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CAHROM (2013)21 Add.2
Strasbourg, 29 November 2013


AD HOC COMMITTEE OF EXPERTS ON ROMA ISSUES[footnoteRef:1] (CAHROM) [1:  The term “Roma” used at the Council of Europe refers to Roma, Sinti, Kale and related groups in Europe, including Travellers and the Eastern groups (Dom and Lom), and covers the wide diversity of the groups concerned, including persons who identify themselves as Gypsies.] 

__________

ADDENDUM 2 TO THE THEMATIC REPORT ON COMBATING ANTI-GYPSYISM,
HATE SPEECH AND HATE CRIME AGAINST ROMA

__________


EUROPEAN AND INTERNATIONAL STANDARDS AND REFERENCE TEXTS[footnoteRef:2] [2:  This addendum includes European and international standards and reference texts, as well as documents used to prepare the thematic report or presented during the thematic visit.] 


__________



COUNCIL OF EUROPE STANDARDS AND REFERENCE TEXTS

· Recommendation No.R(97) 20 of the Committee of Ministers to member states on hate speech (and explanatory memorandum)



· Recommendation CM/Rec(2008)5 of the Committee of Ministers to member states on policies for Roma and/or Travellers in Europe



· Declaration of the Committee of Ministers on the Rise of Anti-Gypsyism and Racist Violence against Roma in Europe



· ECRI General Policy Recommendations No. 7 on national legislation to combat racism and racial discrimination
http://www.coe.int/t/dghl/monitoring/ecri/activities/GPR/EN/Recommendation_N7/ecri03-8%20recommendation%20nr%207.pdf

· ECRI General Policy Recommendation No. 11 on combatingracism and racial discrimination in policing
http://www.coe.int/t/dghl/monitoring/ecri/activities/GPR/EN/Recommendation_N10/eng-recommendation%20nr%2010.pdf 

· ECRI General Policy Recommendation No. 13 on combating anti-Gypsyism and discrimination against Roma
http://www.coe.int/t/dghl/monitoring/ecri/activities/GPR/EN/Recommendation_N13/e-RPG%2013%20-%20A4.pdf 

· Country-monitoring by the Commissioner for Human Rights
http://www.coe.int/en/web/commissioner/country-report 

· Council of Europe glossary on Roma-related terminology (anti-Gypsyism on page 12) 




EUROPEAN UNION STANDARDS AND REFERENCE TEXTS

· EU Council Directive 2000/43/EC of 29 June 2000 implementing the principle of equal treatment between persons irrespective of racial or ethnic origin
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:32000L0043:en:HTML 

· European Parliament Resolution on the situation of the Roma in the European Union (28 April 2005) (referring to anti-Gypsyism/Romaphobia)
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=TA&reference=P6-TA-2005-0151&language=EN 

· FRA EU-MIDIS survey: Data in Focus Report: The Roma
http://fra.europa.eu/sites/default/files/fra_uploads/413-EU-MIDIS_ROMA_EN.pdf 


OSCE

· OSCE Action Plan on Improving the Situation of Roma and Sinti in the OSCE Area
http://www.osce.org/odihr/17554 

· 2008 Status Report on the Implementation of the OSCE Action Plan
http://www.osce.org/odihr/33500?download=true 

· 2013 Status Report on the Implementation of the OSCE Action Plan




ERTF AND OTHER NGOS REFERENCE DOCUMENT

· ERTF, ENAR and ERGO joint call for immediate (re)action to stop the escalation of violence against the Roma
http://www.ertf.org/images/Press_Releases/2013/Call_for_Reaction_06082013_EN_F.pdf 


NATIONAL REFERENCE DOCUMENTS

· Hungarian PowerPoint presentations submitted by Hungary

 TÁRKI research on the discrimination situation of Roma in Hungary (English)

Presentation by Anna Orsós (in Hungarian)

· Powerpoint presentation on OSCAD submitted by Italy


· Report of the Stockholm Round Table on anti-Gypsyism in Europe  (12 April 2013) submitted by Sweden



· Report of the Oslo Conference on “Right-wing Extremism and Hate Crime: Minorities under Pressure in Europe and Beyond” (14-15 May 2013) submitted by Norway
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[bookmark: _GoBack]Recommendation No.R(97) 20 of the Committee of Ministers to member states on hate speech

(Adopted by the Committee of Ministers on 30 October 1997, 20 February 2008 at the 1018th meeting of the Ministers’ Deputies)

The Committee of Ministers, under the terms of Article 15.b of the Statute of the Council of Europe, 

Considering that the aim of the Council of Europe is to achieve a greater unity between its members, particularly for the purpose of safeguarding and realising the ideals and principles which are their common heritage; 

Recalling the Declaration of the Heads of State and Government of the member states of the Council of Europe, adopted in Vienna on 9 October 1993; 

Recalling that the Vienna Declaration highlighted grave concern about the present resurgence of racism, xenophobia and antisemitism and the development of a climate of intolerance, and contained an undertaking to combat all ideologies, policies and practices constituting an incitement to racial hatred, violence and discrimination, as well as any action or language likely to strengthen fears and tensions between groups from different racial, ethnic, national, religious or social backgrounds; 

Reaffirming its profound attachment to freedom of expression and information as expressed in the Declaration on the Freedom of Expression and Information of 29 April 1982; 

Condemning, in line with the Vienna Declaration and the Declaration on Media in a Democratic Society, adopted at the 4th European Ministerial Conference on Mass Media Policy (Prague, 7-8 December 1994), all forms of expression which incite to racial hatred, xenophobia, antisemitism and all forms of intolerance, since they undermine democratic security, cultural cohesion and pluralism; 

Noting that such forms of expression may have a greater and more damaging impact when disseminated through the media; 

Believing that the need to combat such forms of expression is even more urgent in situations of tension and in times of war and other forms of armed conflict; 

Believing that it is necessary to lay down guidelines for the governments of the member states on how to address these forms of expression, while recognising that most media cannot be blamed for such forms of expression; 

Bearing in mind Article 7, paragraph 1, of the European Convention on Transfrontier Television and the case-law of the organs of the European Convention on Human Rights under Articles 10 and 17 of the latter Convention; 

Having regard to the United Nations Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination and Resolution (68) 30 of the Committee of Ministers on Measures to be taken against incitement to racial, national and religious hatred; 

Noting that not all member states have signed and ratified this Convention and implemented it by means of national legislation; 

Aware of the need to reconcile the fight against racism and intolerance with the need to protect freedom of expression so as to avoid the risk of undermining democracy on the grounds of defending it; 

Aware also of the need to respect fully the editorial independence and autonomy of the media, 

Recommends that the governments of member states: 

1. take appropriate steps to combat hate speech on the basis of the principles laid down in this recommendation; 

2. ensure that such steps form part of a comprehensive approach to the phenomenon, which also targets its social, economic, political, cultural and other root causes; 

3. where they have not done so, sign, ratify and effectively implement in national law the United Nations Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination, in accordance with Resolution (68) 30 of the Committee of Ministers on Measures to be taken against incitement to racial, national and religious hatred; 

4. review their domestic legislation and practice in order to ensure that they comply with the principles set out in the appendix to this recommendation. 

Appendix to Recommendation No. R (97) 20 

Scope 

The principles set out hereafter apply to hate speech, in particular hate speech disseminated through the media. 

For the purposes of the application of these principles, the term "hate speech" shall be understood as covering all forms of expression which spread, incite, promote or justify racial hatred, xenophobia, antisemitism or other forms of hatred based on intolerance, including: intolerance expressed by aggressive nationalism and ethnocentrism, discrimination and hostility against minorities, migrants and people of immigrant origin. 

Principle 1 

The governments of the member states, public authorities and public institutions at the national, regional and local levels, as well as officials, have a special responsibility to refrain from statements, in particular to the media, which may reasonably be understood as hate speech, or as speech likely to produce the effect of legitimising, spreading or promoting racial hatred, xenophobia, antisemitism or other forms of discrimination or hatred based on intolerance. Such statements should be prohibited and publicly disavowed whenever they occur. 

Principle 2 

The governments of the member states should establish or maintain a sound legal framework consisting of civil, criminal and administrative law provisions on hate speech which enable administrative and judicial authorities to reconcile in each case respect for freedom of expression with respect for human dignity and the protection of the reputation or the rights of others. 

To this end, governments of member states should examine ways and means to: 

- stimulate and co-ordinate research on the effectiveness of existing legislation and legal practice; 

- review the existing legal framework in order to ensure that it applies in an adequate manner to the various new media and communications services and networks; 

- develop a co-ordinated prosecution policy based on national guidelines respecting the principles set out in this recommendation; 

- add community service orders to the range of possible penal sanctions; 

- enhance the possibilities to combat hate speech through civil law, for example by allowing interested non-governmental organisations to bring civil law actions, providing for compensation for victims of hate speech and providing for the possibility of court orders allowing victims a right of reply or ordering retraction; 

- provide the public and media professionals with information on legal provisions which apply to hate speech. 

Principle 3 

The governments of the member states should ensure that in the legal framework referred to in Principle 2 interferences with freedom of expression are narrowly circumscribed and applied in a lawful and non-arbitrary manner on the basis of objective criteria. Moreover, in accordance with the fundamental requirement of the rule of law, any limitation of or interference with freedom of expression must be subject to independent judicial control. This requirement is particularly important in cases where freedom of expression must be reconciled with respect for human dignity and the protection of the reputation or the rights of others. 

Principle 4 

National law and practice should allow the courts to bear in mind that specific instances of hate speech may be so insulting to individuals or groups as not to enjoy the level of protection afforded by Article 10 of the European Convention on Human Rights to other forms of expression. This is the case where hate speech is aimed at the destruction of the rights and freedoms laid down in the Convention or at their limitation to a greater extent than provided therein. 

Principle 5 

National law and practice should allow the competent prosecution authorities to give special attention, as far as their discretion permits, to cases involving hate speech. In this regard, these authorities should, in particular, give careful consideration to the suspect's right to freedom of expression given that the imposition of criminal sanctions generally constitutes a serious interference with that freedom. The competent courts should, when imposing criminal sanctions on persons convicted of hate speech offences, ensure strict respect for the principle of proportionality. 

Principle 6 

National law and practice in the area of hate speech should take due account of the role of the media in communicating information and ideas which expose, analyse and explain specific instances of hate speech and the underlying phenomenon in general as well as the right of the public to receive such information and ideas. 

To this end, national law and practice should distinguish clearly between the responsibility of the author of expressions of hate speech on the one hand and any responsibility of the media and media professionals contributing to their dissemination as part of their mission to communicate information and ideas on matters of public interest on the other hand. 

Principle 7 

In furtherance of principle 6, national law and practice should take account of the fact that: 

- reporting on racism, xenophobia, antisemitism or other forms of intolerance is fully protected by Article 10, paragraph 1, of the European Convention on Human Rights and may only be interfered with under the conditions set out in paragraph 2 of that provision; 

- the standards applied by national authorities for assessing the necessity of restricting freedom of expression must be in conformity with the principles embodied in Article 10 as established in the case law of the Convention's organs, having regard, inter alia, to the manner, contents, context and purpose of the reporting; 

- respect for journalistic freedoms also implies that it is not for the courts or the public authorities to impose their views on the media as to the types of reporting techniques to be adopted by journalists. 

* * *

Explanatory memorandum 

Introduction 

1. This recommendation, along with Recommendation No. R (97) 21 on the media and the promotion of a culture of tolerance, is one of the concrete results of the Council of Europe's intergovernmental work in the media sector in the years 1995-1996. 

2. Tolerance and respect for the equal dignity of all human beings are the very basis of a democratic and pluralist society. This explains why the Council of Europe has always attached the greatest importance to safeguarding and realising these ideals and principles. 

3. At the Summit of Heads of State and Government of the Council of Europe member States, held in Vienna from 8-9 October 1993, alarm was expressed over the resurgence of racism, xenophobia and antisemitism, the development of a climate of intolerance, the increase in acts of violence, notably against migrants and people of immigrant origin, and the development of new expressions of xenophobia in the form of aggressive nationalism and ethnocentrism. The Heads of State and Government expressed their conviction that these manifestations of intolerance threatened democratic societies and their fundamental values. 

4. At the Vienna Summit, a Plan of Action on combating racism, xenophobia, antisemitism and intolerance was adopted. The Plan of Action set out a broad range of measures to mobilise the public and improve and effectively implement guarantees and policies aimed at combating these phenomena. One of the various sectors covered by the Plan of Action was the media sector. In paragraph 5 of the Plan, the media professions were requested "to report and comment on acts of racism and intolerance factually and responsibly, and to continue to develop professional codes of ethics which reflect these requirements". 

5. The relevance of the media to the fight against racism and intolerance was also stressed in Parliamentary Assembly Recommendation 1277 (1995) on migrants, ethnic minorities and media. Paragraph 2 of this recommendation states: "Media presentation of subjects connected with immigrants and ethnic minorities has a significant impact on public opinion. Although the media constitute an important means of combating racist and xenophobic views, prejudices and preconceived ideas, they can also have a role in the emergence or strengthening of such views". 

6. In a Message to Steering Committees and ad hoc Committees on the fight against racism, xenophobia, antisemitism and intolerance (January 1994), the Committee of Ministers invited these Committees to take account, when discharging their terms of reference, of paragraphs 4 and 5 of the Plan of Action and, accordingly, to step up or adjust their current activities in the areas mentioned or to propose new activities. 

7. At the 4th European Ministerial Conference on Mass Media Policy (Prague, 7-8 December 1994), the Ministers of the participating States condemned, in their Declaration on media in a democratic society, all forms of expression which incite to racial hatred, xenophobia, antisemitism and all forms of intolerance, since they undermined democratic security, cultural cohesion and pluralism. Furthermore, the Action Plan setting out strategies for the promotion of media in a democratic society which the Ministers addressed to the Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe, requested the latter to "study, in close consultation with media professionals and regulatory authorities, possible guidelines which could assist media professionals in addressing intolerance in all its forms" (item 6 of the Action Plan). 

8. Subsequently, the Steering Committee on the Mass Media (CDMM) instructed a Group of Specialists on media and intolerance (MM-S-IN) to examine, inter alia, the role which the media may play in propagating racism, xenophobia, antisemitism and intolerance, as well as the contribution they may make to combating these phenomena. 

9. In analysing these issues, the MM-S-IN took into account existing provisions in international legal instruments (in particular the United Nations Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination and the European Convention on Human Rights and the case-law of the organs of the latter Convention) as well as in the legislation of the member States of the Council of Europe. As regards the latter, the MM-S-IN's work benefited greatly from a study prepared under the auspices of the European Commission against Racism and Intolerance (ECRI) by the Swiss Institute of Comparative Law (Legal measures to combat racism and intolerance in the member States of the Council of Europe, Strasbourg, 2 March 1995, document CRI (95) 2). 

10. In addition, the MM-S-IN commissioned a comparative study on codes of ethics dealing with media and intolerance from the Department of Journalism and Mass Communication of the University of Tampere in Finland (document MM-S-IN (95) 21; also published as: Kolehmainen/Pietiläinen, Comparative Study on Codes of Ethics Dealing with Media and Intolerance, in: Kaarle Nordenstreng (ed.), Reports on Media Ethics in Europe, University of Tampere Series B 41, 1995). 

11. In the course of its work, the MM-S-IN reached the conclusion that it would not be advisable to prepare legally binding instruments on the question of media and intolerance in addition to the current international legal framework (the most relevant components of which are referred to in the preamble to this recommendation). Given the special situation of the media and the crucial importance of media freedom and the principles of editorial independence and autonomy, it was considered both preferable and more effective to concentrate on non-binding legal instruments containing, for example, principles which the Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe could recommend to governments of member States as a basis for their legislative and other measures or policies in this field. 

12. Furthermore, the MM-S-IN felt that, in carrying out its work, it was crucial to distinguish between: (1) the role which the media may play in propagating racism, xenophobia, antisemitism and intolerance, and (2) the contribution which the media may make to combating these phenomena. This distinction was considered necessary since the scope and justification for imposing legally binding measures differ greatly for each of these two areas. As concerns the propagation of racism and intolerance there is, in principle, scope for imposing legally binding standards without violating freedom of expression and the principle of editorial independence. However, as concerns the promotion of a positive contribution by the media, great care needs to be taken so as not to interfere with these principles. This area calls for measures of encouragement rather than legal measures. 

13. For this reason, the MM-S-IN and the CDMM decided to prepare two distinct recommendations: the present one on "hate speech" and another on the media and the promotion of a culture of tolerance (see Recommendation No. R (97) 21). 

14. At different stages of the drafting of these recommendations, the MM-S-IN consulted various representative organisations in the media sector as well as interested non- governmental organisations so as to obtain their comments on the texts under preparation. These comments had a substantial bearing on the content of the two instruments. 

15. The text of the present recommendation was transmitted to the Committee of Ministers which, at the 607th meeting of the Ministers' Deputies on 30 October 1997, adopted the recommendation and authorised publication of the explanatory memorandum. 

Operative part of the recommendation 

16. Paragraphs 1 and 2 reflect an awareness that, although steps should be taken to combat hate speech through legal measures (see paragraph 12 above), legal measures alone will not be sufficient to combat this evil having regard to the need for a global approach and to the limits which the freedom of expression and editorial independence place on state action. The ultimate goal of national measures against hate speech should be the eradication of racism and other forms of intolerance from society. This cannot be achieved by merely focusing on hate speech. In this respect, hate speech may be considered as only one type of manifestation of intolerance amongst others (for example, racially motivated crime, discriminatory practices, etc.). Furthermore, these are manifestations of a phenomenon (intolerance) which has deeper roots and is linked to a variety of social, economic, cultural, historical and other factors. This does not mean that measures against hate speech can be dispensed with, but it illustrates the need to integrate such measures into a more comprehensive policy approach which incorporates not only legal measures, but also policy measures - for example in the field of education and awareness-raising, culture, social policy, research, etc. 

17. Paragraph 3 recommends that those governments of member States which have not yet done so, sign, ratify (or accede to) and implement effectively the United Nations Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination (CERD). In fact, a number of member States of the Council of Europe are not yet Party to this Convention. 

18. The CERD contains several provisions which are directly relevant to racist speech and incitement to racial hatred. In particular, Article 4 inter alia obliges the States Parties to "declare an offence punishable by law all dissemination of ideas based on racial superiority or hatred, incitement to racial discrimination, as well as acts of violence or incitement to such acts against any race or group of persons of another colour or ethnic origin, and also the provision of any assistance to racist activities, including the financing thereof". This obligation is, however, qualified in that States Parties should have "due regard" to the principles embodied in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and the rights expressly set forth in Article 5 of the CERD. The fundamental right to freedom of expression is one of these rights, which is also recognised in Article 19 of the Universal Declaration. 

19. The need to reconcile the fight against racism and intolerance with the need to protect other fundamental rights was also stressed in Resolution (68) 30 of the Committee of Ministers on measures to be taken against incitement to racial, national and religious hatred, to which reference is made in paragraph 3 of the recommendation. More explicitly, the European Court of Human Rights, in its judgment in the case of Jersild v. Denmark of 23 September 1994 (Series A vol. 298, paragraph 30), considered that the respondent's obligations under Article 10 of the European Convention on Human Rights (freedom of expression) must be interpreted, as far as possible, so as to be reconcilable with its obligations under the CERD. 

Appendix to the recommendation 

Scope 

20. This section defines, for the purposes of this recommendation, the term "hate speech". It also makes clear that this recommendation applies to hate speech generally. However, a number of the principles which follow deal more particularly with hate speech disseminated through the media (cf. principles 1, 6 and 7). It should be stressed that the recommendation does not seek to create special legal obligations for the media. 

21. The reason for putting a degree of emphasis on hate speech disseminated via the media as opposed to other types of expression is not that the media are particularly guilty on this point. In fact, as stated in the preamble, most media cannot be accused of disseminating such forms of expression although training initiatives for media professionals are useful so as to avoid involuntary expressions of intolerance. Rather, the principles dealing more particularly with expressions of hate speech through the media reflect the awareness that messages of hate, when transmitted through the media, may be amplified and engender greater harm given the impact of the media on public opinion, which is much greater than that of other, individual, forms of expression (cf. principle 1). In this respect, it can be said that local or smaller media with a low degree of professionalism more frequently transmit intolerant messages. The potential harm occasioned by messages of hate in the media is perhaps greatest in situations of tension or even (armed) conflict. This is why the preamble stresses the urgent need to combat these forms of expression in such situations. In addition, and equally importantly, the principles aim to protect media freedom, especially as far as reporting on racism and other forms of intolerance is concerned (cf. principles 6 and 7). 

22. The notion of intolerance, in principle, covers a very wide range of attitudes and opinions relating to a wide range of grounds on which human beings may be distinguished or indeed discriminated against. However, it has to be borne in mind that this recommendation must be understood against the background of the aforementioned Vienna Declaration. The Declaration on combating racism, xenophobia, antisemitism and intolerance provides some useful pointers in this regard. These were taken up in the definition of hate speech contained in this section. It was considered necessary to avoid losing the focus of the text by covering all forms of intolerance (e.g. intolerance on grounds of sex, sexual orientation, age, handicap, etc.). It might also be noted that, as far as the media are concerned, intolerance specifically on grounds of sex has been addressed in Recommendation No. R (84) 17 on equality between women and men in the media, which was adopted by the Committee of Ministers on 25 September 1984. 

23. Finally, the recommendation contains many safeguards aimed at protecting freedom of expression, which may create the impression that the main aim of this text is not to fight hate speech or to help eradicate racism and intolerance, but rather to promote freedom of expression. However, as is made clear in the preamble, both fighting racism and intolerance and protecting freedom of expression are essential in a democratic society and it would be unacceptable to give, in a general fashion, precedence to either one at the expense of the other. Furthermore, the argument that too draconian a protection against intolerant speech might not only be dangerous but also counterproductive, also carries weight. The recommendation aims at providing elements which can help strike a proper balance, both by the legislature and by the administrative authorities as well as the courts in the member States. 

Principles 

24. Principle 1 reflects the special responsibility of public authorities and institutions at all levels of the State to refrain from expressions in oral or written statements or otherwise, in particular to the media, which may legitimise, spread or promote racial hatred, xenophobia, antisemitism or other forms of discrimination or hatred based on intolerance. It is first and foremost the duty of the State itself to ensure that its organs and officials do not contribute to the spread of hatred. Articles 2, paragraph 1, and 4, paragraph c, of the CERD contain explicit legal obligations in this regard. 

25. Although this principle may seem self-evident, there have been recent examples in European countries which, unfortunately, show that the dangers of violation of this principle remain. 

26. The text is silent as to the nature of the sanctions which should be available and applied in cases of violation of this principle. Reference is made to Principles 2 and 5. In this particular case, disciplinary sanctions may be appropriate, either alone or in combination with other sanctions. As public officials are entitled to the full protection of their freedom of expression as guaranteed by Article 10 ECHR, any interferences with this freedom must be in conformity with the requirements set out in Article 10, paragraph 2, ECHR. Principles 2 to 5 give further guidance on the matter. 

27. Principle 2 stresses the need, in fighting racism and intolerance in concrete cases, to reconcile freedom of expression with the respect for human dignity and the protection of the reputation or the rights of others. Article 10 ECHR provides the basic framework for this. The relevant case-law of the organs of the Convention shows that the question of whether, in a given case, a restriction on freedom of expression is "necessary in a democratic society" can only be answered with reference to all the concrete circumstances of the case in question. Although such determinations cannot be made in the abstract, it is incumbent on the national legislature to ensure that an appropriate legal framework exists which enables domestic courts and administrative authorities to assess, with due regard to all the circumstances of each case, the "necessity" of interfering with freedom of expression and the proportionality between the "formalities, conditions, restrictions or penalties" which are being considered or have been imposed on the one hand, and the legitimate aim pursued on the other. Principles 4 and 7 provide further guidance on the factors which should be taken into account when assessing the necessity of such interferences. 

28. While national law should therefore leave sufficient room for balancing freedom of expression and the protection of other rights, it should not give unlimited discretion to authorities called upon to apply the law. This would run counter to the principle of legal certainty and, more specifically, the requirement laid down in Article 10, paragraph 2, ECHR that restrictions on the exercise of freedom of expression be "prescribed by law". This means, inter alia, that the restriction must have a basis in national law, that the law must be sufficiently accessible and be formulated in clear and precise terms ("foreseeability"). The commentary on Principle 4 provides additional information in this respect. These requirements take on a special significance where restrictions on freedom of expression by the media are concerned since the media should not be discouraged, for fear of criminal or other sanctions, from imparting information and opinions on issues of public concern. Possibilities for restricting freedom of expression which are couched in vague or broad terms may easily produce a chilling effect on media freedom. 

29. These considerations are all the more important where criminal sanctions may be imposed in light of the nullum crimen, nulla poena sine lege principle as well as the principle that the criminal law must not be extensively construed to an accused's detriment, for instance by analogy. These principles form part of the guarantee of Article 7 ECHR and it thus follows that an offence must be clearly defined in law (see for example European Court of Human Rights, S.W. v. United Kingdom judgment of 22 November 1995, Series A No. 335-B, paras. 34-36). 

30. Principle 2 expressly mentions the respect for human dignity and the protection of the reputation or the rights of others as legitimate aims for restricting freedom of expression in the area of hate speech. This is in line with the above-mentioned Jersild judgment. The "rights of others" include the right to physical and psychological integrity of the individual. However, such restrictions may, in special cases, also pursue other aims which Article 10, paragraph 2, ECHR recognises as legitimate. The case-law of the European Commission on Human Rights shows that, depending on the facts of the case, the prevention of disorder or crime may also be of relevance. 

31. Principle 2 also enumerates measures which are recommended for examination by governments of member States. Most of these are self-explanatory. 

32. The measure indicated in the second indent is a response to recent examples in several member States which, unfortunately, have shown that hate messages may also be carried by the new media, services and networks. Any legislative response must be adequate, that is take due account of the various characteristics of such media, services and networks as well as the different ways in which they may be used by the public: the different types of access by the public (free access/subscription, encrypted/in clear, etc.); their use for private or public communications, etc. These questions are currently being considered by the Council of Europe in a perspective which is wider than that of the present recommendation. 

33. The measure indicated in the 4th indent is inspired by the awareness that sentencing a person convicted of hate speech to a fine or a term of imprisonment may, in many cases, be ineffective in changing that person's views and ideas. The sanction of community service, which can be tailored to the specific nature of the crime (for instance, by carrying out work for or within the community insulted) may have an educational aspect which is more likely to change the sentenced person's attitude and perceptions by bringing about a better understanding of and respect for the group or groups concerned. 

34. The measures indicated in the 5th indent are aimed at mobilising civil society and the victims of hate speech to help combat this phenomenon. These measures suggest a number of legal tools to enhance the possibilities available under civil law. As stated in paragraph 38 below, criminal law may not always be suited to deal with particular instances of hate speech, and civil law generally offers greater flexibility in this regard. Domestic law permitting, organisations representing the victims of hate speech should be entitled to undertake civil law actions. 

35. Principle 3 stresses the role of the courts in providing effective and independent control over interferences by executive authorities with an individual's right to freedom of expression. This reflects the demands of the rule of law, which constitutes a fundamental principle of a democratic society (cf. European Court of Human Rights, Klass and Others v. Germany judgment of 6 September 1978, Series A vol. 28, paragraph 55, pp. 25-26). It also follows from the "prescribed by law" requirement and the necessity requirement of Article 10, paragraph 2, ECHR that national law must provide legal protection against arbitrary interferences and adequate safeguards against abuse. Especially where human dignity and fundamental rights such as freedom of expression are at stake, the courts form the appropriate forum, at least in the last resort, for taking decisions on the basis of a careful assessment of the various rights, values and interests. 

36. Principle 4 reflects the case-law of the organs of the ECHR on Articles 10 and 17 of the Convention. 

37. Principle 5 stresses that particular caution must be exercised by (criminal) prosecution authorities in dealing with hate speech cases. Practice in several European countries has shown that it may be very difficult to attain the level of proof required under criminal law. Rather than lowering this level, which could seriously limit the exercise of freedom of expression, it is suggested that these authorities give careful consideration to ascertaining whether sufficient evidence has been collected before a prosecution is ordered. This, of course, depends on whether or not the prosecuting authorities in the member States have a certain degree of discretion in this respect. It might be advisable to concentrate efforts on strong cases where prosecution is likely to result in a conviction. In the area of hate speech, there is a real danger that suspects present themselves to the public as "martyrs" or "victims" or, in the event of an acquittal, that they present the outcome of the case as a victory for their views. It is recommended that national guidelines be established which could serve as a basis for a co-ordinated prosecution policy in this field (see Principle 2, 3rd indent). Criminal sanctions in this sphere should strictly respect the principle of proportionality, not only as a general principle of law governing any imposition of sanctions, but also as a requirement flowing from Article 10, paragraph 2, ECHR. In particular, prison sentences for hate speech should remain the exception. 

38. Principle 6, which is based on the Jersild judgment (paragraph 31), is generally self-explanatory. Where, for example, a person's statements amounting to hate speech are described or even quoted in reports or editorial comments in the media, the legal responsibility of the media professional is entirely different from that of the author of the statements. While the author must bear direct responsibility for the content of his statements regardless of their dissemination by the media, it would unduly hamper the role of the media if the mere fact that they assisted in the dissemination of the statements engaged their legal responsibility or that of the media professional concerned. There are additional requirements which must be met before such responsibility can be engaged without violating the right to freedom of expression. These requirements are set out in principle 7. 

39. This does not mean that the media and media professionals should not exercise due care when reporting on hate speech or intolerance generally. There is a risk that their work might be interpreted by their audience as an expression of support for objectionable views. This, however, is a question of professionalism, in particular professional ethics, which should be addressed by media and media professionals themselves and not by public authorities. The observance of professional rules and principles by the media in itself is not a matter which member States should regulate since this would pose serious risks for freedom of expression and editorial independence and autonomy. The fact that certain provisions of national law which lawfully restrict freedom of expression may correspond to certain rules of conduct adopted by media professionals is another matter. 

40. In this respect, reference may be made to the study mentioned in paragraph 10 above. According to this recent survey of codes of ethics adopted by media professionals in European countries, "the prohibition of discrimination on the basis of race or nationality is one of the most widespread features of professional codes of ethics". Of the 31 codes currently in force, 26 contain such a prohibition. In addition, the code of the International Federation of Journalists (adopted in 1954 and revised in 1986) states in Article 7 that "journalists shall be aware of the danger of discrimination being furthered by the media and shall do their utmost to avoid facilitating such discrimination based on, amongst other things, race, sex, sexual orientation, language, religion, political or other opinions, and national or social origins". 

41. Of course, the above considerations concerning the distinct responsibility of the media vis-à-vis hate speech as compared to that of the author of such expressions do not apply insofar as hate speech emanates directly from the media or media professionals themselves (that is, other than reporting or commenting on hate speech originating from others). In such cases, the media or media professional must be considered as the author of the hate message within the meaning of Principle 6. It could be argued that the same is true where the media professional unreservedly and actively supports statements amounting to hate speech made by another person, but it may not always be easy to establish this. Even more difficult are situations where the media professional's attitude may be open to criticism for not having disapproved of, or counterbalanced, expressis verbis the statements reported. Since there is a scale of different possible attitudes, it is considered preferable to examine these in the light of Principle 7 which sets out the main test for determining the liability of the media professional. 

42. Principle 7 of the recommendation elaborates on Principle 6 by summing up key elements which national authorities, in particular the courts, should take into account when dealing with hate speech disseminated through the media. These elements are mainly based on the Jersild judgment (in particular paragraph 31). 

43. The text in the first indent is a reminder that Article 17 ECHR should play no role as concerns the legal approach to journalistic reporting on racism and intolerance, including possible reports and quotations of remarks amounting to hate speech made by other persons (see the commentary to Principles 4 and 6). 

44. The conditions set by Article 10, paragraph 2, ECHR for any interference with freedom of expression, as interpreted in the case-law of the organs of the Convention, can be summed up as follows. 

Any such interference must: 

a. be foreseen in the complete and exhaustive list of restrictions set out in Article 10, paragraph 2, ECHR which must be narrowly interpreted; 

b. be laid down by law and formulated in clear and precise terms; 

c. be necessary in a democratic society and respond to a pressing social need; 

d. be proportional to the aim pursued. 

45. According to the relevant case-law of the Court, the "necessity" of interfering with media freedom must be convincingly established. 

46. The text in the second indent lists a number of factors which must be taken into account by national authorities, in particular the courts, when assessing whether interference with freedom of expression in this area is "necessary in a democratic society". These factors need not always be laid down expressly in written law, provided that they should be applied in concrete cases. The content of national legislation in this area should ensure that administrative authorities and the courts are able to apply standards which are in conformity with the principles embodied in Article 10 ECHR. In the case of media reporting on racism and intolerance, whether in the form of interviews or otherwise, a key factor in evaluating the "necessity" of an interference with freedom of expression is whether, considered as a whole, the media report had, from an objective point of view, the purpose of propagating racist or intolerant views and ideas. Among the relevant factors identified by the Court in the Jersild judgment, mention may be made of: 

- the manner in which the media report was prepared; 

- the contents of the report; 

- the context of the report (for example the type of media or programme; the length of the report and the nature of the audience for which it was intended); 

- the purpose of the report (for example informing the audience about a matter of public interest, such as the phenomenon or scale of intolerance, or, on the contrary, providing a platform for hate speech). 

47. As to the purpose of the report, this should be assessed, as indicated above, essentially on an objective basis. Nonetheless, where there is no doubt that the subjective purpose of the media professional responsible for the report was not racist or intolerant, this will constitute a relevant factor. 

48. The nature of the sanction which may be imposed is a further relevant factor for determining the proportionality of interferences with media freedom. In particular criminal law sanctions are generally likely to have deterrent effects and may thereby risk discouraging the media from discussing matters of public interest. The application of such sanctions must therefore be treated cautiously. 

49. The text in the third indent stresses that freedom of journalistic expression also covers the form in which information or ideas are conveyed. Media professionals should be allowed to exercise discretion in this regard, not only as concerns the manner in which a report is presented, but also the assessment of its news or information value.
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Recommendation CM/Rec(2008)5 of the Committee of Ministers to member states on policies for Roma and/or Travellers in Europe (Adopted by the Committee of Ministers on 20 February 2008 at the 1018th meeting of the Ministers’ Deputies)



The Committee of Ministers, under the terms of Article 15.b of the Statute of the Council of Europe,



Considering that the aim of the Council of Europe is to achieve greater unity between its members, and that this aim may be pursued, in particular, through common action in the field of human rights and social cohesion, which form core values and objectives of the Council of Europe;



Recognising that Roma and Travellers have faced, for more than five centuries, widespread and enduring discrimination, rejection and marginalisation all over Europe and in all areas of life; and were targeted victims of the Holocaust; and that forced displacement, discrimination and exclusion from participation in social life have resulted in poverty and disadvantage for many Roma and Traveller communities and individuals across Europe;



Recognising the existence of anti-Gypsyism as a specific form of racism and intolerance, leading to hostile acts ranging from exclusion to violence against Roma and/or Traveller communities;



Recognising the role of the media and education in the persistence of anti-Roma prejudices and their potential to help overcome them;



Aware that discrimination and social exclusion can be overcome most effectively by comprehensive, coherent and proactive policies targeting both the Roma and the majority, which ensure integration and participation of Roma and Travellers in the societies in which they live and respect for their identity;



Considering that all human rights are indivisible, interdependent and interrelated and that economic and social rights are human rights, and should be supported by concrete community and governmental efforts to ensure they are equally accessible to the most deprived and disadvantaged groups and communities;



Bearing in mind the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, the International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination, the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women, the Convention on the Rights of the Child, the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms (ETS No. 5) and Protocol No. 12 (ETS No. 177) and Protocol No. 14 (ETS No. 194, from the date of its entry into force) thereto, the European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages (ETS No. 148), the Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities (ETS No. 157), the revised European Social Charter (ETS No. 163), and the European Convention on Nationality (ETS No. 166);



[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]Taking into account Recommendation No. R (2000) 4 of the Committee of Ministers on the education of Roma/Gypsy children in Europe, Recommendation Rec(2001)17 on improving the economic and employment situation of Roma/Gypsies and Travellers in Europe, Recommendation Rec(2004)14 on the movement and encampment of Travellers in Europe, Recommendation Rec(2005)4 on improving the housing conditions of Roma and Travellers in Europe, Recommendation Rec(2006)10 on better access to health care for Roma and Travellers in Europe;



Recalling Recommendations No. 563 (1969), 1203 (1993) and 1557 (2002) of the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe, and Resolutions No. 125 (1981), 249 (1993), 16 (1995) and 44 (1997) and Recommendation 11 (1995) of the Congress of Local and Regional Authorities of the Council of Europe on the situation of Roma/Gypsies in Europe;



Bearing in mind General Policy Recommendation No. 3 on combating racism and intolerance against Roma/Gypsies, General Policy Recommendation No. 7 on national legislation to combat racism and racial discrimination and General Policy Recommendation No. 10 on combating racism and racial discrimination in and through school education of the European Commission against Racism and Intolerance (ECRI);



Aware of European Union Council Directive 2000/43/EC of 29 June 2000 implementing the principle of equal treatment between persons irrespective of racial or ethnic origin and the Treaty on European Union and the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union;



Having in mind the proposed Framework Decision on Combating Racism and Xenophobia of the Council of the European Union;



Having in mind the Guiding Principles for improving the situation of the Roma adopted by the European Union (COCEN Group) at the Tampere Summit in December 1999 and the European Parliament Resolutions on the situation of Roma in the European Union, adopted on 28 April 2005, and on the situation of Roma women in the European Union, adopted on 1 June 2006;



Aware of the research, data collection and opinions of the European Union Fundamental Rights Agency (FRA), and of the FRA Roma and Travellers specific reports;



Aware of the 2003 Action Plan of the Organisation for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) for the Improvement of the Situation of the Roma and Sinti within the OSCE area;



Taking into account the objectives of the multilateral initiative “the Decade of Roma Inclusion 2005-2015” launched by nine governments of Central and South-Eastern Europe and supported by the World Bank, the Open Society Institute, the Council of Europe, the Council of Europe Development Bank, the United Nations Development Programme, the OSCE and the European Commission;



Recalling that both the Council of Europe Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities and the European Union Council Directive 2000/43/EC of 29 June 2000 allow states to take positive action to prevent or compensate for disadvantages linked to ethnic origin or membership of a national minority, with a view to promoting full and effective equality;



Bearing in mind that the constitutional structures, legal, social and cultural traditions and the domestic allocation of responsibilities differ in Council of Europe member states, which may lead to various ways of implementing the present recommendation,



Recommends that governments of member states:



- 	adopt, in accordance with the principles and provisions set out in the appendix to this recommendation, a coherent, comprehensive and adequately resourced national and regional strategy with short- and long-term action plans, targets and indicators for implementing policies that address legal and/or social discrimination against Roma and/or Travellers and enforce the principle of equality;



- 	monitor and publish regular evaluation reports on the state of the implementation and impact of strategies and policies to improve the situation of Roma and/or Travellers;



- 	bring this recommendation to the attention of and ensure the support of the relevant national and local or regional, self-governing public bodies, Roma and/or Traveller communities and the broader population in their respective countries through the appropriate channels, including the media.


Appendix to Recommendation CM/Rec(2008)5 on policies for Roma and/or Travellers in Europe



I.	Definitions[footnoteRef:1] [1:  The definition of ‘Roma and Travellers’ is taken from the glossary on Roma-related terminology used at the Council of Europe. The definition of key terms from “policy” to “evaluation” is primarily based upon the Manual on Project Cycle Management published by the European Commission in March 2001. Definitions of ‘dissemination’ and ‘mainstreaming’ are taken from the Dutch folder of the Agency of Social Affairs “How to plan the dissemination and mainstreaming of the project, Guidelines for EQUAL”, 2004). ] 




The term ‘Roma and/or Travellers’ used in the present text refers to Roma, Sinti, Kale, Travellers, and related groups in Europe, and aims to cover the wide diversity of groups concerned, including groups which identify themselves as Gypsies.



A ‘policy’ is an overall plan embracing general goals and procedures and intended to guide and determine present and future decisions, including legislation and programming.



A ‘strategy’ is a detailed plan based on long-term objectives for achieving positive results in situations, such as Roma employment, or a skill in planning for such situations.



A ‘programme’ is a series of projects with a common overall objective.



A ‘project’ is a series of activities with set objectives, designed to produce a specific outcome within a limited time frame.



The ‘project purpose’ is the central objective of the project. The purpose should address the core problem, and be defined in terms of sustainable benefits for the target group(s). There should only be one project purpose per project.



An ‘objective’ is the description of the aim of a project or programme. In its generic sense it refers to activities, results, project purpose and overall objectives.



An ‘output’ is the clearly identified products emerging from activities.



‘Results’ are the products of the activities undertaken, the combination of which achieve the project purpose, namely the beginning of enjoyment of sustainable benefits for the target groups.



‘Impact/outcomes’ are the effect of the project on its wider environment, and its contribution to the broader sectoral objectives summarised in the project’s overall objectives, and on the achievement of the overarching policy objectives.



An ‘indicator’ is an observable change or event which provides evidence of change, whether this be short-term or long-term change. They can be revealing of effort and effect at all levels from outputs to objectives.



‘Milestones/benchmarks’ are a type of objectively verifiable indicator providing indications for short- and medium-term objectives (usually activities) which facilitate measurement of achievements throughout a project rather than just at the end. They also indicate times when decisions should be made or action should be finished.



‘Participation’ is the active involvement of a person or a group of people within an activity and goes beyond consultation to being a form of active, continuing and effective engagement.



‘Monitoring’ is the systematic and continuous assessment of the progress of a piece of work over time, enabling actors to verify that things are going to plan and make adjustments in a methodical way.



‘Evaluation’ is the periodic assessment of the relevance, performance, efficiency and rate of achievement of the general objective.



‘Dissemination’ is the wide diffusion of points of knowledge, products developed and project results (for example, methods, products, educational programmes, instruments/tools, models, insights and policy ideas) among relevant target groups playing a part in the mainstreaming process. 



‘Mainstreaming’ is a continuous and process-oriented strategy to integrate working methods targeting particular groups or specific aspects of a situation, in regular organisational policies, aiming, in the end, at influencing policy and implementation, and generating fundamental changes. Examples: horizontally (within branches or sectors of similar organisations), vertically (within local, regional or national policy) or transnationally (within partner organisations or through bodies such as the European Commission or the Council of Europe).



‘Positive action’: “With a view to ensuring full equality in practice, the principle of equal treatment shall not prevent any member state from maintaining or adopting specific measures to prevent or compensate for disadvantages linked to racial or ethnic origin.” (EC Directive 2000/43/EC). “The law should provide that the prohibition of racial discrimination does not prevent the maintenance or adoption of temporary special measures designed either to prevent or compensate for disadvantages suffered by [Roma and/or Travellers] or to facilitate their full participation in all fields of life. These measures should not be continued once the intended objectives have been achieved.” (ECRI General Policy Recommendation No. 7 on national legislation to combat racism and racial discrimination, paragraph 5).



Under Article 1.1 of the International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination ‘racial discrimination’, as defined in international law, is “any distinction, exclusion, restriction or preference based on race, colour, descent or national or ethnic origin which has the purpose or effect of nullifying or impairing the recognition, enjoyment or exercise, on an equal footing, of human rights and fundamental freedoms in the political, economic, social, cultural or any other field of public life”.



Article 2.2 of the Directive 2000/43/EC of the Council of the European Union refers to racial discrimination as “discrimination on the ground of race or ethnic origin”. Discrimination can take a variety of forms and may include direct and indirect forms of discrimination.



-	“direct discrimination occurs when one person is treated less favourably than another is treated in a comparable situation on grounds of racial or ethnic origin”. An example of direct discrimination is a job advert, which says “no Roma people need apply”;



- 	“indirect discrimination occurs where an apparently neutral provision, criterion or practice would put persons of a racial or ethnic origin at a particular disadvantage compared with other persons, unless that provision, criterion or practice is objectively justified by a legitimate aim and the means of achieving that aim are appropriate and necessary”. An example of indirect discrimination is requiring all people who apply for a certain job to sit a test in a particular language, even though that language is not necessary for the job.



II.	Aim



A national and/or regional strategy should aim at ensuring equality and integration of Roma and/or Travellers in social, economic and political life, promoting community empowerment and capacity building, increasing awareness and understanding of Roma and/or Traveller culture and lifestyle among the rest of society, and ensuring respect for Roma and/or Traveller identity and effective protection from direct and indirect discrimination and segregation and from racism.



III.	General principles



In drawing up strategies concerning Roma and/or Travellers, the following principles should be followed:



i.	allow a rights-based, comprehensive, dynamic and integrated approach;



ii.	recognise the diversity of Roma and/or Traveller communities and their different needs warranting diverse and flexible responses;



iii.	support Roma and/or Travellers’ participation as an essential component of all stages of design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of strategies concerning them, and promote community capacity building;



iv.	ensure gender and age balance of Roma and/or Traveller representation;



v.	ensure effective monitoring of the implementation of the strategy with clear benchmarks and criteria for success;



vi.	integrate ongoing evaluation of strategies and make it a subject for ongoing review and improvement;



vii.	ensure that targeting and mainstreaming approaches are used.



IV.	Legislative framework



i.	All countries should adopt specific and comprehensive anti-discrimination legislation in line with international and European standards; set up anti-discrimination bodies equipped to promote equal treatment and to assist victims of discrimination; and ensure that this legislation is effectively implemented. The effectiveness of civil and administrative anti-discrimination laws could be improved by placing the burden of proof on the person against whom discrimination is alleged, including direct and indirect discrimination and harassment within the scope of the law, by supporting positive action and providing effective and proportionate sanctions and remedies.



ii.	Legislation should impose a legal duty on public authorities to promote equality and non-discrimination and provide adequate resources for this to be made available.



iii.	As anti-Gypsyism and violence against Roma and/or Travellers is widespread in Europe, member states that have not yet done so should make racial motivation an aggravating circumstance in prosecuting criminal offences, and ensure that such offences include racially motivated crimes against Roma and/or Travellers.



iv.	These legislative provisions should be effectively implemented to ensure there is no impunity for racially motivated crimes. Victims of such crimes should be actively encouraged to report them to the police or other relevant authorities.



V.	Developing the strategy



1.	Establishing needs



i.	The strategy’s objectives should be based on a thorough evidence-based needs assessment carried out by the authorities but which takes into account the views of a wide spectrum of Roma and/or Traveller NGOs, including women’s and youth organisations, as well as NGOs and other relevant bodies working on Roma and/or Traveller issues.



ii.	The needs assessment, provided this is admissible in national law, and in accordance with existing international standards on data protection, including the Convention for the Protection of Individuals with Regard to Automatic Processing of Personal Data (ETS No. 108), should be carried out through, for example, household surveys gathering quantitative and qualitative data on the situation of Roma and/or Travellers, disaggregated by gender, age, and other relevant indicators.



Such data will be helpful in establishing the initial position against which progress may be measured, as well as in monitoring progress and evaluating outcomes of the strategy. If such survey data is used, a clear definition of the indicators used for monitoring shall be provided with the strategy.



The absence of data must not be used either to halt or unduly delay the preparation of any programme or strategy. This may be remedied by launching independent surveys and public consultation with relevant stakeholders.



iii.	In case Roma and/or Travellers do not possess any identification papers, authorities should carry out country-wide registration programmes within a definite time frame, free of charge and with simplified procedures, making a special effort to reach categories of population that are more vulnerable due to displacement, limited access to information, literacy problems, etc. (for example, women, the elderly, persons whose mother tongue is different from the official language).



iv.	In a population-wide data collection, the public authorities should respect the principles of confidentiality, informed consent and voluntary self-identification.



2.	Developing a coherent and co-ordinated strategy



i.	The strategy for Roma and/or Travellers should, where necessary, include a review of legislation and administrative practices, to ensure coherent and co-ordinated implementation and removal of obstacles, including gender discrimination and nomadic or semi-nomadic lifestyle, to their effective implementation. Reviewing by means of research and surveys should be undertaken by relevant stakeholders and complemented by awareness-raising campaigns.



ii.	The strategy should incorporate best practices already identified, knowledge gained through research, lessons learnt from substantial monitoring and evaluations of national programmes/policies for Roma and/or Travellers throughout Europe and recommendations made by the relevant international, national and local organisations.



3.	Participating in policy/strategy development



i.	The process or body which devises the strategy should be representative as far as possible of all relevant structures, and should work in partnership with the diverse Roma and/or Traveller communities affected by the strategy, as well as with the communities living close to Roma and/or Travellers.



The structure and composition of the body or bodies should facilitate the development of cross-sectoral policies. National and international governmental and non-governmental organisations may be consulted where appropriate and relevant.



Representation of Roma and/or Travellers should ensure gender balance and youth participation.



ii.	States should involve regional and local authorities from the earliest stages of developing the strategy, and ensure their commitment to its effective implementation. Regional and local authorities should develop action plans to implement national strategies at local and regional level.



4.	Risk management



In developing the strategy, particular attention should be given to the timely identification and management of all possible risks that could threaten its proper implementation.



5.	Continuous monitoring and evaluation



Continuous, independent, participative, co-ordinated and transparent monitoring and evaluation should be built into the strategy.



6.	Funding



i.	Sufficient financial resources should be allocated, wherever possible on a long-term basis, from the state budget to ensure effective implementation, monitoring and evaluation of the strategy. Hence, a strategy should be adopted only after the consent of the authorities responsible for budget policy and should contain a cost-estimate of the measures proposed.



ii.	Governments should provide budgetary support for Roma and/or Travellers’ participation in developing, implementing, monitoring and evaluating the strategy.



iii.	Local and/or regional authorities should include specific actions aimed at improving the living conditions of Roma and/or Travellers in local and/or regional budget planning, in order to guarantee sufficient funding for the implementation.



VI.	Adopting the strategy



1.	Legislative framework



Where legislative and constitutional practice allows, the strategy, and/or the specific measures for its implementation, should be adopted by a legislative act or otherwise supported by legislation to guarantee its sustainability and permanence.



2.	Publicising the strategy and awareness raising



i.	The text of the strategy and of any implementing decrees should be made available in accessible format to all. It should be translated, where requested, into the Romani language or into the languages commonly used by local Roma and/or Traveller communities and should be publicised through relevant media in line with national law or practice (for example, Official Gazette, radio, television, print media, Internet).



ii.	Awareness raising about policy/strategy on Roma and/or Travellers should accompany all stages of the development of the strategy, from development to evaluation. Raising awareness on the content and progress made should target authorities at all levels, intended beneficiaries, as well as the general public. Authorities at all levels should be provided with information, guidelines and training on their duty to refrain from discrimination and to implement the strategy.



iii.	Such campaigns should provide information on the situation of the Roma and/or Travellers, on anti-discrimination provisions, on individual rights and on redress in cases of discrimination. Information about anti-discrimination bodies should be in a language which is easily understandable by its main beneficiaries.



iv.	Awareness-raising campaigns aimed at promoting respect and appreciation of Romani/Traveller history and culture, should accompany the release of the strategy. The support and participation of other communities, particularly the populations living close and interacting with Roma and/or Travellers, should be encouraged. Intercultural dialogue and understanding about Romani culture, cultural features of nomadic and semi-nomadic lifestyle and majority expectations should be promoted.



VII.	Implementing the strategy



1.	Implementation mechanism



i.	An adequately staffed and funded implementation mechanism should be put in place at national, regional and local levels.



ii.	Interministerial co-operation and co-ordination among different agencies involved in the strategy’s implementation should be ensured to avoid duplication of efforts and achieve effective implementation.



iii.	The relevant legislative or administrative texts should contain:



-	clear information on the terms of reference concerning composition, co-ordination, areas of competence, statutory powers, accountability and funding of the responsible implementation mechanism;



-	the relevant implementation deadlines and targets, budget allocations, and the obligation to provide information and co-operate with the units responsible for monitoring the strategy.



2.	Positive action



i.	Where they have not yet done so, the states concerned should consider amending their national legislation in an appropriate manner in order to enable positive action aimed at overcoming particular disadvantages experienced by Roma and/or Travellers and at giving equal opportunities for Roma and/or Travellers in society.



ii.	Positive measures should be considered, for example, to enable Roma and/or Travellers to have an equal chance to access all levels of education and/or the labour market, and to be hired as advisers in different fields (education, health, housing, employment, etc.). Positive measures should also be taken to encourage Roma and/or Travellers to take up careers, inter alia, in education, media, state administration and the police. An equal participation of Roma and/or Travellers in electoral processes at the national, regional and local levels should be encouraged.



3.	Mediators or assistants



i.	Mediators or assistants, whenever possible Roma and/or Travellers, should be used and appointed by state, local or regional authorities, with previous consultation of the respective Roma and/or Traveller communities, to serve as contact persons, provide information to these communities and facilitate administrative and other procedures in the various areas of strategy/policy implementation. They should be institutionalised and receive special and quality training funded, wherever possible, by state, local or regional authorities.



ii.	Mediators or assistants should, however, play only a supplementary and interim role, and not serve as a substitute to longer-term comprehensive measures for community empowerment and education.



4.	Guidance and training



i.	Any new legislation on combating discrimination should be accompanied by guidance for the law enforcement authorities to assist them in effective implementation of the law. Law-enforcement personnel should be provided with training on their duty to refrain from racially-motivated acts themselves and actively prevent and expeditiously prosecute such acts in order to ensure the long-term safety and security of Roma and/or Traveller communities. They should have regular contact with Roma and/or Traveller communities and their leaders to foster co-operation and understanding.



Public officials (such as teachers, police officers, health-care practitioners, social welfare workers) should be made aware of direct and indirect racism and anti-gypsyism in the course of their general training.



ii.	Member states should ensure that municipal and other local authorities undergo a process of institutional development to ensure they relate to Roma and/or Traveller communities on a fair and equal basis. Staff training, clear leadership, effective management and supervision, practical guidance, monitoring of performance, and effective complaints procedures are useful tools for securing institutional change.



5.	Role of civil society



i.	Roma and/or Traveller civil society, in particular NGOs, should be encouraged to take part in the development, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of policies aimed at improving their living conditions, both at the national and local levels, so that the process may benefit from their valuable experience and expertise.



ii.	The authorities should ensure gender balance throughout the consultation process.



iii.	In order to ensure effective partnership with NGOs, member states should encourage:



-	multiple partnerships with Roma and/or Traveller organisations;



-	the establishment of networks of Roma and/or Traveller organisations;



-	the development of common projects and regular contacts among Roma and/or Travellers and non-Roma/Traveller organisations;



-	the dissemination of information among Roma and/or Traveller communities;



-	the enhancement of the capacity of Roma and/or Travellers, to enable them to participate in development projects at local, national and international levels targeting vulnerable groups.



iv.	Central and local or regional agencies should be given appropriate resources to develop initiatives in areas with Roma and/or Traveller communities.



v.	Member states are responsible for the strategy and should refrain from shifting the burden of responsibility for implementation onto NGOs.



vi.	The authorities should hold NGOs accountable for the proper use of public funds allocated to them.



6.	Mainstreaming



i.	The needs of Roma and/or Traveller communities should be incorporated in broader national strategies. Access to and participation in society at large are essential goals, but targeted measures for Roma and/or Travellers should also be pursued where necessary. Mainstreaming should ensure linkage with the rest of activities in the same area, facilitate acceptance of the issue at all levels, and permit access to all necessary administrative mechanisms to ensure Roma and/or Travellers have a say in decisions affecting them. Targeted policies should ensure that specific concerns are not diluted and that the Roma and/or Traveller populations do not become invisible in generic policies.



Mainstreaming should include the gender perspective, which takes into account the specific needs of men and women.



ii.	Implementation should go beyond project-based improvements to systemic changes.



VIII.	Monitoring and evaluating the implementation of the strategy



1.	Monitoring guidelines[footnoteRef:2] [2:  The following recommendations apply only to areas not covered by state reports submitted under binding instruments, such as the Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities or the European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages.] 




i.	Appropriate governmental structures or processes should be set up in order to monitor the implementation in various sectors and locally and/or regionally. Monitoring systems should:



-	be independent, transparent, well co-ordinated and sufficiently funded;



-	involve senior officials, and diverse Roma and/or Traveller representatives selected by the community itself and by Roma NGOs. Gender balance should be respected;



-	work on a basis of pre-set indicators and benchmarks, to enable effective assessment of actions taken over a period of time.



ii.	Legislative or administrative texts setting up the monitoring structures or processes should contain clear provisions on:



-	the mandate, competence, composition, frequency of monitoring, and funding;



-	a set of indicators and benchmarks for each area covered in the strategy. These indicators have to be clearly linked to the overall objective of the strategy;



-	the categories of measures to be taken, for achieving the strategy objectives, and by which existing public authorities, following consultation with the associations of the persons concerned;



-	the measures/projects that can be entrusted to the associations of the persons concerned for implementation and subsequent narrative and financial reports, and on the general conditions to be met in this context;



-	the co-ordination and harmonisation procedures to be followed;



-	the responsibility of public authorities for delivering monitoring reports;



-	independence safeguards, notably freedom to appoint staff and express views publicly, protection against arbitrary dismissal or non-renewal of the mandate.



2.	Publication of monitoring reports



i.	Monitoring reports should be periodic, public, translated into languages used by the communities concerned (for example, Romani), and made widely available through accessible formats (such as audiotape or CD Rom) and Internet to provide an opportunity for good, reliable, public information on Roma and/or Traveller issues.



Public meetings involving policy makers and experts and representatives of the communities concerned should be considered.



ii.	The monitoring of implementation should include a consultation process with Roma and/or Travellers’ communities.



iii.	The views of Roma and/or Traveller organisations, including dissenting views, should be reflected in monitoring reports.



iv.	Independent monitoring by civil society organisations should be encouraged and their recommendations taken on board as appropriate.



3.	Evaluation



i.	Evaluations should take place within a multi-annual programme or strategy, at a set frequency (for example, twice every five years), and after the completion of programmes and strategies to identify long-term impacts and outcomes for the range of intended beneficiaries.



ii.	Evaluations should:



-	be conducted by independent bodies with competence in development issues, monitoring and evaluation and having a wide representation of interested parties;



-	be evidence-based and draw on the results of monitoring and involve not only donors and the implementing bodies but also the perspective of other actors, in particular the relevance to the intended beneficiaries and the real impact on their lives;



-	review the performance, cost effectiveness and efficiency of the implementing bodies to ensure accountability and be transparent in their findings to promote confidence;



-	become tools for learning and for use in strengthening future programmes and strategies for Roma and/or Travellers in similar areas at national, regional and/or local level.



iii.	Funds for measures designed to achieve the strategy objectives shall be authorised, according to the relevant procedures obtaining in each state, for a given period of policy duration and reviewed every year.



iv.	If a report submitted by a governmental auditing agency contains sufficient information on aspects warranting continuation of any given measures, this report can replace the report on the evaluation results by including a reference to the latter report.

[bookmark: _GoBack]
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Declaration of the Committee of Ministers on the Rise of Anti-Gypsyism and Racist Violence against Roma[footnoteRef:1] in Europe [1:  The term “Roma” used at the Council of Europe refers to Roma, Sinti, Kale and related groups in Europe, including Travellers and the Eastern groups (Dom and Lom), and covers the wide diversity of the groups concerned, including persons who identify themselves as “Gypsies”.] 




(Adopted by the Committee of Ministers on 1 February 2012 at the 1132nd meeting of the Ministers’ Deputies)



1. In many countries, Roma are subject to racist violence directed against their persons and property. These attacks have sometimes resulted in serious injuries and deaths. This violence is not a new phenomenon and has been prevalent in Europe for centuries. However, there has been a notable increase of serious incidents in a number of member States, including serious cases of racist violence, stigmatising anti-Roma rhetoric, and generalisations about criminal behaviour.



2. Such incidents have been publicly condemned by, inter alia, the Secretary General of the Council of Europe and his Special Representative for Roma issues, the Commissioner for Human Rights, the Parliamentary Assembly, the Congress of Local and Regional Authorities of the Council of Europe, the Council of Europe Group of Eminent Persons, the European Commission against Racism and Intolerance (ECRI), as well as various international governmental and non-governmental organisations.



3. The Committee of Ministers recalls the priorities agreed by member States in the Strasbourg Declaration on Roma, adopted at the high-level meeting on 20 October 2010, which include ensuring the timely and effective investigation of racially motivated crime and strengthening efforts to combat hate speech and stigmatisation.



4. In its General Policy Recommendation No. 13 on combating anti-Gypsyism and discrimination against Roma, ECRI recalls that anti-Gypsyism is “a specific form of racism, an ideology founded on racial superiority, a form of dehumanisation and institutional racism nurtured by historical discrimination, which is expressed, among others, by violence, hate speech, exploitation, stigmatisation and the most blatant kind of discrimination.” As such, anti-Gypsyism is one the most powerful mechanisms of Roma exclusion.



5. The effectiveness of strategies, programmes or action plans aimed at improving the situation and the integration of the Roma at international, national or local level, can be significantly reinforced by resolute action to combat anti-Gypsyism and action to improve the trust between Roma and the wider community, where appropriate building on ECRI’s guidelines. Such documents should make clear that attitudes among the non-Roma population are a crucial factor that needs to be addressed. Roma integration measures should include both measures targeted at the Roma population (in particular positive measures) and measures targeted at the non-Roma population, notably to combat anti-Gypsyism and discrimination.



6. Against this background, the Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe:



i.	expresses its deep concern about the rise of anti-Gypsyism, anti-Roma rhetoric and violent attacks against Roma which are incompatible with standards and values of the Council of Europe and constitute a major obstacle to successful social inclusion of Roma and full respect of their human rights; 



ii.	draws the attention of governments of member States to ECRI’s General Policy Recommendation No. 13, in particular its paragraph 8 which contains useful guidelines on combating racist violence and crimes against Roma; 



iii.	calls on governments and public authorities at all levels and the media to refrain from using anti-Roma rhetoric, in particular during electoral campaigns, and to condemn vigorously, swiftly and in public, all acts of racist violence against Roma, including threats and intimidation, as well as hate speech directed against them;



iv.	calls on governments and public authorities at all levels to be vigilant not to use Roma as easy targets and scapegoats, in particular in times of economic crisis, and to conduct in a speedy and effective manner the requisite investigations of all crimes committed against Roma and identify any racist motives for such acts, so that the perpetrators do not go unpunished and escalation of ethnic tensions is avoided;



v.	welcomes the existing examples of swift reaction from state and local authorities to hate crime and anti-Roma incidents, including legal responses (e.g. amendments of national legislation to protect Roma from harassment and intimidation; prosecution and conviction by national courts of persons committing such crimes, including through the Internet and other media, preventing and condemning extremist organisations inciting or committing such crimes). It stresses the need for effective action to record racist crimes, support victims and encourage the latter to report such racist incidents;



vi.	recognises the interdependence of inclusion and anti-discrimination; therefore, any strategy, programme or policy developed to improve the situation and integration of Roma should include, in addition to measures promoting the social and economic inclusion of Roma in areas such as education, health, employment and housing, measures combating discrimination and addressing anti-Gypsyism, in line with its Recommendation CM/Rec(2008)5 on Policies for Roma and/or Travellers in Europe. Such measures could include research on the phenomenon and awareness-raising activities among the non-Roma population, conducted in co-operation with Roma organisations, with a view to addressing stereotypes and prejudice towards Roma. In this respect, it underlines the role and responsibility of media and journalists. It also recalls that the Council of Europe Dosta! campaign is one of the tools at the disposal of member States and encourages them to use it;



vii.	underlines the need for all member States to adopt specific and comprehensive anti-discrimination legislation in line with international and European standards; to set up anti-discrimination bodies equipped to promote equal treatment and to assist victims of discrimination; and to ensure that this legislation is effectively implemented.

[bookmark: _GoBack]
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Introduction:

The terminology used by the Council of Europe (CoE) has varied considerably since 1969, the date of the first text relating to the Roma communities: “Gypsies and other travellers”, “Nomads” (1975 and 1983), “populations of nomadic origin” (1981), “Gypsies” (1993), “Roma (Gypsies)” (1995), “Roma” (1997, 2002), “Roma/Gypsies” (1995, 1998, 2000), “Roma/Gypsies and Travellers” (2001), “Roma and Travellers” (between 2004 and 2010), and “Roma” since 2010. These changing names are detailed in the book by Jean-Pierre Liégeois The Council of Europe and Roma – 40 years of action, English version to be published in 2012 by Council of Europe Publishing.

In 2006, because of the many different terms found in Council of Europe texts and on Council websites, it was felt essential to harmonise the terminology used in the Organisation.


The first version of this glossary was therefore written in December 2006 by Claire Pedotti (French Translation Department), Michaël GUET (DGIII Roma and Travellers Division) and Aurora AILINCAI (DGIV Project “Schooling for Roma Children in Europe”) in consultation with the English and French Translation Departments of the Council of Europe and the Secretariat of the European Roma and Travellers Forum.  This interdepartmental collaboration has continued since that time, also with Alan McDonald from the English Translation Department, and this new, amended and updated version of that initial glossary is the result.

Some of our decisions on terminology are based on the conclusions of a seminar held at the Council of Europe in September 2003 on “The cultural identities of Roma, Gypsies, Travellers and related groups in Europe”, attended by representatives of the various groups in Europe (Roma, Sinti, Kale, Romanichals, Boyash, Ashkali, Egyptians, Yenish, Travellers, etc.) and of various international organisations (OSCE-ODIHR, European Commission, UNHCR and others).


Although the recommendations in this glossary apply above all to the terminology used in the Council of Europe, it is interesting to note that the glossary has also been used in other international organisations and institutions, such as the European Commission and the European Union’s Fundamental Rights Agency, and in a number of UN bodies, in particularly in their translation and interpreting departments.

New definition:

In 2010, several Parliamentary Assembly texts were adopted which simply used the term “Roma”, with a footnote giving a definition.  This change in terminology was approved on 20 October that year at the high-level meeting on the Roma with the adoption of the Strasbourg Declaration.  Following this declaration a Special Representative of the Secretary General (SRSG) for Roma Issues was appointed and an SRSG support team replaced the former Roma and Travellers Division.

This latest edition of the glossary is an update of the December 2006 version and reflects the current consensus. It takes account of recent developments with regard to usage and acceptance in everyday language, and the geographical coverage of the Council of Europe whose members include Turkey and the countries of the Caucasus (Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia) which are home to communities belonging to the eastern branch of the Roma (Dom and Lom – see the relevant entries below).

Current usage in the Council of Europe is to use the term “Roma”, accompanied by the following definition (there is a slight difference between the English and French versions as certain precisions in French were not necessary in English):

English:


The term “Roma” used at the Council of Europe refers to Roma, Sinti, Kale and related groups in Europe, including Travellers and the Eastern groups (Dom and Lom), and covers the wide diversity of the groups concerned, including persons who identify themselves as Gypsies.


French:


Le terme « Roms » utilisé au Conseil de l’Europe désigne les Roms, les Sintés (Manouches), les Kalés (Gitans) et les groupes de population apparentés en Europe, dont les Voyageurs et les branches orientales (Doms, Loms) ; il englobe la grande diversité des groupes concernés, y compris les personnes qui s’auto-identifient comme « Tsiganes » et celles que l’on désigne comme « Gens du voyage ».

You are strongly encouraged to follow the recommendations set out in this glossary (if in doubt, use the underlined term).

Chapter I: Background and names for the various population groups and the language


I.1
Origins

Roma are very widely misunderstood, and over the centuries attitudes towards them, or the political decisions taken in respect of them, have been prompted more by prejudice than by a knowledge of historical and cultural realities.

The first written traces of the arrival of the Roma in Europe date back to the 14th century but it may well be that there were some Roma in Europe as early as the 12th century.

Not until the end of the 18th century did linguists discover that the language, Romani (romani ćhib), was an Indian language, more specifically from north-western India, and derived from popular speech close to Sanskrit.

The first waves of migration of these peoples seem to have taken place from the 9th century onwards (some authors date the first movement at around the year 1000) for reasons which are still uncertain. The ancestors of the Roma who left India migrated via Persia, Armenia and Byzantine Asia Minor, gradually making their way to the whole of Europe (they are however also to be found in America, Africa, Australia, etc.). The European Roma can be sub-divided into three main branches: Roma, Sinti (also referred to as Manush) and Kale (or Spanish Gypsies) - see the respective entries below. The European Roma, the Dom (who settled in the countries of the Middle East and Turkey) and the Lom (who remained in the countries of the Caucasus), seem to share, if not common geographical and linguistic origins, at least a common socio-ethnic identity.


“Roma” also became the generic term used internationally since the first World Congress in London in 1971, when representatives of these communities also adopted 8 April as International Roma Day, an anthem (Gelem, Gelem
) and a flag:







The following are three key dates for the Roma:

· 8 April: International Roma Day;

· 2 August: International Day to commemorate the Roma and Sinti Victims of the Second World War;

· 5 November: International Day of the Romani Language (proclaimed at the IRU (International Romani Union) Conference held in Zagreb, Croatia, from 3 to 5 November 2009).

There are, in addition, other groups, particularly in the Balkans, who are regarded or who regard themselves as Roma, but who do not speak Romani and who do not have the same North Indian origin. These include the Boyash (also known as Beash, Bayash, Banyash, Baieşi or Rudari, depending on the country) whose language derives from Moeso-Romanian, and some members of the Ashkali, who speak Albanian.


Other groups, who resemble the Roma in certain respects, such as the Albanian-speaking “Egyptians” (so-called because they reputedly came from Egypt) and certain Ashkali, insist on their ethnic difference. Both groups are Albanian-speaking

In western Europe, a distinction should be made between the Roma/Sinti/Kale and other groups who sometimes share their lifestyle, or their plight (difficulties in integrating, discrimination, etc) but who do not have the same ethnic origin or the same language.  These include the Yenish (found in Switzerland and some neighbouring countries) and the Irish Travellers (see below).


I.2
Estimates

The average estimate for the number of Roma throughout Europe (the geographical area covered by the Council of Europe) is approximately 11 million, and around 6 million within the 27 European Union member states.
  Estimates for the whole of Europe range from 8 to 15 million, and accordingly, “10 to 12 million” seems to us to be the most appropriate for the Council of Europe texts.

It should also be borne in mind that the vast majority of Roma in Europe (80-85%) are today sedentary.  Those who maintain an itinerant lifestyle are now mainly to be found only in France, the Benelux countries, Switzerland, Ireland and the United Kingdom.  Many are already moving towards a sedentary lifestyle.


I.3
Terms designating the various population groups

Roma

a Rom (n.)


Roma (pl.)


Roma (adj.)

Romani (adj. primarily for the language)

“Rom” means “man of the Roma ethnic group” or “husband”, depending on the variant of Romani or the author.


The feminine of “Rom” in the Romani language is “Romni”.  However, in English “Rom” is used for both a man and a woman.

In some variants of Romani and certain institutions (such as the INALCO Institute in Paris), the “r” in “Rrom” is doubled; this spelling is also used for political reasons in certain countries, e.g. Romania (to distinguish Rroma from Romanians).


In English both “Roma” and “Romani” are used as adjectives: a “Roma(ni) woman”, “Roma(ni) communities”.  However, it is recommended that Romani be restricted to the language and culture: “Romani language”, “Romani culture”. 

It should be noted that in Norway, the term “Romani” refers to a separate minority, distinct from the Roma (the Norwegian Romani/Travellers are an indigenous community who do not share the North Indian origin of the Roma). 

As stated in the introduction, the term “Roma”, as used internationally, denotes all groups sharing a common Indian origin (Roma, Sinti, Kale), and the communities who refer to themselves as Roma, found mainly in the Balkans and central and eastern Europe, but also throughout the world.

The Roma branch strictly speaking constitutes up to 87 to 88% of the total Roma population (in the generic sense) in Europe. 

The Roma themselves are divided into sub-groups (Kelderash, Lovari, Gurbeti, Churari, Ursari, etc.).  They speak variants of Romani (“romani ćhib”).

Lastly, in certain national contexts in western Europe, and particularly in France, the term “Roma” is used in official language exclusively to refer to the Roma populations who have migrated from central and eastern Europe and is distinct from other terms used to refer to the indigenous Roma/Manush/Gypsies (for whom the administrative term in France is “Gens du voyage” (Travellers) – see below).

Sinti (Manush)

a Sinto (n.)


Sinti (pl.)


Sinti (adj.)

“Sinto” comes from the word “Sind” (an ancient Indian name).  The Sinti are to be found primarily in the German-speaking regions (Germany, Switzerland, Austria) where they settled in the 15th century, and in Benelux and Sweden.

In France, they are also called Manush (Manouches) from the Romani word Manus, meaning “to be human/a man”.

The Sinti/Manush speak a Germanised version of Romani (called Romnepen) which is significantly more different from Romani than other variants of the language.

There is a southern sub-branch of the Sinti in northern Italy (Piedmont, Lombardy) and in south-eastern France (Provence), whose language comprises a partly Italian-based vocabulary. 

Sinti/Manush represent 2 to 3% of the total Roma population (generic sense) in Europe. 

Kale (Spanish Gypsies)

a Kalo (n.)


Kale (pl.)


Kale (adj.)

The Kale (more commonly called “Gitanos” or “Spanish Gypsies”) form the third main branch of European Roma (in the generic sense), who crossed the Pyrenees in the 15th century. The Kale/Spanish Gypsies live in the Iberian Peninsula and in southern France (in particular families who crossed the Pyrenees in the opposite direction to flee the Franco and Salazar regimes).

They have almost totally lost the use of Romani, a consequence of the severe repression suffered under the Catholic Kings. They speak Kaló which derives from Spanish (vocabulary and grammar) with some Romani borrowings. Today, there are two variants (Spanish Kaló and Catalan Kaló). It is spelt with a “c” in Spanish (Caló, Calé) but “k” is the recommended international version.


There is also a “Kaalé” group in Finland, which is striving to preserve its traditions, and there are Kale in Wales (who arrived from Spain via France and Cornwall), who have no longer spoken Kaló since the 1950s.


The Kale represent about 10% of the total Roma population (generic sense) in Europe. 


Gypsies

a Gypsy (n.)


Gypsies (pl.)


Gypsy (adj.)

The term “Roma/Gypsies” was used for many years by the Council of Europe, before the decision was taken to no longer use it in official texts in 2005 (a decision reflected in the first version of the Glossary in December 2006), in particular at the request of International Roma associations who find it to be an alien term, linked with negative, paternalistic stereotypes which still pursue them in Europe. Consequently, in the majority of European states, it is recommended that the word “Gypsy” or its equivalent no longer be used, as it is felt to be pejorative and insulting by most of the people concerned (although it is true that it may depend significantly on the context in which it is used).

However, in some countries, the term “Gypsies” or its national equivalent has no negative connotations, is accepted by the people concerned and may occasionally be more appropriate.  This is true of France (where the word “Tsiganes” has the advantage of encompassing in one term the Roma, Gypsies/Gitans and Sinti/Manush), the United Kingdom, Portugal (Ciganos), Spain (Gitanos), Hungary (Cigány) and in Russia and the former Soviet republics (Tsyganye). In some countries, NGOs established by Roma, Sinti and Kale use the word Gypsy or its equivalent (Tsigane, Zingari, etc) in the name of their organisation.  Nonetheless, in each of these countries, the word “Roma” is accepted when used to designate the Roma community as a whole, especially in the international bodies.

Incidentally, “Tsigane”, the French term for “Gypsy”, has traditionally been spelt with an “s” in Council of Europe documents rather than a “z”, in particular because the letter “Z” was tattooed on the arms of the Roma and Sinti held in the Nazi camps, and because the equivalent words in other languages beginning with a “Z” (Zigeuner, Zingari, Zigøner, Zigenare, etc.), may be felt to be pejorative and insulting by the people concerned.


Romanichals 

a Romanichal (n.)


Romanichals (pl.)


Romanichal (adj.)

In the United Kingdom, mainly in England and south Wales, there is a group, the Romanichals (derived from the Romani “romani čel” which means Roma people), who identify themselves as “Gypsies” (sometimes “Roma/Gypsies” in official texts). They speak Anglo-Romani, which has a mixed English/Romani vocabulary and English grammar.


The equivalent term in French “Romanichels”, which is often pejorative, is very uncommon in France today, although certain individuals still use it.

Travellers

a Traveller (n.)


Travellers (pl.)


Traveller (adj.)

“Travellers” proper are found in Ireland and Great Britain and are ethnically distinct from the Roma/Sinti/Kale.


In Ireland, they are officially regarded as an indigenous community, which is not distinct from the majority in terms of race, colour, ancestry or ethnic origin.


Irish Travellers call themselves Pavee in their own language. This language, known as Cant, Shelta or Gammon, has an essentially English and Irish vocabulary (with a few Romani borrowings) and grammar close to that of English. Many words are formed by reversing syllables. For a long time, Travellers were also known as Tinkers or Tinklers (which they regard as pejorative).


There are no “British Travellers” proper in the United Kingdom, where the only terms used - particularly in England – are “Irish Travellers” or “Travellers of Irish Heritage”. Like Roma/Gypsies, they are regarded as a distinct ethnic group, covered (unlike Travellers in Ireland!) by the Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities.

However, in Northern Ireland and Scotland, the terms “Irish Travellers” and “Scottish Travellers” are used.  In Scotland, the “Scottish Gypsies/Travellers” (some accept the term “Gypsies”, others do not) have sometimes been called “Nawkins”, or “Nachin” – both pejorative (see “Tinkers”, above).

The various Traveller groups nonetheless have one point in common.  They are not necessarily itinerant. Originally, the Travellers in Ireland were itinerant, but 80% are now sedentary. In France, one third of people termed Travellers are sedentary.  For people who identify themselves as Travellers, the term corresponds to an ethnic identity, distinguishing them from the rest of the population. Lastly, in Norway, Travellers are nowadays sedentary while the Roma move around.

The French term for Travellers is not so straightforward.  “Gens du voyage” used in France is an administrative term which has been used since the 1970s to refer both to the Roma, Sinti/Manush and Gypsies/Gitans and other non-Roma groups with a nomadic way of life.  This term actually refers to French citizens (as opposed to the term “Roma” which at official level is improperly used to refer exclusively to the Roma immigrants from eastern Europe).  The term “Voyageurs” (closer to the English “Travellers”) is used in Belgium and Switzerland. It is sometimes used by associations in France, but not in official texts or in everyday use. Like “Gens du voyage”, it can cover various ethnic groups. 

Since the English term “Travellers” and the French terms “Gens du Voyage”/”Voyageurs” are not totally equivalent, it is preferable in French texts to retain the English term “Travellers” to refer to the groups living in the British Isles, and in English texts, it is recommended that the French term “Gens du voyage” be used in the context of France if it appears in an administrative document or official speech.

Yenish

a  Yenish (n.)


Yenish (pl.)


Yenish (adj.)

Like the Irish Travellers, the Yenish are an indigenous non-Roma community, mainly living in Switzerland and some neighbouring countries who originally had an itinerant lifestyle. 

However, like the Travellers, most Yenish (over 90%) are now sedentary. Locally, they are sometimes called Karner, Laninger, Keßler, Fecker or Spengler. They speak German, with some Romani, Latin and Hebrew loan-words.

Gadje/gadge (Non-Roma)

a gadjo (n.)


gadje/gadge (pl.)


gadje/gadge (adj.)

This term means “Non-Roma” in Romani. Unlike Roma/Sinti/Kale, the term does not denote a people, so capitalisation is not recommended. This is the name which Roma apply to those outside their community (cf. goy(im) - non-Jew(s)).  The sound represented by “dj” is rendered by a special letter in the Romani alphabet [ӡ], which explains the alternative spellings for the plural and adjectival form (gadje/gadge).

In the Iberian peninsula, the term used to designate non-Roma is “payo” (plural “payos”).


I.4
Terms relating to the language

Romani / Romani language / Romanes / Rromani

Romani, or “romani ćhib” in Romani, is an Indo-European language (like Greek, the Romance, Germanic, Slav, Baltic, Celtic languages, etc.) Close to Sanskrit and relatively close to present-day Hindi, Romani belongs more specifically to the Indo-Aryan sub-branch.

Romani is a single language – it is incorrect to speak of Romani languages in the plural. It is understood by a very large proportion of European Roma, although there are numerous variants (it is better to speak of “variants” of Romani than “dialects”). These variants are due to the fact that over the centuries some groups have forgotten part of the vocabulary and have borrowed from the language of their environment (that is when they were not quite simply forbidden from speaking their language, as was the case in certain periods of history, in particular in Spain under the Catholic Kings, or under the Austro-Hungarian Empire).

In the French context, and sometimes elsewhere in Europe to distinguish the variant spoken by Eastern groups from the one spoken in the western part of Europe, the term “Romanes” (pronounced roman-ess) is quite often used for the Romani language.  In fact, it is the adverb: to speak “Romanes” means to speak “in Romani”.

The spelling “Romani” is preferable to “Romany”, although the latter still appears frequently in dictionaries or certain official documents, such as the instruments of ratification of the Charter for Regional or Minority Languages deposited by certain countries (for example, Austria, Germany, Montenegro and Serbia).

Upon ratification of the European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages, other states specified the Romani language by using the term “Romanes” (e.g. Finland and the Netherlands).  Nonetheless, the recommended term is “Romani”, except in the Norwegian context, where the two terms “Romani” and “Romanes” officially co-exist: “Romani”, referring to the language spoken by the “Romani/Travellers” (or “Taters”) and “Romanes” referring to the language spoken by the few hundred Norwegian Roma.

The spelling “Rromani” with a double “r” is also occasionally found.  It is used in some variants of Romani and in certain institutions such as the INALCO Institute in Paris. At the Council of Europe, the preference is for a single “r”.

Some Roma communities, such as the Romungrés in Hungary, who have become totally Hungarian speaking, have practically lost the use of Romani or speak a language (a kind of hybrid language) influenced to a greater or lesser degree by the official language, e.g. the Kale in Spain (Kaló), the Sinti in the Germanic countries (Sinti or Romnepen) and the Gypsies in Britain (Anglo-Romani). To complete the picture, Lomavren is the language spoken by the Lom in Armenia (also a hybrid language) and Domari is spoken by the Dom in Turkey and the Middle East.

For many years it has been the custom to have interpreting in Romani in official Council of Europe meetings dealing with Roma issues.  Moreover, Romani is the 3rd working language of the Committee of Experts on Roma Issues (alongside English and French, the Council’s two official languages). Most of the Council of Europe’s official texts relating to the Roma have been translated into Romani and are available on the Internet. 

This use of Romani during relevant international meetings is also widespread in the OSCE-ODIHR and, more recently, the European Union. 

For certain specialist Council of Europe activities, such as those of the Language Policy Division focusing on the production of tools to facilitate the teaching of Romani at primary and secondary levels (adapting the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) for Romani, a Curricular Framework for Romani, handbook for teachers, etc.), it was necessary to translate the documents concerned into several variants of Romani in order to meet local needs and enable these tools to be disseminated and used as widely as possible.


The following are a few words in Romani which are worth knowing, most of which are mentioned elsewhere in this glossary:

· čel: people (romani čel – Roma  people, which has given rise to “Romanichals” in English and “Romanichels” in French)

· ćhib: language (Romani ćhib – Romani language)

· dilo: mad (cf. Gadjo dilo the film by Tony Gatlif)

· dosta: enough

· gadjo: non-Roma (the equivalent in Kalò is payo)

· gelem: I walked (cf. the Romani anthem “gelem, gelem”)


· kalò: black; and by extension, the Spanish gypsy and the language they speak

· romanipe(n): “Roma-ness” – the Roma spirit, the very essence of Romani culture

· rom: man or husband

· romni: Roma woman

· manus: a human being, a man

· phralipe: brotherhood

· Samudaripe(n) or Pha(r)raj(i)mos or Por(r)ajmos: the term used in the different Romani language variants to refer to the genocide of the Roma and Sinti during the Second World War.


I.5
Newly defined term

Anti-Gypsyism/Romaphobia

The resolution adopted by the European Parliament in April 2005 is probably the first official text to speak (in English) of “Anti-Gypsyism/Romaphobia”. The international OSCE/EU/CoE conferences on Roma, Sinti and Travellers in Warsaw (October 2005) and Bucharest (May 2006) confirmed use of the term “Anti-Gypsyism” (“antitsiganisme” in French) at international level.

Many continental Roma prefer “Anti-Tsiganism” or “Anti-Ziganism”, which is closer to the local derivates (e.g. “Antiziganismus” in German).

The term “Romaphobia” is synonymous with Anti-Gypsyism and echoes the now current term, Islamophobia. Fearing that careless journalists may start giving us “Romaniaphobia” instead, we prefer to use the term “anti-Gypsyism” at the Council of Europe. 

From around 2005, the Council of Europe has made explicit reference to “anti-Gypsyism” as a specific form of racism on a par with anti-Semitism (see the texts adopted by the Parliamentary Assembly and the Committee of Ministers, and the speeches of the Secretary General, the Deputy Secretary General, the Commissioner for Human Rights, and more recently, the Special Representative of the Secretary General for Roma Issues).  Back in 2005, the European Commission against Racism and Intolerance (ECRI) already acknowledged the specific nature of the racism directed towards the Roma:

a) it is persistent both historically and geographically (permanent and not decreasing) ;

b) it is systematic (accepted by virtually all the community) ;

c) it is often accompanied by acts of violence.

In 2011, ECRI adopted a General Policy Recommendation (No. 13) on combating anti-Gypsyism and discrimination against the Roma.  This recommendation uses the definition of anti-Gypsyism proposed in 2006 by Valeriu Nicolae, the then Secretary General of ERGO (European Roma Grassroots Organisation): “Anti-Gypsyism is a specific form of racism, an ideology of racial superiority, a form of dehumanisation and of institutional racism […] fuelled by historical discrimination”.


If anyone objects that we are straying close to “Gypsy” and “Tsigane”, which are terms to be avoided (see the entry under “Gypsies”), our answer is that it is – and should remain – a term with a negative connotation.  The term “anti-Gypsyism” is addressed not at Roma, but at the majority, and so must be instantly clear to non-Roma.  Indeed, the word  has echoes of “anti-Semitism” and so connects quickly with the concept of racism, though we must be careful not to over-simplify and draw misleading parallels.

Chapter II: Council of Europe texts relating to Roma issues



II.1
Texts adopted by the Committee of Ministers

 


· Recommendation CM/Rec(2009)4 of the Committee of Ministers to member states on the education of Roma and Travellers in Europe 

· Recommendation CM/Rec(2008)5 of the Committee of Ministers on policies for Roma and/or Travellers in Europe 

· Recommendation Rec(2006)10 of the Committee of Ministers on better access to health care for Roma and Travellers in Europe 

· Recommendation Rec(2005)4 of the Committee of Ministers on improving the housing conditions of Roma and Travellers in Europe 

· Recommendation Rec(2004)14 of the Committee of Ministers on the movement and encampment of Travellers in Europe 

· Recommendation Rec(2001)17 of the Committee of Ministers on improving the economic and employment situation of Roma/Gypsies and Travellers 

· Recommendation No. R(2000) 4 of the Committee of Ministers on the education of Roma/Gypsy children in Europe 

· Recommendation No. R(83)1 of the Committee of Ministers on stateless nomads and nomads of undetermined nationality 

· Resolution (75)13 of the Committee of Ministers on the social situation of nomads in Europe 


II.2
Texts adopted by the parliamentary Assembly


· Resolution 1768 (2010) of the Parliamentary Assembly on Roma asylum seekers in Europe 

· Recommendation 1941 (2010) of the Parliamentary Assembly on Roma asylum seekers in Europe 

· Resolution 1740(2010) of the Parliamentary Assembly on the situation of Roma in Europe and relevant activities of the Council of Europe 

· Recommendation 1924(2010) of the Parliamentary Assembly on the situation of Roma in Europe and relevant activities of the Council of Europe 

· Recommendation 1633 (2003) of the Parliamentary Assembly on Forced Returns of Roma from the former Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, including Kosovo, to Serbia and Montenegro from Council of Europe member States 

· Recommendation 1557 (2002) of the Parliamentary Assembly on the legal situation of Roma in Europe 

· Recommendation 1203 (1993) of the Parliamentary Assembly on Gypsies en Europe 

· Recommendation 563 (1969) of the Consultative Assembly on the situation of Gypsies and other travellers in Europe 

 



II.3
Texts adopted by the Congress of Local and Regional Authorities


· Recommendation 315 (2011) of the Congress of Local and Regional Authorities of the Council of Europe on the situation of Roma in Europe: a challenge for local and regional authorities 

· Resolution 333 (2011) of the Congress of Local and Regional Authorities of the Council of Europe on the situation of Roma in Europe: a challenge for local and regional authorities 

· Resolution 44 (1997) of the CLRAE on “Towards a Tolerant Europe: the contribution of Roma” 

· Resolution 16 (1995) of the CLRAE on “Towards a Tolerant Europe: the contribution of the Roma (Gypsies)” 

· Recommendation 11 (1995) of the CLRAE on “Towards a Tolerant Europe: the contribution of the Rroma (Gypsies)” 

· Resolution 249(1993) of the CLRAE on Gypsies in Europe: the role and responsibility of local and regional authorities 

· Resolution 125(1981) of the CLRAE on the role and responsibility of local and regional authorities in regard to the cultural and social problems of populations of nomadic origin 


II.4
Texts adopted by the ECRI

· ECRI General Policy Recommendation N°13 on combating anti-Gypsyism and discrimination against Roma 

· ECRI General Policy Recommendation N°3 on combating racism and intolerance against Roma/Gypsies 


II.5
Other texts


 


· Final Declaration of the Summit of Mayors on Roma (22 September 2011) 

· Strasbourg Declaration, High Level Meeting on Roma (20 October 2010) 

Chapter III: Relevant bodies and initiatives of the Council of Europe and partner organisations

III.1
New Council of Europe bodies (since November 2010)

		English

		French

		Comments



		Special Representative of the Secretary General (SRSG) for Roma Issues 

		Représentant spécial du Secrétaire Général (RSSG) pour les questions relatives aux Roms 

		Appointed in November 2010 by the Secretary General following the Strasbourg Declaration.



		Support Team of the SRSG for Roma Issues

		Equipe d’appui du RSSG pour les questions relatives aux Roms

		The SRSG team enlarged to other directorates (Communication, Education, etc) in response to the need for a cross-sectoral approach, as mentioned in the Strasbourg Declaration.



		Ad hoc Committee of Experts on Roma Issues (CAHROM)

		Comité d’experts ad hoc sur les questions roms (CAHROM)

		Ad hoc Committee (equivalent to a Steering Committee) reporting directly to the Committee of Ministers, who adopted its terms of reference in February 2011.





III.2
Former Council of Europe bodies (prior to November 2010)

		English

		French

		Comments



		Migration and Roma

Department

		Service des migrations

et des Roms 

		Attached to DG III Social Cohesion. Ceased to exist with effect from January 2011.



		Roma and Travellers

Division

		Division des Roms et

des Gens du voyage

		Attached to the Migration and Roma Department. Ceased to exist with effect from January 2011.



		(CoE) Co-ordinator for 

activities concerning

Roma and Travellers

		Coordinateur (du CdE)

pour les activités

concernant les Roms

et les Gens du voyage

		Attached to the Private Office of the Secretary General, but physically to DG III Social Cohesion.



		Committee of Experts

on Roma and Travellers

(MG-S-ROM)

		Comité d’Experts sur les

Roms et les Gens du voyage

(MG-S-ROM)

		Title of the MG-S-ROM between 12 July 2006 and the end of 2010. This committee was replaced in 2011 by the CAHROM.



		Group of Specialists on

Roma, Gypsies and

Travellers (MG-S-ROM)

		Groupe de spécialistes

sur les Roms, Tsiganes

et Voyageurs (MG-S-ROM)

		Title of the MG-S-ROM between 2002 and mid-2006.



		Group of Specialists on Roma/Gypsies (MG-S-ROM)

		Groupe de spécialistes sur les Roms/Tsiganes (MG-S-ROM)

		Title of the MG-S-ROM between 1995 and 2002.





III.3
Organisations, Associations, NGOs and Informal bodies

		English

		French

		Comments



		European Roma and

Travellers Forum

(ERTF) 

		Forum européen des

Roms et des Gens du

voyage (FERV) 

		International NGO based in the premises of the Council of Europe.  It was established in 2004 and in December of that year it signed a partnership agreement with the Secretary General of the Council of Europe. Some 70-80 delegates representing Roma communities in member states or international Roma organisations attend the Forum’s annual plenary in Strasbourg. For further information, visit: www.ertf.org.

During Committee of Ministers discussions preceding the signing of the partnership agreement, the documents of the GT-ROMS working group used the title “European Forum for Roma and Travellers/Forum européen pour les Roms et les Gens du voyage”.



		Forum of European

Roma Young People

(FERYP)

		Forum des jeunes

Roms européens

(FERYP)

		Established in 1996, Feryp is an international NGO based in Strasbourg (registered office at the ARPOMT Association). Feryp is a member of the ERTF (see above).



		International Romani Union (IRU)

		Union romani internationale (URI)

		Name in use since the 2nd World Romani Congress in Geneva in 1978. When first set up in 1967, it went under the name of the International Gypsy Committee.  Following the 1st World Romani Congress in London, it was renamed the International Rom Committee. The IRU is a member of the ERTF. In 1979 it obtained consultative status with the United Nations Economic and Social Council.



		International Romani Women’s Network (IRWN)

		Réseau international des femmes roms (IRWN)

		Set up in 2003, this NGO has its headquarters in Strasbourg. It is a member of the ERTF (see above).



		Roma National Congress (RNC)

		Congrès national des Roms (CNR)

		Umbrella organisation of Roma NGOs and representatives, a member of the ERTF.



		European Roma Information Office (ERIO)

		Bureau d’information européen sur les Roms (ERIO)

		Based in Brussels and founded in 2003, ERIO is an organisation defending Roma rights and promoting public debate on Roma issues. ERIO plays a lobbying role with the European institutions in Brussels.



		European Roma Rights Centre (ERRC)

		Centre européen des droits des Roms (Errc)

		Established in 1996 and based in Budapest, ERRC is an international organisation which seeks to fight against anti-Roma racism and defends Roma rights through the courts (ERRC has initiated numerous collective complaints under the European Social Charter), and undertakes human rights education and research work.



		Decade for Roma Inclusion



		Décennie pour

l’intégration / l’inclusion 

des Roms

		A regional initiative launched by the World Bank and the Open Society Institute (OSI)/Soros Foundation, whereby the participating countries give a political commitment to improve the socio-economic situation and social integration of the Roma over the period 2005-2015. The nine founding countries are Bulgaria, Croatia, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Macedonia (under that name), Montenegro, Romania, Serbia and the Slovak Republic.  They have since been joined by Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina and Spain (making 12 countries in total). Slovenia has observer status.  The secretariat of the Decade for Roma Inclusion is based in Budapest.





		Roma Education Fund (REF)

		Fonds pour l’éducation des Roms (REF)

		The Roma Education Fund was set up in 2005 as part of the Decade for Roma Inclusion.  Its role is to help reduce the gap in this field between Roma and non-Roma.



		Informal Contact Group

(ICG) of Intergovernmental Organisations on Roma, 

Sinti and Travellers

		Groupe de contact

informel des

organisations intergouvernementales

sur les Roms, les Sintés

et les Gens du voyage

		This informal group has met under practically each EU presidency since the Finnish presidency of 1999 (i.e. two meetings per year). Jointly launched by the OSCE/ODIHR and the Council of Europe with the aim of co-ordinating the activities of the international organisations on Roma issues, this group has gradually extended to various European Commission departments and to other European institutions (European Parliament, FRA), the UNHCR, the UNDP, the World Bank and, since 2006, a number of NGOs (ERTF, ERIO, ERRC, OSI). Its meetings are chaired by the country which holds the EU Presidency. The Council of Europe’s CM Chairmanship and the OSCE Presidency are also represented. Since the creation of the European Roma Platform (see below), the group’s meetings have been held in the margins of those of the Platform. A merger of the two is being discussed.



		European Platform for Roma inclusion

		Plateforme européenne pour l’insertion des Roms

		The Platform’s first meeting was held in Prague in April 2009.  Its aim is to co-ordinate national action to combat the exclusion of the Roma in EU member states.  Since its first meeting, it has met under each EU presidency.



		International Task Force on the Education of Roma (ITFER)

		Task Force internationale sur l’éducation des Roms (ITFER)

		A joint initiative of the Council of Europe and the OSCE/ODIHR launched in 2010 to co-ordinate international action focusing specifically on matters concerning the education of Roma. In addition to the two above-mentioned organisations, the Task Force today also comprises UNICEF, UNESCO, the European Commission, the European Economic and Social Committee la Commission européenne, and other non-governmental organisations.



		Contact Point for Roma and Sinti Issues (CPRSI) at the OSCE/ODIHR (Organisation for Security and Co-operation in Europe/Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights)

Action Plan on

Improving the Situation

of Roma and Sinti

within the OSCE Area

		Point de contact pour les questions roms et sintis à l’OSCE/BIDDH (Organisations pour la sécurité et la coopération en Europe/Bureau pour les institutions démocratiques et les droits de l’homme)

Plan d’action visant à

améliorer la situation

des Roms et des Sintis

dans l’espace de l’OSCE

		Since the mid-1990s, a body within the OSCE/ODIHR in Warsaw, specially tasked with Roma and Sinti issues.

Document adopted by the OSCE participating countries. For full text, see decision No. 566 of the Permanent Council of 27 November 2003:

http://www.osce.org/documents/pc/2003/11/1550_en.pdf  

Unlike the Council of Europe, the OSCE-ODIHR officially uses “Roma and Sinti/Roms et Sintis”. 





III.4
Council of Europe projects and initiatives

		English

		French

		Comments



		“Education of Roma children in Europe” Project

		Projet « Education des enfants roms en Europe »

		A project run between 2003 and 2009 by DG IV’s Division for the European Dimension of Education. The aim of this project was to implement Committee of Ministers Recommendation Rec (2000) on the education of Roma/Gypsy children in Europe [see document CD-ED-BU (2002)13]. which is why the terms “Gypsy” and “tsigane” were kept during the first stage of the project (2003-2005).

Nonetheless, in an effort to harmonise the terminology, the Steering Committee for Education adopted the following title for the 2006-2009 stage of the project): “Education of Roma children in Europe / Education des enfants roms en Europe”. For more information about this project, visit

http://www.coe.int/t/dg4/education/roma/histoculture_EN.asp   



		European training programme for mediators (ROMED)

New title since 2012 :


ROMED Programme – Intercultural mediation for Roma 

		Programme européen de formation pour les médiateurs (ROMED) 


Nouveau titre depuis 2012 :


Programme ROMED « Médiation interculturelle pour les Roms »

		The ROMED programme was launched following the adoption of the Strasbourg Declaration.  In July 2011 it became a joint Council of Europe/European Commission action.

There are three types of approach to the mediator’s role:


•
The “Trojan Horse” (the mediator as an instrument of the institution, having as mission to reach out to the community with the aim of changing its attitudes and behaviours);


•
The community activist (a representative of the community, fighting against the institution, for the rights of the Roma);


•
The real intercultural mediator (has a good knowledge of the “cultural codes” of the community and of the institution, is impartial and focused on improving communication and co-operation and on stimulating both parties to take responsibilities and to be actively involved in a change process).

The Council of Europe’s ROMED programme focuses on promoting this third approach, i.e. real and effective intercultural mediation.

See also “intercultural mediation”, “health mediators”, and “school mediators” in Chapter IV, “Terms with specific uses”.

For more information on ROMED, visit http://www.coe.int/t/dc/files/events/2011_roma_mediators/default_EN.asp  



		DOSTA! Awareness-raising campaign for combating prejudice and stereotypes towards Roma

Council of Europe Dosta! campaign motto:


“Dosta! Enough! Go beyond prejudice, meet the Roma!”

		Campagne de sensibilisation Dosta ! visant à lutter contre les préjugés et les stéréotypes à l’encontre des Roms

Slogan de la campagne Dosta ! du Conseil de l’Europe :


« Dosta ! Ça suffit ! Dépassons les préjugés, allons à la rencontre des Roms !»

		“Dosta” is a Romani word (Balkan variant) meaning “That’s enough!”. 

It was chosen as the title for the awareness-raising campaign undertaken by the Council of Europe since 2006, first of all under the third joint Council of Europe/European Commission programme, entitled “Equal rights and treatment for 

Roma in South Eastern Europe”, and then gradually in other member states.

The motto is often adapted to the national context.  For example, it Italy it refers to the Roma and the Sinti.  The motto of the French national campaign includes “…meet the Roma, Gypsies and Travellers” (Roms, Tsiganes et Gens du Voyage).

For further information, visit the multilingual campaign website: 

http://www.dosta.org 



		Route of Roma Culture and Heritage

		Itinéraire de la culture et du patrimoine des Roms

		A project launched by the Council of Europe’s Directorate of Culture in Slovenia in 2010.  The aim of the Route of Roma Culture and Heritage is to increase the knowledge of people in Europe about Roma history, culture, values and lifestyle, to encourage the contribution of Roma to Europe’s cultural life and diversity and ultimately contribute to giving a positive value to an image of Roma who are, more often than not, perceived in a negative and stereotyped way. To achieve this, the Cultural Route will develop a network of organisations (associations, museums, documentation and cultural centres, art and education institutions, festivals, etc.) which work together towards developing a common set of activities.

The title “Gypsy Cultural Route” is found in Jean-Pierre Liégeois’ 1993 and 1997 reports. The new title was adopted in Brno (Czech Republic) in 2003 [ref. DGIV/EDU/ROM(2004)8]. Some texts still use the project’s first name, “Roma/Gypsy Cultural Route”.

For further information on the Roma cultural route, visit

http://www.coe.int/t/dg4/cultureheritage/culture/routes/roma_EN.asp   



		European Academic Network on Romani Studies



		Réseau universitaire européen d’études romani

		This network is a new joint Council of Europe/European Union action for a two year period (June 2011 – May 2013), to set up an academic network on Romani studies. The overall aim of the project is to facilitate intercultural dialogue and support efforts towards the social inclusion of Romani citizens in Europe. The project will raise the visibility of existing research and foster cooperation with policymakers, by providing evidence for better conceived policy initiatives. One of its key roles will be to provide references and guidance to policymakers and young researchers.

For further information on this network, visit http://www.coe.int/romastudies  



		Database on Roma-related policies and good practices

		Base de données sur les politiques et bonnes pratiques relatives aux Roms

		The setting up of a database on Roma-related policies and good practices is in response to the Strasbourg Declaration adopted on 20 October 2010 at the high-level meeting on Roma, which states:


· (43) Recognising the need to contribute to the implementation of these priorities through the use of good practices, expertise and available financial resources which exist at European, national, regional and local level, the member states of the Council of Europe:

· (44) welcome the decision of the Secretary General to re-organise resources in a transversal manner within the Council of Europe Secretariat with the task of further developing co-operation with national, regional and local authorities and international organisations in collecting, analysing, exchanging and disseminating information on policies and good practice on Roma, providing advice and support upon the request of national, regional and local authorities as well as practical assistance in the implementation of new policy initiatives, especially at the local level, and providing access to training, capacity-building and educational material;

For further information, please visit


http://goodpracticeroma.ppa.coe.int  





Chapter IV: Terms and expressions with specific uses or presenting translation difficulties


IV.1
Terms relating to status and lifestyle

		English

		French

		Comments



		hawker

		marchand ambulant

colporteur

		



		IDP 

(internally displaced person)

		- personne déplacée

- personne déplacée en interne

- personne déplacée au sein de son propre pays

		



		kin state

		Etat parent / pays de rattachement

		The Roma differ from most other minorities in having no kin state in Europe and living in numerous countries (one speaks of minorities without a territory).



		nomadic, itinerant

		itinérant



		“Nomade” is often pejorative in French and should be avoided.  In English, both adjectives “nomadic” and “itinerant” are neutral. “Itinerant” as a noun, however, may also be viewed as pejorative. 



		renomadising

		renomadisation



		Return of sedentary communities to an itinerant lifestyle.



		refugee

		réfugié

		



		returnee

		rapatrié

		



		voluntary returnee

		rapatrié de plein gré

		






IV.2
Terms relating to encampments, accommodation and facilities

		English

		French

		Comments



		camp site

		campement

terrain

		



		Co-operative housing 

		coopératives de logement

		



		do-it-yourself housing 

		auto-construction

		



		encampment

		stationnement

		“Encampment” is the term used when Travellers, their families and their mobile homes remain on a site for a considerable time [cf. CM Rrv(2004)14].



		halting site

		site de halte

		



		informal vs. illegal settlement

		camps non autorisés vs. campements interdits

		



		minimum facilities

		équipement minimal en infrastructures 

		“Minimum facilities” include water, electricity, sanitation and rubbish collection [cf. CM Rec(2004)14].



		mobile home

		abri mobile 

		A mobile home is used to refer to accommodation on wheels, usually towed (caravan), occasionally self-powered (camper van) [cf. CM Rec(2004)14].



		right of encampment

		droit de stationnement

		



		sanitation

		Assainissement ;


infrastructures sanitaires

		



		security of tenure

		sécurité d’occupation


sécurité des droits fonciers


sécurité de maintien dans les lieux

		



		settlement

		quartier


campement (camp)


site d’accueil

		In French, “quartier” is used for sedentary communities, and “campement” (or “camp”) for itinerant communities.  “Site d’accueil” can cover both.



		short-stay areas

		aires de passage

		“Short-stay areas” are those where Travellers stop for a few days or weeks during the period when they are on the road (for a maximum period of about one month)  [cf. CM Rec(2004)14].



		site vs. encampment area

		aire vs. aire d’accueil

		“Encampment areas” are those specially reserved or established for Travellers, including those where semi-itinerant Travellers spend the winter (maximum period of about six months). “Sites” are any sites used by Travellers, including encampment areas, traditional encampment areas and occasional sites [see CM R.(2004)14].



		traditional encampment areas

		aires traditionnelles de stationnement 

		“Traditional encampment areas” are those habitually used by Travellers. In the case of semi-itinerant Travellers, encampment areas are places where Travellers normally spend the winter (approximatively 6 months maximum) [see CM R.(2004)14].



		transit/halting site 

		site de transit/de halte

		“Transit/halting sites” are sites to which Travellers are admitted, while waiting to be re-housed or move on [cf. CM Rec(2005)4].



		water supply

		point d’eau


approvisionnement en eau

		






IV.3
Terms relating to deportation

		English

		French

		Comments



		Deportation, expulsion

		- expulsion, au sens de 

reconduite à la frontière; exécution de l’ordre d’expulsion [étrangers]; 

- bannissement [ressortissants]

		Both deportation and expulsion refer to the removal of an alien from a country. 

According to Robert L. Bledose and Adam Boleslaw in International Law: A Dictionary (2005) “Deportation is a procedure under [national] law that is distinct from expulsion in that it refers to aliens who have entered a state in violation of its immigration law, whereas expulsion affects all and primarily legally settled aliens.” 


Expulsion, unlike deportation, can also be used to refer to the removal of individuals from a site they are (usually unlawfully) occupying, but not necessarily out of the country.

NB: Expulsion/Deportation should not be translated by the French word “déportation” which has very negative connotations and is associated with the Nazi policy of deportation to concentration and extermination camps.  It is the equivalent of “transportation” in the sense of the transportation (or deportation) of Jews during the Holocaust or in the historical sense of the deportation of convicts to a penal colony.



		deportation order

		interdiction du territoire

		



		evacuation

		évacuation

		



		eviction

		expulsion (par exemple d’un logement)

		



		eviction order

		mandat d’expulsion

		



		Expulsion 



		expulsion

		See under “deportation”



		non-expulsion principle 

principle of non-refoulement

		principe de non-refoulement

		



		removal

		éloignement

renvoi

		Removal is mostly used in the sense of removal from a site.






IV.4
Terms relating to the situation of women and health

		English

		French

		Comments



		coerced sterilisation

		stérilisation forcée

		



		gender balance

		parité hommes-femmes

		



		gender equality

		égalité des sexes

		



		reproductive health

		santé génésique

		






IV.5
Terms relating to mediation

		English

		French

		Comments



		intercultural mediation for Roma

		médiation interculturelle pour les Roms

		Mediation is one of the measures used across Europe to tackle the inequalities Roma face in terms of access to employment, healthcare services and quality education. It consists of employing people with a Roma background, from local Roma communities, or with a good knowledge of Roma issues, to act as mediators between the Roma and the public institutions



		employment mediators

		médiateurs pour l’emploi 

		



		health mediators

		médiateurs sanitaires

médiateurs de santé

		The role of health mediators is to mediate between Roma patients and health professionals, provide basic health education and assist Roma communities in obtaining necessary insurance and documents [cf. CM Rec(2006)10]. 

They are social workers, usually of Roma origin and frequently women, and they liaise between Roma and Roma families in remote areas (neighbourhoods, villages) and public institutions (doctors, hospitals, etc.). Roma mediators operate in other areas too (such as schools and employment agencies).



		school assistants and

mediators

		assistants et médiateurs scolaires

		According to a DG IV report (DGIV/EDU/ROM(2004)11), a distinction should be made between the two concepts: school assistants have a subordinate function which may actually perpetuate inequality between Roma and non-Roma, while the term “school mediator” implies a process involving equal parties – a process which may help to build a more balanced relationship between schools and the Roma community. Another difference: school assistants work mainly in schools and classrooms, while school mediators act as an interface between schools and the community. “Mediation” is common to both, however, since school assistants also mediate between pupils and parents.






IV.6
Terms relating to history, language and culture

		English

		French

		Comments



		codification vs.

standardisation [of the Romani language]

		codification  vs.

standardisation [de la langue romani]

		A report [MIN-LANG (2005)19] by the Secretariat of the Charter of Regional and Minority Languages in DG I, issued after a public hearing with the European Roma and Travellers Forum, recommends that “standardisation” (of the Romani language), which may suggest “unification” and “assimilation”, be avoided and that “codification” be used instead. 



		Roma genocide

Roma Holocaust

		génocide des Roms Holocauste des Roms



		In Romani, there are several terms to refer to the genocide of the Roma carried out by the Nazis (depending on communities and linguistic variants): “Samudaripe(n)” “Phar(r)aj(i)mos”, “Por(r)ajmos” or Kalí Traš.


“Samudaripe(n)” means “murder of everyone”, and is reminiscent of the Jewish term “Shoah” (“destruction”). “Phar(r)aj(i)mos” and “Por(r)ajmos” means “that which devours”. “Kalí Traš” could be translated by “Black tragedy”.


In the most recent Council of Europe texts, the term “Roma genocide” is used more frequently than “Roma Holocaust”, followed in most cases by the two terms in Roman, “Samudaripen/Pharrajimos”.

In all, it is estimated that some 500,000 Roma and Sinti were exterminated in World War 2, which in percentage terms makes them the ethnic group most affected by the Nazi massacres. Over 90% of the Roma population in certain countries were exterminated by the fascist regimes.

On the night of 2 to 3 August alone, 2,897 Roma and Sinti, primarily old men, women and children, were massacred in the Zigeunerlager (“Gypsy camp”) of the Auschwitz- Birkenau concentration camp (and at least 23,000 Roma and Sinti were gassed in this camp during the Second World War). 

August 2 was therefore chosen by Roma organisations and a number of member states to commemorate all the Roma and Sinti victims of this period.

For more information, visit the joint Council of Europe/OSCE site: www.romagenocide.org (in particular, the interactive map).






IV.7
Terms relating to policies

		English

		French

		Comments



		empowerment

		- autonomisation ;

- responsabilisation ;

- renforcement de l’autonomie ;

- émancipation

		



		good practice

		bonne pratique

		The Council of Europe, particularly in its database on Roma-related policies and good practices, has adopted the following definition of good practice:

“A good practice is defined as anything that has been tried and shown to work in some way - whether fully or in part but with at least some evidence of effectiveness - and that may have implications for practice at any level elsewhere. Three possible levels of good practice flow from this: promising practices, demonstrated practices, and replicated (or best) practices” (Olivier Serrat).



		promising practices

		pratiques prometteuses

		Promising practices are projects or initiatives which are deemed to be good practices but for which no evidence or evaluation reports have been found to validate their effectiveness on the ground.



		demonstrated practices

		pratiques éprouvées

		Demonstrated practices are transferable, innovative and long-term-oriented projects which have been identified as being good practices following multi-sectoral evaluations including by the beneficiaries, and validated as such by persons external to the project.



		reproduced (or best) practices

		pratiques reproduites (ou meilleures)

		Reproduced practices are demonstrated practices which, in addition, have been replicated at other levels (local, regional, national or in another country).



		outreach measures

		mesures ciblées

		



		targeted policies

		politiques ciblées

		



		umbrella organisation

		organisation faîtière




		Federal or national organisation covering a series of smaller non-governmental organisations.





Contact persons for the glossary:

French Translation Department:


Claire Pedotti (claire.pedotti@coe.int)


English Translation Department:


Alan McDonald (alan.mcdonald@coe.int) 


Support team of the SRSG for Roma issues:

Michael Guet (michael.guet@coe.int)

Directorate of Education / Support team of the SRSG for Roma issues:

Aurora Ailincai (aurora.ailincai@coe.int)

� For further details on their migration path and the first written traces of their settlement in each country, and also on the policies pursued regarding the Roma, see Roma in Europe, by Jean-Pierre Liégeois (Council of Europe Publishing); see also the Roma history factsheets published by the Council of Europe and available online at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.coe.int/t/dg4/education/roma/histoculture_EN.asp" ��http://www.coe.int/t/dg4/education/roma/histoculture_EN.asp�? 



� The lyrics of the anthem, together with an English translation can be found on � HYPERLINK "http://www.reocities.com/~patrin/gelem.htm" ��http://www.reocities.com/~patrin/gelem.htm�.



� The Roma flag represents a people and not a state with defined borders. The colour blue symbolises the sky, freedom, spirituality, what is eternal; green symbolises nature, the earth, fertility and the tangible aspects of life.  The red 16-spoke wheel symbolises not only the horse-drawn caravan, travelling, growth and progress, but also refers to the Indian origin of the Roma, their “motherland” from where they migrated as early as the 9th century, since the wheel is inspired by the chakra, found on the Indian flag, which has 24 spokes just like the number of hours in a day. [source: Council of Europe factsheets on the Roma].



� See the table of estimates on � HYPERLINK "http://www.coe.int/roma" ��http://www.coe.int/roma�.



� For further details, see �HYPERLINK "http://www.coe.int/t/dg4/linguistic/minorities_romani_pub_EN.asp"��http://www.coe.int/t/dg4/linguistic/minorities_romani_pub_EN.asp�? 



� The full definition can be found on: � HYPERLINK "http://www.ergonetwork.org/antigypsyism.htm" ��http://www.ergonetwork.org/antigypsyism.htm�.



� All these texts are available on line at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.coe.int/lportal/web/coe-portal/roma_reference-texts" ��http://www.coe.int/lportal/web/coe-portal/roma_reference-texts� 







Latest update: 18 May 2012
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The topic of the presentation

Overview of the most relevant recent research on the situation of the Roma in Hungary and the EU

Some indicators on the situation of the Roma in Hungary and the EU

How to measure racial discrimination?

Research recently done on discrimination against the Roma in Europe and Hungary

Some interesting empirical results from discrimination research







Research on the situation of the Roma in Hungary and in the EU







1. Overview of the Roma research in Hungary and EU

HUNGARY

		Anthropological research for over 100 years ago

		modern empirical research: surveys from the 1970s – István Kemény 1971 , repeated two times in 1993 (Kemény-Havas-Kertesi) and 2003 (Kemény-Janky): estimation of the number of Roma and basic socio-economic characteristics

		Currently some large scale empirical research carried out by the National Family and Social Policy Institute (pilot in 2011, N=4000, large scale survey in 2013, N=7000, results have not been published yet)



EU

		Large scale cross-country surveys launched by the UNDP: 2002 (pilot in 5 countries), 2004-2005  (11 countries, both EU and non-EU); design: Roma sample and sample from the majority population living in close proximity of the Roma

		Same design in 2011: UNDP – World Bank – EC Regional Roma Survey (12 countries) and FRA Roma Survey (11 countries), similar methodology, overlaps in country coverage, N=22,203 Roma and non Roma respondents.









Children aged 4 to starting age of compulsory education attending preschool or kindergarten (pooled data, %)







Household members aged 20 to 24 with at least completed general or vocational upper-secondary education (pooled data, %)







Household members aged 20 to 64 in paid employment (excluding self-employment, pooled data, %)







Respondents aged 18 and above stating that they are or will be entitled to private or state pension (%)







Average number of persons per room (excluding kitchen, hall, toilet, bathroom and any room rented out) (pooled data, %)







Persons living in households at risk of poverty (%)







Research on discrimination against the Roma in Hungary and in the EU







1. Racial discrimination: how to measure it?

Four major methods of measuring racial discrimination:

Surveys (e.g. Eurobarometer surveys)

Administrative records (statistics of the Equality Treatment Authorities)

Analysis of observational data (e.g. observations on police stop and search practices)

Laboratory and field experiments (e.g discrimination testing on the labour market)



Discriminatory behaviour can rarely observed directly COUNTERFACTUAL QUESTION:  what would have happened to a non-white (in the USA) Roma (in HUN) individual if he or she had been white/ non –roma?









2. Racial discrimination: different point of views

Discrimination may be assessed: 

(i) from the minority’s point of view (based on the

experiences of those who have been discriminated against) or

(ii) from the majority’s perspective (the majority’s perception of the existence of discrimination).

Or interaction: observation or discrimination testing



An important distinction should be made when assessing the prevalence of discrimination,

Discrimination may be assessed (i) from the minority’s point of view (based on the

experiences of those who have been discriminated) or (ii) from the majority’s perspective

(majority’s perception of the existence of discrimination). This distinction has to be born in mind while interpreting the research results.









2. Most relevant researches 

		Eurobarometer (2009, 2012): survey on the majority’s perception of discrimination (does not directly focus on the Roma, but on discrimination based on ethnic origin)

		Attitudes towards ethnic minorities and perceived social distances (2011, TÁRKI)

		Discrimination in the work place 2010-2011 (Equal Treatment Authority)

		EU MIDIS (2008) and preparation of new wave of data gathering by FRA

		Observation: police stop and search practices (STEPSS project)

		Discrimination tests by TÁRKI (2006) and NEKI (2009)

















3.1 Perception: The European context (Eurobarometer surveys results - 2012)





The exact question was: For each of the following types of discrimination, could you please tell me whether, in your opinion, it 

is very widespread, fairly widespread, fairly rare or very rare in (OUR COUNTRY)?

 Discrimination on the basis of ethnic origin?



Of the eight grounds of discrimination examined in the survey, discrimination on grounds of ethnic origin is seen as the most widespread:

overall, 56% of Europeans think that it is widespread. 37% consider that it is rare and 2% answer spontaneously

that it is non-existent in their country. One respondent in twenty (5%) answered “don’t know”

In HUNGARY: 70% answered that it is widespread and only 26% thought it is rare, the proportion of those who found ethnic discrimination rare was 18% in 2009. 

Discrimination can happen in outside working life. For example, in education, when people go shopping, visit restaurants/bars, try to rent an accommodation or buy a property, go to a doctor or to a hospital. Could you please tell me whether, in your opinion, discrimination outside working life is very widespread, fairly widespread, fairly rare or very rare in (OUR COUNTRY)? Discrimination on the basis of… 



However, if we look at how perceptions of the prevalence of ethnic discrimination have evolved since 2009, we find that in most countries the situation is thought to have improved. The largest improvement is noted in Malta, where the proportion thinking that ethnic discrimination is rare or non-existent has increased by 23 percentage points to 41%. Very significant improvements are also found in Austria (+17), Slovenia (+15) and the Netherlands (+10). There are two countries where public opinion is now somewhat more negative: in Cyprus, only 24% now consider discrimination on the grounds of ethnic origin to be rare or non-existent in their country (-5), while in Luxembourg this figure has fallen to 45% (-4). 













3.1 Perception: Perceived social distance between Hungarians and the five ethnic groups by respondents (2011:TÁRKI-EIA research)





Diagram1


			Jewish			Jewish			Jewish			Jewish


			Roma			Roma			Roma			Roma


			African			African			African			African


			Arab			Arab			Arab			Arab


			Chinese			Chinese			Chinese			Chinese





Would accept unconditionally


Would accept as a neighbor and as a colleague


Would accept as a colleague


Would not accept


0.39
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0.31


0.19


0.18


0.14


0.49


0.22


0.32


0.09


0.38


0.19


0.28


0.1


0.43


0.24


0.35


0.08


0.33





9. ábra


						Females			Males			Total


			Hungarian from Ukraine: Sára (F)			57			49			53


			Hungarian from Serbia: Tamás (M)			32			36			34


			Iraqi: Fatima (F)			5			7			6


			Kenyan: Abena (F)			2			3			3


			Chinese: Yin (F)			2			2			2


			Nigerian: Adofo (M)			3			1			2


			Irani: Ali (M)			1			1			1


			Chinese: Chen (M)			1			1			1








9. ábra


			





Hungarian from Ukraine: Sára (F)


Hungarian from Serbia: Tamás (M)


Iraqi: Fatima (F)


Kenyan: Abena (F)


Chinese: Yin (F)


Nigerian: Adofo (M)


Irani: Ali (M)


Chinese: Chen (M)





8. ábra


						Females			Males			Total


			Hungarian from Ukraine: Sára (F)			57			43			50


			Hungarian from Serbia: Tamás (M)			26			36			31


			Iraqi: Fatima (F)			9			8			8


			Kenyan: Abena (F)			3			5			4


			Chinese: Yin (F)			2			4			3


			Nigerian: Adofo (M)			1			2			2


			Irani: Ali (M)			1			3			2


			Chinese: Chen (M)			1			1			1








8. ábra


			





Hungarian from Ukraine: Sára (F)


Hungarian from Serbia: Tamás (M)


Iraqi: Fatima (F)


Kenyan: Abena (F)


Chinese: Yin (F)


Nigerian: Adofo (M)


Irani: Ali (M)


Chinese: Chen (M)





7. ábra


						Would accept unconditionally			Would accept as a neighbor and as a colleague			Would accept as a colleague			Would not accept


			Has a Chinese acquaintance			33%			38%			8%			21%


			Does not have a Chinese acquaintance			21%			33%			8%			38%


			Has an Arab acquaintance			32%			29%			10%			30%


			Does not have an Arab acquaintance			15%			28%			11%			46%


			Has an African acquaintance			42%			33%			8%			17%


			Does not have an African acquaintance			19%			32%			9%			40%








7. ábra


			





Would accept unconditionally


Would accept as a neighbor and as a colleague


Would accept as a colleague


Would not accept





6. ábra


						Would accept unconditionally			Would accept as neighbor and as colleague			Would accept as colleague			Would not accept


			Jewish			39			25			5			31


			Roma			19			18			14			49


			African			22			32			9			38


			Arab			19			28			10			43


			Chinese			24			35			8			33


						Would accept unconditionally			Would accept as a neighbor and as a colleague			Would accept as a colleague			Would not accept


			Jewish			39%			25%			5%			31%


			Roma			19%			18%			14%			49%


			African			22%			32%			9%			38%


			Arab			19%			28%			10%			43%


			Chinese			24%			35%			8%			33%








6. ábra


			





Would accept unconditionally


Would accept as a neighbor and as a colleague


Would accept as a colleague


Would not accept





5. ábra


						Perceives great tension			Perceives small tension			Does not perceive tension			Total


			Trusts the police			3.8			4.4			4.9			4.3


			Trusts the Hungarian legal system			2.5			2.6			3.2			2.7


			Trusts the Parliament			3.4			3.9			4.2			3.8


			Trusts the politicians			3.9			4.6			4.8			4.5


			Trusts people in general			4.3			4.9			5.3			4.8








5. ábra


			0			0			0			0


			0			0			0			0


			0			0			0			0


			0			0			0			0


			0			0			0			0





Total


Does not perceive tension


Perceives small tension


Perceives great tension





4. ábra


															Any group			61%


			Chinese			57%


			Israelis			36%									Germans			9%


			Arabs			31%									Russians			10%


			Africans			20%									Dutch			12%


			Slovaks			15%									Slovaks			15%


			Dutch			12%									Africans			20%


			Russians			10%									Arabs			31%


			Germans			9%									Israelis			36%


			Any group			61%									Chinese			57%








4. ábra


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0








3. ábra


						great tension			small tension			no tension


			Between elderly and young people			15%			58%			27%


			Between the rich and the poor			53%			40%			7%


			Between Roma and non-Roma people			68%			29%			3%


			Between Hungarians and immigrants			23%			62%			16%








3. ábra


			0			0			0


			0			0			0


			0			0			0


			0			0			0





great tension


small tension


no tension





2. ábra


						LMP			Jobbik			Fidesz			MSZP


			Jews-Israelis			30%			50%			30%			28%


			Chinese			62%			60%			49%			54%


			Arabs			28%			36%			23%			28%


			African people			21%			28%			17%			19%


			Slovaks			15%			6%			11%			13%


			Jews-Israelis			30%			50%			30%			28%


			Chinese			62%			60%			49%			54%


			Arabs			28%			36%			23%			28%


			African people			21%			28%			17%			19%


			Slovaks			15%			6%			11%			13%








2. ábra


			0			0			0			0


			0			0			0			0


			0			0			0			0


			0			0			0			0


			0			0			0			0





MSZP


Fidesz


Jobbik


LMP





1. ábra


			


			Chinese			52%


			Jewish, Israeli			29%


			Arab			25%


			African			19%


			Slovak			13%


			Dutch			9%


			Russian			9%


			German			6%


						52


						29


						25


						19


						13


						9


						9


						6








1. ábra


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0








1. tábla


			


			Females						Males


			Iraqi: Fatima			8%			Irani: Ali			3%


			Kenyan: Abena			8%			Nigerian: Adofo			7%


			Chinese: Yin			5%			Chinese: Chen			5%


			Hungarian from Ukraine: Sára			79%			Hungarian from Serbia: Tamás			85%


			Total			100%			Total			100%












3.1 Perception: the perceived level of discrimination (2011-Equal Treatment Authority)

Survey of the Hungarian population over 18:

		People that have personally witnessed discrimination in the past 12 months:

		On grounds of ethnic origin, namely against the Roma (19%).

		On grounds of age (11%)

		On grounds of disability (8%)





The research aimed to collect updated data on the perception of discrimination within society.

Regarding the question on what grounds did respondents personally witness discrimination in

the last 12 months, the highest percentage of people reported witnessing discrimination on the

ground of ethnic origin, namely against Roma people (18.5%). The second most frequently

mentioned ground of discrimination mentioned was age (11.4%), and the third most

frequently mentioned ground of discrimination was disability (7.9%).



VISIBILITY: VISIBLE/NON VISIBLE MINORITIES









3.2 Experience: the level of discrimination (REPRESENATIVE SAMPLE, 2011-Equal Treatment Authority)

Personal experience of discrimination:

		in the course of their lives: 36%

		in the last 12 months: 15%



Spheres of discrimination:

		in the workplace: 10%

		In health care services: 7%





The central issue of the survey was to gain representative data on personal experiences of

discrimination. Overall, more than one-third (36%) of the respondents suffered from

discrimination at least on one occasion in the course of their lives. The ratio was not

significantly different for men and women. Regarding the personal experiences of

discrimination in the last 12 months 14.9 of the respondents reported an event of

discrimination. Most typically, people experienced discrimination at their workplace (10.3%)

which was followed by institutions of social and health care services (6.9%).

Examining the importance of discrimination on different grounds, the research found age to

be the most important factor leading to discrimination (15%). The second most important

ground of discrimination was social background (8.9%); the third most important ground of

discrimination was related to health status (8.3%). Interestingly, there were only two grounds

of discrimination for which men and women were affected signif









3.2 Experience: the level of discrimination (ROMA SUB-SAMPLE, 2011-Equal Treatment Authority)

		 three-quarter of Roma respondents have experienced racial discrimination,

		 two-thirds of them suffered disadvantage because of skin-colour,

		 60% because of their ethnic background, 

		 and almost half of them because of their low socio-economic status.





Almost three-quarter of Roma respondents have felt racial

discrimination, two-thirds of them suffered disadvantage because of skin-colour, 60 percent

because of their ethnic minority background, and almost half of them because of their low

socio-economic status. Reasons of discrimination varied on a large scale. Among typical

reasons of discrimination, being members of a racial-ethnic minority community or having a

different skin-colour was frequently mentioned. Stories of experienced discrimination

testified the occurrence of similar examples of unjust treatment from the various fields of life

of Roma people as expressed through quantitative data, for example: “Roma children are

separated from non-Roma students in schools”, “they were treated differently from majority

people by the police”, “they were conspicuously observed during shopping”, “since he was

dismissed because of ethnic background he is not able to find a job”, etc









3.3 Racial profiling in Hungary (STEPSS project, 2007-2008)



		Pilot project focused on police stop and search practices in Hungary

		Three cities: Budapest (6th district), Szeged and Kaposvár



Main results:



Ethnic disproportionality in stop and search: overrepresentation of Roma in the ID checked population:

In Budapest: 33% of all the persons checked were identified as Roma 3,3 times more likely to be stopped than non Roma

In Szeged: 7%  2,3 times more likely to be stopped than non Roma

In Kaposvár: 29%  2,4 times more likely to be stopped than non Roma

Benchmarking was based on experts estimations and researches by Kemény et al

Effectiveness: in case of the checked Roma: 78% of the cases no further measure was required; in case of the checked  non Roma: 79% no difference in efficiency of checks targeting Roma and non-Roma









The Prevalence of Discrimination due to Age, Ethnic Group or Race, Gender, State of Health and Marital Status and cumulative, experienced by Employees in the Market sector (N=8542), in the Civil Sector (N=341), among Government Officials (N=508) and among Public servants (N=602) (percentage)



In the 12 months preceding data collection, 7% of employees in the market sector, 8% in the public sector and only 4% in the civil sector experienced discrimination due to their age. Due to gender, the highest rate of those employees discriminated against was found in the market sector (3%), the lowest number of discrimination cases was registered yet again in the civil sphere. Due to their state of health, it was employees in the public and governmental sector that felt discriminated against in the highest proportion.

In the competition and public sphere, the proportion of those employees who were discriminated against at their workplace in any respect (either wage, or working conditions, or promotion) is high, and lies between 9 and 10%. In contrast, in the civil sphere, workplace discrimination is less frequent: out of 100 employees, four claimed to have experienced discrimination within one year (Diagram 3).



Source: Equal Treatment Authority, 2010









Measurement problems:

Survey data typically cannot directly measure the prevalence of actual discrimination (indirect measures of discrimination): Validity problems

Victimisation research:  Over- or underestimation of the level of discrimination

Administrative reports on discrimination: lacks completeness The problem of latency (so-called iceberg effect)

In case of the observations:  benchmarking problems 
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Thank you for your attention!

bernat@tarki.hu

simonovits@tarki.hu

Questions?
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HARC AZ ELŐÍTÉLETEK ELLEN



Budapest, 2013. szeptember 04.

Dr. Orsós Anna













ELŐÍTÉLET és/vagy DISZKRIMINÁCIÓ? 





A kutatások többségében fogalmi bizonytalanság,  zavar érzékelhető, nem válik szét:



			Előítéletesség

			Diszkrimináció

			Társadalmi távolság

			Idegen- vagy cigányellenesség







*









AZ ELUTASÍTÓ VISELKEDÉS  FOKOZATAI 

 (ALLPORT, 1999)

		szóbeli előítéletesség

		elkerülés

		hátrányos megkülönböztetés

		testi erőszak

		kiirtás



A szociálpszichológiai kutatások ezeket nem különböztetik meg, az előítéletek meglétéből következtetnek a diszkriminatív hajlandóságra.

Allport szerint a magasabb fokozatú elutasító viselkedésformák feltételezik az alacsonyabb fokú meglétét, de azért azt hangsúlyozza, hogy 

„ az emberek ugatása (szóbeli előítéletesség) sokkal élesebb, mint harapásuk (tényleges diszkrimináció).”







A CIGÁNYSÁG OKTATÁSI PROBLÉMÁINAK VIZSGÁLATÁRÓL SZÓLÓ PEDAGÓGIAI KUTATÁSOK 



		Speciális problémaháttér vizsgálata, amely előidézi a cigány/roma gyerekek iskolai sikertelenségének gyakori előfordulását.



(családi szocializáció, nyelvi hátrány, szociális helyzet, tanulási motiváció, hátrányos megkülönböztetés, a szülők kapcsolata az iskolához és az iskolázottsághoz, pedagógiai gyakorlat) 

		 A sikertelenség okairól viszonylag gazdag hazai szakirodalom található, melyek különböző szempontok alapján tárják fel a fenti problémákat (Forray, Hegedüs, Liskó, Kertesi, Kézdi, Radó stb.). 











A PEDAGÓGUSOK ELŐÍTÉLETESSÉGÉNEK VIZSGÁLATA ROMA GYEREKEKET IS TANÍTÓ PEDAGÓGUSOK KÖRÉBEN 

(BORDÁCS MARGIT, 2009)





		Megjelenik-e az előítéletesség az iskola falain belül, a pedagógusok beállítódásában?





		Az előítéletes viselkedés a cigány/roma gyerekekkel szemben már kisiskoláskorban megjelenik, amit az iskolai sikertelenség általában tovább erősít. 

		A cigány tanulók rosszul érzik magukat, tanulási motivációjuk csökken, még gyengébben teljesítenek, eltávolodnak sikeresebb társaiktól.









A KUTATÁS TAPASZTALATAIBÓL



		A cigánykérdés megoldásaként sok intézményben az  elkülönítést választották, és a cigány/roma gyerekek iskolai sikertelenségét genetikai sajátosságokkal magyarázták - ebből a felfogásból egyértelműen következik az, hogy a pedagógus eleve elrendeltté teszi a roma gyerek iskolai sikertelenségét és még a felelősséget sem kell vállalnia, hiszen genetikailag eldöntött a dolog.











AZ ELŐÍTÉLETES VISZONYULÁS KIALAKULÁSÁNAK OKAI 



		1.  A bűnbakképzés - saját hibáinkért, bűneinkért valaki mást kezdünk el hibáztatni. Ehhez olyan személyt vagy csoportot használunk fel, akik bizonyos feltűnő jegyekben különböznek tőlünk. 



		2. a konkurencia, aminek következtében az uralkodó csoport igyekszik a kisebbségi csoportokat elnyomni - anyagi érdekektől vezérelve.









FELADATOK 



		pedagógusok nagyfokú felelősségének kérdése vitathatatlan. 

		ennek megfelelően szükségesnek látszik a pedagógusképzés és -továbbképzés átalakítása, illetve kiegészítése az előítéletesség leépítésére, a cigány/roma kultúra megismertetésére, valamint módszertani és tanulásszervezési technikák, modellek megteremtésére.

















ÁTTÖRÉST HOZHAT: A ROMA SZAKKOLLÉGIUM KIÉPÜLŐ RENDSZERE

TÁMOP-4.1.1.D - 12/2/KONV-2012-0009

„Komplex hallgatói szolgáltatások fejlesztése hátrányos helyzetű hallgatók részére

a Wlislocki Henrik Szakkollégium szervezésében”















*













NYÁRI TÁBOR





A Wlislocki Henrik Szakkollégium ösztöndíjasai és az ország más roma szakkollégiumaiból meghívott hallgatók csapatépítő és antirasszista tréningen vettek részt. Az öt nap programja az antirasszizmus témakörére fókuszált, a hallgatók trénerek segítségével közös kommunikációs kereteket és antirasszista akciókat terveztek, amit a következő félévben akár meg is valósíthatnak. 







LINKEK





		http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wZ-Lf0CXlqg

		https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=x9KzsK9q7F0

		http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=B3THOQLXz5c

		http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=96AEaJZn3vY

		http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1gH4WP9ZlIo





		http://mno.hu/ahirtvhirei/antirasszista-trening-a-hatranyos-helyzetu-fiataloknak-1180741
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Nemzeti Fejlesztési Ugynokség
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A projekt az Eurdpai Unio tamogatasaval, az Eurdpai
Szocialis Alap tarsfinanszirozasaval valosul meg.
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OSCAD

(Observatory for Security against Discriminatory Acts)

The Observatory for Security against Discriminatory Acts (OSCAD) was established for the purpose of guaranteeing the right to security of persons belonging to social groups at risk of discrimination







OSCAD is made up of the directors of the investigative services of the National Police and the Carabinieri Corps dealing with hate crimes

Members







OSCAD pursues the following objectives:



 surfacing of the phenomenon

 initiation of timely and effective investigations

 monitoring and analysis

 enhanced knowledge of the phenomenon

 training of law enforcement officers

 communication

Objectives 







Surfacing of the phenomenon



 To address under-reporting, OSCAD receives reports of hate crimes, also made anonymously, via e-mail or fax

Objectives







Initiation of timely and effective investigations



OSCAD members include the directors of the central investigative services of the National Police and the Carabinieri Corps



Therefore, OSCAD is capable of initiating immediate and targeted operational interventions

Objectives







Monitoring and analysis (1/2)



OSCAD collects and analyses the data acquired through:

reports received

information provided by National Police and Carabinieri

monitoring of news published by mass media and on websites



Objectives







Monitoring and analysis (2/2)



The reports received highlight:

a prevalence of cases of racial/ethnic discrimination, followed by cases of discrimination on grounds of sexual orientation/gender identity and then by those based on religious belief

very often discrimination is perpetrated on the web

Objectives







Enhanced knowledge of the phenomenon (1/2)



OSCAD liaises with associations and other institutions dedicated to combating discriminatory practices



In particular, close cooperation has been established with the National Office Against Racial Discrimination (UNAR)

Objectives







Enhanced knowledge of the phenomenon (2/2)



Since its establishment, OSCAD has maintained close relations with associations protecting persons at risk of discrimination (NGOs) in order to:

strengthen the relationship between civil society and police forces

acquire direct knowledge of communities at risk and their security needs

Objectives







Training of police forces (1/3)



OSCAD organises training seminars for law enforcement officers

Objectives







Training of police forces  (2/3)



In 2012, seminars on anti-discrimination issues were organised for:

commanding officers during their initial training 

all serving National Police officers



In 2013, in addition to seminars for commanding officers,  anti-discrimination training will also be delivered to 2,800 agenti (police officers of the lowest rank) who will join the National Police this year

Objectives







Training of police forces  (3/3)



OSCAD is about to sign an MoU with OSCE/ODIHR concerning Italy’s participation in the TAHCLE Programme (Training Against Hate Crimes for Law Enforcement)

Objectives







Communication



A series of initiatives to make OSCAD known to the general public have been launched

Objectives











Greater awareness among police forces, institutions and the general public on the importance to counter any form of discrimination helps prevent vulnerable persons from being involved in antisocial behaviour or being victimised or even recruited by organised crime groups 

Prevention











To increase the effectiveness of anti-discrimination action at international level, it would be beneficial to set up a network of contact points to facilitate:

 exchange of information and analysis

 sharing of knowledge and experiences

 development of investigative best practices

 development of training and awareness-raising initiatives

 joint law enforcement activities

International development







Thank you for your attention!
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Ministry of Employment Sweden

Division for Discrimination Issues

Andrés Zanzi
Deputy Director

Report from the roundtable meeting on anti-Gypsyism in Europe -
Stockholm, 10 April 2013

The roundtable meeting gathered 30 experts on Roma issues, representing European
governments, civil society and international organisations. In addition, around 25
representatives from Swedish government agencies and civil society attended the
meeting as audience members. The main objective was to focus on anti-Gypsyism in
Europe, share experiences, good examples and discuss possible actions to address the
current critical situation. The roundtable meeting was organised by the Government of
Sweden (the Ministry of Employment) in close cooperation with the Council of
Europe. This short report by the Swedish Ministry of Employment presents the main
ideas and proposals expressed by the participants at the meeting.

Anti-Gypsyism in Europe today

In the first session of the meeting focusing on the current situation
regarding anti-Gypsyism in Europe, the following was stated.

The Roma population is today the most marginalised, harassed and
discriminated against minority group in Europe. In recent years, anti-
Gypsyism in all its forms has increased in Europe, as confirmed by a
number of reports and surveys.

Anti-Gypsyism exists at both structural and institutional level. Though
the existence of anti-Gypsyism is evident, there is much denial of it
within institutions and society at large. Discrimination and oppression
affect the lives of Roma in all areas, obstructing their access to education,
work, housing, social services and health care.

Political parties, organisations and radical right-wing groups, but also
opinions in the media and on the internet, express prejudice and hatred
against Roma. There are more and more examples of both traditional and
new media contributing to the stigmatisation of Roma in many
countries.

According to various surveys, Roma are among the groups in the EU
experiencing most racially motivated crimes. A high number of Roma
respondents also indicate that they experience discrimination in different





areas of society. Most hate crimes are not committed by extremists but
by people from the majority (non-Roma) population.

The rise of anti-Gypsyism in recent years is also linked to the economic
crisis. Many countries have suffered major public sector and welfare
cutbacks and Roma are those most affected. The crisis has also created
tension between parts of the majority population and the Roma
population. For instance, tension has occurred when state or local
authorities have given priority to measures targeting the Roma
community, or when EU-funded projects targeting Roma are
implemented.

In sum, these circumstances have worsened in recent years, but they are
not new; they have affected Roma in Europe for hundreds of years and
resulted in a mutual lack of trust between the majority society and
authorities on one side, and the Roma population on the other.

Next steps in the fight against anti-Gypsyism

The participants expressed the following ideas and proposals at the
second session.

The phenomenon of anti-Gypsyism must be taken into account in the
efforts for Roma integration. It must be clearly stated that anti-
Gypsyism is a form of racism. As stated in ECRI General Policy
Recommendation No. 13 on Combating anti-Gypsyism and
Discrimination Against Roma, anti-Gypsyism is a specific form of
racism, an ideology founded on racial superiority, a form of
dehumanisation and institutional racism nurtured by historical
discrimination, which is expressed, among others, by violence, hate
speech, exploitation, stigmatisation and the most blatant kind of
discrimination. Nevertheless, there is need for research and further
discussions on the definition of anti-Gypsyism.

Consequently, anti-Gypsyism must be fought at different levels and
from different perspectives. Public leaders and politicians must react
when anti-Gypsy actions occur, and this reaction must be as strong as
against any other form of intolerance.

States have to adopt and implement comprehensive strategies or sets of
policies for Roma integration at all levels and in all areas of society. The
priority areas should be education, employment, housing, health and
social services. The implementation and monitoring of these policies
must be effective and adapted to the countries’ specific situation and
needs. The strategies must include concrete measures to combat
discrimination against Roma. These policies must be reproduced
effectively at local level, where an actual difference can be made to the
daily lives of Roma people.





States must acknowledge the historical discrimination and ill-treatment
of Roma in order to earn the trust of the Roma community and create
better conditions for their integration in society. A promising example
of this is the White Paper on unfair treatment, rights violations and
other discriminatory acts against the Roma in Sweden during the 20th
century, which is currently being prepared in Sweden.

The legal system for preventing and combating discrimination and hate
crimes must be improved and effectively implemented. For instance,
during investigation and prosecution processes, anti-Gypsy expressions
must be considered an aggravating factor. Better access to justice for
Roma is an important part of this work. Victims must be encouraged to
report these crimes to law enforcement authorities. Data on hate crimes
against Roma must be collected to improve knowledge concerning the
nature of these crimes.

Spreading knowledge about the history, culture and traditions of Roma
to the population of Europe is crucial. Linked to this is the prevention of
anti-Gypsyism in the area of education, which should be one of the key
measures in the fight against anti-Gypsyism. Educational material about
Roma history and culture must be produced and made available in the
education system. Discrimination, harassment and bullying of Roma
children in schools must be stopped.

Awareness-raising measures focusing on anti- Gypsy1sm can also be used
for this purpose. Including the Dosta! campaign in national strategies for
Roma integration, as some countries have done, is one effective way of
helping the non-Roma population gain a better understanding of the
Roma population and its history, culture and current situation.

The important role played by the media and the internet, and their
potential role in reproducing prejudices and stigmatising information
about Roma, must be taken into account in the work against anti-
Gypsyism.

The involvement of civil society in the fight against anti-Gypsyism is
crucial. Roma organisations play a particularly important role in this
work. Across the spectrum of civil society organisations there is a wealth
of knowledge, skills and experience that should be drawn on in efforts to
promote Roma integration. Civil society can also supplement the efforts
of public bodies and help to increase Roma involvement in society by,
for example, working with Roma organisations and helping to bridge the
trust gap between Roma and public authorities.

A major challenge in combating anti-Gypsyism is to improve mutual
trust between Roma on the one hand and public authorities and other
sectors of society on the other. One effective way of doing this is by





using mediators in areas such as education, employment and social
services.

International cooperation must be further developed. The involvement
of international organisations can make a huge difference. The United
Nations could appoint a special rapporteur on anti-Gypsyism to ensure
more powerful monitoring of the work against different forms of anti-
Gypsyism. Anti-Gypsyism should be addressed and discussed in depth
within the existing cooperation of equality bodies in Europe. The living
conditions and the integration of Roma should be part of the
negotiations between the European Commission and potential future
EU Member States and among the criteria for establishing a relationship
with the European Union and achieving candidacy status.
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The Oslo Conference on Right-wing Extremism and Hate Crime: Minorities under Pressure in Europe and Beyond was held on May 14-15 2013 under the auspices of the Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Against a background of rising concern about xenophobic trends, exclusivist ideologies, and crimes committed against minorities, the Conference brought together experts and stakeholders of various backgrounds in order to discuss and formulate recommendations on counter-strategies. 

 

The Conference brought together more than 150 representatives from over 25 European countries and 70 organisations, including the UN, the Council of Europe, the European Union, and the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe, UN special rapporteurs and independent experts, members of national human rights institutions, academics, and representatives of civil society organisations. Ms. Bente Angell-Hansen, Secretary General of the Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, chaired the Conference. 



The conference was organized in plenary sessions with introductory presentations. Participants were subsequently divided into six working groups devoted to the following subjects: 1) ‘The Extremists: Who, How and Why’, 2) ‘The Legal and Policy Framework’, 3) ‘How to Mobilize through Social Media’, 4) ‘Trust-Building and Identity in a Multicultural Society’, 5) ‘The Role of the Media’, and 6) ‘Civil Society: Troublemakers or Problem-Solvers?’. Rapporteurs from each working group presented a summary of their group’s findings in a final plenary session, followed by a discussion wrapping up the conference. The reports from the six working groups are annexed to this report, in addition to the Chair’s Summary of Conclusions, which State Secretary Ms. Gry Larsen presented at the closing of the conference. 

 

This brief conference report is not a full account of the interventions, working groups and input that the conference produced. Based on the contributions[footnoteRef:1] by speakers and the discussions of the working groups, this report distils the trends, themes and challenges related to right-wing extremism and hate crime discussed during the conference. For more information about the conference’ conclusions and key topics, please see the attached Chairs’ Summary of Conclusions.  [1:  A copy of the contributions can be found at www.rehc2013.org. ] 




[bookmark: h.2xiu45h1p1cm]1) Trends



Foreign Minister Mr. Espen Barth Eide opened the conference by expressing the conference participants’ shared concern about increased manifestations of exclusivist ideologies and right-wing extremism. Numerous contributors acknowledged that extremism is not uncommon in small minority groups, yet it was underlined that there is a unique threat inherent in right-wing extremism within the majority population that targets minorities.



Research findings suggest that increasing xenophobia is a pan-European trend. Mr. Ralf Melzer, of the Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung (FES) pointed to a survey of 23 countries that confirmed xenophobia is widespread throughout Europe.[footnoteRef:2] There are also reliable indications that the incidence of hate crime in Europe is dramatically underreported. Director of the EU Agency for Fundamental Rights Mr. Morten Kjærum shared the results of a recent Agency survey of 93 000 respondents from 27 European Union Member States that examined the extent to which individuals report hate crime to the relevant authorities. The results indicate victims harbour a deep-seated lack of trust in the authorities. Eight out of ten victims of crimes motivated by bias or prejudice did not report these to the police, leading to a situation of ‘de facto impunity’ for perpetrators.  [2:  European Values Study, 1999/2000 and 2008, http://zacat.gesis.org/webview/index.jsp?object=http://zacat.gesis.org/obj/fCatalog/Catalog5 (last accessed 15 May 2013).] 


 

Questions of possible distinctions between right-wing extremism in Eastern and Western Europe were raised during the conference. For example, Chairman of the Hungarian Socialist Party Mr. Attila Mesterhazy observed that there has never been a cordon sanitaire, or dividing line, between conservative right and radical right in Eastern Europe. Nevertheless, the contributors were in agreement that there exists no reason for complacency anywhere in Europe in the face of growing right-wing extremism.





2) Origins of right-wing extremism



The role of declining economic conditions in fostering extremism arose several times over the course of the conference. Indications that economic downturns exacerbate the spread of extremism were not contested, but it was noted that countries such as Portugal and Spain have not registered a noticeable increase in right-wing extremism, despite high unemployment. Mr. Melzer pointed to a recent FES study[footnoteRef:3] documenting a link between multiple unemployment and right-wing extremist views in Germany. The Working Group on ‘The Extremists: Who, How and Why’ noted that right-wing extremists use minorities as scapegoat during times of economic hardship. Nevertheless, several contributors, including Mr. Hugh Williamson, Director of the Europe & Central Asia Division for Human Rights Watch, cautioned against over-emphasising the impact of economic conditions. While an economic crisis may escalate and amplify the rise of extremism, a declining economy alone is inadequate to explain this development. Related factors such as a fear of social degradation and a lack of trust in public institutions play an equal if not greater explanatory role.  [3:  "The Changing Society: Right-Wing Views in Germany 2012" (Rechtsextreme Einstellungen in Deutschland 2012), http://www.fes-gegen-rechtsextremismus.de/pdf_12/mitte-im-umbruch_www.pdf (last accessed 16 May 2013).] 




While social exclusion is not a necessary feature of hate crimes, Mr. Melzer emphasised that a feeling of being detached from progress is an important explanatory element. Similarly, UN Special Rapporteur on freedom of religion or belief Mr. Heiner Bielefeldt noted that appeals to collective manifestations of hatred play on two emotions inherent in the human condition: fear and contempt. A fear of being under siege (‘imagined vulnerability’) is combined with a ‘pretence of superiority’ towards the targeted group.



UN Independent Expert on minority issues Ms. Rita Izsák explained that the first step towards extremism involves differentiating between ‘them’ and ‘us’. Mr. Bielefeldt added that extremist views frame the other as both ‘powerful and despicable.’ This perception forms the basis for what Foreign Minister Eide described as a the logic of pre-emption, through which right-wing extremists justify acts of hatred and violence against the targeted group as a means to prevent the perceived existential threat the targeted group poses to the majority group’s culture and way of life.



The Working Group on ‘The Extremists: Who, How and Why’, for which Mr. Jamie Bartlett, Head of the Violence and Extremism Programme at Demos served as moderator and Mr. Mutuma Ruteere, UN Special Rapporteur on contemporary forms of racism, racial discrimination, xenophobia and related intolerance[footnoteRef:4] gave the keynote speech, highlighted lack of trust in public institutions as a factor that aggravates extremist dynamics. Rapporteur Mr. Peder Nustad, from the Norwegian Centre for Studies of Holocaust and Religious Minorities, recalled the Working Group’s observation that right-wing extremists often feed on their followers’ ‘total collapse in confidence’ that the established political parties represent their interests. Mr. Bielefeldt similarly identified widespread corruption as an aggravating circumstance for right-wing extremism, as this leads to a loss of trust in public institutions. The public sphere disappears and thereby the most important arena for countering derogatory stereotyping. Other contributing factors include the existence of historic traumas that breed suspicion and encourage reliance on inward-looking focus. Politicians may also exploit identity politics to rouse support.   [4:  The UN Special Rapporteur on contemporary forms of racism, racial discrimination, xenophobia and related intolerance recently presented two relevant reports to the UN Human Rights Council, http://www.ohchr.org/Documents/Issues/Racism/A.HRC.20.33_en.pdf (last accessed 22 May 2013) and http://www.ohchr.org/Documents/Issues/Racism/A.HRC.20.38_En.pdf (last accessed 22 May 2013). ] 




[bookmark: h.et5zpcj7kz5l]3) Legal approach: opportunities and limits 



Although several contributors touched on the role of international law in regulating hate speech and hate crimes, there was broad consensus that legal efforts must be complemented by more wide-ranging efforts to tackle the various facets of intolerance and to address the root causes of right-wing extremism, discrimination, and negative stereotyping of minorities. The rapporteur for the Working Group on ‘The Legal and Policy Framework’, Ms. Nazila Ghanea, Lecturer in International Human Rights Law at the University of Oxford encouraged participants to work towards developing a broader toolkit, designed to build ‘normative resilience against hatred’. Ms. Snežana Samardžić-Marković, Director General for Democracy, Council of Europe, served as the Working Group’s moderator and both Mr. Nils Muižnieks, Council of Europe Commissioner for Human Rights[footnoteRef:5] and Ms. Elisabeth Ivarsflaten, Associate Professor in Comparative Politics at the University of Bergen, gave the keynote speeches. [5:  On 13 May 2013, the Council of Europe Commissioner for Human Rights published the comment “Europe must combat racist extremism and uphold human rights”, http://humanrightscomment.org/2013/05/13/racist-extremism/ (last accessed 22 May 2013).  ] 




Ms. Agnes Callamard, Executive Director of Article 19, described the legal framework for regulating hate speech under international human rights law. In general, the standard under international law is not very well developed and is open to multiple interpretations. As a result, national definitions of prohibited hate speech vary dramatically. There is a lack of harmonisation across countries, even within Europe.



The main international human rights law instruments applicable to hate speech consist of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR), under Articles 19 and 20, and the International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination (ICERD), under Article 4. Neither of these instruments provides a clear definition of hate speech, however. Article 19(3)(a) of the ICCPR allows restriction of free speech where necessary and provided by law ‘[f]or respect of the rights or reputations of others.’ 



Article 20 of the ICCPR requires States to prohibit ‘[a]ny advocacy of national, racial or religious hatred that constitutes incitement to discrimination, hostility or violence’. The UN Special Rapporteur on the freedom of opinion and expression, Mr. Frank La Rue, [footnoteRef:6] underlined that ICCPR Article 20 does not oblige criminalization, but prohibition – an important distinction. As Mr. La Rue stated, although some forms of speech should be criminalized, states primarily enhance freedom of expression through protection and promotion – a preventive approach.  [6:  On 7 September 2012, the UN Special Rapporteur on the freedom of opinion and expression presented a report to the UN General Assembly on hate speech and incitement to hatred, http://daccess-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N12/501/25/PDF/N1250125.pdf?OpenElement (last accessed 22 May).] 




Several contributors also raised the concern for ensuring that legislation prohibiting hate speech complies with States’ obligation to respect freedom of expression. Several contributors referred to the Rabat Plan of Action on the prohibition of advocacy of national, racial or religious hatred that constitutes incitement to discrimination, hostility or violence, which similarly reaffirms the indivisibility of human rights, and promotes state efforts to combat negative stereotypes, especially through counter speech, rather than a singular focus on prohibitive legislation. The Rabat Plan of Action calls for States to protect freedom of expression by distinguishing clearly between speech that is prohibited through criminal penalties, speech subject to civil penalties, and speech that is offensive, but not prohibited in a democratic society, and offers criteria for this distinction.[footnoteRef:7] The Rabat Plan of Action also calls for the elimination of blasphemy laws in favour of encouraging inter-religious dialogue, and for the protection of religion or belief.  [7:  Rabat Plan of Action on the prohibition of advocacy of national, racial or religious hatred that constitutes incitement to discrimination, hostility or violence, http://www.ohchr.org/Documents/Issues/Opinion/SeminarRabat/Rabat_draft_outcome.pdf (last visited 16 May 2013).] 




Turning to questions of legal implementation, Ms. Floriane Hohenberg, Head of ODIHR’s Tolerance and Non-Discrimination Department, described an example of good practices in police investigative techniques for hate crimes. Ms. Hohenberg recounted how law enforcement authorities in the Czech Republic responded to a vicious firebomb attack against several members of the Roma community by pursuing leads suggesting the crime was racially motivated and gathering sufficient evidence to sustain a hate crime conviction of the main perpetrators. 

[bookmark: _GoBack]

Mr. Kjærum encouraged participants to remember that what makes hate crimes especially pernicious is the harm they inflict on not just the individual targeted, but on the broader society. Participants agreed that States should allocate adequate resources to enable swift and effective sanctioning of hate crimes.



[bookmark: h.nadgpnh065mf]4) Media and communication



Information technologies have transformed the media and social communication, creating a novel space for the dissemination of radical ideologies, facilitating recruitment, and forging of new types of extremist networks. On the other hand, media is instrumental in challenging negative stereotypes, preventing misconceptions, and combating discrimination. Reference was made to the Camden Principles[footnoteRef:8] in this regard. [8:  The Camden Principles on Freedom of expression and Equality, April 2009, http://www.article19.org/data/files/pdfs/standards/the-camden-principles-on-freedom-of-expression-and-equality.pdf (last accessed 22 May 2013). ] 


  

Much attention was dedicated to the role of the professional media as a tool to counter simplistic stereotypes, contextualizing incidents such as the provocative burning of the Quran or films such as the ‘Innocence of Muslims’. Mr. Aidan White, Director of the Ethical Journalism Network, outlined a dividing line between unfiltered communication through social media, and the provision of quality journalism. Mr. White defined journalism not as free expression, but as ‘ constrained expression – expression with a purpose.’ 

 

The Working Group on ‘The Role of the Media’, for which Mr. La Rue was the keynote speaker and Mr. White moderated, discussed strategies to ensure journalists avoid perpetuating stereotypes and promote diversity, while ever mindful of States’ obligation to uphold freedom of expression and the independence of the media. Several participants noted that the economic downturn in the news industry as a whole threatens journalistic quality. Mr. La Rue opined that the media over-emphasises the commercial dimension, while under-emphasising the concept of journalism as a social vocation. Repeated calls were made for journalistic professionalism and ‘ethical journalism’. At the same time, Mr. White cautioned against the temptation to replace negative stereotypes with positive ones, reiterating that in journalism, ‘the facts are sacred’.



Several participants highlighted the dearth of minority voices in the newsroom – both in terms of viewpoints and of personnel. The Working Group on ‘The Role of the Media’ in particular underlined the need to mainstream minority perspectives into traditional news reporting, especially through public media channels. Referring to statistics in the UK showing that 17% of the population are non-white, but only 7% in the newsrooms, Ms. Izsák expressed concern that minority journalists will avoid bringing diverse perspectives to bear on their reporting out of fear that doing so would raise questions about their objectivity.  



Contributors also addressed the topic of how extremist groups use both traditional and social media to spread hate. Participants were in agreement that extremist groups are generally very media savvy – both in terms of exploiting pressures for sensational news to gain coverage in traditional media and as ‘early adopters’ of social media. On this latter trend, the Working Group on ‘How to Mobilize through Social Media’ discussed how right-wing extremist groups use these new communication tools to recruit followers and spread extremist propaganda. The Head of Policy CEE at Facebook, Ms. Gabriella Cseh, served as moderator for the Working Group and Ms. Rachel Briggs, Research and Policy Director at the Institute for Strategic Dialogue, and Norwegian freelance journalist and author Mr. Øyvind Strømmen each held keynote speeches. The Group’s Rapporteur, Mr. Gavan Titley, Lecturer in Media Studies at the National University of Ireland, noted that social media outlets are now recognized as a critical platform for the proliferation of right-wing extremist views, but that more research is needed on the exact means by which extremists utilize social media.





5) Civil society



Mr. Mark Lattimer, Executive Director of Minority Rights Group gave the keynote speech for the Working Group on ‘Civil Society: Troublemakers or Problem-Solvers?’. The rapporteur, Ms. Hohenberg, expressed the Working Group’s caution against adopting a simplistic view of the role civil society organisations (CSOs) play in this space. While some organisations are part of the solution – by combating negative stereotypes and countering manifestations of hate – others are part of the problem, by actively promoting right-wing extremist views, and even encouraging individuals to commit acts of violence. The multiple roles that CSOs play in countering extremism and hate crime was nevertheless the main theme, and a general call was made for States to provide the legal and policy framework necessary for CSOs to carry out these important tasks. 



Ms. Hohenberg observed that CSOs fulfil a watchdog role by monitoring and reporting on incidents of hate speech – even at the highest levels of politics – and by reaching out to marginalized communities that lack a voice. It was underlined that CSOs may serve as intermediaries between targeted minorities and authorities, and have also achieved success in programs to reintegrate offenders. 



The rapporteur for the Working Group on ‘The Role of the Media’, Ms. Milia Pesic, Director of the Media Diversity Institute, presented the group’s suggestion that CSOs play a watchdog role by monitoring media outlets’ performance in providing news coverage that is both inclusive and non-discriminatory. Ms. Pesic stated that CSOs should invite and meet opponents with tolerance and respect for democratic principles. The Working Group on ‘How to Mobilize through Social Media’ offered a specific suggestion for communication, encouraging civil society organisations to adopt social media tools as a counterweight to right-wing extremist propaganda. These tools lend themselves to opportunities for satire and parody, allowing CSOs to expose the ignorance that underlies messages of hatred and intolerance.



[bookmark: h.5w6x7j2h4i9j]6) Education and awareness-raising activities

 

A common theme during the conference was the potential for education and awareness-raising activities to nurture social consciousness, tolerance, and understanding across cultural and religious boundaries. Several contributors highlighted the need to encourage the development of what the Working Group on ‘Civil Society: Troublemakers or Problem-Solvers?’ described as ‘civic courage’, by equipping the next generation to respond to extremist appeals by basing notions of identity on clear and unequivocal expressions of tolerance, inclusiveness and respect for human rights.



Mr. Mesterhazy exhorted participants to develop educational and awareness-raising programs designed to ‘remind us of crimes of the distant past and mistakes of the more immediate past.’ There was consensus that educational initiatives should not be limited to the younger demographic, and that media literacy should be included. Others highlighted the need for diversity training within media organisations in addition to cross-cultural educational exchanges for journalism students. A specific need was also expressed for education of police and members of the judicial branch in order to address hate crimes properly. 



[bookmark: h.q2eitbpztu8a]7) Trust-building and dialogue



Much attention was dedicated to the dynamics of ‘us’ versus ‘them’. This issue of identity is central to right-wing extremism. Mr. Marwan Muhammad, CCIF Director, emphasised in his keynote speech for the Working Group on ‘Trust-Building and Identity in a Multicultural Society’ that definitions of identity should be broadened and be more inclusive – both at the individual and the community level. 



In terms of trust-building measures, Mr. Nustad reported that the Working Group on ‘The Extremists: Who, How and Why’ discussed the importance of political leadership to tackle real problems, however difficult. By leaving the most difficult problems to the right-wing extremists, this allows those at the fringe to set the tone for political debate, and reinforces the extremists’ message that mainstream political institutions are unresponsive to voter concerns. 



On the need for political leadership, Mr. Bartlett observed that ’the Devil always has the best tunes’. In other words, there is less rhetorical appeal in advocating moderate measures to solve complex, long-term problems as opposed to the extremists’ simple answers built on base emotions of fear and contempt. Ms. Catherine Fieschi, Director of Counterpoint and rapporteur for the Working Group on ‘Trust-Building and Identity in a Multicultural Society’, urged participants to embrace emotional appeals in defence of progressive values, rather than risk being perceived as apologetic about vigorously promoting tolerance and diversity. 



Several contributors advocated raising awareness about the value of interreligious and intercultural dialogue. The Working Group on ‘Trust-Building and Identity in a Multicultural Society’, for which Mr. Zeljko Jovanovic, Director of the Roma Initiatives Office at the Open Society Foundations, served as moderator, emphasised the need to openly ‘deconstruct’ the logic of radical groups. Shared platforms of debate and partnerships between different governmental and non-governmental stakeholders facilitate cooperation on emerging issues and the exchange of best practices. The Working Group on ‘The Role of the Media’ similarly encouraged national and global dialogues on ‘the role of the media in reflecting diversity and combating discrimination.’



Mr. La Rue underlined that it is particularly important for political and community leaders to not engage in complacency by ignoring or condoning derogatory stereotyping and stigmatisation. They should refrain from making discriminatory statements, but should also clearly condemn manifestations of hate in public discourse and acts of violence based on bias. As Mr. Bielefeldt pointed out, ‘entrepreneurs of hatred’ proclaim to speak on behalf of the silent majority. As a result, the ‘silent majority must not remain silent’, but rather, actively challenge the extremists’ narrative through transparent communication and dialogue. 



[bookmark: h.k15oydle37ik]8) Knowledge gaps and implementation challenges

 

Deliberations at the conference pinpointed a range of knowledge gaps relative to hate crime, hate speech, and right-wing extremism. At a macro-level, Mr. Kjærum explained how the lack of sufficient data and reliable information on hate crimes makes it difficult to identify and confirm trends. States report crime statistics differently, preventing researchers from conducting comparative studies. State statistics also rarely identify the range of possible racial, ethnic and religious motivations among perpetrators. This lack of data on hate crimes is unfortunate not only for researchers; it also deprives policy-makers of reliable benchmarks to assess the impact of targeted measures. Civil society organisations have attempted to fill the gap through their own reporting, but contributors stressed that comprehensive state-level crime statistic reporting remains the ideal.

 

At the micro-level, Ms. Hohenberg lamented the lack of data on the inner motivations of those who commit hate crimes, opining that such data would help to develop effective rehabilitation programs. Mr. Nustad noted that more information is also needed on the ‘grey area between the radical and violent extremists and the middle ground of society,’ described as ‘the people, groups and environments that are susceptible to extremist views and attitudes.’ This type of information could help in developing an early warning system to survey the risk of increasing extremism.



The need for more information about the nature of right-wing extremism and a mapping of actors was also discussed as a means to create a ‘segmented’ approach to dialogue. As Ms. Fieschi explained, although it is possible to draw similarities across countries, knowledge about the specific actors in each context would allow for a more effective and targeted approach to dialogue. National plans of action, together with international cooperation and coordination, were mentioned as relevant means. 
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CHAIR’S SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

Based on the discussions at the Oslo Conference on “Right-wing Extremism and Hate Crime: Minorities under Pressure in Europe and Beyond” (14-15 May 2013), which brought together more than 150 representatives from over 25 European countries and 70 organisations, including the United Nations, the Council of Europe, the European Union and the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe, UN special rapporteurs and independent experts, members of national human rights institutions, academics, and representatives of civil society organisations and minority groups, we present the following summary of conclusions:



1. We reaffirm the universality, interdependence, indivisibility and interrelatedness of human rights as enshrined in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and the Vienna Declaration and Program of Action, and as reflected in the international human rights conventions, particularly the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights and the European Convention on Human Rights;

 

2. We further reaffirm the UN Human Rights Council resolution 16/18 and resolution 22/6 on protecting human rights defenders, the Camden Principles on Freedom of Expression and Equality as well as the Rabat Plan of Action on the prohibition of advocacy of national, racial or religious hatred that constitutes incitement to discrimination, hostility or violence, which have provided a solid foundation on which to build a framework for addressing manifestations of hatred while protecting fundamental freedoms, including freedom of expression;



3. We welcome the positive and necessary steps taken in all regions to address right-wing extremism, hate crime, hate speech and other forms of intolerance against minorities, including efforts to study, analyse and document such incidents, legal reforms, trust-building, public awareness and sensitivity campaigns, as well as the provision of support for activities aimed at protecting and promoting the fundamental rights of minorities, and to respond to hate speech with open and inclusive debates;



4. We express deep concern at the right-wing extremism, hate crime and hate speech directed towards minorities in Europe and beyond, and we are alarmed by the continued serious instances of derogatory stereotyping and stigmatisation of different minority groups, as well as programmes and agendas pursued by extremist groups aimed at creating and perpetuating negative stereotypes about minorities, in particular when ignored or even condoned by governments and political leaders; 



5. We also express concern about the current situation in Europe, which remind us of the links between economic crisis, unemployment, and political and social instability, and we encourage States, when adopting coping-strategies, to enhance levels of trust and inclusiveness and to build upon broader definitions of identity, according to which, inter alia, political, ideological, cultural and/or religious affiliation would not be mutually exclusive, neither at the individual level nor as a community; 



6. States, international organisations and other stakeholders should take effective measures to address and combat hate crime, hate speech and other forms of intolerance. States should in this regard allocate adequate resources, as well as swiftly investigate and effectively sanction such incidents, and provide access to justice and the right to remedy when appropriate, while at the same time fulfilling their obligations under international human rights law to respect, protect and promote fundamental rights and freedoms, including protection against violence and discrimination, of all persons without distinction;



7. States should in a coherent manner enact legislation to combat and prevent intolerance, discrimination and violence against minorities, including through the Internet and social media, while at the same time safeguarding other fundamental rights, particularly the freedom of expression and opinion;



8. Any related legislation should be complemented by sustained and wide-ranging efforts to tackle the root causes and various facets of intolerance, especially in the educational field, as we recognise that the problems of right-wing extremism, discrimination and negative stereotyping of minorities are deeply rooted in socio-economic and political factors;



9. States should provide the mechanisms and institutions needed to guarantee the systematic and recurrent collection and analysis of standardised, comparable and comprehensive data on the nature, extent and trends, as well as challenges and opportunities pertaining to extremism, hate crime, hate speech and other forms of intolerance against minorities, in order to ensure informed public debates as well as decision- and policy-making based on sufficient and reliable information;



10. We call upon civil society organisations to contribute to the monitoring and reporting of incidents of discrimination and hate crime against minority groups, and to make use of their position to stand up and act as a voice for victims of hate crimes, through serving as intermediaries with the authorities, and providing practical assistance, such as legal advice, counselling and other services, while at the same time invite and meet opponents with tolerance and respect for democratic principles. States should provide the legal and political framework conducive for civil society organisations to carry out the afore mentioned activities; 



11. We encourage States and other stakeholders to adopt positive and preventive measures, inter alia, by nurturing social consciousness, tolerance and understanding through education, training, social dialogue and awareness-raising about human rights, other cultures and religions, and the value of diversity:

a. States should, in cooperation with civil society actors and representatives of various minority groups, develop educational and awareness-raising programmes to inform the population at large about the situation of different minorities and their human rights, while at the same time strengthening the voice of members of minority groups; 

b. States, national human rights institutions and civil society organisations should in consultation with different minority groups further encourage, support and facilitate intercultural and inter-religious dialogue, in order to foster mutual respect, trust and understanding;

c. States and other stakeholders should further promote media literacy and make use of the opportunities presented by the Internet and social media to promote equality, non-discrimination and respect for diversity;

d. States should encourage and support platforms for debate, partnerships and the dissemination of knowledge between policymakers, civil society organisations, media organisations and other relevant experts and stakeholders in order to facilitate cooperation on emerging issues and opportunities, as well as exchange of best practices;



12. We further encourage States and political leaders to demonstrate consistent and inclusive leadership, and to develop and implement national action plans to combat discrimination, hate crime and related forms of intolerance targeting minorities, as national action plans are vital in providing a comprehensive and transparent approach and roadmap regarding national-specific issues, while at the same time establishing benchmarks against which progress might be measured both nationally and regionally;



13. We call upon governments, politicians, national human rights institutions, civil society organisations and other stakeholders to engage in debate on these issues through all possible channels, and in a clear and consistent manner to publicly condemn manifestations of hate in public discourse and acts of violence based on bias, as well as to refrain from making discriminatory statements.



14. We recommend that all media, in enacting their moral and social responsibility, and through ethical journalism and self-regulation, play a role in combating discrimination and in promoting cross-cultural understanding, tolerance and acceptance of differences in communities, including by considering the following:

a. Taking care to report in context and in a factual and sensitive manner, while ensuring that acts of discrimination are brought to the attention of the public;

b. Being alert to the danger of discrimination or negative stereotypes of individuals and groups being furthered by the media;

c. Avoiding unnecessary references to nationality, ethnicity, religion, gender, sexual orientation and other group characteristics that may promote intolerance;

d. Raising awareness of the harm caused by discrimination and negative stereotyping; 

e. Reporting on different groups or communities in a balanced and inclusive manner; 

f. Strive to ensure inclusive media, in ownership and organisation, in order to reflect the diversity of the society they serve. 



15. We further recommend regional and international coordination and cooperation in the search for new and more effective measures to counter right-wing extremism, hate crime, hate speech and other forms of intolerance, especially by; 

a. Building on the good work of the Council of Europe, the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe, and the European Union, and ensuring continued and enhanced engagement in this field through coordination and collaboration both between these regional organisations and with the United Nations; 

b. Reaffirming the responsibility of the United Nations, particularly the UN Human Rights Council, including its Universal Periodic Review, the UN special rapporteurs and independent experts and the treaty bodies to address human rights violations against all persons, regardless of their perceived or real nationality, ethnicity, sexual orientation or gender identity, religion or belief, or any other status. 



16. We all share the goal of working together towards a world where no-one faces violence or discrimination on any ground, and we commend the willingness of all stakeholders to participate in the discussions to this end, and look forward to working with all parties in an open, including and transparent manner to take concrete and practical steps to address violence and discrimination against different minorities, and to help ensure that those who face violence and discrimination are treated with equal dignity and with the fundamental respect to which all human beings are entitled. 
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