
has two separate funding instruments.
SDC has what was mentioned in the in-

terview as the ‘Swiss Contribution’ to EU
cohesion. This contribution is a development aid package dedicated to selected
EU Member States that is focused on
meeting the country needs and is agreed
through negotiations. Additionally, state
authority is appointed to manage and
implement the grant and the associated
projects. For non-EU countries, SDC has
more oversight and the projects are managed through regional or country offices.
The ‘Second EU Contribution’ is in the
process to be approved and based on the
interview it will have a significant amount
of funding dedicated to Roma inclusion.

37 Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation. 2018. 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development: SDC Guidance Leave No One Behind. https://

www.shareweb.ch/site/Poverty-Wellbeing/addressingpovertyinpractice/Pages/SDC-Guidance-Leave-No-OneBehind.aspx

38 Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation. (2018). 2030 AGENDA FOR SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT: SDC Guidance Leave No One Be-

hind. Bern, Switzerland. https://www.shareweb.ch/site/Poverty-Wellbeing/leave-no-one-behind/Shared%20Documents/sdc-guidance-leave-no-onebehind_EN.pdf
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Swedish International Development Cooperation
Agency (SIDA)
The 2014-2020 strategic document for
Eastern Europe and the Western Balkans
states that

“Swedish support should be
directed at areas in which
Sweden has a comparative
advantage over EU support
and can offer added value
in the form of expertise,
know-how, credibility
and flexibility. In areas
to do with key Swedish
values, such as human
rights, gender equality,
democracy, LGBT issues
and non-discrimination.”

Further, this strategic document encourages targeted measures. However, there
are no Roma targeted measures or objectives described in the SIDA strategic documents that are publicly available. This is
an oversight with the values stated and
their relationship with Roma inclusion,
especially when Roma constitutes a high
proportion of the population in the mentioned regions and countries.

It is important to note that while the SIDA
available strategic documents don’t include a description of how the organization supports Roma inclusion, the
organization has supported Roma organizations such as Roma Education
Fund (REF) and European Roma Rights
Centre (ERRC).

Open Society Foundations
Open Society Foundations
(OSF) has, for over 30
years, supported Roma
communities and influenced
their position in European
society.39

OSF supports Roma NGOs through their
Roma Initiative Offices (RIO) and through
other departments within the organisation. For instance, the recently ended
OSF Early Childhood Program up to 2020
supported Roma communities through financing research, as well as national and
multinational interventions. The RIO itself
has a wide scope objective. This includes

supporting equal access to housing, employment, and education, as well as political participation and activism, through
core funding to Roma led NGOs at the
national and grassroots level and targeted
grant schemes.

The approaches to supporting Roma inclusion vary across the different programmes
in OSF. There is not a general publicly
available Roma inclusion strategy that
guides the organisation’s work on Roma
inclusion available to the public. Furthermore, on the homepages of the various
programmes or departments, there is little to no information on their strategic or
funding approaches to supporting Roma
communities.

39 Soros, George. (2017). The Roma Are Their Own Best Advocates. Open Society Foundations. https://www.opensocietyfoundations.org/voices/
roma-are-their-own-best-advocates
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World Bank
For over 20 years the World Bank has invested and supported efforts for Roma
inclusion.40 Their efforts are separated
across various strategies, themes, and
projects. In 2013, the World Bank published a report that detailed their strategic framework for designing interventions
for social inclusion. The World Bank since
then has gone through a strategic reform
that provided information on the past efforts towards inclusion. The Roma, as an
ethnic minority seemed to have a priority
in the World Bank’s social inclusion strategic framework. However, it did not set
a specific strategy or agenda to address
Roma inclusion.

The World Bank’s current strategic direction most relevant for Roma inclusion is
under their development topic of social
development and protection. Under this
topic, the World Bank has a strategic direction of social inclusion for ethnic minorities and other excluded groups.

The strategic direction of the
World Bank’s topical area of
Social Sustainability and Inclusion has a focus on 4 areas:

• Creating opportunities for all people
and addressing deep-rooted systemic inequalities;
• Empowering people to be drivers of
their own solutions;
• Creating resilient societies requires
working in the most fragile and difficult
environments;
• Making the Environment and Social
Framework an integral part of everything
we do.

Under the area of empowerment, the
World Bank manages Community-Driven
Development Programs, which “empower
communities to be architects of their own
solutions for growth and poverty reduction.” 41 However, it is unclear if there are
any projects working with Roma communities under this programme.
In a July 2020 communication, the World
Bank highlighted their work and commitment to Roma inclusion.42 The publication
highlighted a few projects that represent
the organisation’s work that matches their
social inclusion strategy.

40 World Bank. (2020). Everyone Equal. Making Inclusive Growth a Priority for Roma. https://www.worldbank.org/en/news/feature/2020/09/28/
everyone-equal-roma

41 The World Bank. Social Sustainability and Inclusion. https://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/socialsustainability/overview#2

42 The World Bank. Breaking the Cycle of Roma Exclusion in the Western Balkans. (2019). https://www.worldbank.org/en/region/eca/publication/

breaking-cycle-of-roma-exclusion-in-western-balkans
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Porticus Foundation
Porticus Foundations is a private foundation established with an original endowment from the Brenninkmeijer family,
who founded the global company C&A.
The overall purpose of the foundation expressed on their website is “to create a
just and sustainable future where human
dignity flourishes.” 43

The Porticus Foundation has a global
scope in its work that reaches all continents. Further, the foundation indicates
on its website that it uses a participatory
method in all its grants and programmes.

“For us, end beneficiary
participation is both
a means and an end:
we know it works in
practice and we’re
convinced it matters in
principle.” 44

However, the study did not find information on how Porticus implements this principle.

The Central and Eastern Europe strategy
is the most relevant for Roma inclusion.
Under this strategy, Porticus has the priorities of social cohesion, education, and
democracy.45 Roma communities are not
specifically mentioned in the strategy or
the website.

The short description of the strategy states
that the organization aims to “empower
individuals and communities facing adversity through enabling institutions to
exercise their rights, fostering more inclusive and holistic education systems to
ensure equal access to quality education
and guarding the human dignity of the
marginalized”. There is little available information on the implementation method
of this strategy and how it relates to Roma
inclusion.

43 The Porticus Foundation. https://www.porticus.com/en/our-purpose/

44 The Porticus Foundation. https://www.porticus.com/en/our-purpose/
45 The Porticus Foundation. https://www.porticus.com/en/our-purpose/
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Council of Europe (CoE)
The Council of Europe does not define itself as a donor, but rather as an international human rights organisation. However,
various CoE departments develop and implement programmes and projects themselves in cooperation with the Member
States, other intergovernmental organisations, and civil society to support their objectives. These efforts are financially supported by the European Commission, the
EEA Norway Grants, volunteer contributions from the Member States and others.
In addition, they can also provide direct,
separate funding to relevant stakeholders,
including NGOs in smaller amounts. CoE
staff indicated that the grants they provide have the main purpose of facilitating
an alternative process, such as assisting
the cooperation of local community members and authorities.

The current CoE Strategic Action Plan for Roma and Traveller Inclusion 2020-2025 is
structured around three main
lines of action:

1 combating antigypsyism and discrimination and supporting real and effective
equality;
2 supporting democratic participation
and promoting public trust and accountability; and
3 supporting access to inclusive quality
education and training.
Under the second objective, the CoE developed and implemented EU joint projects (ROMED, ROMACT, and ROMACTED). It will continue to operate with the
goal of increased empowerment towards
political participation and representation
of Roma community members, as well as
good governance among local authorities.

Additionally, the CoE Strategic Action
Plan outlined six governing fundamental
principles, “participation of Roma and
Travellers in all decisions affecting them,
at both individual and collective level
through their representative organisations,” thus highlighting a bottom-up and
empowering approach to the organization’s promotion of Roma inclusion.
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CRITERIA

Below are the definitions of the criteria
used to evaluate the status of donor funding approaches from a general and community-led perspective. Each criterion will
be evaluated on a scale from 1-5. The criteria and their scale will be used to provide
insight into the logic of the evaluation process. However, it is important to consider

that some donors fare better or worse in
certain areas. Thus, the scale evaluates
the donor environment as a whole.

Each criterion is defined through a set of
guiding questions, which also directed the
research process.
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ANALYSIS

RELEVANCE

“How you fit your transformation
into a project that is fundable. Not
how you transform your idea into a
46
project.”
46

The Porticus Foundation. https://www.porticus.com/en/our-purpose/
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If and how are Roma mentioned in strategic or
other documents?
The current large scale public donors are
missing specific Roma inclusion measures
in their strategic documents which guide
their funding approaches. Alternatively,
the majority of the donors included in this
study have broad funding strategies for
social inclusion or minority rights. Donors
outline their funding approaches in general terms, such as social inclusion, education, and others. In addition, funding
approaches and amounts are described
based on regions or countries.
Donors known to have large programmes
for Roma communities don’t have public
information about how these programmes
are developed or the goals they wish to
achieve, nor about processes of funding
distribution, determining partners, and
monitoring. For example, the SDC, SIDA,
Velux Foundations, Porticus Foundation,
and OSF don’t have any publicly available
information regarding their investment
and implementation strategy in Roma inclusion. It is difficult to find on their website details on their involvements in Roma
inclusion, calls for applications indicating
Roma as a target group, how the money
was spent on Roma issues, or what the
impact was.
An example of a mainstream social inclusion strategy that has the potential to impact Roma inclusion but does not provide
the needed leadership is the SDC strate-

gy entitled “Leave No One Behind”.47 The
guidance details SDC’s approach to addressing exclusion and poverty from a multidimensional and intersectional perspective in socio-cultural, economic, political,
and basic human needs, and protection
fields. SDC also has thematic guidance on
the topics of agriculture, education, employment, governance, health, and migration. None of these includes specific plans
or measures for Roma communities. The
‘guidance’ indicates a strong funding approach to inclusion efforts. However, with
a one size fits all approach to inclusion,
there can be design and application flaws
in the efforts for Roma inclusion.

There are no publicly available strategic or
other documents that include information
on the approach to Roma inclusion among
the various OSF programmes. Any information is present on their websites, which
states that their work also includes Roma.
For example, the OSF Justice Initiative
homepage has a paragraph explaining
their work and includes: “We support and
empower communities facing systemic
discrimination to advance equality, including Europe’s historically excluded
Roma communities.” The Roma Initiatives
Office (RIO), an OSF programme solely
targeting Roma, does not have a publicly
available strategy or plan, only a few short
paragraphs on their website.

47 Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation. (2018). 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development: SDC Guidance Leave No One Behind. https://

www.shareweb.ch/site/Poverty-Wellbeing/leave-no-one-behind/Shared%20Documents/sdc-guidance-leave-no-one-behind_EN.pdf
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How are funding approaches developed?
Donors stated that most of their guidance
on the development of their strategies or
approaches to supporting Roma inclusion
come from larger policy agendas set by
the EU, such as the EU Roma Framework
or, in the past, the ‘Decade for Roma Inclusion’. Additionally, donors consider
the National Roma Integration Strategies
(NRIS) when a government is the beneficiary or the managing authority of a grant.

The prevalent source of data on determining the needs of Roma communities
comes from the Fundamental Rights Agency (FRA). When it comes to other sources
of data, most donors use the consultation
meetings described below to gather information on the needs and priority areas
for intervention. Moreover, based on interviews with donors, they tend to conduct
‘quick studies’ when developing ideas for
interventions. Typically, in these cases, external consultants are hired to review reports, secondary data sources, and conduct stakeholder interviews.

The most common method of gaining insight from stakeholders in the development of strategies or developing projects
is the ‘consultation meeting’ with all donors who participated in the study, mentioning they conduct some form of infor-

mation gathering through meetings with
stakeholders. The term ‘stakeholder consultation’ is used by many donors when
describing the process of Roma organisations and communities’ inputs in funding
and programmatic approaches. However, the consultations look very different
across the various donors, with their individual strengths and weaknesses.

The main characteristics of stakeholder consultations are meetings with national-level civil society actors and experts. In these meetings, the agendas are
typically about the needs and challenges
Roma communities face, as well as the
approaches and topics funding approaches should address. The differences are in
how the donor organisations decide who
should attend, how close the participating
organisations are to the Roma community, and the level of influence the consultations have in shaping donor funding and
programmatic agendas. It is rare for local
Roma community organizations to be included in these consultations. Additionally, the participation of Roma stakeholders
is short and limited to discussing needs
and priorities without being integrated
into the funding or intervention design
process.
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Development of EU Members States NRIS and Operational
Programmes
Based on interviews with European Commission (EC) staff, it was clear that the
structure of how National Roma Integration Strategies (NRIS) was developed,
monitored, and connected to Operational
Programmes has the potential for the national government to exclude the voice of
certain Roma NGOs and communities. A
country desk officer commented that the
Member States usually nominate civil society representatives to the monitoring
committees which are not Roma and do
not represent Roma communities. When
some of them did include Roma, it was
usually at the request of the EC to governments where Roma represent a large
proportion of the population.

Additionally, those who are supposed to
represent Roma civil society and communities are most likely not Roma organizations and are disconnected from the
community. Thus, the Roma population is
very limited in its influence and monitoring
of how the Member States use operational programmes to promote NRIS policies
and goals.
Another way that these monitoring committees suppress the ability of Roma civil
society to influence the use of operational
programmes is through their formal structure. The requirement for the monitoring
committee is to meet twice a year. Monitoring committees are the official body
that sets priorities for how the state implements EU funding through operational
programmes. The Member States set the
agenda, thus controlling the discussions
to the point where the members have little
influence unless they are persistent and
make critical comments.
However, based on the interviews with EC
staff, if a member of the committee is critical of the Member State’s agenda, it is likely that they will not be on the monitoring

committee. Therefore, the non-independent structure of the monitoring committees reduces the ability for genuine Roma
civil society voices and needs to be represented in the development and design of
operational programmes.

There are some positive examples from
the Member States that go beyond the
formal structure of the Monitoring Committees to access more voices that can
influence the operational programmes. In
a portion of the Visegrád countries (Slovakia and Poland), the Member States created “Monitoring Subcommittees”. These
committees meet more than twice a year
and are less formal and politically influenced - thus, leading to members being
more comfortable providing critical comments and contributing to discussions.

Another challenge is the level of capacities of Roma NGOs to actively participate
in the Monitoring Committees that impacts their influence on policies and programmes. Some Roma NGOs in the committees do not contribute to the meetings
due to a lack of advocacy expertise, as
their expertise is in service provision. Additionally, if the Roma civil society representative in the Monitoring Committee
was held accountable to Roma communities, they might have a greater influence.
However, many Roma civil society actors
don’t know about the Monitoring Committees and thus representative is not accountable to Roma communities.
While the Monitoring Committees will always have a majority of government officials as members, and civil society members cannot out-vote any initiative, active
and well-prepared members who are
pro-Roma inclusion could influence the
discourse and possibly the design of initiatives to better support Roma communities.
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The EC teams and national desk officers
have a role in ensuring that the managing authority includes relevant civil society members in the Monitoring Committee. In discussions with several EC staff,
it was clear that some teams take a more
proactive role than others in encouraging
managing authorities to include civil society organisations and Roma civil society
representatives. A statement from an EC
Team Lead indicated that there are cases when the EC does not ensure their full
potential in influencing the make-up and
processes within a monitoring committee. The interview with an EC Team Lead
clearly indicated an absence of knowledge and influence in the process with
the following statement:

“Posts the call for being part of consultations… I lack personally the knowledge on
what was the next step after they made
this group (Monitoring Committee). Who
consults the programs? I would imagine
they would also be part of the Monitoring

Committee, but I don’t know exactly how
they select from there, so I don’t want to
give you the wrong information. I would
expect that they would be strong on having these bodies which are listed in the
Common Provision Regulations (CPR).”48

The level of engagement and participation
of country desk officers depends on their
capacities and role in the monitoring committees. Country desk officers are only
observers in the Monitoring Committees.
They can make suggestions and strongly encourage adjustments. Further, desk
officers are responsible for several operational programmes that entail a large
number of Monitoring Committee meetings stretching their capacity to adequately observe and evaluate the selection and
decision-making processes. Additionally,
in some DGs, there is not enough staff
with language and country-level expertise
to fully participate in monitoring committees and provide adequate observations
and comments.

48 European Commission, interview, September 10, 2021
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Do funding approaches address the main needs
of Roma communities?
Based on interviews with Roma and
pro-Roma NGOs donors were not adequately addressing the most pressing
needs of Roma communities in their countries. NGOs stated that funding was addressing important areas, such as education, employment, health, and housing, but
that there were living standard needs that
were not being contended with.

Furthermore, in many cases, housing and
health were not priorities within the donors’ approaches, even when there was a
high need for basic housing infrastructure
in many Roma communities. Instead, donor support is usually intended for more

easily achievable measures in education
and employment that don’t require investment in infrastructure or institutional reforms.

The major donors and their funding approaches are missing key aspects in addressing some of the most pressing needs
of many Roma communities. An example
is the lack of donors providing support for
addressing school segregation. Review
of donor strategies and based on interviews, the scope of the segregating
Roma students does not match the level of support from donors.

Do funding strategies have a
community-led approach?
In the past year, there have been improvements in donors supporting community-led approaches.
The change in the language and approach
of the EU Roma strategic framework is especially important, with large amounts of
funding coming from the EU and the Member States, as well as accession countries.
We should only be cautiously optimistic
however since the implementation of the
new approach is yet to be seen.
The EEA and Norway Grants are the only
established State development organization with a dedicated Roma inclusion
programme that indicates the support of
a community-led and empowerment ap-

proach. The title of the funding program is
“Roma Inclusion and Empowerment”,
and six out of 12 suggested measures are
related to community-level support and
empowerment:
Other donors don’t have specific Roma inclusion or mainstream strategies or funding methods that outline a bottom-up,
community-level, or grassroots approach.
While the CoE doesn’t define itself as a
donor organization, their Strategic Action Plan for Roma and Traveller Inclusion
2020-2025 provides an outline of three
joint projects with the EU that are very focused on bottom-up approaches to Roma
inclusion. The programs are ROMED,
49
ROMACT, and ROMACTED.

49 Council of Europe. (2020). Council of Europe Strategic Action Plan for Roma and Traveller Inclusion (2020‑2025). https://search.coe.int/cm/Pages/

result_details.aspx?ObjectId=0900001680998933
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Are community-based organisations included in
the design of funding programmes?
The majority of donors who hold some
type of consultation with civil society
during the design phase of a strategy or
project have difficulty with the participation of organisations at the grassroots
level. Most donors stated that they usually consult those organisations that are
well-known and the ‘usual players’. For
example, the CoE holds formal consultations with Roma civil society through what
they call ‘dialogue meetings’. These consultations have predefined themes and
agendas which are co-designed with the
participating civil society representatives.
Those who participate in the larger meetings are the usual and well-known organisations that provide recommendations for
the CoE or other institutions.
In interviews with donors and NGOs, the
main challenge in the participation of
Roma community-based organisations in
consultations is due to ministries or other government authorities having a large
influence on the selection of attendants.

For instance, the EU Members States decide who can attend the required civil society consultations for the development of
the NRIS, as well as the Monitoring Committees. EC staff stated that some teams
don’t have enough country desk officers
to provide adequate guidance in the selection process, making it difficult to ensure Roma civil society representation, let
alone grassroots level participation.
Some donor staff use informal means to
improve participation or at least hear the
voice of the Roma community. In the interviews, donor staff mentioned that they
hold informal meetings with Roma civil society representatives and grassroots organisations to hear their experiences that
can somehow influence the donor’s strategy or measures. Additionally, donor staff
conduct their own mapping of Roma civil
society at the national level and encourage organisations to collect information
and experiences from the grassroots level.

32

EFFICIENCY
How are the funds being monitored?
Among donor organisations, there is a
common gap in their ability to monitor how
selection criteria are being used to evaluate project or grant applications. Donor
staff assert that the evaluators in selection
committees apply criteria in a manner that
does not exclude certain organizations,
such as those from Roma civil society.
Paradoxically, a common sentiment was
those donor organisations didn’t have a
full overview of the projects or the process to truly understand if fairness and
transparency expectations are being met.
This is especially common for donor organisations where state authorities are
the beneficiary or managers of funding
since the state authority is responsible for
the design of calls for projects and grants,
as well as recruiting and hiring the evaluators. The main argument for donors not
being involved in the processes is ground-

ed in the separation of EU competencies
and the goal to foster bilateral relationships between the countries based on
trust that they are stable and non-corrupt
democracies.
The EC enacting ‘enabling conditions’ in
the 2030 Roma Framework strengthens
the assurances that necessary conditions
related to the Roma strategic framework
are met through the use of ESI Funds.
Ex-ante conditionalities mean that certain
conditions need to be met prior to receiving funds, while ‘enabling conditions’ can
be checked during the implementation.
For instance, the EC provides approval for
a Member State’s operational programme
if the NRIS is aligned with an ex-ante condition. With an ‘enabling condition’, if the
operational programme is not fulfilling the
condition, then the funds can be suspended.

“It’s actually a big result that that
Member States agree to reports
and that they agree to the same
framework and the Commission
having this monitoring role which
is becoming”50

50 European Commission, interview, August 25, 2021
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The 2013 Council Recommendation on
‘effective Roma integration measures’51
became the basis of the reporting requirements for the Member States. However,
the measures and indicators agreed by all
Member States established a poor metric
and system for reporting by each of the
Member States. These measures were
listed under the thematic policy areas of
education, employment, healthcare, and
housing. They had little ability to be monitored through quantitative data and did
not provide any indicators for measurement. For instance, under the health policy
area, one of the measures was “removing
any barriers to access to the healthcare
system accessible for the general population”. An indicator can absolutely be developed from this measure, however, the
EC does not have the authority to do so,
since no indicator was agreed by all Member States within the 2013 recommendation.
The 2021 Council of the European Union Recommendation on ‘Roma
equality, inclusion and participation’ is a
vast improvement to the 2013 recommendation regarding the ability and responsibility of the EC to require reporting of
Member States, according to clearly set
targets and indicators based on four levels of differentiation amongst countries

set in the linked 2021-2030 EU Roma
Framework. The recommendation further
indicates that each Member State will develop specific Roma indicators based on
the FRA portfolio of indicators related to
each of the 7 priority objectives. Important
addition is that now the country reports
will be made public.

The Roma Civil Monitoring pilot project52 operated from 2017 to 2020 and
provided an opportunity for Roma and
pro-Roma civil society organizations to
monitor and evaluate national governments progress in Roma inclusion. However, the organization participating did
not have access to any government reports and had to base their evaluations
on their own research initiatives, available
documents, and secondary data sources.53 There were challenges to the alternative reporting systems that included capacity in research and reporting writing,
as well as restrictions to information and
lack of cooperation from government officials.54 While there were difficulties in the
process, the RCM project developed 81
reports, build the capacities in the ability
of civil society organizations to evaluate
the governments Roma inclusion efforts,
and provided a large about of information
and analysis.

51 Council Recommendations of 9 December 2013 on effective Roma integration measures in the Member States 2013. C 378/01 https://eur-lex.euro-

pa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32013H1224(01)&from=en

52 Full title of the project name is “Capacity-building for Roma civil society and strengthening its involvement in the monitoring of National Roma Inte-

gration Strategies”.

53 Stoyanov, Atanas. (2020). WHAT MAKES A MEASURE RELEVANT: Understanding the interaction between the European Commission and the
National Roma Contact Points in reporting the implementation of National Roma Integration Strategies in 2012-2020.
54 Ibid.
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Does the funding reach Roma communities?
Donor funding for Roma
inclusion is not reaching
the communities that
need it the most was
a common criticism
reported by Roma NGOs
participating in the study.

Donor staff responded to the criticism by
highlighting that it was difficult to measure the number of funds specifically for
Roma inclusion, due to fundings schemes
that are mainstreamed but also benefit
Roma. Additionally, donors state a challenge in defining the activities that qualify
as ‘reaching the community’.

Donors expressed in interviews that there
are challenges in mainstream approaches
to evaluating the outcomes that influence
Roma inclusion. Donors expressed that
when the managing authority of the grants
is beneficiary states, the justification for
the ability to evaluate their programs is
the absence of the necessary data. Specifically, mainstream programs that might
have Roma beneficiaries are not collecting
participation data that is disaggregated

by ethnicity.

Thus, donors claim there is no way to
evaluate the impact of mainstream programmes on Roma inclusion. In an attempt
to increase the participation of Roma in
mainstream programmes, donors interviewed encourage the managing organizations to consult with Roma organisations to get feedback on how to increase
participation. The indirect approach of donors encouraging managing organizations
to include Roma into large mainstream
programs has the potential for good intending project managers to exclude and
leave Roma communities behind.
The EEA and Norway Grants feel that one
of their strengths and reasons why they
have a good reputation is ‘because we’ve
continually had this [Roma inclusion and
empowerment] as a very explicit priority
area program and also having a targeted
approach’.

“Roma communities face double challenges… not all, but many communities
live in poverty but then also have the
added challenge of racism and discrimination. This is a very unique mix of challenges that need to be targeted in a specific way.”55

55 EEA and Norway Grants, interview, September 2, 2021
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In the EEA mainstream grants, indicators
are included in agreements with beneficiary states that require a certain
number of Roma to benefit from a project. An example is the EEA’s agreement
with Romania, where a certain percentage of the funds supporting mainstream
projects needs to benefit Roma communities. This is done either through specific
calls for projects for Roma communities or
through open calls while ensuring that a
quota is met.
A group of donors mentioned that if they
didn’t require targeted approaches, the
managing organisations would implement
funds using already established processes
which would open calls where Roma beneficiaries or Roma organisations apply.
However, without a required targeted approach or a requirement for Roma participation in mainstream projects the needs of
Roma communities will not be addressed.

NRCP have an important role in the process of how funding reaches Roma communities and in reporting how mainstream
Operational Programs are relevant for
Roma inclusion. In some countries, the
NRCP is assigned to a steering committee
for Operational Programmes. It is common
for the Member States to not have a dedicated budget for the implementation of
the NRIS and measures are only indicated
as being related to Roma inclusion in the
NRIS reporting stage to the EC, typically
after implementation.59 Further, NRCP and
the Member States rarely collect information on the number of Roma beneficiaries
and the overall impact of their programs
on Roma inclusion.

Overall, it seems as though donors and
national governments don’t have the
will and want to allocate resources to
ensure that Roma communities are
beneficiaries of mainstream programs,
as well as the resources to accurately measure how their funds are reaching
Roma communities.

“Got to give Roma organizations the chance to do what they’re good at doing,
what they want to do, what they feel is actually needed based on their experience and closeness to the communities. But then you also need to make sure
that Roma are eligible applicants and are eligible target groups in other mainstream measures.” 56

“The EU sets a goal for reducing early school leaving and the countries with a
large Roma population cannot move towards those goals without impacting
Roma.” 57
“What we really need is a content audit on whether the funds are really spent
on the purpose they were intended to.” 58

56 EEA and Norway Grants, interview, September 2, 2021
57 European Commission, interview, August 25, 2021

58 Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation, interview, August 19, 2021

59 Stoyanov, Atanas. (2020). WHAT MAKES A MEASURE RELEVANT: Understanding the interaction between the European Commission and the

National Roma Contact Points in reporting the implementation of National Roma Integration Strategies in 2012-2020.
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How does the use of funds lead to positive
results?
Based on interviews, a large portion of
funding for Roma inclusion is inefficiently used on intellectual services or events.
These include conferences and events, as
well as the hiring of experts and consultants. The criticisms acknowledged that
these services and events are useful, but
that the size of funds spent on them is disproportionate to their impact. Interviewees
from grassroots organisations understand
the needs and priorities of Roma communities, thus can’t justify an event over
the provision of needed services such as
education, access to drinking water, and
housing.

NGOs reported that most of the funding
goes “to consultants or to experts that
do not directly solve the needs of Roma
communities” 60 Additionally, NGOs report that some experts are hired to conduct analysis for the municipal development plans, but that the results of the
studies blame the Roma communities for
their own situation and problems; “they
[Roma] should be influenced to correct
their behaviour and way of life. And this
is how measures are planned for the Operational Programmes.”61

Are the funds reaching community-based
organizations?
Donors struggle with the ability to map
Roma grassroots organisations in their respective countries. The donors expressed
that the challenges are due to capacity and
language barriers. Donor organisations
that provide support in multiple countries
expressed that they don’t have enough
staff and or language knowledge to have
insights into all countries they operate in.
To address this challenge, donor staff map

60
61

Roma civil society at national levels and
encourage national organisations to collect information and experiences from the
grassroots level, as well as promote calls
for applications.
Another challenge expressed through
interviews is that if funding does reach
community-based organizations there is
not enough support to make an impact.

EEA and Norway Grants, interview, September 2, 2021

Integro, interview, August 16, 2021
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EFFECTIVENESS

What are the main challenges?

“With very few exceptions, local
governments in Europe are very weak.
There are lots of dysfunctionalities at the
local level.” 62
Weak local governments
Donors and NGOs provided insight into
how the lack of good local governance impacts the ability to obtain results.
It is predominantly municipal governments
that receive funding for the implementation of Roma inclusion measures. Local
governments across Europe have little human capacities and skills to accomplish
the expected results of Roma inclusion
measures.
Furthermore, interviewees indicated institutional antigypsyism within local governments and that government staff hold
deep discriminatory attitudes towards
Roma. Corruption was mentioned as an
issue that is also prevalent at the local
government level. With the characteristics of weak capacities, antigypsyism, and
corruption, an alternative to local government implementation of Roma inclusion
measures must be considered.

Interviewees provided examples where organisations with little experience in Roma

inclusion were selected for project calls
based on political affiliations. Furthermore,
NGOs stated that there were cases where
those selected organisations were newly
formed by a network of individuals who
participated in the development of Operational Programmes and calls at the local
level. Donors reacted to claims of misuse
of funding by stating that it was very difficult to investigate claims of misuse and
unfair selection procedures. With most
of the EU and state donor funds going to
local municipalities, there is a high risk of
ineffective and inefficient use of funds, as
well as misuse.

While the EU and donor states must respect the beneficiary states’ independence, national governments’ central authorities must be required to improve the
monitoring of their funds provided to local
authorities, especially for Roma inclusion,
since hesitation to support their Roma
communities is already very common.

62 European Commission, interview, August 25, 2021
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Political will
The political will of central and local authorities ranks as one of the most difficult
challenges to overcome in implementing
measures for Roma inclusion. At the local
level, authorities have little incentive to implement Roma inclusion measures.
Interviews with donors and NGOs confirm
that local authorities don’t support Roma
inclusion efforts because they are concerned about how the general public will
perceive them. In addition, indirect and
direct discrimination has led to local authorities not applying for or creating programmes.

“It implies lots
of problems of
governance. Often the
funds are not used
because the public
authorities that should
take them on are afraid
how the mainstream
community would
react and how they
would be perceived.” 63

Both SDC and the EC provided examples
that indicated a lack of alignment in priorities to support Roma inclusion: In negotiations with Bulgaria and Romania, the SDC
insisted that Roma inclusion have a dedicated budget in the Swiss contribution.
The governments were ‘reluctant’, which
led to SDC defining a project implementation unit that was theoretically under a
ministry, however never truly integrated
into the government administration. In es-

sence, it was an SDC implemented project.

“Funds are reaching
the Member States
where the government
wants them to reach.
They definitely do not
reach in some Member States to areas
where the government
doesn’t want to support local authorities or
64
civil society.”

The above statement highlights that in
many circumstances it is clear that central
governments have biases towards certain
civil society organisations or local municipalities held by opposition parties. The
EC has been encouraged by many stakeholders to implement more direct funding. However, an EC staff member stated
“This means going towards the model that
we have for candidate countries. By this,
we are going back to recognize that there
are the Member States that don’t meet the
membership criteria.” 65

63 European Commission, interview, August 25, 2021
64 European Commission, interview, August 16, 2021

65 European Commission, interview, August 25, 2021
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Donor fatigue
“It is very difficult to mobilize someone on
the basis of expectations that have been
deceived.” 66

Donor fatigue was expressed by all stakeholders involved in Roma inclusion efforts.
On the community level, members and
organisations know from experience that
the support will help only in the short
term. Additionally, due to misuse and untransparent processes, community-level
stakeholders know that the support will
be provided to certain groups within the
community. There is a sense of disinterest
when the support comes from the government or society that has so far ignored the
needs and priorities for Roma communities, as well as a long-standing social exclusion.
66 Council of Europe, interview, September 8, 2021
67 Council of Europe, interview, September 8, 2021

68 Council of Europe, interview, September 8, 2021
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“It’s a fatigue of attempts that did not
work or did not take seriously the Roma
community or the genuine process of
participation.” 67

Based on the interviews it is evident that
true participation and leadership from
Roma communities is needed to increase
the impact of any type of support. Interviewees stated that financial support and
inclusion policies were not enough for
Roma communities when public authorities continue to exclude them and hold
antigypsyist attitudes.

“Donor fatigue is just a manifestation because the fatigue comes when the solution is putting money into the problem.
But you know we have not just been
putting money, we have been putting all
sorts of bad recipes as a society.” 68

What is the impact on Roma Inclusion?
Donor staff communicated that it is difficult to evaluate what is truly happening on
the ground.

“We can design
perfect programmes.
We can design perfect
calls, but we are also
depending on who is
applying, their projects,
and their area of focus.
What is their real
approach to Roma
inclusion?”

The EEA and Norway Grants conduct
standard external evaluations of their pro-

grammes through external consultants.
The methodology includes stakeholder
interviews, document reviews, and site
visits with the purpose of analysing the
management of the programmes, as well
as how they contributed to planned outcomes.

Overall, donor organizations interviewed
commented that it is very difficult to know
the true impact. This is especially true
for mainstream measures. Interviewees
from community organizations stated that
there has been an impact, especially in
the areas of education.
However, a common sentiment is that the
amount of funding does not address the
scope of the issues, as well as the priorities donors set miss some of the main
needs and don’t address the deep-rooted
discrimination and exclusion Roma communities face.

Challenges in the implementation of
community-led funding approaches

The main challenge in the implementation
of a bottom-up approach to Roma inclusion are local authorities.

“When there is a
conflict between the
Roma community
and the municipality,
it is quite difficult to
implement a bottom-up
approach.” 69

66
67

68

Council of Europe, interview, September 8, 2021

Council of Europe, interview, September 8, 2021

Council of Europe, interview, September 8, 2021

Local authorities receive the most support
for Roma inclusion projects. However, the
level of effort and cooperation “depends
very much on the history of the relationship between the municipal administration and the Roma community.” 70 Local
authorities are concerned about how the
general public will perceive them if they
implement efforts to support Roma residents. With a high level of antigypsyism,
cooperation of Roma grassroots organizations with local authorities in the implementation of measures is rare.

Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation, interview,
August 19, 2021

69

70

Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation, interview,
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Another challenge is the lack of capacities of grassroots organisations and
local authorities. Recipients of funding
need to meet organisational and technical skill requirements to be eligible for
the funding. The grassroots organizations
have a close relationship and trust with
community members, but the lack of financial infrastructure and human capital
can lead to challenges in implementation.

It was expressed by donors, that implementing a bottom-up approach proves
to be more difficult than planned in the
strategic documents. Many bottom-up
approaches described in strategic documents talk about terms such as ‘empowerment’ and ‘participation’. Donors

expressed, however, that they find it challenging to turn the principles of bottom-up
approaches into actionable measures. The
concept of empowerment, for example,
can in practice have various meanings and
is typically not included or only mentioned
in a superficial way in grant applications to
pass the application requirements.

Participatory processes involve close relationships and communication with Roma
communities. To incorporate this on a
large-scale, donors would have to support
organisations in each local community.
The dilemma is that most donors want to
maximize outcomes with the least amount
of investment.

Impact of community-driven approaches
The impact of bottom-up measures suffers under the same challenges regarding
the measurement of impact as general approaches. What is specific for bottom-up
approaches is that there is evidence they
lead to good outcomes, but only make up
a very small fraction of the total amount

that donors give for Roma inclusion.
When asked to estimate what proportion
of funding goes to bottom-up approaches,
donors’ estimates were at or below 10%.
This is with the agreement that a topdown approach does not lead to the best
results.

SUSTAINABILITY
“There is no way out
because these topdown approaches
are not bringing
sustainability and we
have seen that.”
71
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Do donor approaches build the organisational and human
capacity of grassroots organizations?
Among donors who include concepts of
empowerment and participation, there is
no mention of a priority to support Roma
infrastructure and capacities grassroots
organizations. SDC and EEA/Norway
Grants have civil society capacity building grant programmes that are open to all
NGOs. Both SDC and EEA/Norway stated
that an estimated 10% of a grant can be
used for organisational capacity building.

For example, The EEA and Norway Grants
implement the ‘Civil Society Funds’ with
a focus on building organisational capacities of civil society. Organisations benefit from this alternative funding structure
to support their growth in workforce and
skills, as well as technical support and
training. Within this mainstream funding
scheme, Roma organisations make a very
small proportion of grantees.
Many NGOs participating in the study indicated that the grants they receive do not
include provisions to hire specialized staff.
Additionally, they report a shortage of
Roma individuals with the necessary skills
and the inability of their organisations to
provide competitive salaries, leading to
suitable candidates pursuing careers in
international or national organisations that
are a step removed from the community.
Funding for capacity-building has decreased over the years. NGO interviewees stated that Open Society Foundations support used to be the major donor
for supporting the growth of Roma grassroots organisations. Over the past 2-3
years, however, they have noticed that the
funding for organisational development

71

72

has stopped.

In recent years, donor organisations are
pushed by the governments they represent to support a small number of projects
with large scopes instead of many smaller-scale projects to decrease the administrative burden and with the intention to
increase outcomes with less investment.
This means that they need to work with
larger organisations with very good management and organisational capacities.
There is a trade-off, as these organisations
tend to be disconnected from the people
and their needs but are taking over the
role in the management and distribution
of funds from donor organizations.
“There really is no relevant or sufficient
funding for addressing the infrastructure
needs of Roma organizations.” 72

All stakeholders have expressed the need
for increased capacities of Roma organisations necessary to apply for funding and
to manage projects, as well as on policy
analysis and advocacy.

The quote above indicates that capacity building of grassroots organisations is
needed to improve the results, impact,
and sustainability of Roma inclusion projects. However, there are very few funding
opportunities for organisations that focus
specifically on building organizational capacities. The overwhelming opportunities
to support Roma inclusion are directly
aimed at topics of education, employment, housing, and healthcare, seemingly
due to many donors wanting to support
and improve on the EU targets.

Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation, interview, August 19, 2021
Integro, interview, August 16, 2021
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EQUITY

Do Roma inclusion funding approaches create environments
where Roma and pro-Roma NGOs are excluded from
receiving support and human capacity of grassroots
organizations?
NGOs have complained that they cannot
win grants managed by national authorities, even when they are successful in
international competitions. The selection
criteria are published with the call for applications to Operational Programmes.
However, authorities neglect applications
from organisations that are critical of the
government’s Roma inclusion efforts. This
is due to the absence of independent bodies selecting evaluators and monitoring the
scoring of applicants. Despite this, based
on interviews with EC staff, the process of
selecting and distributing funding through
operational programs is more transparent
than other national funding mechanisms
that use EU funds.

A way to reduce the possible biases of
managing authorities or donor organisations that can lead to the exclusion or neglection of Roma civil society applicants is
to have employees of Roma origin working
in places of influence in these institutions.

“How do you combat structural racism,
when also in the organisation that you
are working with, that is managing [the
funding], they have good intentions, but
there are very few Roma working there.
There are very few Roma in these ministries.” 73

Exclusion through application and reporting requirements
It is acknowledged across donors and
grassroots organisations that recipients
need sufficient capacity to apply and
manage grants and projects. There is a
vicious circle: In order to receive funding,
organisations need organizational and
technical capacities to apply successfully.
Donors are looking for organisations with

73

the financial and organisational ability to
manage funds and deliver outcomes without much investment in their internal operations, human capital, and skills. Thus,
those who win the calls for projects are
usually the same organisations that have
the capacities but are distant from the
Roma communities.

EEA and Norway Grants, interview, September 2, 2021
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How are grassroots NGOs excluded through evaluation
procedures?
NGOs have reported that grants under
the operational programmes have been
provided to people or groups that are well
connected to the government instead of
through an open competitive process.

“The call was for educational integration
for children from ethnic minorities, including Roma. NGOs and municipalities were
eligible to apply. When the selected projects were published, we found out that
5 organisations that were selected were
only recently established. And these five
organisations were established by the
same group of experts…We and many
other organisations reacted and claimed
74
fraud. So, the procedure was cancelled.”
This example shows how experts without
any relation or connection to the Roma
community are being selected. There are
claims that the selected experts are very
close to the external evaluators of the applications. Further, they are involved in the
development of selection criteria, project
guidelines, and the Monitoring Committees. Grassroots organisations that are
critical of local authorities and have the
priority to serve the Roma communities’
needs will not get selected for grants or
projects within decision-making processes that are based on political and network
affiliations.
An example from an interview with an
NGO in Bulgaria highlights how political

74

Integro, interview, August 16, 2021

affiliation is more important to local authorities than achieving results through
bottom-up approaches or community-led
initiatives. Integro Association, a national organization with community-based
members-organisations, has agreed to
partner with 6 municipalities out of 52 selected for support with a grant under the
BG05M9OP001-2.018 grant “Socio-economic integration of vulnerable groups.
Integrated measures to improve access to
education” - Component 1”.

Five of the municipalities had previously
received support from experts from the
EC and CoE ROMACT program for local
needs analysis and development of joint
action plans. Integro supported the municipalities to develop their project proposals
based on the analysis of the local needs
and priorities, but in the course of the
work, a consulting company close to the
mayors of two municipalities appeared
and offered them a ready project proposal, which the mayors of both municipalities
preferred to accept.
However, their proposal was not at all
linked to the needs of Roma community
members. Instead of a holistic programme
aimed at economic stability, their programmes provided low wage and shortterm employment to a limited number of
unemployed Roma residents and workshops that were rarely attended.
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EVALUATION OF THE STATE
OF ROMA INCLUISION FUNDING
The study has the purpose to evaluate the
current status of the funding approach for
Roma inclusion. The table below provides a
score for each of the criteria to conduct a

general assessment of the Roma inclusion
funding approaches and environment. The
scores are based on the analysis of each of
the criteria and their guiding questions.
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EVALUATION OF
COMMUNITY-BASED APPROACHES
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DISCUSSION OF
THE RESULTS

that impact their lives. The processes of
designing strategies and interventions
rely heavily on formal or informal ‘consultation meetings’ with little representation
of organisations that are truly connected
to Roma communities. With only smallRelevance
scale efforts from a minority of donors,
Donors’ strategies and/ or action plans a potentially larger impact of funding on
for Roma inclusion are not public and Roma inclusion is diminished.
transparent. This makes it difficult for the
end beneficiary, the Roma communities, The objectives of mainstreaming Roma
to hold donors accountable even though inclusion have overshadowed the need
they wield the ability to influence the lives to have direct and purposeful actions to
of millions of Roma. Making strategies address the deep-rooted social dysfuncpublicly available and being transparent tions that cause Roma exclusion and anin their decision-making is critical to get- tigypsyism. Mainstreaming works in an
ting the support of Roma communities environment and in systems where indiand community-based organisations.
vidual and collective biases do not exist.
However, this study has shown that all
The voices of Roma communities contin- stages of mainstream efforts create the
ue to be excluded in the design and imple- opportunity for Roma to be systematically
mentation process of funding approaches excluded.
This report brings to light the issues and
challenges in a genuine community-based
donor environment that has Roma inclusion and the community as a priority.
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Efficiency

The complicated structure and relationships between donors and beneficiaries,
especially state beneficiaries, create a gap
in the ability to efficiently track and manage funding. These gaps lead to the inadequate or poorly funded implementation of
projects and measures, resulting in interventions not reaching their potential. Donors and other stakeholders interviewed
identified that monitoring of funding is a
challenge, but with most donors not making any significant reforms. The positive
exception is the reporting and monitoring
requirements from the EU’s Roma Strategic Framework up to 2030. However, the
capacity and infrastructure to accomplish
these goals are not yet in place.

Effectiveness

This study identified the lack of political
will at the national and local levels to be
the largest barrier to achieving results.
Roma communities are ignored by local
and national governments due to individual and institutional biases, as well as electoral pressure from potential upset voters
of the general public.
Further, national and local authorities are
the largest beneficiaries and managing
authorities of funds proposed for Roma

inclusion. The combination of the lack of
political will and being the largest beneficiary of funds leads to extremely poor
efforts and outcomes. The small-scale EU
and CoE community-led programs do not
have the scope of influence to address
this conflict adequately.

Sustainability

The need to build the capacities of Roma
civil society and community-based organisations was unquestioned by donors and
stakeholders participating in the study.
Donors provide mechanisms to support
civil society organisations. However, there
is an emphasis on fostering ‘soft capacities’, such as training on accessing funds,
grant writing, and financial management
while operational support and infrastructure and organisational capacities were
not priorities and without dedicated initiatives.

Equity

The study identified that the reliance on
national governments for managing the
funding application and award process
excluded Roma community organisations.
Donors either suggest or establish criteria
for managing authorities to use. However,
the process in which external evaluators
are selected is unclear and non-transpar-
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CASE STUDIES FOR
SCALING UP
There are two initiatives previously mentioned in this report that provide good
examples of funding approaches that
priorities participation of the direct
beneficiaries and bottom-up progress.
They are the EC Community-Led Local Development (CLLD) program and
the Council of Europe and EC joint program,“Promoting good governance

and Roma empowerment at local level” (ROMATED). The two initiatives are
small in scale, and each is not perfect in
their design and implementation, however, there are important aspects from
each that can contribute important lessons for donors in their efforts for bottom-up approaches to Roma inclusion.
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COMMUNITY-LED LOCAL DEVELOPMENT
The approach used in the CLLD programs first started about 20 years ago
with the LEADER program financed
by the Structural and the Rural Development Funds.75 It was expanded
to address the four funding mechanisms
within the 2014-2020 Common Strategic
Framework; the European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund,
the European Agricultural Fund for Rural
Development, the European Maritime and
Fisheries Fund.
Overall, the CLLD program is an option
and a complementary tool to be used at
the sub-regional level. Further, it has the
goal to support local development that
contributes to achieving the Europe 2020
Strategic goals of smart, sustainable, and
inclusive growth through mobilizing and
involving local communities.76
The key components of the CLLD program are:77
• A focus at the subregional level
• It is community-led through what 		
is called Local Action Groups (LAG)
• Each local action group creates a 		
local development strategy
• The strategy needs to consider 		
the local needs

The aims of the CLLD approach are directly in line with a bottom-up approach.
It encourages a bottom-up approach to
address local challenges, aims to build the
capacities of communities, and promotes
participation and ownership by the community. It is important to highlight that

the CLLD program
is primarily targeting
local economic
development, although
encouraging a social
inclusion approach.

The critical component of the CLLD
approach is the LAGs. They are informal
groups usually established by a municipality or organization and are made up of
the local public and private economic interest groups. A LAG then can apply to a
national government call under a CLLD. If
the application is approved, then the LAG
developed and implement a local development strategy.

European Commission. (2014). Community-Led Local Development: Factsheet. https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/
docgener/informat/2014/community_en.pdf

75

76
77

Ibid.

Ibid.
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ERGO saw that the CLLD is a needed
approach for Roma inclusion. In, 2014
the ERGO Network started to promote
the CLLD principles as an important approach to Roma inclusion. ERGO found
that the approach was interesting for
Roma inclusion since it promotes a bottom-up approach, fosters a balance of
power between stakeholders, supports
long-term and flexible investments, and
has a focus on capacity building.
The ERGO Network developed and implemented CLLD projects in Bulgaria,
Hungary, Romania, the Czech Republic, and Slovakia. In these efforts, ERGO
and its members-built partnerships with
various stakeholders including ministries,
EC desk officers, and Roma NGOs.
Further, the members took part in Member State Operational Program Monitoring
Committee to assist them in the development of CLLD projects with ESIF funds.
While ERGO found the CLLD useful, the
organization and its members were realistic that it has room to improve and at the
moment is the only option to implement
bottom-up approaches for Roma inclusion
using the EU funding mechanism.

The potential of the program is highlighted by some of the successes of ERGO’s
initiative in promoting the CLLD approach. In Slovakia, Roma civil society
developed a network and dialogue with
LAG and local authorities which led to the
NGO Slovo 21 becoming a member of a
LAG and contributing to a CLLD project.
Their membership helped local communities to understand the needs of Roma
communities and has developed plans to
address Roma inclusion. Further, in the
Czech Republic, about two dozen Roma

women and a Roma women group ‘Manuche’ participated in a CLLD process to
develop plans on how to address some of
the community’s challenges and how to
work with local authorities.

The ERGO network monitoring of their
CLLD efforts resulted in the understanding of the major drawbacks and challenges in the CLLD approach which are critical
for donors to consider. In many cases, local authorities see the LAGs as only funding sources for infrastructure projects and
do not practise the participation and community ownership principles of CLLD.78
Additionally, the CLLD calls and local development strategies don’t always include
a bottom-up approach. Alternatively, the
measures replicate national strategies.79
The capacities of the local action groups
and community members have resulted in
challenges in obtaining genuine participation. Further, it was rare to have representatives of Roma communities or organizations in LAGs and projects which included
Roma as a participant or target group.80
ERGO attempted to address the two barriers of low capacity and Roma representation by conducting information disseminating and trainings.

While the efforts were impactful for
those who participated, the organization
can only reach a fraction of the LAGs or
communities with the potential to create
a LAG. Lastly, the funding requirements
place restrictions on the acceptable topics for the local development strategies,
which in many cases did not match the
real needs of the communities, available
organizations with the necessary operational capacities, and local economic systems.81

78 Ferro, A., Grebeldinger, D. (2019). COMMUNITY-LED LOCAL DEVELOPMENT (CLLD) FOR ROMA INCLUSION: Synthesis Report 2019. European Roma Grassroots Organizations Network. https://ergonetwork.org/2019/11/community-led-local-development-clld-for-roma-inclusion/

European Commission. (2014). Community-Led Local Development: Factsheet. https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/
docgener/informat/2014/community_en.pdf
79

80 European Roma Grassroots Organizations Network. (2021). Lessons learned for Roma rights and inclusion
from the Community-Led Local Development (CLLD) cycle 2014-2020 in Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, and Romania.
https://ergonetwork.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/03/ERGO-Network-Exchange-Meeting-on-CLLD-with-DG-EMPL-REGIO-11March-2020-Report.pdf
81 Ferro,

A., Grebeldinger, D. (2019). COMMUNITY-LED LOCAL DEVELOPMENT (CLLD) FOR ROMA INCLUSION: Synthesis Report 2019. European Roma Grassroots Organizations Network. https://ergonetwork.org/2019/11/community-led-local-development-clld-for-roma-inclusion/
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CoE ROMACTED
ROMACTED programme implementation
started in May 2017 and is confirmed to
continue until the end of 2024. The program is implemented by the Council of
Europe’s Roma and Travellers Team and
project staff in the CoE offices in Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Montenegro, North Macedonia, Serbia, Turkey, and
Kosovo.

The general objectives of the programme
are “improving local democracy, accountability, inclusiveness and responsiveness towards Roma citizens and
thereby improved delivery of services.”82
ROMACTED has the expected outcomes
to empower Roma communities, improving local and national government commitments and the ability to work for Roma
inclusion and to develop local actions to
reduce the inequality gaps between Roma
and non-Roma.83

Working in the Western Balkans and Turkey with 72 communities and a bit more
than 72 Community Action Groups composed of Roma community members. The
Community Action Groups define a local
strategy and action plan. Then they enter
a negotiation with local authorities to define the local priorities for Roma. Success
depends on the political feedback and will
from the local authority.

The CoE does not typically provide to implement any actions, however, when there
are occasional small grants for some measures that address important priorities
that won’t be supported by the local government. The aim of this funding is to provide evidence to the government administration on the impact of a small amount
of investment in the hopes that they will
replicate the measure. “Often the case is
the both the Roma communities and municipalizes agree on the priorities that the
CoE ends up funding, however, the decision is ultimately within the Roma community.” 84

Council of Europe. About ROMACTED Programme. Website accessed September 2021. https://pjp-eu.coe.int/en/web/roma-local-governance/about-the-project?desktop=false

82

83 Council of Europe. (2019). ROMACTED: A manual for Development of Local Resources, joint action and Employment of Roma
communities. https://www.coe.int/en/web/tirana/project-products1
84

Council of Europe, interview, September 8, 2021
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“The ambition is
to expose to the
municipalities and
to the community a
format of decision
making that according
to us is more correct,
fairer, and can reduce
the gaps between
the Roma community
and the general
community.”

The program does not have the purpose
or the ability to solve the deep-rooted
challenges Roma communities face or the
institutional bias. However, the program
does show that with a bit of capacity
building with Roma communities there is
an increase in the empowerment of Roma
communities and organizations to demand
government authorities to address their
needs and interests. Ultimately, the small
grants provide proof to the municipalities
that with a small investment, the immediate priorities can be easily addressed.
This is also more sustainable since the
community can leverage government
funds for the priorities they set. Compared to a short-term injection of funding
for projects that don’t emphasize the empowerment of Roma organizations and
communities.

The ROMACTED program addresses
the bias in local municipalities through
increased contact with their Roma residence and their needs. This relates to the
research on intergroup contact theory.
The research provides evidence that intergroup or interethnic contract has positive
effects in reducing prejudice in situations
that satisfy the following conditions: equal
status, intergroup cooperation, common
goals, and support by social and institutional authorities. This program attempts
to have local authorities and Roma community members cooperate around goals
through the institutional processes within a local municipality. It can provide the
right conditions to address and reduce
the prejudice they can create unequal responses to the needs of Roma residence
from local authorities.
Specifically, the way the ROMACTED
programmes attempt to address the challenges of local political will is by:
• Empowering and capacitating the Roma
community members who have been silenced and excluded to be a strong force
in the political life of a locality.
• Emphasizing that it is the responsibility of the central or local authority to take
care of all its residents.

• Making efforts sustainable by transferring the knowledge and tools to community members to ensure the authorities
address their priorities.
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RECOMMENDATIONS
The study reviewed Roma inclusion funding approaches from a wide scope. Making it necessary to narrow the recommendations based on the various donor types
to increase their relevance and ability to
be actualized. Thus, the following recom-

mendations are separated by: general
donor community, EU and the Members States, national development organizations, private donors, and intergovernmental organizations.
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GENERAL
RECOMMENDATIONS
• Every funding approach and instrument
should have a pre-defined amount dedicated to increasing the operational capacity of Roma civil society organizations
• Funding approaches need to recognize that local governments are weak and
there are high risks of prejudice, as well
as corruption. To address this:

° Less funding should be provided to local municipal governments
° Increased funding directly to community organizations
° Increased vetting of municipalities in
the areas of corruption, capacity, and relationship with the Roma community
° If funding is provided to municipal
government, support services and measures need to be added such as training
and guidance on participatory processes
and good governance.
• Donor strategies need to have definitive and specific language regarding
community participation, ownership, and
empowerment. Further, how these principles are defined by the donor and how
they are implemented.

• Strategies and other guiding documents
for Roma inclusion need to be public and
easily accessible.
• Strategies need to have specific, not
general, guidance and descriptions on
how the strategic goals will be implemented and achieved.

• Roma participation in policy and strategic development must go beyond consultations. A more intensive and inclusive
approach needs to be used. Further, the
scope of stakeholders needs to be expanded with the focus on those that are
close to Roma communities.

• Donors must commit to allocating more
resources within the organization to manage community-led initiatives. The most
important resource to increase is the staff
that can manage specific thematic and
geographical areas.

• Donors should change the current trend
of allocating large amounts of funding
and the transfer of management to large
NGOs or national government, as well as
monitoring initiatives to the government or
non-government organizations. Instead,
donors with increased internal resources
provide funding as directly as possible
to organizations that are close to the
communities the funding is intended to
reach.

56

GENERAL
RECOMMENDATIONS
• The donor funding strategies and the
calls for initiatives must be more flexible
in the themes and requirements needed
to be eligible for funding.

• Mainstream approaches need to be accompanied with explicit guidance on
how they will ensure Roma participate
and benefit. Further, mainstream efforts
need to have clear and explicit monitoring systems and requirements that can
evaluate impact, as well as to ensure that
Roma are not systematically excluded
from mainstream efforts.
• Efforts should capacitate Roma communities in their ability and confidence
in holding governments accountable and
expressing their basic rights. Additionally,
donors should establish mechanisms in
their funding processes that require collaboration between national/local government authorities and Roma communities
and organizations.
• Funding approaches should include
mechanisms that ensure that Roma civil
society and donor representatives have
equal influence on the decision regarding the use of funds.

• It is not enough for donors to provide
the funding for Roma inclusion, there
must be efforts for the empowerment
and mobilisation of Roma communities
and supporters for change to happen.
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EUROPEAN
UNION

• It is recommended that in the EC institutes an indicator within the enabling
conditions to monitor the Member State’s
delivery of Roma inclusion measures that
match the 2021-2030 Roma Framework
Horizontal objective to ‘promote participation through empowerment, cooperation, and trust.’ For countries with a relatively large Roma population, the EC
should establish an ‘enabling condition’
for the 2020-2030 Roma Framework target to ‘Ensure the participation of Roma
NGOs as full members in national monitoring committees. Further, it should be
encouraged by the EC that his representative is nominated by Roma civil society
organizations.

• New Thematic Guides for EC Desk
Officers and Managing Authorities
should be developed by the EC with specific information on how to use CLLD
tools and participatory methods, specifically for Roma inclusion.

• EU needs to provide incentives for
Member State to use CLLD tools for
Roma inclusion. Suggested incentives
are to increase funding amounts if applications include good governance capacity building with municipal governments
and funding to support resources in the
administrative government to manage
the community-led efforts.

• New Thematic Guides for EC Desk
Officers and Managing Authorities
should be created by the EC with specific information on how to promote Roma
inclusion, ensure Roma beneficiaries and
participation, and a monitoring system
for Roma inclusion outcomes. A separate guide for Roma inclusion does not
provide information on to address Roma
inclusion within mainstream thematic areas.
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EUROPEAN
UNION

• EC must develop an action plan that
details how it will ensure the implementation of the participatory, empowerment,
and bottom-up approaches detailed in the
2020-2030 EU Roma Framework. Further, it is necessary that the plan details
how these approaches to Roma inclusion
will be implemented in mainstream thematic areas.

• Roma Contract Points need to be
aware, motivated and instructed on how
to use CLLD tools, as well as other empowerment and bottom-up approaches
and tools. A suggested action is for the
EC to create a guide for NRCP on how to
develop strategies and measures to meet
the 2020-2030 Roma Framework objective to ‘promote participation through
empowerment, cooperation, and trust.’
• The EC should increase the human
capacity and language skills of EC
teams that increase the ability for them
to monitor the processes and actions of
national Monitoring Committees.
• Monitoring how Member States report
the use of community-led, participatory,
and bottom-up approaches needs to be
part of the EC’s new competency in monitoring and reporting.

• Roma Civil Monitoring should be restructured to have a more direct monitoring role. A specific suggested action is for
the Roma Civil Monitoring NGO to have
agreements with the Member States that
grant them access to Operational Program documents and the ability to conduct field visits, thus providing needed
independent monitoring and evaluation
of the Member States Roma inclusion efforts.
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NATIONAL
GOVERNMENTS
• National Roma Inclusion Strategies
need to be developed through participatory methods, as well as framed by
a community-led and participatory approach.

• National Government need to have defined Roma inclusion budgets with corresponding implementation plans, indicators, and monitoring systems.

• NRCPs should be integrated into the
highest level of administrative government, ie. Cabinet of Ministers.

• Governments must do in-depth community assessments, using participatory
research methods.

• The Member States should go beyond
the Monitoring Committee requirements. This includes more meetings than
the required 2 per year, at least but ideally more than one representative of Roma
civil society, and a general structure and
environment that fosters discussion that
can be critical of the government and status quo.
• The Member States need to increase
the transparency in the evaluation of
project proposals, as well as strengthen mechanisms that ensure fairness and
equity in the process. Suggested reforms
are:
° The decision on who are the evaluators is decided by a committee that includes representatives from the government and civil society. However, the civil
society representatives on the committee
are chosen through the nomination of
civil society members.
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NATIONAL
GOVERNMENTS
• The Member States need to increase
the transparency in the evaluation of
project proposals, as well as strengthen mechanisms that ensure fairness and
equity in the process. Suggested reforms
are:
° The decision on who are the evaluators is decided by a committee that includes representatives from the government and civil society. However, the civil
society representatives on the committee
are chosen through the nomination of
civil society members.
• The Member States should increase
their cooperation with the Roma Civil Monitor in their countries. They should
develop a partnership where they provide
the Roma Civil Monitors access to project
documents and information to conduct
an ongoing evaluation that can improve
the delivery and impact.
• Mainstream projects should need to
have targets and objectives for Roma
participation and results. For instance,
a certain percentage of Roma who participate in the project, who they benefit, and
what were the results.

• Conduct campaigns with local community members on the importance of
Roma inclusion measures. This is especially important in regions where measures are being implemented and have
the purpose to reduce local prejudices
from residents and local government.
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STATE DEVELOPMENT
ORGANISATIONS
• State
Development
Organizations
must define their Roma inclusion approach outside of the EU and national
government agenda. Alternatively, their
approach should match the values they
strive for and the progress they are excepting to achieve. This way, they have
the role of pushing past the status quo.

• State
Development
Organizations
should develop detailed strategies for
their efforts towards Roma inclusion and
have any documents on the topic be public and easily accessible.

• In mainstream social inclusion measures, it is not advisable to give beneficiary organizations a choice on which community group is a target beneficiary. This
can lead to Roma inclusion being ignored,
thus Roma inclusion or working with
Roma communities cannot be a choice,
but a requirement for social inclusion
measures.

• The primary goal of State Development
Organizations should be shifted from bilateral relationships building towards value-based development, thus ensuring
that funding is not reinforcing inequities
and exclusion related to Roma communities.

• Mainstream social inclusion strategies
or approaches should include details on
how they ensure the participation of
Roma communities and impact on Roma
inclusion. Further, they should include
targets for Roma participation and objectives, as well as the monitoring systems
that measure mainstream efforts and
their impact on Roma inclusion.
• Long-term investments using community-led and participatory approaches should be a priority since they are not
bound by the same policy cycles as the
EU or national governments.
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INTERGOVERNMENTAL
ORGANISATIONS
• There hasn’t been a long-term commitment and plan from intergovernmental organizations and foundations since
the ‘Decade for Roma Inclusion’. It is
recommended that another long-term
and collaborative approach based on
a community-led, bottom-up, and empowerment is developed that can complement the 2020-2030 EU Roma Framework in the areas where is has challenges
and barriers in addressing Roma inclusion.

• Intergovernmental organizations are
typically value-based organizations. Thus,
it is suggested for them to develop their
own Roma inclusion agenda and not
adopt EU or Member State agendas.

• Intergovernmental organizations have
the ability to provide long-term funding
to support community-led, empowerment, and operational capacities.
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PRIVATE
FOUNDATIONS
• It is recommended that in the EC institutes an indicator within the enabling
conditions to monitor the Member State’s
delivery of Roma inclusion measures that
match the 2021-2030 Roma Framework
Horizontal objective to ‘promote participation through empowerment, cooperation, and trust.’ For countries with a
relatively large Roma population, the EC
should establish an ‘enabling condition’
for the 2020-2030 Roma Framework target to ‘Ensure the participation of Roma
NGOs as full members in national monitoring committees. Further, it should be
encouraged by the EC that his representative is nominated by Roma civil society
organizations.
• New Thematic Guides for EC Desk Officers and Managing Authorities should
be created by the EC with specific information on how to promote Roma
inclusion, ensure Roma beneficiaries
and participation, and a monitoring system for Roma inclusion outcomes. A separate guide for Roma inclusion does not
provide information on to address Roma
inclusion within mainstream thematic areas.

• New Thematic Guides for EC Desk Officers and Managing Authorities should be
developed by the EC with specific information on how to use CLLD tools and
participatory methods, specifically for
Roma inclusion.
• EU needs to provide incentives for
Member State to use CLLD tools for
Roma inclusion. Suggested incentives are
to increase funding amounts if applications include good governance capacity
building with municipal governments and
funding to support resources in the administrative government to manage the
community-led efforts.

64

This report has received financial support in the framework of the project “New
solutions to old problems”. The project “New solutions to old problems – exchange of new type of approaches in the field of Roma integration” is funded
by Iceland, Liechtenstein and Norway through the EEA and Norway Grants
Fund for Regional Cooperation.
This publication has received funding from the European Union. The information contained in this publication reflects only the author’s view; and the Commission is not responsible for any use that may be made of the information it
contains.

