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executive summary

In February 2005, heads of governments from nine European countries (Bulgaria, Croatia, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Macedonia, Montenegro, Romania, Serbia and Slovakia) organized a conference and launched the Decade of Roma Inclusion 2005–2015 by signing a declaration. This was the formal beginning of a genuine policy coordination experiment which has gathered experience and knowledge in calling upon national governments primarily in Central-Eastern/South-Eastern Europe to launch actions and express commitments in Roma inclusion. It has also turned out to be the first international initiative explicitly ensuring the participation of Roma leaders and activists in these regions.
Since 2005, three more countries (Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina and Spain) joined the Decade (notably, also Slovenia as an observer). All the participating countries drafted National Action Plans in the priority areas of education, employment, health and housing, and set up institutional arrangements at the national level for implementing the Decade’s goals – which concern:
1. Discrimination: eliminate discrimination against Roma people. 
2. Inequalities: alleviate inequalities between Roma and the rest of society. 
3. Involvement of Roma: support the participation of Roma communities in achieving the Decade's objectives, and 
4. Monitoring: review progress in and the outcomes of the implementation of the National Action Plans in a transparent and quantifiable way.
Although the European Union was one of the ‘founding fathers’ of the Decade and has a number of important interfaces with the Roma Decade (agenda formation, multilevel governance, funding mechanisms, etc.), it had remained a distant parent, rather than an active facilitator of the Decade. The European Commission had attended the twice-yearly meetings of the Steering Committee, and the officials of the various DGs in Brussels dealing with issues of social inclusion and cohesion had been more or less following the progress and events connected to the Decade, but there was an evident lack of political interest (and stake) at the Community level in the first half of the period passed since the launch of the Decade. The European Union (EU) did not take an interest in tackling the difficulties of European Roma communities in a systemic way until the turn of 2007-2008.
Roma inclusion appeared in the Presidency Conclusions of the European Council as an issue for the first time in 2007, when the Council called on the European Commission to examine existing policies and instruments related to Roma integration and report on the progress achieved in this field. As a next step, in January 2008, the European Parliament adopted the resolution ‘A European Strategy for the Roma’ requesting the Commission to elaborate the ‘European Framework Strategy’ and the Community Action Plan on Roma Inclusion. Thereafter, efforts towards promoting Roma integration accelerated in Strasbourg as well as in Brussels: a series of EU-wide multi-actor consultation fora were established (European Network on Social Inclusion and Roma under the Structural Funds, European Roma Summit), resolutions were adopted by the European Parliament, communications were issued by the European Commission emphasizing non-discrimination, the need for EU-level policy coordination, and the availability of Structural Funds for Roma integration (2008, 2009), and conclusions were presented by the European Council on advancing Roma inclusion (2008, 2009, 2010). 
The Integrated European Platform for Roma Inclusion was set up in 2009 by the coalition of Member States, international organizations and the Roma civil society, with the aim of stimulating cooperation and exchange of experiences on successful Roma inclusion policies among EU institutions. Last, but not least, in September 2010, the European Commission set up the Roma Task Force, a high-level inter-DG group focusing on and evaluating Member States' use of financial instruments of the European Union for Roma inclusion. It is expected that, in April 2011, the European Council in his conclusion shall adopt the EU Framework for Roma Integration as prepared and presented by the European Commission. If that happens as planned, all the EU Member States shall have to elaborate and present their National (Roma) Integration Strategies by the end of 2011. 
The strategic assessment of the Roma Decade
At first glance, this might seem to be a success story. Let us however look back to 2005, when the founders of the Roma Decade – wisely enough –formulated the expected results attached to the strategic goals of the Decade:
i. Agenda-formation: launch initiatives to strengthen Roma inclusion as a high priority on the regional and European political agendas; 
ii. Learning & exchange: learn and exchange experiences; 
iii. Involvement of Roma: involve Roma meaningfully in all policy making on matters concerning them; 
iv. Knowledge transfer: bring in international experience and expertise to help make progress on challenging issues; and
v. Public awareness: raise public awareness of the situation of Roma through active communications.
Our assessment of whether the referred strategic goals and expected results of the Roma Decade have been achieved is summarized in the table below.
	Strategic goals
	Assessment

	Remarks

	Discrimination
	?
	Questionable 

	Inequalities 
	?
	Questionable

	Involvement of Roma
	
	Success first(!) wave 

	Monitoring
	
	Uneven & lack of quality control

	Leverage effect (OSI’s implicit goal)
	?
	Questionable

	Expected results
	Assessment


	Remarks

	Agenda-formation

(Decade Countries and EU)
	
	Most Decade Countries (with some exceptions) – yes

	Cross-country learning & exchange
	
	To some extent

	Knowledge transfer 
	
	Limited

	Public awareness
	
	Occasional and sporadic


Legend:   – achieved; – failed; ? - not evident

Roma inclusion has become a top priority on the EU agenda by 2010. The European Union acknowledges that the discrimination against Roma people and the gap in the socio-economic circumstances between Roma and non-Roma citizens are unacceptable, and it calls for prompt actions. 
At the same time, the inclusion of Roma people remains the responsibility of Member States. The burden of action is left to the national level, since National governments are (remain) the main actors who are in charge of: 
· implementing their own strategies on Roma inclusion, and 
· making use of the existing (EU and domestic) financial instruments in an effective way
in order to face the rather complicated challenge of social inclusion of Roma people.
At the beginning of the story in the period 2003-2005, the Decade (or, rather, those most active in launching it) focused their efforts and instruments so as to provide leverage for the accomplishment of the Decade's overarching goals in the Decade countries by involving governments. In acting so, the Decade aimed at applying ethnic targeting and a development approach in all Decade activities. Having consulted with many experts on the policy philosophy dominant at the Community level, we think that it is hardly feasible to expect this approach to be mainstreamed within the European Framework for Roma Integration in the future. 
Also in the initiation phase of the Decade, the involvement of international partner organizations (in particular: the OSI, the World Bank, and the UNDP) and Roma civil societies were meant to serve as key instruments both in exerting such a leverage and in enforcing strict and rigorous policy monitoring. One further conclusion of our assessment is that the original idea of the Decade building strongly on the (automatic) commitment of the participating countries and placing the ownership and the governance of the Decade in the hands of the national governments has definitely failed. At the same time, we are not sure that the European Union would be more successful in this respect. Leaving such ownership to the EU looks even more questionable in the light of our scenario-analysis. 
The possible and relevant EU-policy trajectories
The merits of various OSI-policies with respect to the Roma Decade hinge upon what direction the EU-institutions/-policies and the economies of the Member States take in the next two to four years. We have identified six dimensions to formulate a sort of interval of what we consider the realm of possible outcomes. We propose three possible trajectories for the OSI to consider when deciding on their future strategy.  The three trajectories serve as benchmarks of the respective interval:
· The Optimistic – that is, the most favorable to the Roma of Central, Eastern and South Eastern Europe, 
· The Pragmatic – that is, the sc. middle trajectory we consider the most likely one (not necessary the mid-point of the interval), and 
· The Pessimistic - the least favorable one.
For the overview of the three potential trajectories – see the table below.
	Dimension
	Optimistic outcome
	Pragmatic outcome
	Pessimistic outcome

	How high will be the issue of Roma policy on the European policy agenda?
	Roma issues remain one of the top European concerns for the foreseeable future
	Roma issues remain of middling importance, with pikes of attention whenever news or the interest of the presidency government prompt that
	Roma issues are quickly crowded out by other priorities and disappear from the agenda

	What speed and dispersion does socio- economic development take in CEE? What will be the main country pattern of EU-wide economic policy institutions of governance?
	Geographically balanced socio-economic development, no EU Member State is left behind (convergence)
	Respectable development, but a multi-speed Europe emerges, with the Central and Eastern European Member States still lagging behind (limited convergence)
	A multi-speed Europe emerges, with growing economic gap between the Western and the Central-/ Eastern European Member States (divergence); or their economies stagnate

	What will be the timeline of the EU accessions of the South-East European states?
	After Croatia,  two or three-wave accession within the next 4-7 years for all non-EU decade member countries
	After the imminent accession of Croatia, a one-by-one series of accessions extended over more than 10 years
	Accession progress grinds to a virtual halt like that of Turkey

	What percentage of the GDPs of the countries in question will be allocated to them as structural funds in the next programming period (2014-2020)?
	The same as now
	Slight drop
	Major decrease

	In what way (if any) will the Roma be targeted in at least some of the structural funds in the next programming period?
	Explicit targeting
(ethnicitiy-based earmarks, conditionality)
	Explicit but not exclusive targeting 
(geographic, socio-economic) and some conditionality
	No targeting beyond vague and easy-to-ignore socioeconomic guidelines, like now

	When the dust settles on this round of EC Roma policy efforts, what will be the bureaucratic form of dealing with the issue within the Commission?
	A dedicated, powerful unit emerges with horizontal, inter-service effect on Commission practice and recommendations
	A small dedicated unit survives
	No Roma-specific unit remains


We think that the most probable trajectory is the Pragmatic one. 

Finally, we have considered the options for OSI’s involvement in the Roma Decade (if any), and if there were any additional efforts worth to put in. In our analysis we have identified the following five alternatives, depending on the geographical focus of the OSI’s involvement:
· Exit: the OSI phases out its material support to the RD. This can be done in an orderly manner, giving time to the RD country government representatives, the EC or other actors to take over financing the Secretariat, NGO participation and the Decade Watch. 

· Business As Usual (BAU): the OSI carries on with the present level of support to RD but does not add or innovate.
· EU Member States (EU MS): the OSI identifies the EU member state countries within the RD as its focus and develops mechanisms to do more for their Roma communities.

· Non-EU Member States (non-EU MS): the OSI identifies the not yet EU member state countries within the RD as its focus and develops mechanisms to do more for their Roma communities.
· Country-specific: the OSI (building on the Decade Watch) invests in a country-by-country assessment of needs, progress and Roma representation in the RD countries, and based on that, contributes to arrangements tailored to individual countries. 
 
The country-by-country assessment focuses on the Decade countries and its main objective shall be to identify the areas in the policy cycle where the bottlenecks are. That means, in case of each of the Decade country the policy framework (aims, targets, tools) as well as the implementation setup of the national Roma policy have to be set under the lenses. The examination have to reveal all the bottlenecks – let it be strategic, financial or eventually motivational and institutional - , that may hamper the efficient and effective policy making in the field of Roma integration. Based on these assessments, the RD monitoring process (DWRs) shall provide country-specific recommendations and focus more closely on the identified deficiencies. 
In the expert report we analyze all the country-alternatives in each of the trajectories. Let us emphasize that we consider the scenario-analysis the most important contribution of the whole assessment, because it provides the OSI decision-makers with a guiding map of decision points and potential choices in any eventual scenario.
For the summary of the scenario-analysis and the risk-assessment – see the table below summarizing the possible strategic choices.
	Country alternative
	Optimistic

	Pragmatic
	Pessimistic

	BAU
 
	Mission overtaken
by the EU
	Ceteris paribus
	Passivism
in distress (OSI-RD)

	Exit
	Mission (almost) completed


	Hand over
to the EU
	Abandoning a
sinking ship

	Non-EU MS

	Springboard
for accession countries
	Pushing RD
for the Balkans
	Serving as the lifebuoy
to the Balkans

	EU MS


	Folding RD
into EU Platform
	Re-engineering RD
for the EU
	Contracting out
to the EU

	Country-specific 


	Mixing EU/ non-EU
Member States alternatives
	Turning RD
into an individualized structure
	Diversified
crisis-management


The recommended strategy for the OSI
Based on our assessment of the likelihoods of the different trajectories, the comprehensive review of the various scenarios and the results of the attached risk analysis, we have concluded that the choice of the country-specific alternative provides the highest benefits (that is, providing the outcome closest to the original mission of the Roma Decade) and the best manageable risks (that is, the lowest alternative costs). This also means that the Roma Decade should run simultaneously with evolving EU Roma Framework as an independent initiative though cooperating with EU bodies and consultation fora. Having said that, the post-2015 future of the Roma Decade hinges strongly on the fact whether the recommended, country-specific alternative generates the expected results - see especially, improved monitoring (quantitative indicators and targets at DC-level), appearance of new (Roma) NGOs, upgraded Decade Secretariat, enhanced ownership within the framework of the Roma Decade.
At the same time, we want to stress here that such an alternative should only be pursued if the OSI is confident that it has the capacity and especially the patience to carry out the relatively time-consuming initial diagnostic phase necessitated by this alternative.
A pocket roadmap to follow the country-specific alternative
Next steps in the short term (by the end of 2011)
· To kick off: invest in a country-by-country assessment of needs, progress and Roma representation in the Decade countries, and identify country-by-country the bottlenecks in the policy cycle. Based on that, re-arrange the Decade policy framework tailored to the individual participating countries. 

· Promote the representation of Roma and NGOs within the governance of the Roma Decade: open up and make more transparent the selection process of the representatives even in countries where this is hard and try to involve less OSI-dependent NGOs (even on OSI-boards).
· Help to launch and enforce the National Action Plans (Accession Countries) / the National Integration Strategies (EU Member States). Where practicable, introduce country-by-country systematic conditioning in OSI funding (back to the 1980s Hungary Soros Foundation methods) on progress in those fields.
Next steps in the long term (by 2015)
· Involve the International Partner Organizations: try to keep the WB and the UNDP on board with more flexibility, using esp. their monitoring know-how in order to fine tune the Decade monitoring mechanism.
· Enhance cross-country learning: based on a country-by-country assessment of needs, form clusters within the Roma Decade, set up more diversified thematic working groups.
· Re-define ownership: forget the Decade rotating presidency and concentrate on institutionally boosting the Secretariat by turning it into an effective policy coordination body (investment in human and financial resources of the Secretariat). Undertake the patient negotiations that might be necessary for decade country governments to approve of this.
· Keep momentum: lobby both within the Roma Decade and bilaterally at the national governments, and focus on achieving change in country attitudes, in addition to improving things country-by-country
Introduction
Upon several years of preparatory work, carried out mostly by the Open Society Foundation (OSF) and the World Bank (WB), in February 2005, heads of governments from nine European countries organized a conference and launched the Decade of Roma Inclusion 2005–2015 by signing a declaration. Since 2005 three more countries (Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina and Spain) joined the international initiative (notably, in plus Slovenia participating as an observer). All the participating countries drafted National Action Plans in the priority areas of education, employment, health and housing and set up institutional arrangements at the national level for implementing the Decade commitments.
In 2010 the Open Society Institute (OSI), one of the ’founding fathers’ of the Decade, called upon an external expert review which should assist the OSF in preparing its strategic view and statement on how to make the Decade relevant in the European Roma policy space. This assessment shall advise the OSI, in particular its Roma Initiative (RI) and the Making-the-Most program, on the current conditions, the risks and benefits of different strategic options in which the Decade relates to and cooperates with the European Union. 
The expert team of the Budapest Institute started the work in January 2011 and after a systematic review of the related policy documents, over 20 interviews and several workshops, the project was completed in March 2011. (For the timetable and the expert team of the Budapest Institute see Appendices Table 6-7).
In accordance with the OSI assignment, this review is primarily aimed at assessing the potentials of the Decade to serve as a specific player in the formation and implementation of the European Roma policy. 
Therefore, the review gives an external account of the assumptions of OSI on the potentials of the Decade in setting policy agendas, providing policy coordination and serving as a vehicle for inclusive planning and implementation – by: 
· Providing a historical overview of the evolution of Roma Decade and Roma issues at the European level (chapter 1)

· Assessing the performance of the Roma Decade based on a SWOT analysis (chapter 2)
· Analyzing the needs and motivations of the European stakeholders relevant in the field Roma inclusion (chapter 3) 
· Elaborating a scenario analysis of the strategic cooperation between the Decade and the EU – thereby also indicating the potential risks that the Decade takes with certain options (chapter 4).
Finally, this paper ends with some conclusions on and a pocket roadmap to follow with regard to the strategic choice recommended for the OSI in relation to the Roma Decade and its future positioning in the evolving European scene (chapter 5). 
The review relies on comprehensive document analysis, stakeholder analysis, and numerous expert interviews. During the project several internal (BI) and external (BI-OSI) workshops have contributed to the final conclusions and recommendations of this review. 
We believe that the Decade is a unique policy coordination experiment in Europe. It has gathered experience and knowledge in calling upon national governments to launch actions and make commitments to Roma inclusion and it turned out to be the first international initiative ensuring participatory arrangement for Roma leaders and activists. The European Union and the Decade have several important interfaces (see policy priorities, multilevel governance, funding mechanisms, etc.), which has challenged the reviewers – ultimately, to their greatest pleasure.

I. Historical overview - where and how did it start? 

The launch
The idea of dedicating a decade to Roma integration and joining the efforts of European countries to reduce discrimination and inequalities between Roma and the rest of society emerged at a conference held in Budapest, Hungary in June 2003. The conference ‘Roma in an expanding Europe: challenges for the future’ was organized by the Open Society Institute (OSI) and the World Bank, two key stakeholders behind the whole initiative. Beside civil and international organizations, the main participants were government representatives whose commitment to the initial idea was manifested in the Declaration ‘Decade of Roma Inclusion’. The declaration was finally signed by the prime ministers of nine Central and Southeastern European governments (Hungary, Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic, Macedonia, Romania, Serbia and Montenegro, Slovakia) in Sofia, Bulgaria in February 2005.

The Roma Decade (RD) was called to be open to other European states as well. The actual participant countries recurrently invite other countries to join the initiative. During 2008 and 2009 governments of three further countries (Albania, Bosnia-Herzegovina and Spain) joined the initiative and Slovenia gained observer status. 
The Decade is a special initiative based primarily on the undertakings of the participating governments. At the same time, it relies explicitly on the advantages of involving both international partner organizations (IPO) and Roma civil society representatives from the respective countries. 
The goals 
The Roma Decade set up four strategic goals in the 2005 Declaration. The participating governments pledged to 
1. Discrimination: eliminate discrimination against Roma people; 
2. Inequalities: alleviate inequalities between Roma and the rest of society; 
3. Involvement of Roma: support the participation of Roma communities in achieving the Decade's objectives; and 
4. Monitoring: review progress in and the outcomes of the implementation of the Decade’s Action Plans in a transparent and quantifiable way
The expected results (see TOR 2010): 
i. Agenda-formation: launch initiatives to strengthen Roma inclusion as a high priority on the regional and European political agendas; 
ii. Learning & exchange: learn and exchange experiences; 
iii. Involvement of Roma: involve Roma meaningfully in all policy making on matters concerning them; 
iv. Knowledge transfer: bring in international experience and expertise to help make progress on challenging issues; and
v. Public awareness: raise public awareness of the situation of Roma through active communications.
The actors and the governance structure
The highest decision-making and coordination body of the Decade is the International Steering Committee (ISC) which held its first meeting in Budapest in December 2003. The ISC is comprised of the delegates of all participating governments, international partner organizations (IPO) and national Roma civil society representatives. Each government is represented by a so called national coordinator (NAC) appointed by the prime minister or a government representative of the given country - in addition to a civil Roma delegate from the same country.
Table 1: Decade Countries

	Country
	Date of entry
	Presidency period

	Bulgaria
	2005
	2006-2007

	Croatia
	2005
	2012-2013

	Czech Republic
	2005
	2010-2011

	Hungary
	2005
	2007-2008

	Macedonia
	2005
	2011-2012

	Montenegro
	2005
	2013-2014

	Romania
	2005
	2005-2006

	Serbia
	2005
	2008-2009

	Slovakia
	2005
	2009-2010

	Albania
	2008
	1.1.1 

	Bosnia-Herzegovina
	2008
	1.1.2 

	Spain
	2009
	1.1.3 

	+ Slovenia (observer)
	
	1.1.4 


The founding international partner organizations of the Decade are the World Bank, the Open Society Foundation, the United Nations Development Program, the Council of Europe, Council of Europe Development Bank, the Contact Point for Roma and Sinti Issues of the Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights of the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe, the European Roma Information Office, the European Roma and Traveller Forum, and the European Roma Rights Centre. In 2008, UN-HABITAT, the United Nations Children's Fund (UNICEF) and the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) also became partners in the Decade. 
Funding
The International Steering Committee agreed upon the establishment of the Decade Trust Fund at its 7th meeting in Bucharest, Romania in November 2005. The Decade Trust Fund (DTF) is a multi-donor Trust Fund administered by the World Bank. The Fund finances only the activities that benefit the Decade Countries (DCs). 

The Terms of Reference of the Decade (ToR) was agreed upon at the same meeting in Bucharest after long discussions and lively debates on practical questions and matters of principles regarding the future operation. 
In the same year, the Roma Education Fund (REF) was also established with the aim of:
· alleviating inequalities in education between Roma and non-Roma, and 
· expanding education opportunities for Roma in the region. 
REF is headquartered in Budapest, Hungary, and receives funds from governments, international organizations and private donors.

Management
Initially the administration and coordination of the Decade was the responsibility of the country holding the presidency. However, after long debates on whether the Decade needs a common administrative body, on the 9th ISC meeting in Sofia, Bulgaria in November 2006 the participants decided on the establishment of the Technical Support Unit of the Decade. The unit was eventually established in 2008 in Budapest in the form of a foundation with the support of the Open Society Foundation. The Decade Secretariat Foundation (RDSec) is a central facilitation body of the Decade that:
· supports the presidencies, 
· ensures coordination among the participants, 
· assists the elaboration of national Decade Action Plans, 
· cooperates with governments that aspire to join the Decade, and 
· ensures the flow of information among the participants and between the Decade and external international institutions.  
Participating governments articulate their goals and planned activities in National Action Plans (NAPs). These are strategic documents that specify the governments' objectives in the four Decade priority areas: education, employment, housing, and health, and in the cross-cutting areas of anti-discrimination, poverty reduction and gender equality.   
Figure 1: The governance structure of the Rome Decade
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The monitoring regime
Monitoring the activities of participating countries is one of the primary goals of the Decade. A further top priority is the involvement of Roma civil society in Decade activities. The Decade Watch Report (DWR) - the annual assessment of government actions on implementing the NAPs – serves as the main instrument to ensure the fulfillment of the intentions of the ‘founding fathers’. The country assessments published in the DWR are conducted by coalitions of Roma NGOs and activists from all participating countries. 
The Decade Watch Report is supported by the Open Society Institute and the World Bank by offering training and mentoring to the NGOs participating in the elaboration of the DWR. At the outset, the OSI and the WB also helped develop the research methodology, and provided editorial and production support. The first report assessing the period 2005-2006 was released in June 2007 (DWR 2007). It focused on governments' inputs in setting up the institutional framework for Decade activities in the given countries and elaborating Decade Action Plans. 

The following report on year 2007 was published in 2008 (DWR 2008), still concentrating on inputs rather than achievements. The report which first assessed the actual impacts of the governments’ activities within the RD was released in October 2009 (DWR 2010).   
Parallel developments in the European Union
To put it bluntly, the European Union (EU) had not addressed the difficulties of European Roma communities in a systemic way until the turn of 2007-2008. It was the maltreatment of Roma migrants in Italy (2008) and France (2010) and the communication of the two governments that stirred up EU-wide attention on Roma inclusion. Eventually, the Roma issue was lifted into the EU public agenda. 
Roma inclusion appeared in the Presidency Conclusions of the European Council (CoEU) for the first time in 2007 (CoEU 2007), when the Council called on the European Commission (EC) to examine existing policies and instruments related to Roma integration and report on the progress achieved in this field. 

As a next step, in January 2008 the European Parliament (EP) adopted the resolution ‘A European Strategy for the Roma’ requesting the Commission to elaborate the ‘European Framework Strategy’ and the Community Action Plan on Roma Inclusion (EP 2008). Soon the European Network on Social Inclusion and Roma under the Structural Funds (EURoma) was set up by the Commission and the Fundacion Secretariado Gitano with the aim of:
· sharing strategies and initiatives regarding Roma inclusion, and 
· learning based on experiences and best practices, and respectively the dissemination and standardization of such knowledge via the use of EU Structural Funds (EU SFs). 
In June 2008 the EC released a staff working document report on ‘Community Instruments and Policies for Roma Inclusion’ (EC 2008a) accompanying the July Communication from the Commission ‘Non-Discrimination and Equal Opportunities: a Renewed Commitment’ (EC 2008b). While the Communication stresses discrimination faced by Roma people, the report clearly states that Roma inclusion falls under the responsibility of the Member States and defines its own role in ensuring the principle of non-discrimination and in policy coordination, and the availability of Structural Funds for Roma integration (EC 2008a: 3).
On the 16th of September in 2008 the first European Roma Summit was held in Brussels initiated by the European Commission, bringing together representatives of Member States of the European Union, the European Parliament, the European Commission, the European Council, countries participating in the Roma Decade, as well as Roma civil representatives. The summit adopted a declaration which emphasizes the participants' commitment to Roma inclusion. It also strengthens the Commission's approach concerning the primary competencies of the Member States in the matter of Roma inclusion, albeit ”within the framework of a Roma-targeted comprehensive European approach” (European Roma Summit 2008: 2).

In December 2008 the European Council presented its Conclusions on advancing Roma inclusion (CoEU 2008). The Conclusions reaffirmed the Member States' responsibility and promoted the more effective use of existing policies and instruments (first and foremost the Structural Funds). At the same time, it called for cooperation among the Member States within the framework of the Open Method of Coordination (OMC). Similar conclusions were presented again in June 2009 and 2010 by the European Council. 

In March 2009 the European Parliament adopted a resolution on the social situation of Roma (EP 2009) in which the EP calls for:
· an EU-level expert group to coordinate Roma strategies of the Member States,
· the effective use of EU funds, 
· partnership between Roma organizations and institutions of the Member States, and 
· innovative instruments to expand the opportunities of Roma citizens.
With the aim of stimulating cooperation and exchange of experiences on successful Roma inclusion policies among EU institutions, upon the initiative of the EC the Integrated European Platform for Roma Inclusion was set up in 2009 by the coalition of Member States, international organizations and the Roma civil society. The first meeting of the Platform was held in Prague in April 2009 where the Platform presented the Ten Common Basic Principles on Roma Inclusion (Vademecum n.d.), as future tools for policy-makers and practitioners managing projects and programs related to Roma inclusion (see Appendices Table 1). 
In July 2009 the Directorate General for Regional Policy launched a call for proposals to develop a pilot project on ‘Pan-European coordination of Roma integration methods’ in three areas of intervention:
1. early childhood education and care, 
2. self-employment and microcredit, and 
3. information and awareness raising. 
In March 2010 the EP adopted a resolution on the second European Roma Summit, which took place in Cordoba, Spain in April 2009. The Summit laid a particular emphasis on promoting the implementation of the Ten Common Basic Principles in four priority areas of education, employment, housing, and health. Roma health was also a focus area of the Summit as one of the most important issues for Roma inclusion, and a priority of the Spanish Presidency. The participants committed themselves to shift from declarations and resolutions to deeper and bolder commitments with stronger impact (European Roma Summit 2010: 17). At the end of the Summit the EU Trio Presidency (Spain, Belgium, and Hungary) adopted a declaration (BE-ES-HU 2010) in which they committed themselves to:

· mainstreaming Roma issues in European and national policies, 

· designing a roadmap for the Integrated Platform on Roma Inclusion, and 
· ensuring the availability of existing financial instruments of the EU, in particular the structural funds, for Roma inclusion.   
In September 2010 the Commission set up the Roma Task Force, a high-level intra-DG group focusing on and evaluating Member States' use of financial instruments of the European Union for Roma inclusion. 

The Roma Decade Countries

All the Decade countries have elaborated National Action Plans, though there is significant variance in the contents, coherence and consistency of these strategic documents. For the outcomes of our quick review of NAPs see the table below and for detailed information on the same review see Appendices Table 5.
Table 2: National Action Plans
	Country
	Submission

date
	Goals
	Quantified 
indicators
	Concrete actions
	Responsibility in implementation
	Timeline for 
actions
	Monitoring of implementation

	Albania
	2010
	(
	
	(
	(
	(
	

	Bosnia-Herzegovina
	2008
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	

	Bulgaria
	2005
	(
	
	(
	(
	(
	

	Croatia
	n.a.
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Czech Republic
	2005
	(
	
	(
	(
	(
	?

	Hungary
	2007
	(
	
	(
	(
	(
	

	Macedonia
	2005
	(
	?
	(
	
	(
	

	Montenegro
	2005
	(
	
	?
	
	(
	

	Romania
	No English 

version
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Serbia
	2010
	(
	?
	(
	(
	(
	

	Slovakia
	2005
	(
	
	
	
	(
	

	Spain
	No English 

version
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


Legend:  n.a. – not available; - no information; (appropriate; ? - not evident

II. Brief stocktaking – where does it stand now?
In this chapter we present the results of the qualitative assessment. The following table highlights the outcomes of the SWOT-analysis on the Roma Decade based on expert workshops and interviews.

Table 3: SWOT analysis of the Roma Decade
	Strengths
	Weaknesses

	· Launch of Decade Watch Reports
· REF
· NGOs and Roma representatives sitting at the same table with governments (empowerment)
· WB: continuous institutional support
· OSI: continuous, active participation
· Extreme individual career paths: access to networks (non-EU, young Roma)
· Expansion of the RD: 9 » 12 countries

	· Decade countries’ low financial commitment
· Drop of decade countries’ interest in RD right after their EU-accession
· Frustrated expectations of DCs’ re grants from WB and OSI
· Delayed start of RD administration and 
coordination (RDSec)
· Very limited (grant) profile of Decade Trust Fund (limited eligibility)
· Low absorption of Decade Trust Fund due to complex administrative procedures (WB), large-scale grant scheme 
· Recently low or even lack of public awareness
· No outward presence – no big events
· NAPs - lack of operational level and real
accountability 
· Involvement of Roma/civil organizations in a very non-transparent and selective way
· UNDP: low activity since launch
· WB: decreasing commitment (leadership)
· EU: cautious/indecisive involvement
· Individual career paths in a highly exclusive/ selective way
· Mixed, limited impact in Brussels
· OSI as a closed circle

	Opportunities
	Threats

	· Exchange of good practices (yet limited, mostly intra-ex-Yugoslavia)
· NAPs – early awareness
· UNDP: professional interest (data, monitoring)
· Recently more attention of the EU
	· Low enforcement: non-binding declaration
· Loss of enthusiasm, lack of future vision, especially DCs / NGOs(!)
· No ownership by any actor but OSI
· WB: even more decreasing interest 
· OSI’s growing doubts on impact


Five years having passed, it is worth looking back at the origins of the initiative and assessing the recent developments.
Table 4: Mid-term assessment of the Roma Decade
	Strategic goals
	Assessment

	Remarks

	Discrimination
	?
	Questionable 

	Inequalities 
	?
	Questionable

	Involvement of Roma
	
	Success first(!) wave 

	Monitoring
	
	Uneven & lack of quality control

	Leverage effect (OSI’s implicit goal)
	?
	Questionable

	Expected results
	Assessment


	Remarks

	Agenda-formation

(Decade Countries and EU)
	
	Most Decade Countries (with some exceptions) – yes

	Cross-country learning & exchange
	
	To some extent

	Knowledge transfer 
	
	Limited

	Public awareness
	
	Occasional and sporadic


Legend:   – achieved; – failed; ? - not evident

Although Roma inclusion has become a focus area on the EU agenda by 2010, the chief message of the European Union has not changed since the issue emerged on the EU level. That is, the European Union acknowledges that the discrimination against Roma people and the unacceptable socio-economic circumstances of Roma call for prompt actions. 

Still, the inclusion of Roma remains the responsibility of Member States. They are the main actors who are in charge of making use of the existing (EU and national) financial instruments and policy mechanisms (in particular the EU Structural Funds) in order to effectively implement their own strategies on Roma inclusion. 
At the beginning, in 2003-2005 the Decade focused its efforts and instruments to provide leverage for the accomplishment of the Decade's overarching goals in the Decade countries. In acting so, the Decade aimed at applying ethnic targeting and a development approach in all Decade activities. This is hardly imaginable within the European Framework. 
The involvement of international partner organizations (in particular the OSI and the World Bank) and Roma civil societies served as key instruments in exerting such a leverage. The original concept of the Decade strongly built on the commitment of participating countries, which was manifested in the elaboration of National Action Plans in the first years and the launch of the rotating presidencies in the following years. To put it explicitly, the ownership and the governance of the Decade was placed in the hands of national governments. 
The Decade, as a multilevel, multi-actor, supra-governmental initiative was meant to complement the efforts of the participating countries by:
· setting a clear agenda and priorities, 
· initiating joint activities, and 
· facilitating the cooperation of the various participants. 
The regular ISC meetings and the thematic workshops were set up to serve as key instruments for exercising these roles. These instruments were also meant to exert some kind of peer-pressure and bolster cross-country learning. 
We simulated a quasi ex ante assessment on the Roma Decade – with an eye of the OSI. The following table summarizes the results of this exercise. 
Table 5: Quasi ex ante assessment of the Roma Decade  
	Roma Decade – from the point of view of the OSI
	Back to 2003-2005


	Relevance 
	

	Implicit OSI’s goal: achieving leverage effect 
	(


	Mixed approach: both ethnicity-based and development-oriented
	(


	Quantified targets set by the OSI with regard to RD performance
	-

	Instruments
	

	Partnership with IPOs (especially, WB, UNDP)


	(

	Involvement of Roma organizations / NGOs


	(

	Agenda formation in DCs ( NAPs)


	(

	Reliance on DC commitment
	-

	Ownership by DCs – expected
	-

	Cross-country learning curve or scale effect
	(


	Funds
	

	Organization capacity 
	?

	Limited money


	-

	Governance (efficiency)
	

	Legally non-binding declaration
	-

	Rotating presidency
	(

	ISC, thematic working groups
	(

	Policy implementation (DCs)
	-

	Monitoring mechanisms (DWR, ISC)

no enforcement
	(


	Enforcement mechanism
	-

	Justification of using the RD
	

	Involvement of national states
	(

	International, multi-governmental level
	(


Legend: (- approved; - not approved; ? - not evident
III. Mapping domestic/international players – who has a voice? 
The stakeholders
In principle, the primary stakeholders of the Roma Decade are the national governments. They are the ones to elaborate and recurrently update Decade Actions Plans, adopt the appropriate measures and take actions on implementing the commitments made in the Action Plans. Participating governments contribute to the budget of the Decade via the Decade Trust Fund, with at least an initial € 20.000 per country, and they are responsible for finding the ways of financing and performing the activities necessary to fulfill the goals of the Decade. Each year, one of the participating DCs governs the Decade as president. The government holding the presidency is responsible for developing a work plan describing the priority areas for the year of the presidency; conducting and chairing the meetings of the ISC and the thematic workshops of the Decade; coordinating the exchange of information between the participants; acting as the main representative of the Decade before international institutions; and presenting the annual Decade report to the ISC.
International partner organizations provide significant support for national governments in realizing the goals of the Decade. IPOs provide funding, technical assistance, research evidence and expertise to the governments. Furthermore, through delegating representatives to the ISC meetings IPOs also participate in the decision-making procedures of the Decade itself. From the launch of the Decade in 2005 it was the OSI and the World Bank who made the most significant contributions to the initiative both in terms of financial and technical assistance and enhancing Roma civil representation.      
One of the principles and primary goals of the Decade is to give voice to Roma civil society. Therefore the involvement of Roma communities, NGOs, and activists in the Decade was an objective throughout the entire initiative. Roma civil representatives formed civil alliances in all participating countries and these alliances delegate representatives to the ISC meetings, the thematic workshops, and all other events related to the Decade and in this way take part in decision-making processes.

We examined the various stakeholders along their competence (and responsibility) and instruments applied in relation to the Roma Decade and/ or issues connected to Roma integration – for the summary see the list below.
Table 6: List of important stakeholders 
	Institution / Position
	Competence / Responsibility
	Instruments

	International level
	
	

	World Bank 

	ISC
	Expertise

Consultation

	UNDP

	ISC
1.1.5 
	Expertise

Consultation

	EU level
	
	

	European Commission DG for Justice, Fundamental rights and Citizenship 
Director of Equality, Non Discrimination policies and Roma Coordination Unit
	Elaborating Roma inclusion policies
Agenda-setting
EU legislation (Directives)
Program funding
1.1.6 
	Participating at Decade ISC meetings
Commission Communications
Commission Staff Working Documents
Running The European Union and Roma website
Anti-discrimination legislation

	European Commission DG for Employment, Social Affairs, and Inclusion 
	Elaborating development policies
Agenda-setting
EU legislation (Directives)
Program funding
1.1.7 
	Commission Communications
Commission Staff Working Documents
Open Methods of Coordination
PROGRESS Program
Framework Strategy against Discrimination
Renewed Social Agenda

	European Commission DG for Regional Policy
	Funding
Elaborating development policies
Agenda-setting
EU legislation (Directives)
	Structural and Cohesion Funds

	European Commission DG Enlargement
	Managing the accession process of non-EU states 
	Pre-accession funds
Accession pressure

	European Commission Roma Task Force
	Analysis of the situation of Roma in MSs
Assessing Member States’ use of EU funds for Roma integration
Identifying the ways to improve the funds’ effectiveness
	Regular reports on findings

	European Council
	Agenda-setting
	Council Conclusions
Presidencies
EU2020

	European Parliament

Committee on Civil Liberties, Justice and Home Affairs
	Calling on the Commission and the Council to adopt Roma inclusion policies 
Agenda-setting
	European Roma Strategy
Resolutions

	Member States/ National level
	
	

	Prime Minister
	Decision making 
	ISC membership

	Minister of Labor/ Social Affairs/ Equal Opportunities/ Justice/ Human Rights 
	Legislation

Strategic planning
Funding
	National and EU funds
Laws and resolutions
National Action Plans

	National Coordinator of the Decade of Roma Inclusion
	Coordination

Administration
	Staff
Budget proposals

	Government representatives on  Roma/minority affairs 
	Representing the country's Roma policies and interests n the international level
	Lobbying
Consultation

	Consultation bodies at DC-level 

(e.g. National Roma Secretariat / Council)
	Advising

Agenda-setting
Monitoring
	Expertise
Network
Involving NGOs, dialogue

	Roma NGOs
	ISC Observer
	Expertise
Network
Consultation


Here we concentrated on actual actors with independent objectives and interests. There is also a long list of fora: venues and loose umbrella organizations that make it possible for actors to exchange information, let their voices be heard, or forge collaboration or coalitions for action.  
We do not treat them here one-by-one - with one exception. The Integrated European Platform for Roma Inclusion is officially labeled “an open and flexible mechanism of governance organized jointly by the European Commission and the EU Presidency” (EURoma 2011). It is, in fact, a talking shop, established in 2009 by the EC, consisting of handpicked participants, to lend more legitimacy and provide some input to the Commission’s efforts concerning policy initiatives affecting the Roma.  Now, that that effort is about to yield an outcome of sorts, its future importance is hard to predict (though it is questionable whether it shall ever be more than a pro forma consultation forum).

In order to classify the stakeholders from the recent point of view of the OSI we propose a typology which is organized according to two factors: the given actor’s influence on and interest in the development of the Roma Decade – both of them respectively with high or low potential.

Table 7: Typology of stakeholders  

	
	Influence

	
	High
	Low

	Interest
	High
	Key actors
	Friends

	
	Low
	Side actors
	Co-players


We identified four types of stakeholders: 
· Key actors: those with high interest and considerable level of influence. 
· Friends: those with high interest but low potential to exercise any influence on the development of the RD. 
· Side actors: those who might have a high influence, however still keep (rather) low interest in the RD.

· Co-actors: those who act in a low profile in both dimensions. 
We shall come back to the identification of these stakeholder-types – that is to the actual stakeholder-analysis - after the scenario-analysis upon the strategic choice recommended to the OSI (see next chapter). 

IV. Scenario-analysis – where should it go? 
The possible and relevant EU-policy trajectories
The merits of various OSI-policies with respect to the Roma Decade hinge upon what direction the EU-institutions/-policies and the economies of the Member States take in the next two to four years. We have identified six dimensions to formulate a sort of interval of what we consider the realm of possible outcomes. We propose three possible trajectories for the OSI to consider when deciding on their future strategy.  The three trajectories serve as benchmarks of the respective interval:
· The Optimistic – that is, the most favorable to the Roma of Central, Eastern and South Eastern Europe, 
· The Pragmatic – that is, the sc. middle trajectory we consider the most likely one (not necessary the mid-point of the interval), and 
· The Pessimistic - the least favorable one.
For the overview of the three potential trajectories – see the table below.
Table 8: Summary of the trajectories 
	Dimension
	Optimistic outcome
	Pragmatic outcome
	Pessimistic outcome

	How high will be the issue of Roma policy on the European policy agenda?
	Roma issues remain one of the top European concerns for the foreseeable future
	Roma issues remain of middling importance, with pikes of attention whenever news or the interest of the presidency government prompt that
	Roma issues are quickly crowded out by other priorities and disappear from the agenda

	What speed and dispersion does socio- economic development take in CEE? What will be the main country pattern of EU-wide economic policy institutions of governance?
	Geographically balanced socio-economic 
development, no EU Member State is left behind (convergence)
	Respectable development, but a multi-speed Europe emerges, with the Central and Eastern European Member States still lagging behind (limited convergence)
	A multi-speed Europe emerges, with growing economic gap between the Western and the Central-/ Eastern European Member States (divergence); or their economies stagnate

	What will be the timeline of the EU accessions of the South-East European states?
	After Croatia,  two or three-wave accession within the next 4-7 years for all non-EU decade member countries
	After the imminent accession of Croatia, a one-by-one series of accessions extended over more than 10 years
	Accession progress grinds to a virtual halt like that of Turkey

	What percentage of the GDPs of the countries in question will be allocated to them as structural funds in the next programming period (2014-2020)?
	The same as now
	Slight drop
	Major decrease

	In what way (if any) will the Roma be targeted in at least some of the structural funds in the next programming period?
	Explicit targeting

(ethnicity-based earmarks, conditionality)
	Explicit but not exclusive targeting 
(geographic, socio-economic) and some conditionality
	No targeting beyond vague and easy-to-ignore socioeconomic guidelines, like now


	When the dust settles on this round of EC Roma policy efforts, what will be the bureaucratic form of dealing with the issue within the Commission?
	A dedicated, powerful unit emerges with horizontal, inter-service effect on Commission practice and recommendations
	A small dedicated unit survives
	No Roma-specific unit remains


There are two dimensions that we left out, not because they are not of importance, but because they are, to some extent, endogenous with respect to OSI’s efforts. These are:
i. Does Roma activism reach a point at least in some countries where it turns into a serious political force that has to be reckoned with?
ii. Will the European monitoring of Roma-related policy efforts be folded into the monitoring of the 20/20 initiative or will it have a separate channel?
We think that the most probable trajectory is the Pragmatic one. 
The RD-focus alternatives
Next, we have considered the options for OSI’s involvement in the Roma Decade (if any), and if there were any additional efforts worth putting in. In our analysis we have identified the following five alternatives, depending on the geographical focus of the OSI’s involvement:
· Exit: the OSI phases out its material support to the RD. This can be done in an orderly manner, giving time to the RD country government representatives, the EC or other actors to take over financing the Secretariat, NGO participation and the Decade Watch. 

· Business As Usual (BAU): the OSI carries on with the present level of support to RD but does not add or innovate.
· EU Member States (EU MS): the OSI identifies the EU member state countries within the RD as its focus and develops mechanisms to do more for their Roma communities.

· Non-EU Member States (non-EU MS): the OSI identifies the not yet EU member state countries within the RD as its focus and develops mechanisms to do more for their Roma communities.
· Country-specific: the OSI (building on the Decade Watch) invests in a country-by-country assessment of needs, progress and Roma representation in the RD countries, and based on that, contributes to arrangements tailored to individual countries. 
 

The country-by-country assessment focuses on the Decade countries and its main objective shall be to identify the areas in the policy cycle where the bottlenecks are. That means, in case of each of the Decade country the policy framework (aims, targets, tools) as well as the implementation setup of the national Roma policy have to be set under the lenses. The examination have to reveal all the bottlenecks – let it be strategic, financial or eventually motivational and institutional - , that may hamper the efficient and effective policy making in the field of Roma integration. Based on these assessments, the RD monitoring process (DWRs) shall provide country-specific recommendations and focus more closely on the identified deficiencies. 

We have also thought up options for potential innovations within the Roma Decade framework. The result may be summarized in the following list of potential institutional improvements: 
· Decade Monitoring Committee – including NGOs with voting rights
· Next Decade Preparatory Select Committee
· OSI as an autonomous actor
· RD working groups diversified a.c.t. ACs/ MSs 
· Twinning ACs and MSs
· Cross-country Decade secondment scheme (financed by OSI)
· Reform of Decade Trust Fund (more accessible and flexible use)
· Mid-career public policy training at CEU Public Policy Program (as carrot to RD NACs)
· RD Presidency by application and election 
· Multi-lateral peer-review of RD NAPs (c.f. the Cambridge review of employment policies in the EU)
· Institutionalized quality control of the Decade Watch Report
It is important to note that we have analyzed all the country-alternatives in each of the trajectories. For the summary of the full-fledged scenario-analysis see Appendices Table 2-4. 
Let us emphasize that we consider the scenario-analysis the most important contribution of the whole assessment, because it provides the OSI decision-makers with a guiding map of decision points and potential choices in any eventual scenario.
For the results of the scenario-analysis – see the table below summarizing the possible strategic choices across all the trajectories. 
Table 9: Summary of the scenario-analysis
	Country alternative
	Optimistic

	Pragmatic
	Pessimistic

	BAU
 
	Mission overtaken
by the EU
	Ceteris paribus
	Passivism
in distress (OSI-RD)

	Exit
	Mission (almost) completed


	Hand over
to the EU
	Abandoning a
sinking ship

	Non-EU MS

	Springboard

for accession countries
	Pushing RD
for the Balkans
	Serving as the lifebuoy
to the Balkans

	EU MS


	Folding RD

into EU Platform
	Re-engineering RD
for the EU
	Contracting out
to the EU

	Country-specific 


	Mixing EU/ non-EU

Member States alternatives
	Turning RD
into an individualized structure
	Diversified
crisis-management


We ran the risk assessment only for the pragmatic trajectory and exclusively for three focus-alternatives (the country-specific, the non-EU MS, and the EU MS). The reasons are twofold: 

· We count with the pragmatic trajectory as the most probable one.

· The BAU- and the Exit-alternative serve as baselines in the risk assessment.

Table 10: Summary of the risk assessment
	Types of risks
	Country specific
	Non-EU MS
	EU MS

	RD internal risk
(within control of the RD)
	Capacity and quality issues w.r.t. needs assessment
DC governments resist needs assessment
(see REF experiences in country assessment)
Strongly depends on the success of boosting RDSec 
DC governments resist individualized attention and strong RDSec 
	Loss of AC-MS learning and      peer pressure 
No interest in 
secondment scheme by ACs and MSs

	Resistance from DCs against Decade Monitoring Committee in ISC (ToR not amended) or against MS subgroup
AC DCs resent and block EU MS alternative

	OSI internal risk
(potential overlaps with other OSI initiatives)

	Lack of conviction of the need for needs assessment, impatience w.r.t. needs assessment
Failure of linking OSI funds with EU SFs preparation 
Potential new NGOs might not want to take part in the RD
Need for change in OSI corporate culture w.r.t. opening up to NGO support
DC governments resist new, restructured, strengthened the RD
	Lack of capacity to coordinate & monitor more closely 
Potential new NGOs might not want to take part in the RD
ACs in final lap: capacity constraints

OSI might want to go alone because high coordination costs of RD, EP
	Need for change in OSI corporate culture w.r.t. opening up to NGO support
Other OSI initiatives’ interest is diverted by EU SFs 

	Trajectory risk
	OSI could be entrapped under pessimist trajectory (OSI disillusionment)
	Enlargement grinds to a halt » EU public opinion will not matter as an enforcement mechanism
All of the alternatives hinge on enlargement
	If RD folded into EU Platform under pragmatic trajectory, comparative advantages of the RD (e.g. political coordination, P2P pressure) are lost

	Contextual risk
(beyond control of the RD or the OSI)
	EC’s limited monitoring capacity, no separation from the EU2020 monitoring 

Need for compensation on the part of the DCs in case of strong(er) RDSec (‘carrot’)
	WB involvement iffy (esp. monitoring)
DG ENT hard to lobby
Involvement in enlargement lobbying could alienate AC governments 
ACs may perceive the RD as a threat 
	EP stakeholders disappear in 2014
EC finks out of implementing EU Framework in a consistent way 
EU Monitoring folded into EU2020 monitoring

	Costs for OSI over BAU-alternative
(volume and cost factors)
	More OSI funding 
Needs assessment
RDSec capacity building (esp. in policy coordination and monitoring, skills and competencies)
	More OSI funding 
Involving WB in developing the monitoring framework
Lobbying DG ENL
Launch of secondment scheme
	More OSI funding
Set up of Decade Monitoring Committee
Establishing MS subgroup


Based on the risk-assessment we conclude that the country-specific alternative brings about the risks manageable mostly directly by the OSI. For the how and why we have to come back to the typology of the various stakeholders. The table below presents the application of the stakeholder-map for the case of the country-specific alternative – provided that we are in the pragmatic trajectory. We considered the suggested actions of the OSI in the long term (by the end of 2011), and we added the Decade Secretariat to the set.

Table 11: Application of the stakeholder-typology   

	Pragmatic scenario - Country-specific alternative

	
	Influence

	
	High
	Low

	Interest
	High
	Key actors: manage them closely

DG JUST

Roma Task Force

DG ENL* 

Recent line ministers in charge (MSs)
NACs


	Friends: keep them informed and promote them
DG EMP (ceteris paribus)

European Council

EP

Roma NGOs

Consultation bodies at national level

RDSec

	
	Low
	Side actors: keep them satisfied and/ or informed
DG REGIO

Prime Ministers (DCs)
	Co-players: involve them but with minimum effort
UNDP

WB


Note: * suggested in dependence of the results of need-assessment.
Based on interviews, concentrating on the present situation, we consider the following most important actors to monitor and try to influence.  

European Commission: Within the Commission 

· the Roma Task Force - as long as it is not disbanded; 

· DG Justice - entrusted with the Roma portfolio, and 

· DG Enlargement - most likely to affect policies in accession countries (but notably, in dependence of the results of need-assessment in the related countries).

Next, there are the line ministers in charge of Roma policies in the DCs and their representatives in the ISC that can make or break the future of the RD. 

There are two additional stakeholders, not directly involved in Roma issues that however can have decisive influence on the evolution of RD and the funds attached to the implementation of the NAPs: 

· DG Regio - in charge of most of the EU Structural Funds and 

· the supreme political decision-makers in the individual countries (primarily, PMs in DCs).

Other actors, including - as things stand at the moment - DG Employment and the European Parliament, are not in a position to veto RD efforts, and therefore should not take primer precedence if limited resources are to be targeted - although should be counted with informed or involved. 

We also have to make note of three actors that can be mobilized in case the RD is moving into the country-specific alternative along the pragmatic scenario and whose support can be effectively utilized –they are: 

· the Roma NGOs

· the consultation bodies at national level, and 
· the RD Secretariat.
We shall come back to them in the final chapter.
V. Conclusions and recommendations

At first glance, this might seem to be a success story. Roma inclusion has become a top priority on the EU agenda by 2010. The European Union acknowledges that the discrimination against Roma people and the gap in the socio-economic circumstances between Roma and non-Roma citizens are unacceptable, and it calls for prompt actions. The number of countries joining the Roma Decade has increased over the years, and each of the DCs has elaborated its National Action Plan. The governance framework of Decade is still in operation and it is supposed to be in operation through 2015. All in all, this international initiative reached the phase of operating in a business-as-usual mode (c.f. the BAU-alternative). 
There is one important fact however that we have to emphasize at the end of the day. The inclusion of Roma people remains the responsibility of Member States. The burden of action is left to the national level, since National governments are (remain) the main actors who are in charge of: 
· implementing their own strategies on Roma inclusion, and 
· making use of the existing (EU and domestic) financial instruments in an effective way,
independently from the fact whether we count with the policy framework of the Roma Decade or the upcoming EU Framework. 
At the beginning of the story in the period 2003-2005, the Decade (or, rather, those most active in launching it) focused their efforts and instruments so as to provide leverage for the accomplishment of the Decade's overarching goals in the Decade countries by involving governments. In acting so, the Decade aimed at applying ethnic targeting and a development approach in all Decade activities. Having consulted with many experts on the policy philosophy dominant at the Community level, we think that it is hardly feasible to expect this approach to be mainstreamed within the European Framework for Roma Integration in the future. 
Also in the initiation phase of the Decade, the involvement of international partner organizations (in particular: the OSF, the World Bank, and the UNDP) and Roma civil societies were meant to serve as key instruments both in exerting such a leverage and in enforcing strict and rigorous policy monitoring. One further conclusion of our assessment is that the original idea of the Decade building strongly on the (automatic) commitment of the participating countries and placing the ownership and the governance of the Decade in the hands of the national governments has definitely failed. At the same time, we are not sure that the European Union would be more successful in this respect. Leaving such ownership to the EU looks even more questionable in the light of our scenario-analysis. 
All in all, based on our assessment of the likelihoods of the different trajectories, the comprehensive review of the various scenarios and the results of the attached risk analysis, we have concluded that the choice of the country-specific alternative provides the highest benefits (that is, providing the outcome closest to the original mission of the Roma Decade) and the best manageable risks (that is, the lowest alternative costs). In what follows, we suggest that the Roma Decade should run simultaneously with the evolving EU Roma Framework as an independent initiative though cooperating with EU bodies and consultation fora. 
Having said that, the post-2015 future of the Roma Decade hinges strongly on the fact whether the recommended, country-specific alternative generates the expected results - see especially, improved monitoring (quantitative indicators and targets at DC-level), appearance of new (Roma) NGOs, upgraded Decade Secretariat, enhanced ownership within the framework of the Roma Decade. 
At the same time, we want to stress here that such an alternative should only be pursued if the OSI is confident that it has the capacity and especially the patience to carry out the relatively time-consuming initial diagnostic phase necessitated by this alternative. Consequently, we close this report with the following recommendations:
Next steps in the short term (by the end of 2011)
· To kick off: invest in a country-by-country assessment of needs, progress and Roma representation in the Decade countries, and identify country-by-country the bottlenecks in the policy cycle. Based on that, re-arrange the Decade policy framework tailored to the individual participating countries. 

· Promote the representation of Roma and NGOs within the governance of the Roma Decade: open up and make more transparent the selection process of the representatives even in countries where this is hard and try to involve less OSI-dependent NGOs (even on OSI-boards).
· Help to launch and enforce the National Action Plans (Accession Countries) / the National Integration Strategies (EU Member States). Where practicable, introduce country-by-country systematic conditioning in OSI funding (back to the 1980s Hungary Soros Foundation methods) on progress in those fields.
Next steps in the long term (by 2015)
· Involve the International Partner Organizations: try to keep the WB and the UNDP on board with more flexibility, using esp. their monitoring know-how in order to fine tune the Decade monitoring mechanism.
· Enhance cross-country learning: based on a country-by-country assessment of needs, form clusters within the Roma Decade, set up more diversified thematic working groups.
· Re-define ownership: forget the Decade rotating presidency and concentrate on institutionally boosting the Secretariat by turning it into an effective policy coordination body (investment in human and financial resources of the Secretariat). Undertake the patient negotiations that might be necessary for decade country governments to approve of this.
· Keep momentum: lobby both within the Roma Decade and bilaterally at the national governments, and focus on achieving change in country attitudes, in addition to improving things country-by-country
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Appendices

Table 1: Ten Common Basic Principles on Roma Inclusion
	Principle

	Constructive, pragmatic and non-discriminatory policies 

	Explicit but not exclusive targeting

	Inter-cultural approach

	Aiming for the mainstream

	Awareness of the gender dimension

	Transfer of evidence-based policies 

	Use of European Union instruments 

	Involvement of regional and local authorities 

	Involvement of civil society 

	Active participation of the Roma


Source:  Vademecum n.d.
Table 2: Scenario-analysis – Pessimistic trajectory
	PESSIMITIC 

	Decision points 

	BAU
	 Exit
	non-EU MS
	EU MS
	Country-specific

	IPOs
	Decreasing interest (WB, UNDP, etc.)
	WB: business as usual
	Try to make UNDP, WB 
*step up their efforts in these countries, 
*fill the EU’s empty place with respect to the region, and 
* innovate RD institutional framework - e.g. separate ACs Working Group(s)
	WB, UNDP might be easier to draw in the region, EC remains passive in the RD ISC
	WB and UNDP need to be mobilized, also for funding, and for help with crisis-management

	Roma representatives  &  NGOs
	Decelerating mobility

Roma disillusionment growths
DWR: NGO becomes crucial
Selection bias increases
	NGO participation in ISC disappears
	Pushing NGO-support
	The existing EU Roma fora disappear.
RD, esp. if developing Decade Monitoring Committee, will be the only authentic venue for EU MS CEE Roma voice
	Diversified, country-specific competence and skill building. More openness: try to involve less OSI-dependent NGOs and faces on OSI-boards. Further role: counteracting increasing ethnic ‘scapegoating’

	Cross-country learning
	Remains limited
	No more chance
	Introduce OSI-financed cross-country civil service secondment scheme
	Weak
	Try RD expansion to Western MSs targeted by Roma migration. Introduce OSI-financed cross-country civil service secondment scheme

	Enforcement


	None at all
	None at all whatsoever
	None at all
	None at all
	Limited.  By conditional OSI support (1980s Hungary Soros methods)

	Ownership
	Even weaker
	None
	None 
	OSI – if anyone
	No present DCs. IF expansion to Western Europe succeeds, they might assume ownership to use RD as a venue to deal with migration-related conflicts

	What else?
	Business as usual NGO work
	Continue NGO work
	Consider direct government lobbying
	In ACs: just like the  non-EU MS scenario, i.e. also NGO work (esp. focusing on human rights) 
	Use all three potential channels (RD, government lobbying, NGO work) depending on needs assessment


Table 3: Scenario-analysis – Pragmatic trajectory

	PRAGMATIC

	Decision points 

	BAU
	 Exit
	non-EU MS
	EU MS
	Country-specific

	IPOs
	Business as usual
	WB: business as usual
EC might use pre-accession funds (IPA) if DG REGIO and DG EMP lobbied successfully
	Lobby DG Enlargement for conditionality in IPA funds and for considering NAPs in the Accession decision beyond the Copenhagen criteria 
In partnership with UNDP and WB finetune DWR in line with EU (Roma)  monitoring regime
	Try to strengthen WB and UNDP influence in MSs, but their mission focus lies outside of EU, push for coalition with EP (crisis map, etc)
	Try keeping WB and UNDP on board with more flexibility, using esp. their monitoring know-how 

	Roma representatives  &  NGOs
	Keen countries - further progress; Not interested countries - no change, independently from the fact whether MS/AC or DC/non-DC

Growing NGO opportunism
Selection bias
DWR becomes crucial

	Keen countries: using EU SFs
Not interested countries:  “tokens”
	Pushing NGO-support
	Open up, be transparent, put in extra effort in MSs with weak Roma (NGO) presence. Consider Decade Monitoring Committee, support RD vs. the (empty) Platform 
	Diversified, country-specific competence and skill building. More openness: try to involve less OSI-dependent NGOs and faces on OSI-boards

	Cross-country learning
	None at all

Keen countries progress
	Remains limited among non-MS DCs
	Introduce OSI-financed cross-country civil service secondment scheme
	Establish EU MSs group of DC representatives in RD concentrating on NIS. Establish the RD institutional framework for this. E.g.  Next Decade Preparatory Committee
	Forming clusters within RD, based on a country-by-country needs and progress review

	Enforcement


	None at all, keen MS and early accession DCs progress
	None at all, keen MS and early accession DCs progress
	Influencing EU public opinion and EC
	Indirect, in alliance with EP – call on EP to follow the implementation of NIS
	By conditional OSI support (1980s Hungary Soros methods)

	Ownership
	Early accession DCs

(see future RD presidencies: 
MAC: 2011-12, 
CR: 2012-13, 
MNO: 2013-14)
	DCs: none
EC: perhaps financing RDSec/ ISC participation
	DCs in the period of the  final lap of accession
	No MS ownership, if any, ACs
	Forget RD presidency, concentrate on institutionally boosting the Secretariat Challenge: how to get DC governments accept that?

	What else?
	If not keen, non-DC: NGO work (REF, MtM, ERRC, etc.)
	Direct government lobby
NGO work

	Stick to the RD as main channel
	Can be complemented with non-EU MS alternative
	RD and direct government lobbying mixed with focusing on achieving change in county attitudes, in addition to improving things country-by-country


Table 4: Scenario-analysis – Optimistic trajectory

	OPTIMISTIC 

	Decision points 
	BAU
	 Exit
	non-EU MS
	EU MS
	Country-specific

	IPOs
	WB, UNDP: business as usual

EC: pragmatic use of the RD towards ACs
	EC: strengthens (based on EP pilot)
WB: there is a chance that involvement strengthens (based on EP pilot)
By 2013 comprehensive EU Roma monitoring regime
	Lobby DG Enlargement for conditionality in IPA funds and for considering NAPs in the accession decision beyond the Copenhagen criteria
	WB and UNDP will stay on the sidelines. Lobby DG Enlargement for considering NAPs in the (speedy) accession decision beyond the Copenhagen criteria (screening reports)
	Roughly equivalent with the combination of EU MS and Non-EU MS alternatives in Optimistic case

	Roma representatives  

&  NGOs
	Roma/NGO interest shifts towards BRX
ACs with strong Roma voice take advantage of EU accession
ACs with weak Roma voice will lack authentic Roma representatives
	DC governments take over NGO participation
Servile NGOs (“puppets”) will come to the ISC
	Business as usual
	Integrate RD into the (necessarily strengthening)  Platform
	

	Cross-country learning
	If OMC works, taken over by EU for MSs, otherwise remains limited
	EU takes over via OMC  (MSs) 
Non-MS/DCs till the moment of accession
	Extension of the RD to Moldova
	Should happen in the Platform, connected to EU-monitoring
	

	Enforcement


	EU takes over both for MSs and for ACs (accession drive)
	EU takes over for MSs and ACs (accession drive)
	
	The indicators built in EU SF implementation and the EU 2020 will serve as enforcement mechanism
	

	Ownership
	Early ACs, otherwise less
	ACs who might want to assume ownership may not be able to afford taking over
	DCs in the (short) period of the  final lap of accession
	EU MSs
	

	 What else?
	Mission overtaken by EC
	Mission completed (95%)
	Consider direct government lobbying d NGO-work
	ACs, before getting close to accession, even if there as observers in the Platform, may feel let down
	Roughly equivalent with the combination of EU MS and Non-EU MS alternatives in Optimistic case


Table 5: Summary of the review of the NAPs
	Country
	Submission

date
	Remarks

	Albania
	2010
	The document sets clear goals and defines concrete actions to be taken in order to accomplish these goals. Nevertheless, the indicators intended for measuring the achievements are not quantified. The responsibilities in implementation are clearly delegated, and the timeline of actions is also delineated. However, no monitoring activities of the implementation have been reported until now.   

	Bosnia-Herzegovina
	2008
	The document suggests clear goals and defines concrete actions to be taken in order to accomplish these goals. Clear, quantified indicators are also designated to measure the achievements. The responsibilities in implementation are clearly delegated, and the timeline of actions is also delineated. However, no monitoring activities of the implementation have been reported until now.   

	Bulgaria
	2005
	The document sets clear goals and defines concrete actions to be taken in order to accomplish these goals. However, the indicators meant to measure the achievements are quantified only in the field of employment, in the remaining three fields only a few quantified indicators appear. The responsibilities in implementation are clearly delegated, and the timeline of actions is also delineated. However, no monitoring activities of the implementation have been reported on until now.

	Croatia
	n.a.
	No Croatian NAP is available on the RD website.

	Czech Republic
	2005
	The document sets clear goals and defines concrete actions to be taken in order to accomplish these goals. However, the indicators meant to measure the achievements are not quantified. The responsibilities in implementation are clearly delegated, and the timeline of actions is also delineated. The Czech Republic is the only DC that submitted any report on the implementation of its activities related to Roma inclusion, however these progress reports do not review the implementation of the Czech NAP in particular and such reports are available only for the years 2008 and 2009.

	Hungary
	2007
	Hungary is the only DC that submitted a comprehensive Strategic Plan on the overall principles and objectives of the Hungarian government with regard to the RD alongside with a short term operative Action Plan delineating the measures necessary for the implementation of the objectives defined by the Strategic Plan. Both of the documents were submitted in 2007. They set clear goals and define concrete actions to be taken in order to accomplish these goals. However, the indicators meant to measure the achievements are not quantified at all. The responsibilities in implementation are clearly delegated and the timeline of actions is also delineated in the Action Plan, however, only for 2008 and 2009, since the Action Plan covers only these two years. Furthermore, no monitoring activities of the implementation have been reported on until now.   

	Macedonia
	2005
	The document sets clear goals and defines concrete actions to be taken in order to accomplish these goals. Nevertheless, the indicators meant to measure the achievements are quantified only in certain Decade areas, and the indicators are often conflated with measures to be taken. The timeline of actions is provided, though the responsibilities in implementation are not clearly delegated to any particular governmental actor/ institution. Furthermore, no monitoring activities of the implementation have been reported on until now.  

	Montenegro
	2005
	The document sets clear goals, but the actions to be taken in order to accomplish these goals are not concrete enough. Furthermore, the indicators meant to measure the achievements are not quantified and the responsibilities in implementation are only sporadically delegated to concrete institutions. Nevertheless, the timeline of actions is delineated, but until now no monitoring activities of the implementation have been reported on by the Macedonian government.

	Romania
	No English 

version
	The Romanian NAP is unfortunately not available in English on the RD website. 

	Serbia
	2010
	The document sets clear goals and defines concrete actions to be taken in order to accomplish these goals. However, the indicators meant to measure the achievements are mostly not quantified, only in some Decade areas. The responsibilities in implementation are clearly delegated, and the timeline of actions is also delineated. However, no monitoring activities of the implementation have been reported until now.   

	Slovakia
	2005
	The document sets clear goals - however, the actions to be taken in order to accomplish these goals are not appropriately defined. Certain tools and instruments are listed, but these are not concrete enough. Furthermore, the indicators meant to measure the achievements are not quantified. Though we find timeline for the actions, the responsibilities in implementation are not delegated to particular institutions. In addition, no monitoring activities of the implementation have been reported, yet. 

	Spain
	No English 

version
	The Spanish NAP is unfortunately not available in English on the RD website. 


Table 6: Timetable of the assessment project 
	Task
	Schedule*
(tudományos fokozat)

	Project kick-off / Finalization of the project proposal with the Partner (dependent on Partner)
	18 January 

1.1.8 

	Overview of the past/recent developments (document analysis)

1.1.9 
	25 January

	Stakeholder-analysis I – mapping of actors and institutions
	11 February 

	Structured, individual interviews with international and domestic experts
(including visit in Brussels at the various DGs)
	1  – 28 February

(21-22 February)

	Stakeholder analysis II – BI workshop: understanding of needs and inclinations
	1 – 4 March 

	Scenario-analysis – BI workshop: ways of strategic cooperation between the Decade Initiative and the EU 
	7 – 10 March

	Scenario-analysis – BI-OSI expert workshop: ways of strategic cooperation between the Decade Initiative and the EU
	22 March

	Expert review - Submission of the first draft  
	25 March 

	Comments and reflections from the Partner
	31 March 

	Expert review - Submission of the final draft
	1 April 


* This work plan is based on the assumption that the Partner shall provide the necessary background information, the promised assistance and contacts in line with the extremely ambitious schedule.

Table 7: Project team 
	Name
	Education 
(tudományos fokozat)
	Relevant competences 

	Reszkető, Petra Edina
	economics, political economy (MPhil, MA)
	business development, program evaluation, strategy design (EU, national)

	Scharle, Ágota 
	economics (PhD) 
	social/employment policy, impact assessment 

	Váradi, Balázs 
	economics (PhD)
	education/health policies, stakeholder analysis

	Dósa, Mariann
	gender studies (MA), economics (MA)
	research assistant


� We are grateful for comments from our colleague, Ágota Scharle, and we have vastly benefited from the opportunity to present our ideas in a common workshop with the OSI experts and stakeholders.
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