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P
R

E
FA

C
E

W
ith funding from

 the Ford Foundation, on A
pril 15-16, 2002,

PE
R

, in cooperation w
ith the O

ffice for D
em

ocratic Institutions and
H

um
an R

ights (O
D

IH
R

) of the O
SC

E
 and its C

ontact Point on
R

om
a &

 Sinti Issues, organized a regional roundtable on “R
om

a and
the Q

uestion of Self-D
eterm

ination:  Fiction and R
eality.”  T

he m
eet-

ing, w
hich took place outside of W

arsaw
, in Jadw

isin, Poland, w
as a

follow
-up to the PE

R
 M

arch 2001 m
eeting in K

rakow
 on “R

om
ani

R
epresentation and L

eadership” (see the PE
R

 report Leadership, R
ep-

resentation and the Status of the R
om

a, Princeton 2001).

T
he Jadw

isin roundtable gathered R
om

ani leaders and activists from
E

urope and the B
alkans. B

oth the Jadw
isin and K

rakow
 m

eetings
w

ere internal R
om

ani m
eetings exploring and debating topics, w

hich
for m

any appeared to be new
 and challenging. T

he participants w
ere

confronted w
ith the question of w

hether the R
om

ani leadership is
seeking national self-determ

ination based on recent developm
ents

resem
bling a serious drive for it. A

m
ong the issues discussed w

ere:
the International R

om
ani U

nion declaration of the R
om

a N
ation; the

Finnish President’s initiative to establish a pan-E
uropean consultative

assem
bly for R

om
a, the C

ouncil of E
urope’s Parliam

entary A
ssem

bly
R

ecom
m

endation on R
om

a that endorses a so-called E
uropean R

om
a

Forum
, the R

om
a N

ational C
ongress’s E

uropean C
harter of R

om
ani

R
ights, and the experience of R

om
ani self-governm

ent and the “cul-
tural autonom

y” of the R
om

a in H
ungary.

In recent years both the R
om

ani and non-R
om

ani actors have been
raising the issue of R

om
ani self-determ

ination. Som
e R

om
ani organi-

zations recall this principle and m
ake reference to it directly, w

hereas
others contest it verbally, but confirm

 it in the kind of claim
s they

m
ake. T

he Jadw
isin debate proved that for m

any R
om

ani participants
w

hat is taking place now
 is a R

om
ani national self-determ

ination
m

ovem
ent in the m

aking.

M
ore R

om
ani leaders are eager to utilize the concept of a R

om
a

nation and use it as a basis for a num
ber of specific claim

s, including
a claim

 to attain a political status only a little short of that of a state,
that is, to have the sam

e rights as other nations do.  A
long w

ith this
w

ould go the R
om

ani leaders’ request to becom
e a subject of interna-

tional law
 (as a nation) and to have seats assigned to R

om
ani repre-
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A
ndrzej M

irga, chair of the PE
R

 R
om

ani A
dvisory C

ouncil and co-chair
of the Specialist G

roup on R
om

a/G
ypsies of the C

ouncil of Europe, con-
ceived the m

eeting and prepared the report. PE
R

 takes full responsibility
for the report, w

hich has not been review
ed by the participants.

A
llen H

. K
assof,President

L
ivia B

. P
laks,E

xecutive D
irector

Princeton, N
ew

 Jersey
D

ecem
ber 2002

sentatives in international organizations. A
re these claim

s baseless and
belonging to the realm

 of fiction?

For the m
ajority of those gathered in Jadw

isin, such initiatives as pre-
sented by the Finnish President or by the recent recom

m
endation

[1557 (2002)] of the Parliam
entary A

ssem
bly of the C

ouncil of
E

urope on the “L
egal Situation of the R

om
a in E

urope,” w
hich vali-

dated these claim
s and, in fact, m

ade a viable reality out of them
.

T
he R

om
ani leaders seem

 to be strengthened in their assertions that
as a nation they posses the right to self-determ

ination.

W
hile participants recalled dem

ographic, historical and hum
an rights

argum
ents justifying their self-determ

ination case, the overall debate
proved, how

ever, that they operate w
ith a rather narrow

 interpretation
of this concept.  T

he R
om

ani participants view
 it as concom

itant w
ith

the notion of personal autonom
y; that is, being in control of one’s ow

n
life, or as a right to decide (decision-m

aking pow
er) – in instances of

cultural autonom
y or m

inority’s self-governance, or as a right to equal
participation in society’s life.  A

ll of these, in fact, can be reached w
ith-

in the fram
ew

ork of m
inority rights.  For the m

ajority of the partici-
pants how

ever, the fram
ew

ork of self-determ
ination sounded m

ore fit-
ting to the R

om
a’s current situation. A

s one of the participants argued,
“Is self-determ

ination about w
hether w

e w
ant oppression, or not?”

T
he debate at the m

eeting m
ade it clear that R

om
ani leaders are eager

to em
brace the concept of self-determ

ination as an idea guiding
R

om
ani political m

obilization.  W
hether it is the concept the R

om
ani

leaders w
ere m

issing up to now
 or not, rem

ains to be seen.  A
t least

claim
s for becom

ing equal political subjects, and in control of poli-
cies and funds w

ere strongly asserted.

Finally, the sem
inar in Jadw

isin w
as exceptional not only because of

the topic discussed there. It is rare w
hen R

om
ani participants con-

tribute to a sem
inar w

ith papers on the subject.  A
ll together 10

papers w
ere prepared, subm

itted to the organizers, and presented
during the m

eeting.  T
hat is a new

 quality of R
om

ani sem
inars w

or-
thy to em

phasize.  T
he Jadw

isin m
eeting w

as m
eant to be preparation

for a larger sem
inar w

ith m
ainstream

 politicians, law
m

akers and
experts on this issue.

P
hoto of the participants by Livia P

laks.
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notion of a R
om

ani enlightenm
ent, a R

om
ani em

anci-
pation, and a R

om
ani integration as an avenue for over-

com
ing the hum

iliating R
om

ani position in society?

Should it turn tow
ard social and econom

ic rights as a
strategy for their ow

n com
m

unity?  Should the elites
insist 

on 
im

plem
enting T

hird 
W

orld 
developm

ent
strategies for their com

m
unities, despite the fact that

m
ost of the R

om
ani people live am

ong som
e of the

m
ost advanced and developed societies in the w

orld?” 4

T
he R

om
ani leadership has struggled w

ith these questions for a long
tim

e.  Sim
ilar concerns w

ere also raised w
ithin the E

uropean R
om

a
R

ights C
enter (E

R
R

C
) at its D

ecem
ber 2000 panel, “T

he R
om

ani
M

ovem
ent:  W

hat Shape, W
hat D

irection?”  In that discussion, addi-
tional questions w

ere raised about w
hether the m

ovem
ent should take

the course of “[a]n open and inclusive civil rights m
ovem

ent [or] an
exclusive E

uropean nationalism
 and a ‘nation-building’ process?  W

ill it
contain territorial claim

s?” 5

A
t a previous PE

R
 sem

inar in K
rakow

 (A
pril 2001), the R

om
ani lead-

ership grappled w
ith these questions and attem

pted som
e answ

ers.
T

hey concluded that the R
om

ani elite is at best divided regarding the
m

ain R
om

ani interest; at w
orst, its direction rem

ains “elusive” and dif-
ficult to define, m

uch less to agree upon.  A
m

ong the com
peting visions

are those that have been articulated by the International R
om

ani U
nion

(IR
U

) and the R
om

a N
ational C

ongress (R
N

C
). 6

T
he Finnish President’s initiative w

as not discussed at the K
rakow

 m
eet-

ing.  Since then, how
ever, it has occupied a central place in recent devel-

opm
ents and has been the subject of intense consultations and debates.

A
re the R

om
ani leaders closer to m

aking som
e definite choices?  D

oes
the Finnish initiative introduce a new

 factor in the overall internal
debate?  In w

hich overall fram
ew

ork should it be placed?

A
m

ong R
om

ani organizations, only the R
N

C
 has m

ade references to
the principle of self-determ

ination.  M
ost recently, in a report com

m
is-

sioned by the O
SC

E
 for presentation at the W

arsaw
 Im

plem
entation

M
eeting of O

ctober, 2000, an R
N

C
 board m

em
ber stated, “Instead of

taking the dem
ands of independent R

om
a N

G
O

s seriously, an aiding
(sic) industry w

as created that does not care about the R
om

a’s right of
self-determ

ination.”  H
e further concluded, 

IN
TR

O
D

U
C

TIO
N

 A
N

D
 B

A
C

K
G

R
O

U
N

D

In recent years both R
om

ani and non-R
om

ani leaders in E
urope have

raised the issue, directly and indirectly, of self-determ
ination for the

R
om

a.  T
hree developm

ents have added m
om

entum
 to this quest:  the

im
plem

entation of the H
ungarian m

odel of m
inority self-governm

ent,
providing m

inorities and R
om

a w
ith collective rights and cultural

autonom
y; 1

the International R
om

ani U
nion D

eclaration of the R
om

a
nation; 2

and 
the 

Finnish 
President’s 

initiative 
to 

establish 
a 

pan-
E

uropean consultative assem
bly for the R

om
a. 3

T
hese acts have encour-

aged the R
om

ani leadership to explore this issue further.

T
his report sum

m
arizes the debates on this subject at a m

eeting that w
as

organized by the Project on E
thnic R

elations in Jadw
isin, Poland on

A
pril 15-16, 2002 and that brought together leaders from

 the R
om

ani
com

m
unity.  T

he Jadw
isin discussions w

ere the latest round in a new
and com

plex dialogue w
ithin the R

om
ani com

m
unity.  T

he report
begins w

ith a detailed exposition of that background and w
ill help the

reader to understand the context in w
hich the discussions took place.

In the conclusion of their 1997 paper, “T
he R

om
a in the Tw

enty-
First C

entury: A
 Policy Paper,” authors A

ndrzej M
irga and N

icolae
G

heorghe noted:

“T
he R

om
ani com

m
unity itself needs new

 ideas to
govern and m

obilize itself, and it is the R
om

ani elites
w

ho m
ust fashion those ideas.  W

hich notion w
ill

em
body the w

ill to self-determ
ination and the dem

and
for political recognition of the R

om
ani People – a

R
om

a nation in diaspora, a R
om

ani transnationality, a
R

om
ani nonterritorial E

uropean m
inority, or even a

R
om

ani nonterritorial state?

Should the R
om

ani elites support the idea of R
om

ani
ethnic groups, each developing its ow

n politics and
strategies w

ithin the borders, legal fram
ew

orks, and
lim

its of a given state?  Should they struggle for specif-
ic rights as envisioned in the concept of a charter of
R

om
ani 

rights? 
Is 

the 
hum

an 
rights 

approach,
dem

anding equality and nondiscrim
ination, the one

idea than can overcom
e all the problem

s facing the
R

om
a? O

r should the R
om

ani elites focus on the



7
6

T
his draft obviously builds on the IR

U
 declaration, but by lim

iting its
notion to the R

om
ani population of the E

U
 m

em
ber states falls short of

the IR
U

 E
uropean or even global perspective. N

evertheless, the dem
and

to have such a C
harter recognized by the E

U
 is sim

ilar to the dem
ands

of the R
N

C
 and IR

U
.

T
he D

ecem
ber 2000 E

R
R

C
 discussion introduced several additional refer-

ences to the question of R
om

a self-determ
ination.  N

on-R
om

ani partici-
pants in particular w

ere m
ore forthcom

ing in suggesting m
odels for R

om
a

to follow
.  Jam

es G
oldston’s “fantasy vision” included the follow

ing:

“Surely R
om

a, w
ho num

ber anyw
here from

 8 to 12
m

illion, enjoy at least as m
uch entitlem

ent to a full-
fledged State as the Palestinians do. (…

) Since 1990,
num

erous people – M
acedonians, B

osnians, C
roats,

and Slovenes – have dem
anded and secured by vio-

lence, by fiat or by other m
eans their ow

n states.  W
hy

not R
om

a? (…
) In this fantasy of the future, R

om
a

finally claim
 their ow

n land!” 11

C
laude C

ahn, on the other hand, invited R
om

a to learn from
 the

Z
ionist m

ovem
ent that led to the establishm

ent of the State of Israel.
A

ccording to him
, there are a num

ber of sim
ilarities betw

een the
Z

ionism
 of the nineteenth century and the R

om
ani m

ovem
ent of today:

“(…
) It is not only on this strict organizational/m

ech-
anistic front that Z

ionism
 has ideas of potential use for

a R
om

ani m
ovem

ent – the core challenges of Z
ionism

,
such as breaking the prim

ary allegiance of Jew
s to the

national states of other people and building the Jew
ish

patriot and the Jew
ish body politics, w

ere nearly iden-
tical to challenges facing R

om
ani activists today.” 12

T
he R

om
ani elite, as w

ell as non-R
om

ani politicians and law
m

akers,
have difficulty in determ

ining or defining w
ho the R

om
a are. 13

A
 search

of docum
ents and recom

m
endations produced over the last decade by

international organizations provides a rather large spectrum
 of catego-

rizations 
of 

R
om

ani 
populations 

in 
E

urope 
(R

om
, 

R
om

a/G
ypsies,

R
om

a and Sinti, R
om

a/G
ypsies/Travelers) and an equally large num

ber
of definitions:  the R

om
a as a people, as a nation, as a transnational

m
inority, as a E

uropean m
inority, as an ethnic group, or as a truly

E
uropean m

inority.

“T
he current developm

ent in E
urope how

ever clearly
show

s that R
om

a, regardless of their social status, are
confronted w

ith overt, anti-gypsy hostility.  Such hos-
tility cannot be abolished through w

elfare or develop-
m

ent projects.  In order for social developm
ent pro-

jects to succeed, R
om

a m
ust be granted guarantees for

protection of civil liberties.  T
his m

eans a change in the
political status of the R

om
a tow

ard political, social and
cultural self-determ

ination.” 7

T
he IR

U
, on the other hand, refrains from

 referring to the principle of
self-determ

ination in its declaration of a nation w
ithout a state.  In the

w
ords of the IR

U
 President:  “[W

]e are not in search for a self-determ
i-

nation of the R
om

a in E
urope.” 8

D
espite this declaration, how

ever, it is
an open question as how

 best to interpret the fact that at its last
C

ongress (Prague, July 2000) the IR
U

 established a new
 structure that

clearly resem
bles a state, com

plete w
ith President, Parliam

ent, C
ourt,

and M
inisters or C

om
m

issioners.

B
oth the R

N
C

 and the IR
U

 appear to operate on the prem
ise that the

R
om

a are a nation, using this as the basis for specific claim
s for politi-

cal status that fall only slightly short of that accorded to a legitim
ate

state.  B
oth organizations ask that the R

om
a becom

e subjects of inter-
national law

, in the case of the R
N

C
 through its legally binding C

harter
of R

om
ani R

ights 9
signed by the states, and in the case of the IR

U
,

through recognition of the existence of a R
om

a nation.  B
oth organiza-

tions also seek assigned seats for R
om

ani representatives alongside m
em

-
ber nation-states in international organizations.

T
he 

R
om

ani 
A

ctivists 
N

etw
ork 

on 
L

egal 
and 

Political 
Issues

(R
A

N
E

LPI), 
a 

B
elgian-based 

federation 
of 

R
om

ani 
organizations,

offered yet another proposal, the so-called “M
oral C

harter of the R
om

a
nation in the E

uropean U
nion.”  C

hapter 6 of this draft proposal says,

“T
he E

uropean U
nion acknow

ledges the existence of
the territory of its M

em
ber-States of a R

om
a nation

w
ithout a com

pact territory.  T
he definition of the said

nation is one, w
hich the nation gives itself (…

) the E
U

declares the R
om

a nation (…
) is one of the constituent

nations of E
urope, in full equality (…

) w
ith other

nations (…
) irrespective of their relations w

ith States
and territories.” 10
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national m
inority w

ithin its borders.  T
he R

N
C

 also dem
ands recogni-

tion of the R
om

a both as a national m
inority in each of the countries in

w
hich they live and as a R

om
a nation w

ithin E
urope.

H
ow

 should one judge the beliefs held by R
om

ani leaders?  W
hich are

realistic and have a basis in political and legal fact, and w
hich are pure

fiction?

TH
E

 JA
D

W
IS

IN
 D

E
B

A
TE

T
he 

organizers 
chose 

self-determ
ination 

as 
the 

m
ain 

topic 
of 

the
Jadw

isin m
eeting.  T

hey hoped that providing tools for exam
ining the

R
om

a’s internal discourse or claim
s w

ould m
ake the R

om
ani leadership

m
ore fam

iliar w
ith the legal fram

ew
ork of the principle of self-determ

i-
nation.  T

his in turn w
ould help them

 to distinguish betw
een legitim

ate
grounds for their claim

s and illusory ones.

To date there had been no debate about these issues am
ong the R

om
ani

leadership, nor had there been any efforts to review
 existing R

om
ani

statem
ents about self-determ

ination.  Som
e proposals or ideas had

assum
ed the form

 of w
idely accepted slogans, but neither the R

om
a nor

their supporters had m
uch know

ledge of their specific content.

W
ith this in m

ind, PE
R

 raised the follow
ing questions for discussion at

the sem
inar:

1.
H

ow
 do R

om
ani leaders define self-determ

ination?  W
hat kind

of self-determ
ination do they seek, and w

hat argum
ents are

used to justify such claim
s?

2.
D

o existing R
om

ani claim
s have substantial ground and legiti-

m
acy, or are they w

ishful thinking?

3.
W

hat are the historical antecedents of this principle, and are
there m

odels for R
om

a to follow
?

4.
D

oes a drive tow
ard self-determ

ination constitute a positive or
a negative developm

ent in term
s of the challenges the R

om
ani

com
m

unity faces in their respective countries and in E
urope in

general?

In her opening rem
arks, PE

R
’s executive director noted the upcom

ing
tenth anniversary of the landm

ark m
eeting held by PE

R
 in Stupava

(then 
C

zechoslovakia) 
that 

started 
the 

regional 
dialogue 

betw
een

T
he m

ost recent (2002) C
ouncil of E

urope Parliam
entary A

ssem
bly

R
ecom

m
endation N

o. 1557 on the Legal Situation of the R
om

a in
E

urope calls upon m
em

ber-states to resolve the legal status of the R
om

a
and recognize them

 as an ethnic or national m
inority group in each

state.  U
sually, international organizations refrain from

 referring to
R

om
a as a nation.  H

ow
ever, at the W

arsaw
 m

eeting preparatory to the
2001 W

orld C
onference A

gainst R
acism

 in D
urban, the N

G
O

s gath-
ered there endorsed the idea of recognizing R

om
a as a nation. 14

A
t the

N
G

O
 Forum

 in D
urban, recom

m
endations included a sim

ilar dem
and

to have R
om

a treated on “equal footing w
ith other nations of the

w
orld.”  T

he final D
eclaration and A

ction Plan from
 the C

onference did
not, how

ever, include those recom
m

endations. 15

A
 num

ber of scholars, in addition to som
e R

om
ani and non-R

om
ani

activists, also prom
ote the idea of R

om
a self-determ

ination.  T
he text of

C
ara Feyes’ “Tow

ard a N
ew

 Paradigm
 of the N

ation:  the C
ase of the

R
om

a,” w
hich appears on the Patrin W

eb Journal, states, 

“T
he international com

m
unity (…

) prim
arily regards

nations as territorially based, and the consolidation of
a nation w

ithin a specific territory has lent legitim
acy

to struggle for self-determ
ination.  Yet this lim

ited def-
inition (…

) underm
ines equally legitim

ate claim
s for

self-determ
ination am

ong non-territorially consolidat-
ed groups.  A

 new
 definition of the nation w

ould allow
groups such as the R

om
a (…

) to be accepted as a
nation and w

ould lend greater international legitim
acy

to their struggle for self-determ
ination (…

) w
hich

[does] not aim
 for statehood but aim

s rather, at achiev-
ing greater control over their ow

n lives.”

Pavel B
arsa also offers scholarly support of the notion that the R

om
ani

m
igration to the W

est, especially to G
erm

any, contributed to a refor-
m

ulation of the R
om

ani identity.  A
m

ong R
om

ani leaders in E
urope,

the debate is phrased in term
s of w

hether the R
om

a and Sinti are one of
the “V

olksgruppe,” that is, a G
erm

an ethnic m
inority, or w

hether they
are part of a pan-R

om
ani and pan-E

uropean nation. 16

For som
e governm

ents and som
e R

om
ani activists, how

ever, there is no
contradiction in holding both positions.  T

he C
zech governm

ent has
recognized the existence of a R

om
a nation in a signed m

em
orandum

w
ith the IR

U
 w

hile at the sam
e tim

e legally treating the R
om

a as a
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assim
ilation, integration, separation, or em

ancipation?  If em
ancipation,

do they seek em
ancipation as citizens, as a m

inority, or as a nation?  A
num

ber of R
om

ani-initiated political docum
ents offer various propos-

als, ideas, or visions.  O
ther ideas have been put forth by governm

ents,
private foundations, organizations, and individual scholars. T

he
R

om
ani

elite needs to analyze and debate these proposals, and then form
ally

incorporate their preferred outcom
e into the O

SC
E

 A
ction Plan.

W
hile the interest of G

adje (non-R
om

a) frequently drive the policies
tow

ard R
om

a, it is a fact that the R
om

ani elite have yet to form
ulate a

clear answ
er as to w

hat is in the R
om

a’s genuine interest.  A
t present,

non-R
om

a are m
ore involved than the R

om
ani leadership in determ

in-
ing this.  T

he PE
R

 discussion papers for this m
eeting offer a new

 fram
e-

w
ork for debate and evaluation of various proposals.  H

e expressed hope
that, w

ith the help of this fram
ew

ork, R
om

a gathered at Jadw
isin w

ill
be able to develop their ow

n vision of self-determ
ination.

(A
m

ong the discussion papers prepared by PE
R

, the first w
as incorporated

into the Introduction
19

to this report and the second into A
ppendix A

. 20

T
he m

aterial w
as apparently inspiring and provocative for the R

om
ani

leadership, as evidenced by the fact that eight participants arrived at the
m

eeting w
ith statem

ents or articles w
ritten in direct response to issues

raised in the discussion papers. W
hile this report incorporates m

uch of
the content of these statem

ents and articles, the actual texts are available
from

 the PE
R

 office in Princeton. A
ppendix B

 lists the titles and authors
of all papers.  B

y providing legal language and m
ainstream

 perspectives
on issues of national definition and self-determ

ination, the organizers
w

ere successful in significantly raising the quality
of R

om
ani leaders’ par-

ticipation in internal R
om

a m
eetings.)
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T
he issue of R

om
a as a nation, publicly raised by the IR

U
 D

eclaration, w
as

discussed at the A
pril 2001 PE

R
 m

eeting in K
rakow

 and served as a start-
ing point for the Jadw

isin m
eeting as w

ell.  Since the K
rakow

 m
eeting,

how
ever, R

om
ani leaders had been greatly affected by the intense schedule

of consultations organized by the Finnish authorities in response to
President H

alonen’s proposal. 21
T

he prospect of R
om

ani representation at
the European level, and specifically w

ithin the C
ouncil of Europe, led 

participants to be m
uch m

ore assertive and forceful in their statem
ents.

R
om

ani leaders and governm
ents. 17

In the eleven years of PE
R

 involve-
m

ent in R
om

ani issues, she continued, one of their biggest achieve-
m

ents has been the ongoing cooperation w
ith R

om
ani leaders.

She observed that there has been an accelerated aw
areness of issues rel-

evant to the R
om

a am
ong E

urope’s governm
ents and even in the U

.S.
T

hat is m
ostly the result of the w

ork of R
om

ani activists, she said, but
also of the E

U
 enlargem

ent process.  T
he inclusion of R

om
ani issues in

the political criteria of accession (the E
C

’s A
genda 2000) also started the

ball rolling in the developm
ent of R

om
ani initiatives and governm

ental
policies or program

s regarding R
om

a. W
ith this developm

ent, how
ever,

has also com
e trem

endous pressure on R
om

ani leaders to take positions
on various issues of im

portance to their com
m

unity.

A
 concerted discussion about w

hat the R
om

ani leadership w
ants for

their com
m

unity ten or tw
enty years dow

n the road m
ust therefore

begin now
.  A

t stake is the future of R
om

ani com
m

unities.  If the R
om

a
w

ill not debate this im
portant issue for them

selves, society at large w
ill

decide for them
, and the outcom

e m
ay not be to their liking.

She called attention to great progress m
ade over the past decade in polit-

ical activity, including consciousness-raising and com
m

unity organiza-
tion, by the R

om
ani leadership.  T

hey developed challenging ideas or
visions of the political future of R

om
a, such as the IR

U
 D

eclaration and
the R

N
C

 C
harter.  A

t the sam
e tim

e, other ideas, such as the Finnish
President’s initiative, have com

e from
 governm

ents. W
ho can and should

determ
ine w

hat is best for the R
om

a?  She suggested that the R
om

ani
leadership itself can best answ

er these questions and choose the right path
for prom

oting the w
ell-being and developm

ent of the R
om

ani com
m

uni-
ties across Europe.  A

 great deal is at stake, she concluded, and the R
om

ani
leadership m

ust form
ulate the clearest possible answ

ers.

T
he A

dviser on R
om

a and Sinti Issues at the O
SC

E
/O

D
IH

R
/C

PR
SI

(C
ontact Point for R

om
a and Sinti Issues) also stressed the im

portance
of this m

eeting, but cited different reasons.  A
s a follow

-up to D
ecision

N
o. 7 of the O

SC
E

 M
inisterial C

ouncil m
eeting in B

ucharest held in
D

ecem
ber 2001, his office has been w

orking on the O
SC

E
 A

ction Plan
of Targeted A

ctivities for R
om

a and Sinti. 18
T

his is a proposal for
adopting a new

 political docum
ent that sets forth O

SC
E

 objectives for
years to com

e.

H
e challenged the participants to develop a R

om
ani political vision for

prom
otion from

 w
ithin the O

SC
E

 fram
ew

ork.  D
o the R

om
a w

ant
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several dozen separate m
inorities and also a R

om
a nation?  H

e suggest-
ed that the IR

U
 D

eclaration had in fact been intended to supersede the
1995 definition of R

om
a as a m

inority.

T
his question w

as further addressed by the A
dvisor on R

om
a and Sinti

Issues at the O
SC

E
.  A

ccording to the IR
U

 position, R
om

ani m
inorities

in various countries are national m
inorities of a R

om
a nation for w

hich
the IR

U
 seeks legal recognition.  Individual states, how

ever, follow
 the

Z
entralrat (G

erm
an Sinti and R

om
ani organization) perspective – that

a R
om

ani com
m

unity is to be recognized as a national m
inority, of

equal status w
ith other m

inorities, in their country of residence.  From
this perspective, IR

U
 and R

N
C

 efforts to obtain R
om

ani recognition at
the E

uropean level are both m
isdirected.

T
he R

om
a m

ight choose yet another option in seeking a firm
 political

status, said the speaker.  D
uring the last visit to India (in 2001) of a

sm
all group of R

om
ani leaders led by the IR

U
 President, the R

om
a w

ere
given the option of official recognition as an Indian m

inority and w
ere

offered the sam
e status given to all Indian ém

igrés as Indian m
inorities

abroad, including passports.  For som
e in the visiting group, this w

as the
fulfillm

ent of a long-lived fantasy.  H
ow

ever, the IR
U

 President rejected
it, arguing that it w

as not appropriate for a sm
all circle to m

ake such a
m

om
entous decision w

ithout consulting w
ith R

om
ani com

m
unities

and organizations as w
ell as w

ithin the IR
U

 Parliam
ent. M

oreover, there
w

as concern that this m
ight lead G

adje to expel R
om

a forcefully or at
least ask them

 to leave their countries and return to India.  A
dditionally,

once recognized as an Indian m
inority, the R

om
a could hardly then

claim
 to be a nation of their ow

n.  T
he cause of Indian m

inority status
still circulates am

ong som
e leaders, such as an individual from

 K
osovo

w
ho lives in Yugoslavia and to this day w

rites in favor of recognizing the
R

om
a as an Indian D

iaspora. 22

H
ow

 realistic is it to expect that the R
om

a w
ill attain firm

 legal and
political status along w

ith representation in international and intergov-
ernm

ental institutions?  A
s another participant pointed out, the Finnish

initiative aim
s to provide R

om
a w

ith representation w
ithin the C

ouncil
of Europe.  B

ut since non-territorial and non-state nations have no legal
position w

ithin intergovernm
ental and inter-states institutions, granting

R
om

a such a status w
ould m

ean not only breaching international law
but also setting a precedent for other sim

ilar groups.

W
hereas at the K

rakow
 m

eeting the IR
U

 D
eclaration m

et w
ith criticism

from
 m

any participants and especially the R
N

C
 representatives, at

Jadw
isin there w

as no such criticism
.  O

n the contrary, nearly all par-
ticipants affirm

ed the assertion that the R
om

a are a nation.  R
esponding

to the discussion paper (A
ppendix A

), the R
om

ani participants argued
that neither “territory” nor “state” are required criteria for defining a
nation. T

he R
om

a possess all the anthropological, cultural, and lin-
guistic characteristics of a nation,
they 

said, 
as 

w
ell 

as 
a 

com
m

on 
history of persecution in E

urope.

T
he 

m
ajority 

of 
the 

participants
judged R

om
ani claim

s to national
self-determ

ination as legitim
ate and

legally valid, despite w
hat m

ight be
regarded as evidence to the contrary
from

 international law
 and other

international docum
ents.  H

aving previously agreed that the R
om

a are
a nation, they easily extended this concept to include the right of self-
determ

ination as w
ell.

C
urrently, m

any experts and politicians equate nations w
ith states, bas-

ing an entire international political architecture upon a foundation of
nation-states.  From

 this perspective, the fact that the R
om

a do not have
a state does not invalidate their claim

 to nationhood.  A
s the IR

U
 rep-

resentative pointed out, there is no need for academ
ic discussion as to

w
hether R

om
a are or are not a nation.  T

he IR
U

 says R
om

a are a nation.
It has been said to K

ofi A
nnan, to the C

zech governm
ent, and to oth-

ers, and no one objected.  Politicians do not deny it.  M
any interna-

tional docum
ents not only do not deny it, but actually strengthen the

conviction am
ong the R

om
a that they are indeed a nation.  O

ld ideas
and definitions are not adequate for m

odern tim
es, he continued, and

the R
om

a challenge the tradition w
ith the innovative concept of a

nation w
ithout territory.

A
nother IR

U
 representative raised a question regarding the C

ouncil of
E

urope’s 1995 Fram
ew

ork C
onvention for the Protection of N

ational
M

inorities, w
hich established criteria for recognizing R

om
a as a national

or ethnic m
inority w

ithin each state in w
hich R

om
a reside.  M

any states
adopted these criteria, and thus R

om
a are now

 recognized as m
inorities

in several dozen E
uropean states.  H

ow
 can the R

om
a sim

ultaneously be

M
any inte

rnatio
nal 

do
cu

m
e
nts no

t o
nly do

 no
t

de
ny it, bu

t actu
ally

stre
ngthe

n the
 co

nvictio
n

am
o
ng the

 R
o
m

a that the
y

are
 inde

e
d a natio

n.
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T
here w

ere objections on the part of a few
 participants.  For one young

student of political science, accepted sociological definitions suggest
that the R

om
a are not a nation but rather an ethnic unit characterized

by a com
m

on language, culture and/or historical traditions, and holding
a shared identity.  For him

, it w
ill take m

ore than group identity to rede-
fine R

om
a from

 a m
inority to a nation. 25

Sim
ilarly, for another R

om
ani student, the idea of a R

om
a nation is

unsubstantiated. W
hile it m

ight be useful for purposes of m
obilization

or for providing a sym
bolic dim

ension to the quest for R
om

ani identi-
ty, nevertheless, R

om
ani leadership m

ust think carefully about the con-
sequences before m

aking such a baseless claim
 at the E

uropean level.

Yet another participant raised the issue of internal solidarity and differ-
ences am

ong various groups identified as R
om

a or R
om

ani.  A
ccording

to her, R
om

ani leadership ignores this aspect since it uncovers a reality
that is at odds w

ith the ideological im
age of a united nation.  T

he
Travelers, A

shkaliya, E
gyptians, and R

udari/B
eyashi all claim

 to be sep-
arate ethnic groups.  Should they therefore be considered part of the
R

om
a nation?  H

ow
 do R

om
a respect the rights of these ethnic groups

to their ow
n self-determ

ination?  She further pointed out that her ow
n

experience in carrying out projects in the B
alkan region taught her that

R
om

ani activists’ prim
e identification w

as not w
ith R

om
a living across

the borders but rather w
ith their surrounding nations, w

hether Serbs,
C

roats, or B
osnians. 26

T
hese facts beg the question, can one R

om
a

nation be developed?

In Jadw
isin, as w

ell as in K
rakow

, tw
o different positions tow

ard a R
om

a
nation w

ere m
anifested.  O

ne can be called a universalistic (and volun-
tarist) position, fully expressed by the R

N
C

:  T
he R

om
a nation exists.

B
ut since R

om
a are diverse and hold different traditions and cultures,

any attem
pt to forge a unitary nation is fruitless.  T

he R
om

a nation is
an open structure; every group can join it because w

hat binds them
together is anti-G

ypsy sentim
ent.

T
he other position, inclusive but particularistic or even nationalist, can

be attributed to the IR
U

, am
ong others.  It focuses on R

om
ani culture,

seeking to develop its unified form
 along w

ith a codified language and
renew

ed traditions and values.  It supports an inclusive and global defi-
nition of R

om
ani identity that is nonetheless rooted in R

om
ani culture

and socialization.  A
ccording to this approach, internal fragm

entation or
separation of som

e groups like E
gyptians or A

shkaliya is a dangerous

T
he A

dvisor on R
om

a and Sinti Issues at the O
SC

E
 responded by

explaining that there are a num
ber of legal provisions that can be used

in support of the R
om

a claim
.  H

e cited, for exam
ple, the E

uropean
C

harter for R
egional and M

inority Languages (1992), suggesting that
the R

om
a can either use provisions like this to ask for m

ore or w
ait until

the legal fram
ew

ork becom
es m

ore favorable for non-territorial nations.
H

e recalled the exam
ple of indigenous people, w

ho for m
any decades

w
ent unrecognized in international organizations. H

ow
ever, they m

obi-
lized them

selves, organizing conferences and w
orking groups, and brought

their issues to the fore. N
ow

 they are legally recognized w
ithin the U

N
 

system
. T

he R
om

a can do this as w
ell.

In fact, in seeking extra-territorial rights for their people, R
om

ani lead-
ers are prom

oting the idea of a non-territorial R
om

a nation.  T
he notion

of extra-territorial rights functions also in m
ainstream

 politics, this
speaker continued, citing the so-called H

ungarian “status law
.” 23

T
he

H
ungarian governm

ent’s effort to assert extra-territorial rights for
H

ungarians abroad parallels the R
om

a’s claim
 and m

ight m
ake that 

governm
ent and others supportive of the R

om
ani quest.

For som
e R

om
ani participants, the changes in Europe open yet another

avenue of possibilities.  T
heir hopes had been bound up w

ith the vision of
a future Europe consisting of various nations or cultures rather than exclu-
sively of nation-states.  T

his w
as also the basis for the IR

U
 declaration.  B

ut
R

om
ani leaders now

 have to turn to a new
 philosophy.  T

he integration
process currently taking place in Europe m

eans that those R
om

a living in
E

U
-accessing states w

ill soon enter into the European U
nion.

B
ut how

 w
ill these R

om
ani com

m
unities be incorporated – as citizens

of their respective states or as R
om

a? If as R
om

a, they w
ill have to be

recognized and granted a new
 status. In the vision of a future E

urope as
a union of cultures, there are grounds for claim

ing a place for the R
om

a
on the basis of their culture and history.

T
he position of the R

N
C

, the um
brella federation of the R

om
a civil

rights m
ovem

ent, has long been clear and firm
, according to its repre-

sentative.  R
om

a are a nation, and they do not require anyone’s perm
is-

sion to m
ake that claim

, said the speaker.  T
heir goal is for R

om
a to

becom
e m

ainstream
 political actors, and not m

erely the objects of a
“G

ypsy industry” controlled and run by G
adje w

ho profit greatly from
it and em

ploy a few
 R

om
a for purposes of legitim

ization. 24
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decision-m
aking is nevertheless quite real.  A

ccording to this speaker,
the unique H

ungarian system
, despite its im

perfections, provides R
om

a
w

ith the greatest legal chances and opportunities for exercising their
rights in the C

E
E

 region. 27

A
nother participant put forth a related view

 by w
hich self-determ

ina-
tion refers to equal rights to participate in the larger society w

ith free use
of one’s ow

n cultural, ethnic, or linguistic characteristics.  It m
eans,

therefore, that national governm
ents shall accept and create structures

for R
om

a’s equal participation as in Finland, w
here the C

onstitution
guarantees the R

om
a cultural and linguistic rights.  In their delibera-

tions on self-determ
ination, she continued, the R

om
ani leadership can-

not ignore existing provisions and legal system
s.  C

laim
ing constitu-

tional or other rights from
 existing governm

ents is also a realization of
self-determ

ination.

K
eeping this sam

e line of reasoning, yet another participant noted that
m

inorities are subjects of law
 and protection in every country.  In the

post-W
W

II era, how
ever, the rights of m

inorities have been understood
as individual and not collective rights.  T

his position, w
hich has pre-

vailed in international law
, underm

ines m
inorities’ right to self-determ

i-
nation.  A

ccording to this speaker, national m
inorities should have pro-

portional participation in political pow
er.  B

ut the unresolved dilem
m

a
of individual vs. collective m

inority rights m
akes the future of these

m
inorities uncertain.  She doubted w

hether it is enough, for exam
ple,

to have the individual right to preserve one’s national m
inority identity

and culture.

T
his participant considers the quest for self-determ

ination to be one of
the m

ost im
portant for R

om
a.  In her view

, self-determ
ination can have

territorial and extra-territorial form
s, w

ith the latter no less im
portant

than the form
er.

In m
ultiethnic states, she continued, the basic form

 of self-determ
ina-

tion is national cultural autonom
y.  R

ussian law
 qualifies this as “the

form
 of national cultural self-determ

ination representing the public
association of citizens of R

ussia w
ho consider them

selves as belonging to
a definite ethnic com

m
unity on the basis of their voluntary self-orga-

nizing w
ith a view

 of preservation of their originality, language, culture,
education.”  T

he R
om

a in R
ussia, am

ong others, have this right to form
an extra-territorial national autonom

y and thereby to prom
ote cultural

and educational rights and even legislative initiatives or political repre-

process.  Indeed, adherents of this view
 often blam

e the international
organizations for encouraging fragm

entation through their recognition
of separate ethnic groups.  E

ach of these tw
o positions is additionally

associated w
ith a different conclusion as to w

hat should be in the R
om

a’s
m

ain interest: fighting against anti-G
ypsyism

 or w
orking to develop a

unifying culture.
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R
om

ani participants perceive the concept of self-determ
ination in a

num
ber of different w

ays.  Som
e view

 it as individual or even hum
an

rights, others as group or m
inority rights w

ithin a nation-state, and still
others as the rights of a people and a nation, such as at the E

uropean
level.  For som

e, the concept itself has been a novelty.  O
thers criticized

the discussion papers for espousing only the U
N

-based restrictive defi-
nition of the self-determ

ination principle.  For the adherents of the
m

inority-w
ithin-a-nation-state perspective, the ultim

ate goal is cultural
autonom

y, and perhaps eventual territorial autonom
y.  For adherents of

the national perspective, the goal is official recognition of the R
om

a
nation.  T

hose w
ho see cultural autonom

y as the objective tend to hold
both view

s sim
ultaneously, that the R

om
a can be a national m

inority at
the state level and a nation at the E

uropean level.

W
hile the U

N
 system

 offers only one possible w
ay of interpreting the

self-determ
ination principle, there are other perspectives.  T

he A
dvisor

on R
om

a and Sinti Issues at O
SC

E
 explained that his organization’s

H
um

an D
im

ension Perspective view
s self-determ

ination as a basic
hum

an right of every individual and every people.  T
his constitutes a

political and legal basis for R
om

a self-determ
ination claim

s w
ithin the

O
SC

E
 process.  H

e believes the R
om

ani leadership should explore a
strategy that builds on this basis.

For som
e, “self-determ

ination” refers to an individual and collective or
group’s right to participate in a w

ider public and political process.  In
this view

, self-determ
ination begins w

hen a person or group (national or
ethnic) seeks to represent their ow

n interests w
ithin official fora.  In

H
ungary, R

om
a self-determ

ination has been im
plem

ented through the
system

 of m
inority self-governm

ent.  W
hile the arenas are currently lim

-
ited to issues of culture and education, the possibility to participate in
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sentation.  In her assessm
ent, how

ever, this prom
ising and prospective

law
 is not easy to realize in practice, especially in the case of R

om
a, since

it does not establish procedures and financial guarantees. 28

A
 young R

om
ani student explained that the concept of self-determ

ination
is vaguely defined in international law

 as “having control over our lives.”
It can be achieved through political participation and autonom

y or
through secession.  T

he first tw
o are legal w

ays; the latter, besides posing
a challenge to the international order, also raises m

oral questions.

A
utonom

y can be personal, cultural, and territorial.  For the m
ajority,

any quest for m
inority autonom

y m
ight be interpreted as a threat to its

territory.  For this speaker, the R
om

ani m
ovem

ent is heading tow
ard

securing greater political participation for R
om

a, but is m
oving too

slow
ly tow

ard attaining cultural autonom
y.  R

om
a can claim

 territorial
autonom

y in only a few
 lim

ited cases.

H
e also pointed out a concern about m

ultiethnic societies.  In his view
,

m
ulticulturalism

 tends to turn m
inority claim

s for autonom
y into issues

of m
inority political participation.  Since as a rule the m

ajority tends to
patronize m

inorities, this is not a desirable direction to pursue.  H
e fur-

ther contended that the discussion paper puts forth the position that
internal self-determ

ination refers only to indigenous people.  A
ccording

to him
, how

ever, it refers also to m
inorities, and therefore R

om
a can

claim
 it as w

ell.  (For him
 this is im

portant because he does not believe
that R

om
a should be considered a nation.)

T
he R

N
C

 representative approached the question of self-determ
ination

in a different and provocative w
ay.  Instead of defining w

hat self-deter-
m

ination is, he attem
pted to define its opposite.  T

hat has been colo-
nialism

, oppression, and discrim
ination.  In this view

, self-determ
ina-

tion is equivalent to pow
er.  T

hose w
ithout it face oppression.  T

he
question is, therefore, do the R

om
a w

ant oppression or are they ready
to defend them

selves?  A
ccording to him

, the answ
er is sim

ple – all
R

om
a w

ant self-determ
ination because they do not w

ant oppression.
H

e w
arned that this view

 of self-determ
ination is quite com

m
on am

ong
the younger generation.

C
larifying w

hat self-determ
ination m

eans for R
om

a, he w
ent on to elu-

cidate w
hat R

om
a do not accept and w

hat they do w
ant.  Further defin-

ing self-determ
ination as being in control or in a position to m

ake deci-
sions on one’s ow

n, he said, R
om

a do not accept non-R
om

ani experts.
T

hey do not accept non-R
om

a engaging in projects on behalf of R
om

a,

m
aking decisions about w

hat R
om

ani children should learn or w
hether

they are a nation or not, sending R
om

a to participate in w
ars in w

hich
they kill each other, or designating their representatives for them

.

W
hat they do w

ant is to elect their ow
n representatives, to decide w

hat
their children w

ill learn, and to participate in the politics of the coun-
tries in w

hich they reside as citizens and not just as R
om

a.  T
hey w

ant,
he 

said, 
to 

participate 
at 

the
E

uropean level of politics, having
not only a voice but the pow

er to
determ

ine for them
selves w

hat their
role at that level shall be.

A
ccording to this speaker, the prin-

ciple of self-determ
ination lies at

the foundation of every dem
ocratic

and pluralistic state. T
he absence of

such a basis leads to oppression, m
anipulation, and dictatorship. R

om
a

should dem
and self-determ

ination as a basic hum
an right.

T
he m

ajority of participants, how
ever, view

ed self-determ
ination as a

question of R
om

a’s participation in the larger society.  T
here w

as con-
sensus am

ong them
 that attaining cultural autonom

y w
ould assert their

right to equal participation.  H
ow

ever, for m
any the cultural autonom

y
granted to H

ungarian R
om

a since the m
id-1990s is a false version of

self-determ
ination.

T
he R

N
C

 representative said that the H
ungarian m

odel of m
inority

self-governm
ent prom

otes separation rather than offering them
 real par-

ticipation in society.  H
e cited m

any G
adje policies that establish special

arrangem
ents for R

om
a – special R

om
ani schools, R

om
ani advisors,

m
ediators, R

om
ani departm

ents – as exam
ples of im

posed segregation
rather than integration.  H

e sees sim
ilar developm

ents in other countries
as w

ell.

C
riticism

 of the case of H
ungarian R

om
a, expressed m

ainly but not
exclusively by representatives of R

N
C

, brings to light a m
ajor dilem

m
a

that the R
om

ani elite m
ust eventually resolve.  Should R

om
a be inte-

grated into participation in the larger society on an ethnic basis or a civic
basis?  It has been apparent throughout the debate that R

om
a intend to

attain m
ore control of, com

m
and over, and the pow

er of decision in all
m

atters related to them
.  T

hey differ, how
ever, in how

 to reach this goal.

R
o
m

a inte
nd to

 attain
m

o
re

 co
ntro

l o
f, co

m
m

and
o
ve

r, and po
w

e
r o

f 
de

cisio
n in all m

atte
rs

re
late

d to
 the

m
.
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as poverty and prejudice.  T
he m

ajor challenge therefore rem
ains:  H

ow
to em

pow
er R

om
a to becom

e political players and have a real im
pact?

TH
E

 O
P

TIO
N

 O
F

 TE
R

R
ITO

R
IA

L
 A

U
TO

N
O

M
Y

T
hose arguing for the option of territorial autonom

y elaborated further
on the validity of the ethnic w

ay.  W
hile their objective has been to

attain greater participation in decision-m
aking or even self-adm

inistra-
tion in som

e localities, the racial characteristics of the R
om

a m
ake it

im
possible for them

 sim
ply to m

erge unnoticed into the m
ajority.

Traditionally they are perceived as a foreign elem
ent, and this is unlike-

ly to change.  Even in countries in w
hich governm

ents have extensively
tried 

to 
elim

inate 
racial 

barriers, 
the 

results 
are 

not 
convincing.

Segregation is a fact, even in advanced dem
ocracies.

It is even m
ore intense in post-com

m
unist countries, speakers said.

T
here, despite loudly declared program

s of integration, the reality is
quite the opposite – displacem

ent, m
arginalization, and in its final con-

sequences, segregation in ever-grow
ing R

om
ani ghettos and slum

s.  In
this new

 reality, governm
ental program

s, w
hich lack public and political

w
ill, 

and 
the 

activities 
of 

non-
governm

ental organizations, w
hich

lack sufficient funding, are barely
able to slow

 dow
n the segregation

and m
itigate som

e of its im
pact. 30

A
 real effort to change has to com

e
from

 
the 

R
om

a 
them

selves, 
said

another 
participant. 

 
T

hey 
m

ust
show

 enough w
ill and determ

ina-
tion to defend their interests, to
stop being objects of charity and
paternalistic 

care, 
and 

to 
seek

respect, 
self-esteem

, 
and 

dignity.
W

hat R
om

a dem
and from

 the state
and society are not handouts but rights and justice.  In his opinion, this
can com

e about by granting greater self-adm
inistration in local R

om
ani

residential units. T
here R

om
a can gain a stronger position vis-a-vis the

m
ajority.  C

laim
s for greater autonom

y at the national level, by contrast,
seem

 untenable at this tim
e.  Som

e say that at present the R
om

a appear
unable to handle this responsibility, but they m

ust learn. 31

For som
e R

om
ani leaders, the focus of all efforts throughout the 1990s

w
as greater R

om
ani participation in m

ainstream
 politics.  T

hey lobbied
for R

om
ani representatives in state institutions, departm

ents, and advi-
sory or experts’ groups.  T

he leadership’s negotiations w
ith the authori-

ties resulted in the establishm
ent of special bodies or arrangem

ents for
the R

om
ani m

inority as a group.  T
hey opted, in short, for an ethnic

path.  N
ow

, as one of the speakers pointed out, these structures function
as “buffers” betw

een the R
om

a and the state and m
ake it easier for the

state to avoid its responsibility tow
ard the R

om
a as citizens.

Som
e leaders have called for redress of the state policy tow

ard the R
om

a,
hoping to achieve for them

 the right “to participate in a country’s poli-
tics not as R

om
a but as citizens.”  H

ow
ever, R

om
a are not generally real

or w
elcom

ed partners in m
ainstream

 politics inasm
uch as they lack

strong political, econom
ic, or intellectual potential.  M

oreover, R
om

a’s
civic involvem

ent rem
ains very low

 as evidenced by their m
inim

al par-
ticipation in elections. H

ow
, then, can they gain influence if not

through the ethnic w
ay of cultural autonom

y? Ironically, those R
om

a
w

ho do m
ove into the structures and institutions that are part of the

“arrangem
ents” for R

om
a, thereby gaining som

e position and pow
er to

influence R
om

ani politics from
 w

ithin, tend to be strongly criticized,
usually by those w

ho rem
ain outside of it. 29

W
hat is the perspective of those w

ho are inside?  In the opinion of a par-
ticipant w

ho holds the position of R
om

ani Plenipotentiary in the Slovak
G

overnm
ent, the key w

ord in all discussions is “integration.” G
overn-

m
ental strategies developed for R

om
a in m

any countries aim
 at inte-

grating R
om

a into m
ainstream

 society.  From
 her perspective, it is the

governm
ent’s responsibility to set forth conditions for R

om
a’s integra-

tion.  H
er Plenipotentiary O

ffice acts at three different levels:  the
national m

inority level, at w
hich they aim

 to provide R
om

a w
ith all the

institutional infrastructure and provisions to w
hich they are legally enti-

tled; the social and econom
ic level, at w

hich they try to address and
resolve difficult and contentious issues of R

om
a; and the interethnic

level, at w
hich they w

ork to im
prove relations, com

m
unications, and

m
utual understanding betw

een R
om

a and the m
ajority.

She is determ
ined to bring positive changes to R

om
a, but she also

expects the R
om

ani leadership and representation to act responsibly.  In
her opinion, they are the w

eakest link, too divided to represent R
om

ani
interests and influence politics.  She claim

s that this is m
ore problem

atic
even than all the disadvantages experienced by the R

om
a in Slovakia such

A
 re

al e
ffo

rt to
 change

has to
 co

m
e
 fro

m
 the

R
o
m

a the
m

se
lve

s. The
y

m
u
st sho

w
 e

no
u
gh w

ill
and de

te
rm

inatio
n to

de
fe

nd the
ir inte

re
sts, 

to
 sto

p be
ing o

bje
cts o

f 
charity and pate

rnalistic
care

, and to
 se

e
k re

spe
ct, 

se
lf-e

ste
e
m

, and dignity.
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For a few
 participants, the concept of R

om
ani national self-determ

ina-
tion appears quite elusive.  For som

e, it m
eans creating R

om
ani pow

er
and clarifying objectives to be realized in years to com

e.  For others,
developing a new

 ideology w
ould glue R

om
ani com

m
unities together,

sim
ilar to the w

ay in w
hich religion binds Jew

s around the w
orld.

Som
e participants view

ed R
om

ani national self-determ
ination as an

effort to seek em
ancipation as a nation, w

hereas for others the goal is to
have the R

om
a nation recognized and granted new

 status in E
urope, as

in the IR
U

 D
eclaration.  A

s one speaker underlined, the D
eclaration

m
arks a new

 and historical opening that requires R
om

ani leadership to
take steps to begin a political process both inside and outside the
R

om
ani com

m
unity.  In so doing, they w

ill need to pay attention to the
processes of globalization, E

uropean integration, and dem
ocratization.

T
hey w

ill also need to pay attention to disintegration processes that are
going on w

ithin the R
om

ani com
m

unity at this tim
e – catastrophic con-

ditions in som
e com

m
unities and fragm

entation and grow
ing m

arginal-
ization in others.

T
he self-determ

ination option is a positive one w
hich can trigger

changes in areas of R
om

ani culture and politics, both w
ithin and in rela-

tion w
ith governm

ents and international organizations.  A
ccording to

this speaker, how
ever, for the process of R

om
ani self-determ

ination to
succeed, there m

ust be prior unification of culture, em
pow

erm
ent,

strengthening of national sym
bols, and im

provem
ent in social and eco-

nom
ic standing for all R

om
a.

H
istorically, secession and the creation of a separate state has been the

objective of national self-determ
ination for m

ost nations.  H
ow

ever,
secession is not a viable goal for the R

om
a, suggested another partici-

pant.  M
oreover, neither the IR

U
 D

eclaration nor the R
N

C
 C

laim
 is

new
, he said, citing precedents that w

ere form
ulated by R

om
ani leaders

at the end of the nineteenth century and in the 1930s. 32

T
hose historical efforts to achieve som

e degree of national self-determ
i-

nation or self-organization w
ere interrupted by the N

azis.  W
hat sur-

vived the N
azis w

as further destroyed by C
om

m
unism

.  T
he R

om
ani

com
m

unity em
erged socially, financially, and politically broken and cul-

turally uprooted.  Even w
orse, the anti-G

ypsy stereotypes survived and
w

ere reproduced in both W
estern and E

astern E
urope.

W
hat can R

om
ani leaders do to turn the reality of residential segrega-

tion into an asset?  T
he R

om
ani A

dvisor to O
SC

E
 answ

ered by explor-
ing the possibility of a dem

and for territorial autonom
y.  H

e described
the territorial distribution of the R

om
ani population.  T

here are regions
w

ith a high proportion of R
om

a (such as in B
ulgaria’s M

ontana region,
w

here R
om

a m
ake up nearly 15%

; V
arna, w

here they com
prise 10-

15%
; and E

astern Slovakia, w
here they are nearly 20%

), and there are
localities w

here R
om

a m
ake up 100%

 of the population.  T
here are big

R
om

ani quarters, “m
ahalas” or ghettos, in m

any cities in the C
C

E
region.  T

hey contain as m
any as several thousand to sixty thousand

people, such as in the Suto O
rizari quarter of Skopje in M

acedonia,
w

here the m
ajority is seriously concerned about a steadily grow

ing
R

om
ani population.

D
ecentralization, regionalization, and local self-governm

ent – these are
the European U

nion’s prom
oted policies, continued the speaker.  H

ow
can R

om
a use these policies?  C

an R
om

ani leaders w
ork out a project

w
hereby R

om
a in regions or m

unicipalities w
ith high densities can attain

adm
inistrative-territorial autonom

y?  If such an option w
ere to be real-

ized, R
om

a w
ould be in a new

 position to resum
e the quest for self-deter-

m
ination.  Precedents are already in place, including in the Suto O

rizari
quarter of Skopje.  R

om
ani self-adm

inistered territorial units m
ust be

established in accordance w
ith state rules and law

s, said the speaker.

Such units can be tied into a netw
ork, he continued, and elected

R
om

ani m
ayors and council m

em
bers could com

e together once a year
to w

ork on com
m

on strategies and policies.  In this w
ay, the R

om
a

w
ould gradually create a territorial structure that fulfills the right of self-

determ
ination through attainm

ent of cultural autonom
y.  T

he netw
ork

should also include regions or m
unicipalities of W

estern E
urope that

have high-density R
om

ani populations.

For other participants, how
ever, this vision is threatening.  A

s one speak-
er observed, R

om
ani leaders m

aking territorial claim
s w

ould be seen as
calling for a revolution.  W

hen the question is territories, G
adje are

ready to strike against any such dem
and.  E

ncouraging R
om

a to go in
this direction, another participant w

arned, w
ould be very risky in that

this is a particularly sensitive issue for countries in w
hich their ow

n
political self-determ

ination is under threat, such as in m
any new

 states
of the B

alkan region.
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Sim
ilar w

orries but from
 a different perspective w

ere expressed by
another speaker.  R

om
a use the R

om
ani w

ord “nacija,” translated into
E

nglish as “nation.”  She questioned w
hether that is the best choice in

E
nglish.  H

aving participated in m
any gatherings in E

urope, she learned
that for m

ainstream
 politicians the m

ost terrifying m
om

ent com
es w

hen
R

om
a start to talk about “nation” and “self-determ

ination.” R
om

a should
find a m

ore acceptable w
ay to press this claim

 at the highest political
level, perhaps turning to the w

ord “people” as a m
ore suitable transla-

tion, also because of its connotation of “indigenous people.”

T
he A

dvisor on R
om

a and Sinti Issues at O
SC

E
 pointed out that the

debate on R
om

a self-determ
ination started in the PE

R
-sponsored K

rakow
m

eeting, prom
pted by the exchange betw

een the IR
U

 President and som
e

R
om

ani leaders in attendance. T
he IR

U
 President argued that the IR

U
D

eclaration w
as rooted in historical precedent. Som

e leaders objected,
claim

ing that there w
ere sufficient grounds for such a declaration in pre-

sent-day international docum
ents, including the U

N
 C

harter. 35

H
e w

arned that R
om

a m
ust pay attention to w

hat is in the m
inds of

m
ainstream

 politicians.  G
adje m

ay understand that R
om

a seek a terri-
tory or a state since they no longer w

ish to be identified as, say, C
zech

R
om

a or R
om

anian R
om

a but m
erely as “the R

om
a.”  H

e therefore
introduced a distinction betw

een a “political” nation and a “cultural”
nation, stressing that the R

om
ani leadership m

ust clarify w
hether they

intend the form
er or the latter.  A

im
ing at political nationhood im

plies,
according to him

 and in line w
ith G

adje reasoning, seeking political
pow

er in the form
 of governm

ent, territory, borders, and passports.  T
he

R
om

ani leadership m
ust be very careful to assess the interpretations and

im
plications of w

hat they claim
, especially if w

hat they seek is actually
“cultural” self-determ

ination.

For som
e participants, how

ever, the challenge posed by the IR
U

 D
ecla-

ration is in essence a political one. C
learly rejecting territorial statehood,

the IR
U

 foresaw
 a chance to establish a non-traditional form

 of nation-
al existence in the idea of a non-territorial or extra-territorial nation.  A

s
the IR

U
 representative explained it, although today’s situation is obvi-

ously different from
 the period of the first half of the nineteenth centu-

ry w
hen m

any new
 territorially-based nations w

ere form
ed, there is still

inspiration in these analogies.

N
ow

, as then, the w
orld system

 is changing. W
hile ideals of dem

ocracy
are gaining ground, today they are m

ore likely to appear in the context

For m
ost leaders, the secession option is m

ore a political tactic than a
real objective. In 1991, for exam

ple, a R
om

ani m
em

ber of the M
ace-

donian Parliam
ent m

ade a statem
ent dem

anding recognition of R
om

a
as a nation and w

arning that R
om

a m
ay attem

pt to form
 their ow

n state
w

ithin M
acedonia (“R

om
anistan”). A

s the R
N

C
 representative rem

em
-

bered it, this M
P faced harsh criticism

 from
 all sides.  Later, A

lbanians
m

ade a sim
ilar dem

and for recognition as a second constituent nation,
and they succeeded. M

acedonians are now
 afraid of losing their ow

n
state, he concluded.

A
t the O

ctober 2000 PE
R

 m
eeting on R

om
a in Skopje, a m

ajor A
lbanian

leader argued that R
om

a are an ethnographic/historical m
inority and

should rem
ain focused on culture. H

ow
ever, R

om
a dem

ands w
ere 

different. Seeking to becom
e political actors, they requested self-deter-

m
ination. T

he R
om

ani nationality is now
 recognized in the M

acedonian
constitution, but only on paper and not in reality.  H

e concluded that
R

om
a either do not see w

hat they should do at this point regarding any
future claim

s or are afraid to m
ake such claim

s.  T
hey seem

 to have a
fear of defending them

selves and their w
ay of life, but that is essentially

w
hat self-determ

ination is all about.

For som
e participants, the exam

ples of other nations’ rise to self-deter-
m

ination, either in the nineteenth century or today, are instructive.  For
others, how

ever, those exam
ples w

ere irrelevant as m
odels for R

om
a.

T
he m

ain argum
ent here is that other nations’ self-determ

ination w
as

driven by territorial quests, and that R
om

a neither seek territory nor are
likely to be granted it.  Several participants w

arned the R
om

ani leader-
ship against going in this direction. 33

A
s one speaker pointed out, the question of national self-determ

ination
is essentially about pow

er.  Som
e R

om
ani leaders seek pow

er, w
hich

w
ould inevitably lead to conflict w

ith the existing state.  H
e posed a per-

tinent question: D
o R

om
a really believe that G

adje w
ill share their

pow
er w

ith them
?  W

hat pow
er-holders have ever shared it w

ith those
w

ho are pow
erless?

In the last ten years, the R
om

ani issue becam
e a subject of large-scale

politics and attracted the involvem
ent of pow

erful governm
ents.  B

ut
w

hat actually happened in this sam
e period to the R

om
a in E

urope?
W

hile the R
om

ani leadership w
as advocating integration policies, on

the ground the R
om

a increasingly faced advancing segregation. W
hile

the R
om

ani leadership discusses national self-determ
ination, the m

ain
concern of R

om
a in localities is m

ere survival. 34
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hide their R
om

a identity or m
anifest it publicly?  D

o they opt for inte-
gration and assim

ilation or for cultural autonom
y?  D

o they w
ant for

their children integrated classroom
s or separation in education?  In his

view
, the present-day reality and the unfavorable overall context of their

lives provide little evidence that R
om

a are m
aking coherent choices.

T
he

prim
e task of the elite and R

om
ani organizations should therefore be to

m
otivate R

om
a to acknow

ledge their R
om

ani identity as the initial step
on the road to R

om
a self-determ

ination.

For yet another participant, it is the R
om

ani leadership’s task and
respon-

sibility to clarify w
hat exactly R

om
a seek, even though the elite w

ill be
held responsible and w

ill be judged by the m
asses for w

hatever is asked,
declared, or claim

ed in their nam
e.

T
he A

dvisor on R
om

a and Sinti Issues at the O
SC

E
 pointed out that in

m
any countries, governm

ental program
s or national strategies for R

om
a

already exist and are being im
plem

ented in cooperation w
ith R

om
a.

B
ut for m

any R
om

ani leaders, these program
s represent m

ore the inter-
ests of the state than of the R

om
a. H

e now
 proposes a rew

rite of 
governm

ental strategies, such as the R
om

anian one, from
 the point of

view
 of R

om
ani self-determ

ination and genuine R
om

ani interest. W
hat

w
ould be the new

 scenario and the new
 m

essage?

D
espite all these w

orries and w
arnings, there w

as consensus am
ong the

participants that R
om

ani national self-determ
ination is a reality.  T

he
m

ain objective of the R
om

a’s claim
 has been to obtain R

om
ani nation-

al existence and to have its voice officially acknow
ledged, w

ith structures
set up for equal R

om
ani political participation, nationally and interna-

tionally.  T
he R

om
a do not need a territory of their ow

n in order to
claim

 this right.  O
nce this recognition is established, there is hope that

the G
adje perspective on R

om
a w

ill change along w
ith the law

s.  R
om

a
have to m

ake it clear that they w
ant neither territory nor a state, but 

participation in E
urope’s international institutions.

A
s m

any speakers stressed, there are also pragm
atic reasons for seeking

R
om

ani nationhood.  It provides R
om

a w
ith a stronger position, giving

them
 confidence w

hile also leading to better self-organization. For the
m

ajority of participants, how
ever, it is the Finnish initiative that repre-

sents the m
ost significant step forw

ard for such recognition.
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of m
ulticultural societies. T

he decreasing role of the state and the for-
m

ation of m
ultinational structures such as the E

uropean U
nion m

ake
the IR

U
 claim

 an increasingly plausible reality, said a participant. 36

Several participants pointed to a gap betw
een the level of discourse on the

part of the R
om

ani elites and that of the R
om

ani m
asses. T

hey argue that
it is the elite’s task to translate abstract notions such as nation or self-deter-
m

ination into a m
essage that can be clearly understood by the m

asses.
W

hile the gap m
ay not be elim

inated overnight, it can be greatly reduced
by the use of language that is both specific and practical.

A
s one speaker noted, it m

ay be true
that elites can m

ake nations, and
those gathered at this m

eeting are
m

em
bers of the elite.  M

oreover, the
process 

of 
R

om
ani 

national 
self-

determ
ination has already begun and

som
e R

om
ani leaders are m

ore or
less aw

are of that process, and som
e

R
om

ani com
m

unities are in differ-
ent stages of it.  T

his speaker noted
that throughout the last decade of
R

om
ani discourse, all the efforts of

this elite have been directed tow
ard

the national governm
ents and inter-

national organizations rather than tow
ard the R

om
ani com

m
unity.W

hile
the elite have forw

arded dem
ands and requests for governm

ents and
international institutions to change their policies tow

ard the R
om

a, they
have failed to develop a political credo for R

om
a and R

om
ani N

G
O

s
that w

ill link elite discourse w
ith the daily activities of R

om
ani activists.

W
hen this m

eeting is over, she w
ill go back to her projects irregardless

of w
hat has been debated or concluded here, and projects w

ill m
ove

forw
ard in all directions w

ith little coordination. She w
ould greatly 

prefer to have consistent guidelines and an agreed-upon platform
 that

w
ould answ

er practical questions and govern activists’ projects.

Sim
ilarly, another participant asked about indicators that w

ould dem
on-

strate that R
om

a are undergoing a process of self-determ
ination.  A

n
answ

er to this question should include not only claim
s to that effect, but

also evidence of the choices the R
om

a m
ake on practical issues:  D

o they

The
 m

ain o
bje

ctive
 

o
f the

 R
o
m

a’s claim
 has

be
e
n to

 o
btain R

o
m

ani
natio

nal e
xiste

nce
 and to

have
 its vo

ice
 o

fficially
ackno

w
le

dge
d, w

ith 
stru

ctu
re

s se
t u

p fo
r

e
qu

al R
o
m

ani po
litical 

participatio
n, natio

nally
and inte

rnatio
nally.
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culties, since in E
urope there are as m

any as 2,500 R
om

ani organiza-
tions, few

 of w
hich are w

ell-structured.

T
he so-called “H

elsinki A
greem

ent” endorsed by the R
N

C
 presents a

different scenario.  T
he building blocks of the future R

om
ani represen-

tative body w
ould be provided by five categories of R

om
ani organiza-

tions:  1) international and experts’ organizations active at the national
and international level, such as the IR

U
; 2) international and experts’

organizations active at the grassroots, regional, and international levels,
such as the R

N
C

; 3) R
om

ani religious organizations like G
AT

IE
F; 40

4)
R

om
ani political organizations or parties active at national level; and 5)

independent national R
om

ani organizations or um
brellas of such orga-

nizations that are not part of the IR
U

, R
N

C
, or R

om
ani parties active

in specific areas such as hum
an rights, education, youth, culture, etc. 41

E
ach category of organizations w

ould choose its ow
n representatives

through elections, w
ith full respect for transparency of the process and

gender balance.  T
he total num

ber of R
om

ani representatives to this body
has been set at 150.  T

he building blocks are com
parable to parliam

entary
parties and the European R

om
a Forum

 can be com
pared to a parliam

ent.
T

he proposal also includes the establishm
ent of a board or executive com

-
m

ittee (up to 9 persons) and an advisory group of experts selected by the
board.  T

he entire structure w
ould be served by a sm

all secretariat.

In the view
 of the R

N
C

 representative, there has not previously been
legitim

ate representation of R
om

a in m
ost of the states.  W

here such
representation does exist, as in H

ungary, it w
as established as “top-

dow
n,” or state-sponsored, and not reflective of self-determ

ination.  T
he

R
N

C
 scenario, he said, attem

pts to restructure the new
 body aw

ay from
divisions of R

om
ani com

m
unities across borders to reflect instead the

transnational and E
uropean nature of the R

om
a.

T
he Finnish R

om
ani preventative presented an alternative view

 of the
com

position of the E
uropean R

om
a Forum

.  H
e cited the differences

am
ong various R

om
ani com

m
unities in E

urope regarding their position
in different countries, the levels of dem

ocratization and self-organization
of R

om
a in W

estern and E
astern Europe, and how

 they experience their
ow

n identity. T
hese differences have to be taken into consideration, she

said, and a com
prom

ise solution that w
ould satisfy those various com

-
m

unities m
ust be reached so that all could choose their ow

n representa-
tives to this body. 42
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T
he Finnish participant and the R

N
C

 representative introduced the
Finnish initiative. 37

T
he first speaker em

phasized that Finnish President
Tarja H

alonen form
erly chaired the R

om
a A

dvisory B
oard of Finland

and is therefore w
ell inform

ed on R
om

ani issues.  She know
s that every-

w
here R

om
a are politically m

arginalized and pow
erless.  H

er idea w
as to

create a special arrangem
ent that w

ould provide R
om

a w
ith effective

participation in public life at various levels, and not only as N
G

O
s.  H

er
initiative aim

ed at securing for the R
om

a a place w
ithin the decision-

m
aking process at the level of international organizations, from

 w
hich

they are presently excluded.  T
hus w

as born her idea to establish a con-
sultative assem

bly for R
om

a at the E
uropean level.

Such a body w
ould have an official m

andate, w
ork w

ith all internation-
al institutions, and provide R

om
a w

ith a voice in addressing all issues
related to them

.  W
hile there are currently plenty of international doc-

um
ents addressing R

om
ani concerns, the R

om
a have no institutional

instrum
ents at hand to use them

 effectively.  T
he R

om
ani leadership

approved this initiative and agreed to set up an exploratory group to w
ork

out the details at a sem
inar held in the Finnish Parliam

ent on O
ctober 21-

22, 2001.  A
fter several m

eetings of this group, 38
an initial agreem

ent w
as

reached on the com
position of the future pan-European body in H

elsinki
– the so-called H

elsinki A
greem

ent of M
arch 11-12, 2002.

T
he R

N
C

 representative presented a non-paper that w
as w

orked out by
the Finnish side and explained to the R

om
a at the M

arch m
eeting in

H
elsinki. 39

T
he m

ain topic of this docum
ent is a proposal on how

 to
set up this R

om
ani body.  T

his speaker stressed that the proposal reflects
the state’s view

.  From
 each country there w

ill be elected a certain num
-

ber of R
om

ani representatives; countries w
ith a larger R

om
ani com

m
u-

nity w
ould be entitled to m

ore seats.  For exam
ple, the R

om
ani com

-
m

unity in R
om

ania w
ould have five seats, w

hereas the com
m

unity in
Poland w

ould have only tw
o.

H
e called this proposal interesting but not realistic.  Since the process of

dem
ocratization in R

om
ani com

m
unities and organizations is rudim

en-
tary or non-existent, there are no conditions for carrying out such elec-
tions in a fully dem

ocratic m
anner.  T

herefore, follow
ing this request

w
ould only lead to chaos and endless conflict betw

een R
om

a and their
organizations.  Sim

ilarly, organizing conventions w
ould run into diffi-
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the above-m
entioned categories of R

om
ani representatives to the

m
eetings of the exploratory group and, on the other hand, encourag-

ing their participation in gatherings of the international R
om

ani
organizations.

A
s one of the participants noted, history itself altered the R

om
ani 

discourse. W
hat the R

om
ani leadership had sought in vain for a decade

w
as suddenly offered to them

 by the state, the side usually seen as against
them

. T
he R

om
ani leadership itself should have addressed R

om
ani self-

determ
ination and representation m

uch earlier.  B
ut this is just the begin-

ning of the “success story.” 45

For the m
ajority of the participants, President H

alonen’s initiative
m

arks a new
 beginning, opening the door for R

om
a’s inclusion into

E
uropean institutions and providing an opportunity to raise R

om
a’s

self-determ
ination at the E

uropean level.  In the absence of a R
om

ani
organization w

ith a m
andate to speak in the nam

e of all R
om

a at the
international level, the Finnish initiative offers both a representative
body and an official m

andate. T
his is a realization of the quest for

R
om

ani self-determ
ination. 46

Several speakers praised the Finnish authorities for the idea, w
hich

had been raised for a decade by som
e R

om
ani leaders and presented

at the highest E
uropean levels. A

s one of the participants em
phasized,

such a proposal presented by R
om

ani activists got no attention. B
ut

w
hen it cam

e from
 the President of a country, it w

as a different story
altogether.  T

he R
om

a should not forget, how
ever, that this initiative

m
ight as w

ell be nam
ed “M

iranda’s” (V
uolasranta from

 Finland) ini-
tiative, since she contributed m

uch to sensitize President H
alonen on

R
om

ani issues at the tim
e w

hen M
s. H

alonen chaired Finland’s R
om

a
A

dvisory B
oard.

C
O

N
C

L
U

S
IO

N
S

T
he Jadw

isin m
eeting is the second in a series of PE

R
-sponsored round-

tables, along w
ith the K

rakow
 m

eeting of 2001, called the R
om

ani
Political R

eflection Forum
.  Its form

ula – encouraging discussion that is
open and self-reflective, w

ell-focused, and touching upon difficult and
challenging questions – has proven to be successful.  T

he fact that m
any

participants cam
e w

ith w
ritten statem

ents or papers provides som
e m

ea-
sure of their involvem

ent in the subject m
atter.
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A
ccording to this speaker, a “national R

om
ani representation” already

exists in the form
 of various consultative or advisory bodies. R

om
ani

representatives to these bodies, w
ho are officially recognized and cur-

rently cooperate w
ith governm

ents, cannot be ignored or left out of the
structure.  She called special attention to the fact that the decision to
establish the E

uropean R
om

a Forum
 depends on the governm

ents’
com

m
itm

ent to it, and securing that is also R
om

a’s responsibility.

Sim
ilarly, another participant pointed out that E

U
 policy calls for

R
om

ani national organizations w
orking as partners w

ith governm
ents.

It requires that progress tow
ard dem

ocratization be accom
panied by

increasing roles for those organizations at the level of nation-states,
rather than a few

 international R
om

ani organizations active at the
E

uropean level.  U
nfortunately, in m

any countries these organizations
have no inform

ation on the Finnish initiative and are therefore not part
of the process.

Yet a different scenario for this body w
as elaborated by the A

dvisor on
R

om
a and Sinti Issues at the O

SC
E

.  B
ased on his overview

 of R
om

ani
organizations in E

urope, 43
he suggested a com

prom
ise solution com

-
bining delegations by consensus and election procedures.  A

ccording to
him

, the R
om

anian representatives and N
G

O
s expressed their readiness

to carry out such exercises of both, w
orking out a m

echanism
 for dele-

gation by consensus and also holding m
odel elections am

ong the R
om

a
at m

unicipal or district levels.  If successful, they m
ay provide suitable

m
odels for use at the national and international levels in setting up the

E
uropean R

om
a Forum

. 44

In his view
, this debate should be extended to local/national settings.

T
he question of how

 to establish legitim
ate representation to this body

from
 a country like R

om
ania, w

here the R
om

ani com
m

unity accounts
for m

ore than a m
illion people, is a serious and challenging question.

H
e called for extending consultations w

ithin R
om

ani com
m

unities,
stressing that a voice m

ust be given also to those w
ho are considered by

som
e leaders to be “bought,” i.e., those w

ho are state appointees or w
ork

in state adm
inistrations.  For now

, the representatives of the R
N

C
 and

IR
U

 have successfully influenced the debate, but the participation of the
R

om
ani M

Ps and R
om

ani representatives and/or officers serving at
state and local adm

inistration levels has been rather lim
ited. T

his
contributes to the m

isreading of the Finnish initiative am
ong the

R
om

ani com
m

unities in m
any states.  H

e suggested inviting m
ore of
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T
he debate in Jadw

isin revealed the follow
ing:

■
T

here w
as further consolidation of the assertion shared by m

ost par-
ticipants that R

om
a are a nation.  R

ealization of the Finnish pro-
posal has contributed to this notion in a significant w

ay.  T
he

H
alonen initiative em

erged at just the right tim
e, com

ing right after
the IR

U
 D

eclaration of N
ationhood and during the period w

hen
the R

om
ani leadership attem

pted seriously to debate the issue of
R

om
ani representation at the international level (K

rakow
 m

eeting).

■
T

he E
U

 enlargem
ent factor contributed to it as w

ell.  T
he R

om
ani

leadership had been concerned about how
 the R

om
ani population

w
ould be part of the integration processes that are currently under

deliberation in E
urope.  T

he debate proved that the R
om

a have
hopes of realizing a vision of a E

urope consisting of nations or
regions, am

ong w
hich the R

om
a w

ill be recognized and granted sta-
tus sim

ilar to that of other nations.

■
O

nly a few
 participants objected to these strong statem

ents.  In the
view

 of those few
, the R

om
a are a m

inority and not a nation.  For
them

, assertions of nationhood are utopian and unrealistic.

■
Tw

o opposing positions tow
ard a R

om
a nation w

ere identified.  T
he

“universalistic and voluntaristic” position perceives the R
om

a nation
as diverse and does not seek to forge a unitary nationhood.  It m

ay
be joined by any group that claim

 to be R
om

ani, for they are held
together by the com

m
on experience of anti-G

ypsy sentim
ent.  T

he
“inclusive and particularistic” position focuses on culture and seeks
to develop a codified language alongside renew

ed em
phasis on

shared 
traditions 

and 
values. 

 
Favoring 

a 
global 

definition 
of

R
om

ani identity, it is against internal fragm
entation and recogni-

tion of separate ethnic groups am
ong R

om
a.  Proponents of this

view
 place a higher em

phasis on unifying the culture than on fight-
ing anti-G

ypsyism
.

■
T

he question of the R
om

a as a nation has been central to the debate on
R

om
ani self-determ

ination.  N
ot surprisingly, the m

ajority of the partic-
ipants perceived R

om
a’s claim

s to self-determ
ination as legitim

ate and
valid, w

hether or not they are based on a foundation of nationhood.

■
R

om
ani participants perceived the concept of self-determ

ination as
ranging from

 an individual or basic hum
an right, through a group

or m
inority right, to the right of a people or nation.  U

ltim
ately,

despite these different positions, m
ost of them

 em
braced the con-

cept as relevant to their current efforts and a prom
ising guide to
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R
om

ani political m
obilization in the future.

■
T

he m
ain difference em

erged betw
een those w

ho m
aintain that the

self-determ
ination principle is the right of m

inorities and those w
ho

consider it the right of a people or a nation.  For the adherents of
the form

er position, the ultim
ate realization of this right is the

achievem
ent of cultural autonom

y w
ithin a nation-state.  T

hrough
it, the prospect of territorial autonom

y or self-governance in m
unic-

ipal or even regional levels has also been explored.  In the case of the
latter position, achieving a new

 status as a nation in E
urope has been

the ultim
ate aim

.  For the m
ajority of the participants, how

ever, the
option of secession or seeking a state has been deem

ed untenable
and unrealistic.

■
Irrespective of how

 the participants view
ed the concept of self-deter-

m
ination, they all see it as a question of R

om
ani participation in the

larger society.  T
here is consensus am

ong them
 that attaining som

e
form

 of cultural autonom
y w

ill assert their right to self-determ
ina-

tion as defined by equal participation.  For m
any participants, the

exam
ple of the H

ungarian R
om

a is a distorted version of cultural
autonom

y and not a positive m
odel.

■
T

he case of the H
ungarian R

om
a and the criticism

 of it are sym
p-

tom
atic of a larger dilem

m
a for the R

om
ani leadership:  how

 best to
seek integration and participation of R

om
a in the larger society?

Should R
om

a opt for civic or ethnic w
ays of participation?  For the

tim
e being, the R

om
ani leadership has no clear position on this and

efforts to provide answ
ers usually fall apart.

■
E

xploring the possibility of attaining territorial autonom
y, som

e
participants turned to the E

U
 policy and prom

oted the concepts of
decentralization, regionalization, and local self-governance.  T

hey see
it as a chance for full em

ancipation and as a w
ay to stop the state-

sponsored treatm
ent of R

om
a as objects of charity or paternalism

.
O

thers, how
ever, objected to it as too risky an option.  A

 proposal
to design R

om
ani territorial/adm

inistrative units w
as m

ade.

■
R

om
ani national self-determ

ination is view
ed in one of tw

o w
ays:

as an effort for em
ancipation by a nation, or as recognition of a new

political status for a R
om

a nation in E
urope.  In fact, how

ever, both
m

eanings w
ere intertw

ined.  T
he difference betw

een them
 lies in the

em
phasis som

e participants are prepared to place on em
ancipation

efforts as opposed to achieving som
e degree of self-organization or

political representation.  For som
e participants, therefore, the IR

U
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should also lead to a m
ore accurate understanding of the Finnish

initiative am
ong R

om
ani com

m
unities.

■
T

hroughout 
the 

m
eeting, 

it 
w

as 
evident 

that 
the 

so-called
“E

uropean” or “transnational” approach to the R
om

ani issue has
fostered claim

s to national self-determ
ination.  T

he R
om

ani leader-
ship seem

s to interpret the recom
m

endations and initiatives of the
international organizations as validating these claim

s.

■
PE

R
 plans a follow

-up to the Jadw
isin roundtable debate in w

hich
these conclusions w

ill be shared and discussed w
ith non-R

om
ani

politicians, law
m

akers, and experts.  Such a m
eeting w

ill attem
pt to

clarify the content of R
om

ani claim
s, their direction, political feasi-

bility and legitim
acy, along w

ith those of the international organi-
zations and w

ith som
e governm

ent view
s on the situation of the

R
om

a in E
urope.
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D
eclaration of N

ationhood has m
arked a new

 and historical open-
ing to em

ancipation.  For others, it is the Finnish initiative that best
encourages R

om
ani efforts at self-organization or the establishm

ent
of legitim

ate representation.

■
T

he historical association of national self-determ
ination w

ith terri-
torial claim

s has prom
pted participants to m

ake use of other con-
cepts such as “people” or “indigenous people.”  T

hese concepts are
deem

ed m
ore suitable, especially in light of positive exam

ples of
achievem

ents attained by indigenous peoples seeking recognition of
their rights and status at international and national levels.

■
Several participants cited the existing gap betw

een the discourse
level of R

om
ani elites and that of R

om
ani m

asses, and urged the
elite to express abstract ideas in m

ore concrete term
s.  A

 search for
evidence of a desire for self-determ

ination am
ong the m

asses should
include analysis of the everyday choices R

om
a m

ake on practical
issues that are related to their identity.

■
T

here 
w

as 
overall 

consensus 
am

ong 
participants 

that 
R

om
ani

national self-determ
ination is a reality.  T

he m
ain objective of the

R
om

a’s claim
 has been national and international acknow

ledgem
ent

of the existence of the R
om

a nation and voice, along w
ith structures

for equal political participation by R
om

a.  Territory is not a prereq-
uisite.

■
W

hile m
ost agreed that the Finnish initiative represents a significant

step tow
ard recognition, the content of the Finnish initiative – com

-
position and w

ays of setting up the body representing R
om

a in
E

urope – has been m
ost contentious.  T

he debate has been illustra-
tive of the ongoing pow

er struggle betw
een R

om
ani “international-

ists,” as represented by tw
o organizations, the R

N
C

 and IR
U

, and
“nationals,” activists representing a variety of national/local R

om
ani

organizations.  A
ccording to the “nationals,” the “internationalist”

scenario for setting up this body dim
inishes the role of existing

R
om

ani representation at the country level and privileges the tw
o

international organizations.

■
C

alls have been m
ade to launch a large-scale consultation on m

ech-
anism

s for delegating and electing representatives to this body.  T
he

input of the R
N

C
 and IR

U
 representatives needs to be m

atched by
participation from

 the R
om

ani M
Ps and R

om
ani representatives

and/or officers serving at state and local adm
inistration.  T

his
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as “states” (U
N

 C
harter, C

hapter II, M
em

bership, A
rticles 3, 4 and 5).

International law
 presum

es the existence of states, w
hich are already

constituted and recognized.  C
riteria for statehood, according to the

C
onvention on the R

ights and D
uties of States (1933), are:  a) perm

a-
nent population; b) defined territory; c) governm

ent; and d) capacity to
enter into relations w

ith other states.  T
he “perm

anent population” as
used here is identical w

ith the “nation.”  N
ationality refers therefore to

the country or state of w
hich a person is a citizen.  T

he perm
anent pop-

ulation of the state m
akes up a “national society.”  From

 the perspective
of international law

, it is less relevant how
 “national society” is com

-
posed from

 w
ithin (dom

inant m
ajority and various m

inorities). 50

T
he U

N
 docum

ents m
ake specific references w

ith regard to applying the
principle of self-determ

ination to the categories of non-self-governing ter-
ritories and indigenous people.  In the case of the form

er the U
N

 C
harter

envisaged, through the principle of self-determ
ination, that all territories in

subordinate position as m
andates, trusteeships, or colonies w

ould eventu-
ally becom

e sovereign (states) or part of existing sovereign states on the
basis of internal equality (self-governance) (A

rticles 73 and 74 of the U
N

C
harter).  In the context of de-colonization, the principle of territorial

integrity took prim
acy over “ethnic” self-determ

ination claim
s.  T

he terri-
torial boundaries of political units w

ere identical w
ith pre-independence

adm
inistrative boundaries, in conform

ity w
ith the principle of uti posside-

tis juris, and the “people” of non-self-governing territories w
ere considered

to com
prise the total population of the territories. 51

T
he V

ienna D
eclaration, w

hile endorsing and recognizing “the right of
people to take any legitim

ate action, in accordance w
ith the C

harter of
U

nited N
ations, to realize their inalienable right of self-determ

ina-
tion…

”  (A
rt. 2, Para. 2), did exclude the use of the right to self-deter-

m
ination as a basis for secession, as stated in A

rticle 2, Para. 3 (‘this shall
not be construed as authorizing or encouraging any action w

hich w
ould

dism
em

ber or im
pair, totally or in part, the territorial integrity or polit-

ical unity of sovereign and independent states…
’).

T
he notion of “indigenous people,” on the other hand, has an ethnic

rather than a territorial connotation.  T
hey are som

etim
es nam

ed the
“First N

ations” or “dependent nations,” and usually are part of existing
sovereign and independent states.  C

ontroversy over recognizing their
right to self-determ

ination w
ithin the U

N
 system

 relates to qualified or
unqualified rights under international law

.  In the case of the unquali-
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T
he P

rinciple of Self-D
eterm

ination:  T
he U

N
 Perspective

A
ndrzej M

irga

Project on E
thnic R

elations, Princeton, N
.J.

T
his D

iscussion Paper w
as distributed to the participants prior to the m

eeting.

T
he U

N
 C

harter reference to the principle of self-determ
ination

appears in C
hapter I, A

rticle 2, w
hich states: “To develop friendly rela-

tions am
ong nations based on respect for the principle of equal rights

and self-determ
ination of peoples, and to take other appropriate m

ea-
sures to strengthen universal peace.”

T
he 

U
N

 
C

harter 
notion 

of 
self-determ

ination 
draw

s 
on 

President
W

oodrow
 W

ilson’s Fourteen Points as delivered in his speech on January
8, 1918, and in particular on his rem

ark:  “It is that the w
orld be m

ade fit
and safe to live in; and particularly that it be m

ade safe for every peace-
loving nation w

hich, like our ow
n, w

ishes to live its ow
n life, determ

ine
its ow

n institutions, be assured of justice and fair dealing by other peo-
ples of the w

orld as against force and selfish aggression.  A
ll the people

of the w
orld are in effect partners in this interest…

”  A
nd further:  “A

n
evident principle runs through the w

hole program
 I have outlined.  It is

the principle of justice to all people and nationalities, and their right to
live on equal term

s of liberty and safety w
ith one another, w

hether they
be strong or w

eak.” 47

T
he principle of self-determ

ination w
as endorsed in tw

o U
N

 C
ovenants

on H
um

an R
ights adopted in 1966. 48

A
rticle N

o.1 in both C
ovenants

states:  “A
ll people have the right of self-determ

ination.  B
y virtue of that

right they freely determ
ine their political status, and freely pursue their

econom
ic, social and cultural developm

ent.”  It w
as later restated in the

V
ienna D

eclaration’s A
rticle N

o. 2. 49
T

his principle is best understood
in the context of other principles that form

 the U
N

 norm
ative basis of

international law
, that is, the principle of territorial integrity of states (it

has prim
acy), of sovereign equality of states, and of non-intervention in

internal affairs of other states (except ‘hum
anitarian’ interventions based

on resolutions of the Security C
ouncil).

M
ore im

portantly how
ever, the U

N
 norm

ative system
 uses the concept

of a “nation” or a “people” that is “political,” “voluntarist,” and “territo-
rial” (dem

os), as opposed to culturally defined or “ethnic” (ethnos).  T
he

subjects of international law
 are “nations” or “peoples,” but understood
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republics in accordance w
ith the principle of uti possidetisjuris,

that is, the new
 borders of political units m

ust be those that
previously existed as the borders of republics of an union or fed-
erative state.

In general, there is little support if any under international law
 for self-

determ
ination claim

s of separate ethnic, linguistic or religious groups exist-
ing w

ithin sovereign and independent states.  T
he right to secession is not

a right under international law
, and such claim

s are usually considered
invalid.  T

his is also the case w
hen ethnic groups call them

selves “nations”
or “people” or som

ething else and claim
 the right to self-determ

ination.

Still, as som
e scholars assert, one m

ajor confusion about the principle of
self-determ

ination is that w
hile it w

as based on the W
estern concept of

political nationhood, in other parts of the w
orld and in C

entral and
E

astern E
urope it w

as often interpreted as the right of culturally defined
nations to have their ow

n states (see the case of C
zechoslovakian

C
onstitutions since 1920 to 1992 and use of the self-determ

ination
principle).  In fact, the U

N
 docum

ents do not operate w
ith the concept

of “national self-determ
ination” but w

ith the notion of “equal rights and
self-determ

ination of people,” w
hereas those w

ho invoke this principle
usually fram

e it as “national self-determ
ination,” i.e., nation-states or

independence m
ovem

ents. 54

M
any observers or independent scholars perceive that the principle of

self-determ
ination, prom

oted by the U
N

 C
harter’s A

rticles 55 and 56,
obligates the international com

m
unity to enforce it above other princi-

ples such as the sanctity of existing borders.  T
hey are critical of efforts

to bridge the gap betw
een these tw

o principles w
ith com

prom
ise solu-

tions such as “lim
ited autonom

y,” as in the case of K
osovo.  Som

e even
consider the principle of self-determ

ination, if realized as “national
self-determ

ination,” to be basically anti-dem
ocratic and inevitably

leading to m
ilitary or bureaucratic “ethnic cleansing” of non-nationals

or ethnic m
inorities. 55

Since the U
N

 system
 operates w

ith the concept of “national society” or
“nation” as “dem

os” as opposed to “ethnos,” the national society there-
fore com

prises the population as a w
hole, that is, all groups and seg-

m
ents, including m

inorities.  T
he principle of self-determ

ination in the
case of independent states m

eans popular sovereignty that is essentially
dem

ocracy or dem
ocratic governance.  In the norm

ative system
 of the

U
N

, no reference is m
ade to the principle of self-determ

ination regard-
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fied right to self-determ
ination, each indigenous group should be rec-

ognized as a “people” that ultim
ately can claim

 the right to be an inde-
pendent state.  In essence, w

ithin the U
N

 system
, the indigenous peo-

ple have a right to “internal self-determ
ination,” that is, lim

ited auton-
om

y 
on 

ethnic 
grounds 

w
ithin 

existing 
sovereign 

states 
(see 

the
International Labor O

rganization C
onvention N

o. 169,1989 concern-
ing Indigenous and Tribal People; draft D

eclaration on the R
ights of

Indigenous People; V
ienna D

eclaration, A
rticle 20; also the position of

the U
.S. on indigenous people). 52

T
he U

N
 principle of self-determ

ination, as stated in its docum
ents, has

been often criticized for being poorly defined. 53
It has been interpreted

in various w
ays and used to m

ean different things for different people.
T

he claim
 is often m

ade that it does not adequately address such ques-
tions as:  W

ho are the people and w
hat do the people have a right to?

It m
ight m

ean popular sovereignty, that is, the right of people to choose
their governm

ent (internal dem
ocracy), freedom

 from
 external inter-

vention, or the right of people to have the state of their ow
n.  O

n the
other hand, “the people” itself m

ight m
ean nations or states, ethnic

groups as in the case of indigenous people, the entire population of
specified territories, etc.  W

hile this criticism
 m

ight be true, U
N

 prac-
tice provides som

e clarification.

R
egarding w

ho has the right to self-determ
ination and w

hat this right is
about, U

N
 practice proves the follow

ing:

A
)

Populations as a w
hole or nations (people) of existing states

have a right to an effective dem
ocratic system

 of governance in
w

hich all parts of population participate; they also have a right
to continue to rem

ain independent (not to be subjected to alien
rule);

B
)

Populations of non-self-governing or occupied territories have
a right to self-determ

ination, that is, to freely determ
ine their

political status.  B
eneficiary of this right is the population of the

territory as a w
hole.  It gives no right to a separate part of pop-

ulation to break out of the territory, that is, to secede;

C
)

Indigenous peoples have a right to internal self-determ
ination

and lim
ited autonom

y w
ithin existing sovereign states;

D
)

In the case of dissolution of larger union republics or federa-
tions, the right of self-determ

ination is applied to m
em

ber
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B
y virtue of that right, they m

ay negotiate their political status w
ithin

the fram
ew

ork of existing nation-states and are free to pursue their eco-
nom

ic, social, and cultural developm
ent.  Indigenous people, in exer-

cising their right of internal self-determ
ination, have the internal right

to autonom
y or self-governm

ent in m
atters relating to their local affairs,

including of m
em

bership, culture, language, religion, education, infor-
m

ation, m
edia, health, housing, em

ploym
ent, social w

elfare, m
ainte-

nance of com
m

unity safety, fam
ily relations, econom

ic activities, lands
and resources m

anagem
ent, environm

ent and entry by non-m
em

bers, as
w

ell as w
ays and m

eans for financing these autonom
ous functions.” 56

T
he concept of self-determ

ination, its m
eaning and application, has

evolved over tim
e.  It is therefore not surprising that new

 ideas have
em

erged outside the U
N

 system
.  A

 num
ber of institutions and organi-

zations are exploring this principle w
ith intent to enlarge its application.

M
ost of these efforts focus on elaborating international standards to pro-

vide this right also to “unrepresented nations or peoples,” “internal
nations,” or even m

inorities.  A
dvocates of those groups struggle for a

“qualified recognition of a right to internal self-determ
ination” that is for

som
e a form

 of self-governance or autonom
y w

ithin sovereign states. 57

H
ow

ever, som
etim

es autonom
y is provided w

ithin the fram
ew

ork of
m

inority rights, w
ithout reference to the self-determ

ination principle.
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A
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isin m
eeting:

D
ragoljub A

ckovic, Birth of Rom
a N

ation
N

icoleta B
itu, An Inventory of C

rucial Points
N

adia D
em

eter, U
ntitled paper

N
icolae G

heorghe, T
he Stage of the D

ebates on the Proposal for Setting up a
Rom

a Representative Body at Pan-European Level (the H
alonen Initiative)

C
iprian N

ecula, T
he Legitim

acy of the Rom
a Representation. T

he N
ation and 

the Self-D
eterm

ination of Rom
a People

B
ela Lakatos, U

ntitled paper
Stanislaw

 Stankiew
icz, Europako Forum

 Rom
ano (Propozycja ke C

E)
Ivan V

esely, C
ontribution to D

iscussion on Rom
a Em

ancipation
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ing m
inorities w

ithin the state.  International hum
an rights instrum

ents
of the U

N
, how

ever, (U
niversal D

eclaration, C
ovenant on C

ivil and
Political R

ights, D
eclaration on the R

ights of Persons B
elonging to

N
ational or E

thnic, R
eligious or Linguistic M

inorities and others),
assert a set of tasks and obligation to the state, and on other hand, a set
of rights to m

em
bers of m

inorities that aim
 at appropriate accom

m
oda-

tion of m
inorities w

ithin the “national society.”

T
he state is obliged to protect m

inorities w
ithin its territory and provide

conditions 
for 

continuation 
and 

developm
ent 

of 
their 

identities.
Providing m

inorities w
ith organizational, legal, and adm

inistrative struc-
tures that w

ould guarantee full and equal participation in the social and
political life of a national society is a crucial but difficult task.  T

he m
ajor-

ity feels the threat of the alleged m
inority’s inclination to secede, and on

the other hand, the m
inority feels the burden of second-class citizenship.

T
his m

akes finding a proper balance betw
een the state’s integrity and

social cohesion and the dem
ands of m

inorities even m
ore difficult.

N
or does international law

 provide norm
ative solutions to the question

of how
 to accom

m
odate m

inorities w
ithin sovereign and independent

states.  H
ere one can explore various existing arrangem

ents or good
practices developed in som

e countries such as a consociational dem
oc-

racy or executive pow
er-sharing and self-adm

inistration for each m
ajor

national or ethnic group, or territorial sub-division or various form
s of

m
inority local self-governm

ent.  T
hose form

s can include federalism
,

autonom
y (territorial), regional and m

unicipal local governm
ent and

other (cultural autonom
y).  M

ost of these form
s im

ply decentralization
and devolution of state pow

er.

In the m
ost general sense, the right of self-determ

ination m
eans the pow

er
of nations or people to determ

ine their ow
n international status, that is,

to becom
e a state.  E

xisting states and nations or peoples hold this right.
W

ith the exception of the post-colonial territories and recently of indige-
nous people, various sub-state groups do not posses that right but only
claim

 it.  U
ltim

ately, how
ever, those groups w

ho claim
 a legitim

acy (his-
torical or otherw

ise) and are determ
ined to secede through m

ilitary or vio-
lent m

eans m
ight succeed in establishing new

 states.

W
ithin the U

N
 system

, m
ore states are ready to support so-called

“internal self-determ
ination” in relation to indigenous people.  T

he
position of the U

.S. N
ational Security C

ouncil in this regard is as fol-
low

s:  “Indigenous people have a right of internal self-determ
ination.
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for com
m

ents. M
ost participants of the Jadw

isin m
eeting received this docum

ent
prior to the m

eeting.

19
A

. M
irga, Rom

a and the Q
uestion of Self-determ

ination: Fiction and Reality, a discussion
paper prepared for the Jadw

isin m
eeting, A

pril 15-16, 2002, PE
R

, Princeton, N
.J.

20
A

. M
irga, T

he Principle of Self-D
eterm

ination: T
he U

N
 Perspective, a discussion

paper prepared for the Jadw
isin m

eeting, A
pril 15-16, 2002, PE

R
, Princeton, N

.J.

21
T

he consultations started w
ith a sem

inar “R
om

a Participation in E
urope” organized

by the Finns and held in the Finnish Parliam
ent on O

ctober 22, 2001. Since then,
a num

ber of m
eetings have been organized by the Finnish authorities w

ith the sup-
port of the C

ouncil of E
urope. T

he consultations w
ill end in Septem

ber of this year. 

22
B

. H
aliti, Exodus of the R

om
any from

 the O
riginal H

om
eland, Establishing Tasks and

C
ontacts w

ith the M
other C

ountry and Recognition of R
om

any as a H
istorical,

Linguistic and N
ational M

inority, a 20-page docum
ent w

ithout date or other refer-
ences.

23
O

n the so-called H
ungarian status law

, see for exam
ple, a paper outlining the posi-

tion of the H
ungarian G

overnm
ent in relation to the act on H

ungarians living in
neighboring countries, European C

om
m

ission
For D

em
ocracy T

hrough Law
(V

enice
C

om
m

ission), C
D

L(2001)80, Strasbourg 2001.

24
M

ore on the position of the R
N

C
 on this subject can be found in the PE

R
 report,

Leadership,Representation and the Status of the Rom
a, Princeton, N

.J., 2001, pp. 38-43.

25
M

ore in C
. N

ecula, T
he Legitim

acy of the Rom
a Representation: T

he N
ation and the Self-

D
eterm

ination ofRom
a People, a paper prepared for this m

eeting.  N
o other references.

26
M

ore on this topic in N
. B

itu, A
n Inventory of C

rucial Points, a paper prepared for
this m

eeting, R
om

ani C
R

ISS, B
ucharest, A

pril 2002.

27
See m

ore in B
. Lakatos’ w

ritten statem
ent prepared for this m

eeting.  N
o title or

other references.

28
M

ore in N
. D

em
eter’s statem

ent prepared for this m
eeting.  N

o title or other references.

29
V

arious aspects of the R
om

ani leadership legitim
acy and roles w

ere extensively dis-
cussed at the previous PE

R
 m

eeting.  See Leadership, Representation and the Status
of the R

om
a, op.cit., pp. 11-32. 

30
M

ore in I. V
esely, C

ontribution to the D
iscussion on R

om
a Em

ancipation, a paper pre-
pared for this m

eeting.  N
o additional references.

31
O

p. cit.

32
M

ore on the topic in D
. A

ckovic, B
irth of R

om
a N
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m

eeting, B
elgrade.  N

o additional references.

33
M

ore on this issue in S. Stankiew
icz, Europako Forum

 R
om

ano (propozycja ke C
E

(European R
om

a
Forum

 Proposal to the C
ouncil of Europe), a paper prepared for this

m
eeting, in R

om
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o additional references.

34
For m

ore see I. V
esely, op .cit. 
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M

ore on this issue in the PE
R

 report, Leadership, Representation and the Status of the
R

om
a, op.cit.,pp. 33-41.
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O

p. cit.
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For m

ore on this topic see the PE
R

 R
eport, Self-G

overnm
ent in H

ungary: T
he

G
ypsy/R

om
aniE

xperience and Prospects for the Future, Princeton, N
.J. 1997.

2
T

he IR
U

 D
eclaration ‘W

e, the R
om

a N
ation, H

ave a D
ream

” w
as extensively dis-

cussed at the PE
R

 K
rakow

 m
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arch 9-10, 2001; see the PE
R

 report,
Leadership, Representation and the Status of the R

om
a, Princeton, N

.J. 2001.
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R
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he R
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 Policy Paper,
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.J. 1997.

5
“T

he R
om
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a R
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European R
om
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o. 4, 2001, p. 18.
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7
Report on the C
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SC
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IH
R

, W
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O

SC
E
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udko K
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Status Regulation through Self-D
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N

C
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O
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om
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U
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ade to this docum
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ovem
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om
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R
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om

a R
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enter, N

o. 4, 2000, pp. 67-69.
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found at http://w
w

w
.unhchr.ch/htm
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any Politics,” in
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the E
uropean level.  T

he non-paper also defined tw
o kinds of R

om
ani constituen-

cies:  R
om

ani com
m

unities from
 w

hich the m
ajority of delegates have to be chosen,

w
ithout governm

ent interference; and R
om

ani organizations active at the E
uropean

level such as the IR
U

 and R
N

C
.  T

hese tw
o organizations w

ould have either a right
to perm

anent and extensive observer status or to nom
inate a certain agreed-upon

num
ber of delegates on their ow

n.  In addition, various observer status in this body
w

ould have international nongovernm
ental organizations prom

oting the rights of
R

om
a, N

G
O

s, parliam
entary assem

blies of C
oE

, O
SC

E
 and E

U
 and som

e govern-
m

ents (acting presidents of international institutions on rotational basis).

A
s regards the num

ber of delegates from
 countries, the non-paper distinguished

betw
een those in w

hich the R
om

ani com
m

unity is very large (5 seats), large (4), sig-
nificant (3) and other (2).  O

ut of 43 m
em

ber states of the C
oE

, 35 have R
om

ani
populations; therefore, the future R

om
ani body can reach 114 seats plus seats that

w
ould be assigned to the IR

U
 and R

N
C

.

T
he issue of the representativity of this body and w

ays to ensure it has been a focal
point of the ‘non-paper’ proposal.  T

he procedural issue w
as also raised in the draft

of the Parliam
entary A

ssem
bly recom

m
endation, “Legal Situation of the R

om
a in

E
urope.”  It required having a E

uropean R
om

a C
onsultative Forum

 “dem
ocratical-

ly established.”  T
here has been, how

ever, an obvious discrepancy betw
een the

Finnish perspective aim
ing to provide R

om
a w

ith a representative body and the
R

ecom
m

endation’s form
ula that seeks to establish a consultative body.  T

he Finnish
scenario for setting up the body has been contested by the m

ajority of R
om

ani lead-
ers and activists.  For som

e m
em

bers of the exploratory group, the Finnish propos-
al exposed the basic dilem

m
a of the w

hole initiative – should this body be “consul-
tative” or “representative”?  A

 consultative body does not need to be necessarily rep-
resentative.  O

n the other hand, a representative body, if established through elec-
tion, assum

es m
uch m

ore legitim
acy and pow

er to take decisions and act on its ow
n

as a legal body.  It w
ould, how

ever, require a legal basis.  E
stablishing such a repre-

sentative body at the level of E
urope, that is transnationally, inevitably raises the dif-

ficult question of R
om

a citizenship and state sovereignty.  H
aving this body con-

sultative leaves m
uch room

 for various w
ays of designating m

em
bership (by elec-

tion, delegation, nom
ination, com

petition, etc.), w
hereas a representative body

w
ould have to follow

 election procedures.  Furtherm
ore, a consultative body does

not underm
ine the legitim

acy of various existing structures of R
om

ani representa-
tion, w

hereas a representative body, if assum
ing an exclusive role in negotiations and

consultations, m
ight.  (For m

ore see A
. M

irga, Som
e Rem

arks on the W
ays to Establish

a Pan-European R
om

ani A
dvisory B

ody, a paper presented at the exploratory group
m

eeting in H
elsinki, Finland, M

arch 9-12, 2002.
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G

AT
IE

F – G
ypsies and Travelers International Evangelical Fellow

ship organization,
established in 1994 in France.

41
T

he H
elsinki A

greem
ent’s building blocks w

ere originally described in detail in N
.

G
heorghe, C

hart ofR
om

ani O
rganizations, a docum

ent prepared for the m
eeting of

the exploratory group for a pan-E
uropean R

om
a A

dvisory B
ody, M

arch 11-12,
2002, H

elsinki, Finland.
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In a later docum

ent, she developed an alternative proposal.  In her view
, the core of

this body should consist of R
om

ani representatives selected nationally in given
countries (80-100 representatives), and international R

om
ani organizations (IR

U
,

R
N

C
, G

AT
IE

F) should have 2-4 seats in it.  In selecting “national” R
om

ani dele-
gates to the E

uropean R
om

a Forum
 she opted for election, along the lines of the

Finnish m
odel of establishing the R

om
a A

dvisory B
oard.  (R

om
ani organizations

44

37
T

he A
dvisor on R

om
a and Sinti Issues distributed also his docum

ent, a com
pilation

of 
various 

docum
ents 

and 
m

inutes 
from

 
debates 

that 
w

ere 
held 

w
ithin 

the
exploratory group:T

he Stages of the D
ebates on the Proposal for Setting U

p a R
om

a
Representative B

ody at Pan-European
Level (H

alonen Initiative),
Inform

al briefing
drafted by the O

D
IH

R
 C

PR
SI, W

arsaw
, A

pril 16, 2002.
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B

y O
ctober 2001, the Finnish M

inistry of Foreign A
ffairs, supported by the Finnish

Parliam
ent and the C

ouncil of E
urope’s D

irectorate G
eneral of Social C

ohesion,
secured enough acceptance am

ong R
om

ani leaders for the initiative to conclude
w

ith the establishm
ent of an exploratory group for further elaboration. Since then,

the exploratory group held several w
orking sessions, either in H

elsinki or in
Strasbourg (in D

ecem
ber 2001 and in February and M

arch 2002). In the m
ean-

tim
e, the C

om
m

ittee on Legal A
ffairs and H

um
an R

ights of the C
ouncil of E

urope’s
Parliam

entary A
ssem

bly began its w
ork and consultations for adoption of a new

report and recom
m

endation on the legal situation of the R
om

a in E
urope.  In its

drafts, the C
om

m
ittee fully supported setting up a E

uropean consultative forum
 for

R
om

a.  B
y the M

arch 2002 m
eeting of the exploratory group, a tentative nam

e for
this body, the “R

om
a A

dvisory Forum
,” had been adopted.  T

his nam
e w

as later
changed to the “E

uropean R
om

a Forum
.”  T

hroughout this period, the explorato-
ry group debated various aspects of setting up the E

uropean R
om

a Forum
:  aim

s
and objectives, size, com

position and representative nature, functions and w
orking

m
ethods, institutional links and funding.

E
laborating further on the H

alonen initiative, the Finnish side set forth its m
ajor

objective – the establishm
ent of a European R

om
ani representative body that w

ould
be com

posed of R
om

a, selected by the R
om

a and w
orking for the R

om
a.  It should

m
ainly be concerned w

ith articulating view
s representative of the R

om
a.  It should not

be m
istaken for a R

om
ani civil society or in com

petition w
ith it, nor should it be seen

as an um
brella for it.  T

he representative body should be officially set up under the
auspices of an international organization so as to provide official input into decision-
m

aking processes.  T
he body m

ust be given pow
ers to m

ake recom
m

endations or ini-
tiatives and to report to an appropriate international organization, and should be con-
sulted on standard-setting and program

m
atic m

easures on the European level that
affect the R

om
ani m

inorities. It should not be seen as an alternative or com
peting

avenue for participation in decision-m
aking at the national or local levels.  M

odalities
that are neutral and enjoy legitim

acy in the view
 of the R

om
a as w

ell as governm
ents

need to be developed for the selection of R
om

ani representatives.  For m
ore on this

topic, see A
.M

. N
yroos, Participation in D

ecision-M
aking: A

 Pan-European Represen-
tative B

ody for Rom
a, a paper presented at the Finnish Parliam

ent H
ouse sem

inar on
R

om
a Participation in Europe, H

elsinki, Finland, O
ctober 22, 2001.
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T

he subject m
atter w

as raised in the exploratory group chair’s non-paper at the
M

arch m
eeting of the group (N

on-Paper/5.3.2002).  T
he Finnish M

P envisioned
setting up this body in a w

ay that w
ould be representative and reflect the relative

size of R
om

ani constituencies in different E
uropean countries.  In his proposal he

refrained from
 advocating an individual balloting procedure, deem

ing it problem
-

atic in the case of ethnic m
inorities (for exam

ple, ethnic registration is forbidden by
law

 in m
any countries).  Instead, he suggested organized conventions of R

om
ani

N
G

O
s in each country for the nom

ination of delegates to this body.  T
he nom

ina-
tions of delegates w

ould preferably be accom
plished by general agreem

ent betw
een

the N
G

O
s.  In case no agreem

ent can be reached, the convention could resort to
voting.  M

odel rules of procedures for doing so w
ould be elaborated in advance at
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M

ore in:  H
. H

annum
, A

utonom
y, Sovereignty, and Self-D

eterm
ination, R

evised
E

dition, U
niversity of Pennsylvania Press, 1996, C

hapter 5, “Indigenous R
ights,”

pp. 74-106.
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See 

for 
exam

ple, 
A

. 
R

oberts, 
“B

eyond 
the 

Flaw
ed 

Principle 
of 

N
ational 

Self-
D

eterm
ination,” 

in 
People,

N
ation 

and 
State. 

 
T

he 
M

eaning 
of 

Ethnicity 
and

N
ationalism

, ed. by E
. M

ortim
er w

ith R
. Fine.  I.B

. Tauris Publisher, 1999, pp. 77-106.
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For m

ore on this topic see B
. Slattery, T

he Paradoxes of N
ational Self-D

eterm
ination, 1995.

55
R

. M
. H

ayden, Yugoslavia: “W
here Self-D

eterm
ination M

eets E
thnic C

leansing,”
in N

ew
 PerspectivesQ

uarterly, V. 9, (Fall), pp. 41-46.
56

U
.S. N

ational Security C
ouncil, position on Indigenous People (January 18, 2001),

U
niversity of M

innesota, H
um

an R
ights Library.
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For 

m
ore 

on 
this 

topic, 
see 

Y.N
. 

K
ly 

and 
D

. 
K

ly, 
“T

he 
R

ight 
to 

Self-
D

eterm
ination,” C

ollected Papers and Proceedings of the First International C
onference

on the R
ight to Self-D

eterm
ination and the U

nited
N

ations, G
eneva 2000.  See also,

am
ong 

others, 
activities 

of 
the 

U
N

PO
 

(U
nrepresented 

N
ations 

and 
Peoples

O
rganization) based in T

he H
ague claim

ing nearly 50 m
em

bers w
orldw

ide or the
Lichtenstein Institute on Self-D

eterm
ination, based in Princeton, N

.J.
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w
ould choose their candidates from

 am
ong their m

em
bers by internal elections or

decisions of their boards, the m
inistry responsible for R

om
ani affairs w

ould w
ork as

facilitator and guarantor of the fairness of the process, and finally those selected
w

ould be officially appointed as representatives by governm
ents.)  For m

ore on this,
see M

. V
uolasranta, European R

om
a Forum

. Proposal/A
lternative M

odel of C
om

posi-
tion, Selection and Size ofER

F,M
ay 22, 2002.  N

o additional references.

43
N

. G
heorghe, C

hart of R
om

ani O
rganizations, a docum

ent prepared for the m
eet-

ing of the exploratory group m
eeting in H

elsinki, M
arch 11-12, 2002.
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T

he Stage of the D
ebates on the Proposal for Setting U

p a R
om

a Representative B
ody at

Pan-European
Level (the H

alonen Initiative), op. cit .
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In M
ay 2002 at another session of the exploratory group in Strasbourg som

e addi-
tional com

prom
ise solutions w

ere w
orked out:  T

he num
ber of seats for the IR

U
and the R

N
C

 in this body dropped to 15 for each organization.  It w
as agreed that

the R
om

ani political parties w
hich have elected representation at local and nation-

al levels and/or are elected from
 m

ainstream
 parties w

ould be entitled to delegate
one representative each to the body.  A

lso, the R
om

ani ‘national’ representation
w

ould consist of tw
o delegates from

 each m
em

ber state of the C
oE

, w
ith the

R
om

ani com
m

unity representing R
om

ani national nongovernm
ental organizations

or um
brella N

G
O

s.  T
here w

ill be one m
ore m

eeting to conclude the w
ork of the

exploratory group.
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T

he IR
U

 position has changed since the so-called “H
elsinki A

greem
ent” has been

reached.  C
learly, concerns that setting up a new

 representative body for R
om

a
w

ould inevitably underm
ine the IR

U
 claim

 to be the political representation of a
proclaim

ed R
om

a nation w
ere the cornerstone for its initial reservations about the

Finnish initiative.  R
esponding to that challenge, the IR

U
 proposed to seek the

good w
ill and resources of the Finnish authorities in helping R

om
a organize them

-
selves in a different w

ay, by accepting the IR
U

 fram
ew

ork and helping to elect a
“constitutional body of a R

om
a nation” as proposed by the IR

U
 Parliam

ent
R

esolution adopted at its Skopje session (2002).  T
he IR

U
-proposed “constitution-

al body” obviously differs essentially from
 w

hat the Finnish initiative intends to set
up.  It is interesting that the IR

U
 has opted for election as a procedure in establish-

ing R
om

ani representation.
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T

he Fourteen Points, contained in the A
ddress of the President of the U

nited States
D

elivered at a Joint Session of the Tw
o H

ouses of C
ongress, January 8, 1918.  Papers

Relating to the Foreign
Relations of the U

nited States, 1918, Supplem
ent 1, T

he W
orld

W
ar, W

ashington, D
.C

. U
S G

overnm
ent Printing O

ffice, 1933, vol. 1, pp. 12-15.
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International C

ovenant on Econom
ic, Social and C

ultural R
ightsand the International

C
ovenant on C

ivil and Political R
ights.  B

oth w
ere adopted on D

ecem
ber 16, 1966.
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T

he U
N

 organized the W
orld C

onference on H
um

an R
ights in V

ienna (1993)
resulting in the D

eclaration and Program
m

e of A
ction.
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For m

ore on this issue, see A
. E

ide, “Territorial Integrity of States, M
inority

Protection, and G
uarantees for A

utonom
y A

rrangem
ents:  A

pproaches and R
oles of

the U
nited N

ations,” in Local Self-G
overnm

ent, Territorial Integrity and Protection of
M

inorities, Proceedings of the U
niD

em
 Sem

inar, Lausanne, A
pril 25-27, 1996,

C
ouncil of E

urope C
ollection, Science and technique of dem

ocracy, N
o. 16, 1996,

pp. 273-303.
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