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Introduction

TURNING THE TIDE FOR THE ROMA OF EUROPE

On several research trips to Central and Eastern Europe carried out to give this study its
present shape, I met Roma and discussed their situation. Usually, I met them or their
advocates in local Romani community or cultural centers, at NGO offices, in Romani
neighborhoods, or in governmental offices where some of them were working to advise
their government. On several of these occasions, I saw signs with the symbols of devel
opment agencies, non governmental organizations (NGOs), European countries, and
international governing organizations (IGOs). At the window of the Gypsy Shop Romen in
the old center of Prague, for instance, I noticed the well known blue label with the circle
of twelve yellow stars, under which was written “Financed by the European Union’s
PHARE program.” At the wall of a school built for Slovak Roma in the middle of an
entirely segregated community, I also saw the same symbol of the European Union,
accompanied by the text Európsky sociálny fond (European Social Fund). On the doors of
Roma related NGOs in various countries, I saw the emblems of the International Organ
ization for Migration (IOM), the United Nations Development Program (UNDP), and the
World Health Organization (WHO). Next to the entrances of Romani community, cultu
ral, and press centers in Czech, Hungarian, Polish, Serbian, and Slovak towns, I noticed
the acronyms of their local, national, and international donors. From time to time, I even
saw impressive billboards that listed many agencies involved in a specific project. In the
case of the “Return to Roma Mahala” project in Kosovo, for instance, a huge billboard
was put down in front of newly built houses meant for Roma who fled and were chased
away during the war in 1999 (figure 0.1). The board included numerous signs: flags of
different European countries, the Romani flag, and the emblems of several NGOs, IGOs,
and development agencies.

The plenitude of organizations, institutions, and agencies involved in current Roma
related projects all over Europe express the will to turn the tide for the Roma in Europe.
This study examines how we are to assess this will by analyzing the current and past
situation of the Romani minorities in Europe. The European Roma represent a case in
point, for no other population group in Europe has recently become the focus of so many
different inclusion, empowerment, and development programs than the Romani. They
have become the target group of, for instance, social inclusion programs developed by



2 INTRODUCTION

the EU, Decade Action Plans initiated by the Open Society Institute and the World Bank,
community policing projects of the OSCE, community empowerment initiatives of
NGOs, and national action plans devised by governments in and beyond Central and
Eastern Europe.1 As the huge variety of these programs indicates, the will to turn the tide
is about the will to empower and create opportunities for political, socio economic, and
cultural self articulation and participation, as much as it is about the will to improve and
include marginalized, displaced, or endangered populations in culture and society in or
der to enhance well being, community cohesion, security, standards of living, and justice
(Cruikshank 1999; Li 2007b). On the billboard in Kosovo, the blue and green flag with the
red wheel, which is the flag of the Romani nation, is also present.2 This insertion and the
explicit call of IGOs and NGOs to include Romani actors in the attempt to empower
Romani minorities, develop their communities, and improve their living conditions
point to the fact that the entire enterprise has to be a common European effort in which
the Roma are co authors of the new European narratives of inclusion, integration, and
community cohesion.

FIGURE 0.1 The “Return to Roma Mahala” project in Mitrovica, Kosovo, 2007.
Photo: Tara Bedard, European Roma Rights Centre (ERRC 2007d).

1 See, for instance, various EU’s social inclusion programs for the Roma (EC 2004b; 2004a; 2008c; 2010b), the
Decade of Roma Inclusion 2005 15 program launched by OSI and the World Bank in 2003, several World
Bank reports (2005b; 2005a; 2008), various initiatives carried out by UN agencies (UNDP 2002; 2003; 2005;
2006; UNICEF 2007), a number of OSCE projects (2003; 2006b; 2007b; 2007a; 2008; 2010), and empowerment
initiatives undertaken by NGOs (ERRC 2004d; ERGO 2009; 2010).
2 Since the 1970s, the International Romani Union (IRU) has developed various symbols to represent the
Romani nation, such as an own flag and anthem. In 2001, the IRU officially declared the Romani nation. For
the text of the declaration and other information on the IRU, see Acton and Klímová (2001). The IRU has no
clear status among the Roma (Klímová Alexander 2005; Nirenberg 2009).
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The latter element—the active inclusion of the Roma themselves in the programs
devised for them—is a novelty in Europe. Yet, programs meant for their ‘improvement’
are not. To a large extent, earlier programs meant to improve them, in interrelations with
other socio economic and political processes, have ambiguously laid the foundations for
several of the problems the contemporary programs intend to solve. At least since the
seventeenth century, programs dealing with Romani or Gypsy groups collectively have
become a part of the European scenery. In seventeenth and eighteenth century Spain and
in the eighteenth century Habsburg Empire, the Gypsies—or Gitanos and Zigeuner as
they were called in these parts of Europe—became the target of assimilation programs.
They aimed at turning supposedly wild, lawless, and uncivilized pagans into the desired
good, productive, obedient, and civilized Christians. They had to give up ‘their’ culture,
tradition, habits, and language and conform to the customs and rules of Europe’s major
ities. Yet, despite aspirations to entirely incorporate the Roma and their cultures into ma
joritarian societies, they and their cultures did not disappear.

More than 170 years after the Habsburgs launched their assimilation programs, in the
1930s and 1940s, Romani groups in Nazi dominated Europe would become the target of
a kind of inverted improvement project. In the name of programs that had to allow
others to improve their alleged racial purity, the supposed racially impure, anti social,
and work shy Romani populations in Europe had to disappear from the face of the earth.
The local articulations of national socialist and fascist forms of racism led to the mass
murder of the European Roma, in which, alongside the Nazis, collaborative forces in
countries such as Austria, Croatia, Hungary, and Romania played a crucial role. Yet, as
the singers of the Czech Romani band Gipsy.cz rap, “they’ve been trying to kill us, but we
are still alive” (from the song Amenca, Gipsy.cz 2008).

The installation of various kinds of communist regimes in postwar Central and East
ern Europe inaugurated yet other programs to deal with the Roma (Guy 2001a; Barany
2002). During a new wave of attempts at assimilating them, Romani populations became
the target of ‘resettlement’ and ‘anti nomadism’ programs in Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria,
Poland, and Romania,3 of educational programs throughout the region, and of specific
‘health care’ policies in Hungary, Czechoslovakia, and Romania.4 In spite of the fact that
many of these programs were officially introduced to improve the Roma’s socioeconom
ic participation, in practice many of them impacted grimly and dramatically on their sit
uation. Romani children were segregated in several of the region’s educational systems
and, consequently, turned out to be low skilled. Roma were frequently treated in sepa
rated parts of hospitals. Romani families continued or started to live in segregated urban
or rural areas. Their fellow citizens often saw the Roma as second class citizens. Largely
as a consequence of the Roma’s ambiguous treatment during communism, their situation
rapidly worsened after 1989. Many of them became unemployed, unable to compete on

3 In practice these communist ‘resettlement’ and ‘anti nomadism’ measures implied both forced and en
couraged migration or settlement (chapter 6, Guy 2001b; Sokolova 2008; van Baar 2011b).
4 The most notorious of these programs were the Czechoslovakian sterilization policies (chapter 6, Sokolova
2008). Much less known and researched, however, are the effects of the Romanian pro natalist policies and
their later abolition (Kligman 1998) on Romania’s Roma and the consequences of the forced bathing of
many of Hungary’s Roma (chapter 6, Bernáth 2002).
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the conditions set by the newly emerging market economies, and involved in vicious cir
cles of poverty, segregation, and discrimination.

Last but not least, during the postwar decades Western European governments also
developed educational, employment, health care, and other programs for their Gypsy
and Traveler minorities.5 Often, these policies focused on the issue of mobility and con
tradictorily aimed at the simultaneous improvement, diminishing, and controlling of site
provision.6 Western Europe, where the forerunners of the EU were established, also be
came the site where the first Europe wide programs for Gypsies, nomads, caravan dwel
lers, and Travelers—as they were usually called in the European policy documents of the
1970s and 1980s—would be introduced (Danbakli 2001; Simhandl 2007). Yet, these pro
grams remained limited in scope and were primarily developed on paper, rather than
implemented on the ground.

This short historical overview of various interventions in Romani lives throughout
Europe raises several questions regarding the current attempts to turn the tide. Apart
from the obviously bad intentions of some historically earlier improvement schemes, it
seems that even those that looked not very bad on paper turned out to have several
ambiguous or simply bad implications. Is it possible to avoid such effects and do the
contemporary programs take these effects, which are maybe even not side effects, into
account? Apparently, we deal with different, heterogeneous Romani groups and diverse
circumstances across Europe. Is it possible and desirable, as the current programs seem
to do, to bring these diversities into alignment with each other? What does the multi
vocality of the involved actors, institutions, and organizations imply for the results they
tend to achieve? Could these efforts result in some kind of Tower of Babel effect? Do the
current programs reflect on what apparently went wrong in the past? Do the present day
programs aimed at ‘re membering’ the Roma and guaranteeing European citizenship for
them actually remember what happened in the past and what was ostensibly more the
rule than the exception? Last but not least, what is novel in the current approaches that
would guarantee that the mistakes of the past would not be repeated? Is it the common
European effort? Is it the desired or materialized inclusion of the Roma themselves in the
development of these new, ambitious programs? What does this participatory move im
ply and what does it look like in practice? The earlier expressions of the will to improve
show that there has always been a gap between what was designed, devised, or intended
and what was implemented or realized on the ground. This gap unavoidably seems to be
part of the game. The failure to achieve what is planned does not necessarily mean that
the results have always been dubious and unproductive. Undoubtedly, we can find

5 For an overview of postwar policies in Western Europe, see, for instance, Liégeois (1987; 1994), Fraser
(1995), and Zimmermann (2007d). For France, see Peschanski (2007), for Germany, see Margalit (2002), for
Italy, see Piasere (1991), for the Netherlands, see Willems and Lucassen (1990), for Spain, see Bernecker
(2007), for Switzerland, see Meier (2007), and for the UK, see Acton (1997), Bancroft (2005), and Clark and
Greenfields (2006).
6 Unlike Romani populations in Central and Eastern Europe, a part of the Western European Roma and
Travelers live in trailer camps. Yet, in spite of the public opinion in many European countries, most of them
have national citizenship and do no longer travel. For the historical background of the profound differences
between Western and Eastern European Roma, and how these differences emerged in modern European
history, see, for instance, Mirga and Gheorghe (1997), Lucassen et al (1998a), and Guy (2001c).
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examples of programs that have led to relatively good outcomes, even though they were
not scheduled.

Despite all these questions and remarks, the current empowerment, development, and
inclusion programs clearly illustrate that the will to change the Roma’s situation has not
disappeared. In contrast, novel forms, practices, and centers of expertise have been
developed. Diverse kinds of experts, including Romani, have devised new programs that
clearly and justifiably want to break with the unsuccessful attempts and the ambiguous
or obviously bad intentions of some of their forerunners. The current programs also
strongly suggest that, due to well meant intentions and the inclusion of the Roma in the
devising, developing, and implementing of these programs, they will make a difference.
The slogan of the different actors involved in Europe’s current Romani programs seems
to be: “From now on, everything will be different.” And: “We will do it better and
decisively break with the past and, in any case, with the authoritarian pasts of Nazism
and communism.” I am not skeptical about these attempts. For sure, we cannot easily
and uncritically compare former communist Roma approaches with current European
ones, let alone suggest that there are straightforward continuities between the Nazi past
and the present day circumstances of Romani minorities in Europe. If we try to avoid
being skeptical and suspecting conspiracies behind what is said, written, and done how,
then, are we to assess the conditions under which the will to turn the tide is manifesting
itself vis à vis the European Roma?

TOWARD AN ANALYTICS OF EUROPEAN GOVERNMENT

In this study, I will analyze the conditions under which the new attempts at improving
the situation of the Roma in Europe have been developed, legitimized, and articulated. I
am not in the first place interested in the gap between programs and their imple
mentation. Rather, one of my central aims is to investigate the complex mixture of the
will to turn the tide, its unforeseen effects, and its frequent failures to realize what was
attempted. Inspired by Michel Foucault’s (1995) analysis of the relationship between the
development of the modern apparatus of incarceration, its ‘failure’ to reduce crime, and
its simultaneous, largely unforeseen capacity to regulate and differentiate the kinds of
illegalities it partly created itself, James Ferguson remarks:

If unintended effects of a [development] project end up having political uses, even
seeming to be ‘instruments’ of some larger political deployment, this is not any kind
of conspiracy; it really does just happen to be the way things work out. But because
things do work out this way, and because ‘failed’ development projects can so
successfully help to accomplish important strategic tasks behind the backs of the most
sincere participants, it does become less mysterious why ‘failed’ development projects
should end up being replicated again and again. It is perhaps reasonable to suggest
that it may even be because development projects turn out to have such uses, even if
they are in some sense unforeseen, that they continue to attract so much interest and
support. (Ferguson 1994: 256)
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Following Ferguson’s reflection, in this study I analyze Roma related programs beyond
well established binaries of devised plan vs. implementation, intention vs. achievement,
politics vs. instruments, and success vs. failure. I examine how such programs have been
made possible at all, how they have turned out to have particular, often unforeseen uses
on the ground, and how they relate to new, post 1989 European conditions. The most
important among these conditions are, I explain in the course of this study, the fall of
communism, the emergence of new forms of European governance, the neo liberal
restructuring of states, economies, and civil societies, and the resurgence and reshaping
of forms of nationalism and Romaphobia.

My central methodological approach is to understand knowledge, expertise, and tools
of development, improvement, and empowerment as specific dimensions of intersecting
and overlapping forms of government. I conceive government in the general meaning
given to it in Foucault’s late work on governmentality and bio power (2007b; 2008a). Ac
cording to Foucault’s understanding, government does not refer to the limited meaning
of our daily use of the notion in terms of political government and institutions of rule.
Rather, government relates to the fields of possibilities and power relations instigated by
the multiple intersections of self government, the government of others, and the govern
ment of the body politic. From this viewpoint, notions such as the subject, the family, the
community, and the state are understood as the effects, rather than the unproblematic
starting points, of specific regimes of government. Here, government is in the first place
understood as the ‘conduct of conduct,’ a philosophical expression in which Foucault
combines two meanings of the French conduire: “To ‘conduct’ is at the same time to ‘lead’
others … and a way of behaving within a more or less open field of possibilities. The
exercise of power is a ‘conduct of conducts’ and a management of possibilities” (2000e:
341).

The Foucauldian extension of the meaning of government can be regarded as an
integral part of a contestation of and reflection on our prevailing notion of political gov
ernment and of the recently emerged term governance. In Foucault’s genealogy of the
state and the modern state project, he shows that, in various early modern European dis
courses, the notion of government did not in the first place refer to the governing and
managing of a state:

[R]ather, it designated the way in which the conduct of individuals or of groups might
be directed—the government of children, of souls, of communities, of families, of the
sick. It covered not only the legitimately constituted forms of political of economic
subjection but also modes of action, more or less considered and calculated, that were
destined to act upon the possibilities of action of other people. To govern, in this
sense, is to structure the possible field of action of others. The relationship proper to
power would therefore be sought not on the side of violence or of struggle, nor on
that of voluntary contracts … but, rather, in the area of that singular mode of action,
neither warlike nor juridical, which is government. (Foucault 2000e: 341)

Foucault explains that the early modern notion of government encompasses “men in
their relationships, bonds, and complex involvements with things like wealth, resources,
means of subsistence, … the territory with its borders, qualities, climate, dryness,
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fertility, [and] … things like accidents, misfortunes, famine, epidemics, and death”
(2007b: 96). In order to contribute to the well being of a population, government is con
ceived as the endeavor to shape, regulate, and direct human conduct by “more or less
considered and calculated modes of action” (Foucault 2000e: 341). In the course of
modern European history, Foucault argues, government has particularly been articu
lated as the government of populations, aimed at improving their well being, that is,
their welfare, health, fertility, wealth, productivity, security, longevity, happiness, and
the like.

Foucault’s tracing of the early modern European meanings of government is not
meant to develop a new, better, or more comprehensive definition of government.
Rather, this endeavor is part of writing the history of the present by way of a geneal
ogical inquiry into some of the founding concepts of modern political thinking, such as
the state, the subject, the family, the nation, culture, liberalism, citizenship, race, and, by
extension, the category of ‘Europeanness’ itself (Stoler 1995). By means of a genealogical
investigation of the notion of government, Foucault shows that we cannot limit our un
derstanding of government to the prevailing notions of political government and institu
tions of rule. The state is not a kind of universal or autonomous source of power, but a
product of intersecting and overlapping practices of government—a conception that
complicates narratives that read power primarily along the lines of state sovereignty and
its disciplining practices. As I will explain in this study, on the basis of a Foucauldian
analytics of government we are able to understand institutions, such as the state and the
EU, as the historically specific, contestable outcomes of various practices of governing or,
as Foucault named it, as the “mobile effect of a regime of multiple governmentalities”
(2008a: 77).

The neologism ‘governmentality’ literally links the act of governing with specific
modes of thought—mentalities—to express that the empirical, technical activity of
governing is always intrinsically related to certain rationalities. Governmentality as a
philosophical term, thus, points to the inherent relationship between, on the one hand,
particular tools, instruments, and forms of expertise implied in governing and, on the
other, the specific way in which we think about this governing activity. In Foucault’s
work, governmentality refers both to this intrinsic relation between what can be called
the technical and rational dimensions of government, and to the specific form this
relationship has assumed at a particular moment in history (Dean 1999). This twofold
meaning and its extension to the sphere of Europe makes it possible, I will illustrate, to
analyze Europe in terms of its governmentalization, that is, of constituting Europe itself
as a site of various intersecting and overlapping governmentalities. The will to improve
the condition of European populations has become a crucial element of historically
diverse European arts of government and is key to both the idea of Europe and contem
porary modes of European minority governance (chapters 1 and 2).

However, in order to develop programs and policies aimed at improving the
conditions of populations, phenomena need to be ‘problematized’ as improvable at all.
The interrogation of the history of regimes of governmentality and the truth claims they
make, is “a matter of analyzing, not behaviors, or ideas, nor societies and their
‘ideologies,’ but the problematizations through which being offers itself to be, necessarily,
thought—and the practices on the basis of which these problematizations are formed”
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(Foucault 1990b: 11, his italics). Problematizations do not primarily focus on solutions
and answers to specified problems, but rather on why and how things, such as behavior,
accessibility, or social processes are becoming a problem to be solved or managed in
specific ways. Analyzing practices of problematization means interrogating “why a
problem and why such a kind of problem, why a certain way of problematizing appears
at a given point in time” (Foucault 2007a: 141). Looking at the current situation in
Europe, we can, for example, problematize the way in which the EU is constructed as an
‘area of freedom, security, and justice’ (Walters 2002). Accordingly, we can concentrate
on how such a problematization relates to, for instance, considering Europe as a site
where the human security of some needs to be improved (Glasius and Kaldor 2005),
where the war on terror is being articulated (de Goede 2008), and where migration and
related phenomena are to be managed (Huysmans 2006; Verstraete 2010). Similarly, we
can ask how contemporary formations of Europe as a site where minorities such as the
Romani are (to be) guaranteed full European membership relate to the ways in which the
conditions of minorities are problematized as improvable. To explain how I understand
practices of minority problematization, I will compare the currently most dominant
approach to minorities—that of European governance studies—to my governmentality
approach. This will shed light on the meaning of the practice of problematization and on
the way in which a governmentality approach enables the interrogation of the phenom
enon of minority formation itself.

EUROPEANMINORITY GOVERNANCEWITHIN THE PROBLEMATICS OF GOVERNMENTALITY

Since the mid 1990s, European studies have increasingly been dominated by what has
been called ‘the governance turn’ (Kohler Koch and Rittberger 2006). This turn has also
strongly affected research and policy formation on minorities in Europe. We have been
able to notice a trend to pay specific attention to the situation of minorities in Europe, to
ethnic conflicts and their prevention and resolution in Central and Eastern Europe in
particular. Minority governance is usually understood as a set of tools and methods—or
the overarching analysis thereof—to enhance all forms of minority participation in
society at large, to prevent, solve, or reduce conflicts between minorities and majorities,
and to institutionalize minority protection in such a way that minorities themselves are
becoming the vital agents and representatives in various decision making processes that
deal with minority affairs. Minority governance is considered as a way to protect minor
ities, their rights, cultures, languages, and the like, to manage latent or manifest tensions
with other social groups, and to improve their participation by means of their empow
erment. Minority governance is not necessarily external; it can also involve internal
governance or minority self governance. Minority governance may range from accom
modating human or minority rights and establishing minority media to realizing diverse
modes of autonomy. It may involve various agents from local to regional and European
agencies and organizations. Europe is involved to the extent that European institutions
and organizations as well as several NGOs may help facilitate the improvement of the
position of minorities vis à vis majorities and their institutions, as well as the integration
of minorities in mainstream European societies.
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This conceptualization of minority governance primarily starts from two general ob
servations or assumptions, one descriptive and the other prescriptive. First of all, this
approach follows a broad tendency to understand governance in the context of a recent
shift from political, state dominated government to governance (Rosenau and Czempiel
1992; Rhodes 1996). In this concept of governance the traditional nation state and its
apparatuses are no longer seen as the primary or only authorities in the government of
social relationships and structures. Instead, other agents at various levels are increas
ingly involved in the steering of social processes (Kooiman 1993; Kohler Koch and Eising
1999). Advocates of governance studies have frequently argued that;

[Governing within states is more and more] conducted by public/private partnerships
and by formal and informal networks involving state and non state agencies, while, in
the international sphere, states and other actors are regulated by an expanding web of
conventions, treaties, and international agencies, all of which operate without the
backing of an overarching Hobbesian power. (Hindess 2005: 405 06)

In this line of reasoning, governance is primarily conceptualized as both a newly
emerging structure or pattern of governing and as an ongoing process of steering and
coordination, mainly through self organizing networks and partnerships at, but increase
ingly also beyond and ‘below’ the state level. Following this understanding of govern
ance, studies thereof try to describe and analyze the steering and coordination patterns,
processes, and structures that have emerged in the transformation from government to
governance. Translated to the context of Europe, European governance is often per
ceived as a form of multi level governance, where agents ranging from EU institutions,
the OSCE, and the Council of Europe (CoE) to national governments, municipalities,
enterprises, NGOs, and activist or advocacy networks have operated and developed
political and policy networks on and through numerous planes, such as local, commu
nity, urban, regional, national, and European levels (Marks et al 1996; Hooghe and Marks
2001; Bache and Flinders 2004). Seen from the perspective of multi level governance,
minority governance in Europe deals predominantly with the question of how and at
which level the most adequate tools and instruments need to be to situated and devel
oped to enhance the participation, self articulation, and self determination of minorities
and to prevent or reduce minority majority conflicts. This conception of governance
follows another trend in governance studies to intimately link governance with a
normative framework in which we can distinguish between ‘bad’ and ‘good’ modes of
governance.

The emergence of the notion of ‘good governance’—introduced by the World Bank
(1997b) in the 1990s—illustrates the prescriptive character that has been attached to a
number of prevailing conceptualizations of governance. ‘Good governance’ would
encourage practices that contribute to the shift from government to governance and that
enhance the dispersion or ‘horizontalization’ of power relations amongst various agents
and agencies in favor of cultural and social diversity and of democratic, open, and
sustainable forms of decision making. The notion of good governance has also affected
the politics of integration in the EU and has been implemented in many EU policy
strategies and networks, including those that focus directly or indirectly on minority
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groups. In its white paper on European governance, for instance, the EU relates good
governance to practices that actively increase openness, participation, accountability,
effectiveness, and coherence. These five so called key principles are considered as vitally
important “for establishing more democratic governance” (EC 2001: 10). In the examples
of the World Bank and the EU, ‘governance’ has been turned into a benchmark or
normative principle, on the basis of which we can principally evaluate and even quantify
the performance of a variety of agencies and organizations. In the case of minority
governance in Europe, the use of benchmarking as an evaluation tool has become a
widespread practice. Minority governance is qualified as ‘good’ when particular rules
and tools have been implemented correctly and effectively, that is, in favor of the
participation and self determination of minorities and in favor also of the diminishing of
(potential) conflicts between groups.

The prevailing approach of governance studies to European minorities poses a
number of problems. Firstly, the suggestion that we have recently dealt with a significant
transformation from government to governance does not recognize that governance is
“as old as government” (Pierre and Peters 2000: 18). Indeed, governing and steering
without the direct involvement of the state and on the basis of intensive collaborations
with non state agents are no new phenomena in Europe. Postwar Western European
welfare states, for instance, were already largely based on self regulatory principles of
capital and stock markets. It could even be argued that, since the rise of classical
liberalism in the late eighteenth century, a critique of too much governmental involve
ment in societal affairs has become a central characteristic of modern European societies.
Indeed, from the French Physiocratic critique of raison d’état to Adam Smith’s theory of a
self regulating market and Adam Ferguson’s notion of an autonomous civil society,
liberalism has been conceived as a way to limit, rather than extend, the governmental
influence of the state (chapters 1, 2, and 4).

In other words, if there is anything unique or new about recent developments in
Europe (and beyond), it is related less to a shift from government to governance than to
the innovation or renewal of particular modes and tools of governing. Some advocates of
governance studies (Pierre and Peters 2000; Zielonka 2007) have tried to challenge the
critique of the supposed newness of the governance perspective. They have framed the
recent shift as one from vertical types of governance to largely horizontal ones, but
without suggesting that hierarchical forms of governance—of which the traditional
nation state was the classical expression—are disappearing or profoundly weakening.
The propagators of this view question the suggestion that the state has really been
“hollowed out” (Rhodes 1994). They have put forward that the state is still a dominant, if
not the most dominant, agent in processes of governing, steering, and coordinating.
Therefore, they argue that horizontal and vertical as well as external and internal modes
of governance usually coexist.7

7 The position of so called ‘meta governance’ (Jessop 2002) is different for its propagators argue that the
state not only remains a central organizing force in governance relations, processes, and patterns, but also
that it keeps the position of a legitimizing agency “through which most governmental strategies have to
pass to become authorized” (Clarke 2004: 115).
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However, even such advanced conceptualizations of governance confront us with a
number of problems, of which some become more visible when we return to the case of
Romani minority governance. Before 1989, the Roma were neither approached in terms
of the autonym ‘Roma’ nor part of an extensive, broadly institutionalized European
attention to minority issues. Though several small scale European programs dealing
with ‘Gypsies’ or ‘nomads’ existed already prior to the fall of the Berlin wall, these
minorities were rarely an explicit focal point of Europe wide policies, even less of what is
now viewed as a politics of European integration and social inclusion. European
approaches and policies toward the Roma have only gradually and recently developed
toward a minority status and a concern with issues such as human and minority rights,
active citizenship, and human development (chapters 5, 6, and 7, Guglielmo and Waters
2005). In post war Europe and until the early 1990s, Romani groups were predominantly
problematized in terms of assimilation, nomadism, or migration, rather than in those of
European minority integration. In other words, not only has the European focus on the
Roma significantly changed, Romani groups in Europe have also been identified and
‘minoritized’ differently than in the past.

But there is more at stake. When European institutions started to deal much more
explicitly with the situation of minorities in EU candidate members in Central and
Eastern Europe, the EU had not yet developed, for instance, many binding legal and
extra legal tools to encourage these candidate member states to develop and improve
their minority policies. Only in the second half of the 1990s did EU institutions start to
develop minority related tools, such as the EU race equality directive (EC 2000b). With
out going into detail here, we can provisionally state that Europe and its institutions, as
well as Romani minorities and how they are perceived (also by themselves) have
significantly changed in the course of the last two decades, at least in comparison to the
Cold War times. ‘Europe’ and ‘the Roma’ have interacted to a great extent and new
forms of their mutual perception and conception have been initiated. How does this
observation relate to the governance debate?

When seen through the lens of governance studies, minority governance primarily
tends to focus on the tools to enhance minority representation and self determination, on
how these techniques have been, could, or need to be renewed to achieve the desired
results, and on the patterns and processes of governance in which these tools are
embedded and could make a difference. Yet, governance studies do not so much try to
unravel the conditions of possibility for these techniques and how they actually change
the objects and subjects, as well as their reciprocal relations in the fields in which they
operate. Moreover, governance studies, in particular when they focus on the discursive
character of governance, do not pay much attention to the crucial role that governance
tools and technologies play in the emergence and demarcation of new governable
objects, subjects, scales, and spaces. Thus, the perspective of minority governance tells us
little about the reasons for the emergence of the representation of the Roma as a European
minority and for the development of European Roma related policies. Likewise, the
reasons behind the advent of a European politics of minority integration remain unclear.
A governance approach does not tell us much about, for instance, the change of the
problematization of the Roma in terms of assimilation and nomadism into their more
recent problematization in terms of human and minority rights, human security and
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development, and minority integration. A governance approach also does not clarify
how identity constructions of Europe and Romani groups have simultaneously and
reciprocally changed. More generally, governance studies often consider the problems of
(minority) governance as external to the governance discourse. However, the emergence
of discourses and studies of governance needs not be perceived as a result, but, rather, as
a symptom of changing governmental patterns and processes. What kinds of practices,
knowledge, and expertise, for instance, enable us to constitute and perceive Romani
minority governance differently than before the end of the Cold War? How could the
existence of Romani groups in various countries in Europe actually develop into a
question and transform into a specific European ‘problem’ or set of ‘problems’ to which
various programs, interventions, practices, and processes attempt to give an answer? In
what ways do governmental techniques and rationales themselves contribute to new
forms of Roma problematization? How do these transformations relate to new ways of
thinking Europe and defining it as open, democratic, multiform, and aware of its past?

To shed light on these issues, I look at minority governance in Europe through the
lens of governmentality. This alternative focus helps to ask how Romani minorities have
recently been introduced as problems of, for instance, European integration, social
inclusion, human development, community building, and minority empowerment. How
and why has such a transformation actually taken place? Seen through the lens of
governmentality, questions of how we could successfully incorporate Romani minorities
in European societies and improve minority policies turn into the problematization of
specific contemporary governmental practices, techniques, and rationales in Europe.
Such a perspective allows for analyzing, for instance, the relationship between the
politics of European Romani minority integration and the Europeanization of Roma
minority representation. Partly, the difference between the notions of ‘problem’ and
‘problematization’ covers the difference between the conceptual lenses of governance
and governmentality. Problematization can be described, more explicitly, as the set of
discursive and non discursive tools and practices through which something has been
shaped in a thinkable and pliable form and actively constituted as an object of expertise
or knowledge. A governmentality approach sheds light on this process. A problem, on
the other hand, tends to reduce the problematic character of things, practices, and
phenomena to something that has a clear solution. The difference between the two
methodological approaches is, of course, not absolute but helps to reveal two crucially
interconnected dimensions of practices of problematization: de politicization and re
politicization.8 Let me explain these two dimensions and link them to the issue of
minority formation.

8 The boundaries between governance and governmentality studies can be and have been blurred by
scholarly interventions. I want to stress that critical variants of governance studies can also shed light on
some of the mentioned issues. Yet, the lens of governance studies is often trained on an analysis of
problems, rather than of problematizations. The minority governance approach prevails particularly in
scholarly fields, such as diversity management and post conflict and reconciliation studies, and at new
centers of expertise, such as the European Centre for Minority Issues (ECMI). A good example is a book
series jointly published by OSI and ECMI on ethnopolitics and minority issues (see Gál 2002).
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POLITICIZING MINORITY FORMATION: GOVERNMENTALITY AND COUNTER CONDUCT

Problematizations and how they constitute something as an object of knowledge are
rendering the improvable subject or object technical. This is related to a process of de
politicization: it tends to transform difficult, complex, and political economic problems
into non political, natural, and neutral issues.9 Primarily political problems tend to be
removed from the domain of political discourse and reformulated in the ‘objective’ and
‘neutral’ language of expertise, policy making, and science. Through such de politicizing
dynamics governmentalities, understood as specific forms of power based on regulating
populations, achieve their relative stability. Some scholars suggest that these dynamics
lead to a situation of closure in which failure to achieve the planned and desired goals of
governmental programs first and foremost leads to the consolidation of expert regimes
and to the legitimatization of cycles of reform (eg, Dreyfus and Rabinow 1983). This
mechanism is also the ‘anti political’ dynamic that Ferguson describes when he points to
the unintended effects of governmental projects and how they relate to the ambiguous
replication of such programs (see above). Closure is indeed an important characteristic of
expert discourses: “Such discourses are devoid of reference to questions they cannot
address, or that might cast doubt upon the completeness of their diagnoses or the feasi
bility of their solutions” (Li 2007b: 11). Closure, I will argue, has also been a dominant
and persistent feature of past and contemporary expertise discourses on Romani
minorities. An analysis of the involved practices of problematization, seen as a process of
de politicization, sheds light on the ways in which political issues tend to be removed
from the political domain and public debate, and how they are turned into quantifiable
problems to be solved by policy makers and other kinds of experts. The analysis that I
undertake in this study interrogates these practices of problematization and how they try
to stabilize governmental forms of power. My analysis aims at making the problems of
minority governance and minority policy discourses unfamiliar again by revealing the
way in which they are connected to processes of rendering technical, natural, or private.

Yet, the Roma’s problematization as a European minority has gone together not only
with new ways to regulate different kinds of Romani minority populations in Europe
and, thus, with de politicization. Practices of problematization, I will argue, always also
go together with those of re politicization and, in the case of the Roma, with questioning
how they have become the targets of novel and reshaped forms of population regulation.
I contest the views of scholars who suggest that these processes of re politicization rep
resent practices of resistance that are largely external to how de politicizing expertise
discourses tend to advance to closure. Indeed, “enclosures are only provisional, and the
claims of any particular expertise are always subject to contestation” (Miller and Rose
2008: 69). Practices of re politicization can take place at various sites, ranging from the
offices of international organizations or NGOs to those of social or ‘frontline’ workers,
and from the places where specific projects are ‘carried out’ to political protest actions
against socio economic reform or exclusionary practices. Thus, re politicization also, or
maybe even particularly, occurs at moments when governmental programs are articu

9 Another strategy of de politicization that I will discuss in this study is that of rendering issues primarily a
‘private’ matter and re moving them from the public domain (chapters 6, 7).
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lated on the ground, for instance, at “moments when the targets of expert schemes
reveal, in word and deed, their own critical analysis of the problems that confront them”
(Li 2007b: 11). At such moments of articulation, I will clarify, it becomes clear that the
Roma minority problematization as ‘European’ has not simply been set, but has become
part of various kinds of disputes that are ultimately about the contestability of the
notions of ‘Europeanness’ and European and national citizenship. The narrative of the
Roma as a European minority suggests that they are part of Europe and can be co
authors of the heterogeneous discourses of European integration and identity. Through
mobilizing both their Europeanization and the idea of Europe as a democratic space,
Romani actors and their advocates are claiming the right to participate in Europe. In this
way, by being critical about the ways in which expert narratives tend to exclude delicate
political economic issues, Romani actors contest existing narratives of Europe and
produce new ones. I will return to these issues below. Let me first explain the theoretical
impact of how de politicization and re politicization are connected.

In this study, I will explain that processes of re politicization, considered as acts of
resistance and expressions of forms of agency, are not external to how power operates. I
oppose readings of governmentality that regard it as the inauguration of forms of power
that are successfully establishing modes of population control (eg, Duffield 2007; Hynek
2010). I will clarify that issues of re politicization and contestation are not going to play a
role only after specific forms of population regulation are established. During processes
of governmentalization and at the moments when governmental programs are articu
lated, contestation already becomes manifest: “relations of contest or struggle … are con
stitutive of government, rather than simply a source of programmatic failure and (later)
redesign” (OMalley et al 1997: 505). Contrary to what some critics have suggested, a
parallel investigation of de politicization and re politicization, structure and agency, rule
and contestation, and programmatic design and messy enactment is integral part of an
analytics of governmentality. Various scholars, who employ a Foucauldian ‘framework’
of governmentality to bring to light forms of population regulation, mobilize it to
analyze the specific forms of power to which it has given rise. Yet, once they discuss how
these forms of power have been challenged or contested, they often resort to notions of
politics that have been developed by other thinkers or in other theoretical contexts. Of
course, this is a legitimate move. The world and the academy have moved on since
Foucault wrote on governmentality. Both new, valuable critiques of his work and novel
conceptual and empirical ways to analyze practices of contestation have been developed.
However, I do not support the implicit or explicit suggestion that a Foucauldian anal
ytics of governmentality does not or cannot address the theoretical question of politics
and contestation. I will show that these questions are at the heart of Foucault’s work and
key to how he analyzes relations between governmentality and agency or between
power and resistance.10 A governmentality approach is always about the “rational forms,
technical procedures, instrumentations through which to operate” and, at the same time,

10 I will distinguish the strict and limited ways in which some have discussed governmentality in the
context of relatively reified forms of power from a more general analytics of arts of government that is
attentive to the co constitution of governmentality and forms of counter conduct (chapter 1).
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about the processes and strategies “that subject the power relations they are supposed to
guarantee to instability and reversal” (Foucault 1997c: 203).

Foucault calls the processes that contribute to strategic reversibility and forms of
contestation ‘counter conducts’ (2007b). Counter conducts also point to the limits of
governmentality, understood as a specific, relatively stable form of power. Forms of
counter conducts enable the strategic reversibility of the power relations inaugurated by
particular forms of population regulation. Though particular governmentalities and
counter conducts can be analytically distinguished, in practice they appear in conjunc
tion with each other. One of the consequences of the parallel emergence of particular
governmentalities and counter conducts is that we need to investigate the effects of their
simultaneous occurrence. Foucault clearly makes this point, when he states that “the
history of the governmental ratio, and the history of the counter conducts opposed to it,
are inseparable from each other” (ibid 357, my emphasis). In this study, I will show how the
inseparability of these two histories impacts on the way in which we are to understand
Romani minority formation in modern European history.

I will show, firstly, how this inseparability impacts on the way in which we read the
position and construction of Romani minorities in modern European history (part two).
If we combine the perspectives of governmentality and counter conduct, and how they
relate to parallel processes of de politicization and re politicization, we can shed new
light on how, in the eighteenth century, Romani or Gypsy groups were, for the first time
in European history, explicitly problematized in minority terms and as a people with its
own, supposedly non European culture, origin, and language. Scholarship on the Roma
has hitherto primarily produced two largely opposed historiographies on how we
should read this Roma problematization. On the one hand, some scholars read this
Romani ethnic minority representation along the lines of the politics of historicism: since
the eighteenth century, ‘the Gypsies’ have time and again been seen as those who do not
(yet) belong to Europe (Willems 1997; Lucassen et al 1998a). The suggestion that they are
non Europeans and are ‘lagging behind’ with regard to the ‘civilized,’ modern peoples of
Europe has made it possible to simultaneously subject them to governmental programs
of improvement and relegate them to “an imaginary waiting room of history”
(Chakrabarty 2000: 8). These scholars consider the Roma minority representation in
terms of ethnicity and diaspora as largely responsible for historically recurring forms of
their marginalization and, therefore, tend to reject it. On the other hand, the linguist
Yaron Matras (1999) calls for a more positive reading of the legacy of the eighteenth
century and suggests that the then emerged Roma representation has indirectly enabled
forms of Romani agency and self articulation.

However, mobilizing a governmentality approach, I will argue that none of these two
positions can be maintained autonomously. Rather, these views need to be brought into
dialogue again to shed light on their crucial interdependence and to articulate a more
heterogeneous and ambivalent reading of modern European history. Combining insights
from postcolonial and governmentality studies, I call for a careful re narrating of the
histories of Europe and its minorities, the Romani in particular (chapters 3, 4). Such a
rereading of Europe’s history illuminates the way in which the Roma’s minority
problematization has gone together not only with influential forms of their population
regulation, but also with novel forms of their minority self articulation.
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The other way in which I will mobilize the inseparability of governmentality and
counter conducts to discuss the Roma relates to how, since the fall of communism, they
have increasingly been problematized as a European minority (part three). I have already
put forward that a governmentality approach is attentive to the de politicizing and re
politicizing dimensions of contemporary European Romani minority governance. Now, I
want to explicitly connect these two dimensions to the promise of participation and to
the will to turning the tide for Europe’s Roma expressed in the numerous governmental
programs mentioned at the beginning of this introduction.

THE POLITICS OF CITIZENSHIP AS PARTICIPATION: TRAVELING ACTIVISM ANDMEMORY

I have clarified that the title of this book, The European Roma, is not meant to describe a
neutral, objective condition or status. Rather, it needs to be read in relation to the notion
of historically changing and changeable Roma problematizations, including processes of
Roma minoritization themselves. The question “who are the Gypsies?” has historically
been asked several times, and—as David Mayall (2004) has eloquently illustrated—the
answers have differed from time to time. This study will not answer this question, but,
following Mayall’s call, turn this search for the Roma’s origins itself into a core problem
of scholarship on Romani minorities. The post 1989 Europeanization of Roma minority
representation marks a new phase in Europe’s history as well as in that of the question of
who the Roma would be. Shortly after the collapse of communism, the Council of
Europe stated: “Living scattered all over Europe, not having a country to call their own,
[the Gypsies] are a true European minority” (CoE 1993: §2). Since the early 1990s, it has
increasingly become common use in policy documents, human rights reports, political
speeches, transnational activism, media coverage, scholarly studies, and the like to refer
to the European minority status of the Roma, and, consequently, to Europeanize their
representation. The World Bank answers the question “who are the Roma?” as follows:
“they are Europe’s largest and most vulnerable minority” (2005b: 3). This and similar
kinds of answers to questions who the Roma would be have become common in polit
ically correct language in Europe. Heterogeneous and geographically dispersed Romani,
Gypsy, and Traveler groups in Europe are increasingly considered in terms of their
European belonging and minority identity. Problematizing Romani minority identities
as ‘European’ has become a catalyzing tool to empower the Roma, to facilitate their
inclusion, to guarantee their access to justice and public services, to challenge nation
alism and Romaphobia, and to renounce the authoritarian Roma approaches of former
communist regimes in Central and Eastern Europe.

Undeniably, one of the most remarkable post 1989 developments is the way in which
the Roma themselves have increasingly become important actors and participants in the
political debate about their representation, their situation in Europe, and the ways in
which their situation should be improved. Romani activists, by developing their own
social and civil movements, have increasingly entered the post 1989 political scene as
active agents, rather than passive ‘victims’ of how others continue to represent them
(Vermeersch 2006). Increasingly, thus, they are not merely the objects or subjects of dis
courses and programs of improvement and participation. Rather, they themselves have
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become critical participants and players in both the political debates about their
European minority status and the policy fabric that has been built around it. The political
momentum of ‘1989’ and the dynamic interactions between, most notably, Romani
activism, advocacy networks, NGOs, and some IGOs have substantially strengthened,
widened, and diversified the Romani movement that has been developed in Europe
since the 1960s (chapters 5, 7, 8).11

The reinforcement of the movement has taken place at the same time as the influential
restructurings of states, societies, and markets during what is often referred to as Central
and Eastern Europe’s ‘democratic transition’ from planned to market economies. These
changes, which have often been particularly attributed to neo liberalism, have also had a
considerable impact on the situation of the region’s Romani minorities. According to
some scholars, for instance, the introduction of neo liberal regimes and welfare reforms
to East Central European states, such as Slovakia and Hungary, has gone together with
turning the poorest among the Roma into an underclass. This development would have
drawn them in a ‘culture of poverty,’ in which poverty tends to be reproduced along the
lines of an ethnicized Romani culture (Ladányi 2001; Ladányi and Szelényi 2006). Others
have particularly focused on the impact of neo liberalism on civil society and on some of
the key actors and parameters of the Romani social and civil movement (Sigona and
Trehan 2009c). Some of these scholars have discussed the appearance of ‘NGOization’ at
the center of the Romani movement. This phenomenon relates to how particularly pro
Roma advocacy NGOs, gradually departing from a movement agenda of solidarity and
participatory democracy, have become a kind of service deliverers that would contribute
to, rather than challenge, the success of the new, neo liberal orthodoxies of state and
supra state actors.12 NGOization results, it is argued, in a divide within the movement,
according to which some bureaucratic, professionalized NGOs run the show and limit
“the dynamics and flexibility of civil society” (Rostas 2009: 170). NGOization would have
radically displaced so called ‘Romani grassroots communities’ and subaltern voices.

In this study, I do not deny that the developments, which these scholars attribute to
neo liberalism, have taken place (chapter 6). However, I challenge the view that neo
liberalism, as one of the latest ‘grand narratives’ of de politicization, is the big, rampant,
and in many ways destructive force behind all these developments (chapter 5). Un
deniably, neo liberal governmental technologies of participation tend to depart from
issues of redistribution, democratic participation, and collective social responsibility and,
instead, focus on market inclusion, consumerism, and individual or community respon
sibility. In this de politicizing move, a participatory democratic agenda tends to be
reduced to a ‘social inclusion’ one, which one sidedly focuses on the integration of
‘problem groups,’ such as Romani. As a result, there is also a serious risk that complex
issues and histories of Roma marginalization are reduced to problems of morality,
decency, and responsibility, which primarily need to be solved by the marginalized
Roma themselves (chapters 6, 7).

11 See also Acton and Klímová (2001), Klímová Alexander (2005), Vermeersch (2006), McGarry (2010), and
Ram (2010a).
12 See, most notably, Nirenberg (2009), Rostas (2009), Sigona and Trehan (2009a; 2009b), and Trehan (2009a;
2009b).
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However, I do not underscore that phenomena such as NGOization are solely related to
processes of de politicization and cooptation, thereby seriously undermining Romani
agency. I challenge the associated view that neo liberalism is a kind of hegemonic, ideol
ogical policy framework, which is largely imposed on Central and Eastern Europe, and
on the Roma and their NGOs in particular, from outside. Alternatively, I will show that
neo liberalism, understood as a form of governmentality, sheds light on how it has also
gone together with important and viable processes of re politicization and with the
production of new forms and sites of Romani agency. These processes articulate what I
call a politics of citizenship as participation. When development programs, improvement
schemes, and empowerment projects are articulated, the involved Roma, as well as their
formal and informal activist and advocacy networks, are also becoming manifest in the
political arena. In various manners, they re politicize the ways in which the Roma are
frequently treated as people who, despite the narrative of their Europeanness, still need
to put in additional efforts to be regarded as equal and full citizens of the states where
they live and the ‘Europe’ to which they belong. One of the crucial questions to be
addressed becomes:

How do we think the political at [the] moments when … the subaltern emerges in the
… sphere of politics, in his or her own right, as a … full fledged member of the body
politic, without having had to do any ‘preparatory’ work in order to qualify as …
‘citizen’? (Chakrabarty 2000: 10 11)

In this study, I will show that the notion of politics implied in re politicization processes
in which Romani agents, among others, are involved is not only about calls for being
included and integrated. This notion refers also, and more fundamentally, to a politics of
citizenship in which the Roma claim the right to participate and question the ways in
which newly emerged discourses of inclusion tend to approach them as subjects who
still need to do ‘preparatory work’ to be qualified as citizen. This politics challenges both
the population regulative mechanisms themselves and the ambiguous narratives of
European belonging that have come with them. In The Politics of the Governed, the anthro
pologist Partha Chatterjee puts forward:

Unlike the concept of citizen, which carries the ethical connotation of participation in
the sovereignty of the state, the concept of population makes available to government
functionaries a set of rationally manipulable instruments for reaching large sections of
the inhabitants of a country as the target of their ‘policies’—economic policy,
administrative policy, law, and even political mobilization. (Chatterjee 2004: 34)

It is exactly the ethical connotation of participation—not only in the state but also in
Europe more generally—that plays a prominent role in the re politicizing acts typical of
the current Romani politics of citizenship. The notion ‘citizenship as participation’ that I
use refers to citizenship struggles for the deepening of democracy and for challenging
old and new practices and mechanisms that reproduce inequality and exclusion or tend
to do so.
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I understand these political struggles and the politics of citizenship of participation
beyond the ‘global hegemonic neoliberal power’ versus ‘local grassroots community
resistance’ binary. Going beyond this artificial opposition, which tends to essentialize
resistance as residing in discrete localized places or actors, will shed light on how neo
liberal power is constituted, but also contested through diverse social relations and
everyday practices. Neo liberalism has influentially gone together with the blurring of
the boundaries between states, markets, and civil societies, and, I argue, also with the
emergence of new participatory spaces and forms of activism and contestation. Though
these spaces and activisms are characterized by their own ambiguities, they embody sites
where and strategies through which the meaning of participation is negotiated and con
tested in everyday life struggles. The politics of citizenship, however, is not based on a
reified approach to ‘the local’ or those who are often uncritically called ‘Romani grass
roots communities.’ I will show how the unremitting traffic in mimicry beyond the
simple replication of what governmental programs tend to prescribe contests territory
alized notions of Romani culture or ethnicity. This traffic facilitates what I call traveling
activism. With this notion, I draw attention to the significance of how various discourses,
strategies, and techniques of activism are translated across space and difference (chapter
7). My examination of traveling activism will clarify how activist expertise travels
through disjunctive circuits and how the diverse forms of coalition building that arise
from these activities can serve as a productive source for claiming the right to participate
as equal and full citizens.13 Traveling activism also shows how Romani activists and their
advocates have incorporated and mobilized neo liberal elements in the Romani move
ment for different than neo liberal ends.

Ultimately, the politics of citizenship as participation and the various strategies of
traveling activism address the issue of the political community and the question of
European belonging. The scope of this politics of citizenship has not remained limited to
challenging, for instance, issues of inequality, discrimination, and poverty, but has expli
citly been extended to issues of culture and memory. Particularly since 1989, we have
seen the emergence of Romani memorial practices that challenge the politics of histo
ricism, and the exclusion of Romani histories and memories from national and European
ones more generally. In this way, the Roma are writing their own histories, inscribing
their diverse memories in Europe’s ‘memoryscapes,’ and contributing to the production
of new narratives about Europe. In particular with regard to the memory of the genocide
of the Roma during the Second World War, we can observe the emergence of a variety of
new Romani memorial and cultural practices throughout Europe, and Central and East
ern Europe in particular. I argue that these practices have emerged at the same time as a
globalization of Holocaust discourses (Huyssen 2000) and, in the context of the EU, a
governmentalization of Holocaust remembrance. I will analyze how these various phe
nomena of remembering relate to the post 1989 European narrative of re membering and
integrating Romani minorities in Europe (chapter 8).

13 Wendy Larner and Nina Laurie (2010) speak of ‘traveling technocrats’ to show how discursive, political,
institutional, and geographical boundary crossings contribute to articulate neo liberal technologies of
government unevenly. Similarly, yet in order to indicate a kind of opposite movement, I use the concept
‘traveling activism’ to illuminate how comparable forms of boundary crossings articulate a politics of
citizenship as participation beyond its limited neo liberal meaning of activation or cooptation.
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SCOPE AND OVERVIEW OF THE BOOK

Theoretically, this interdisciplinary study can be situated at the intersection of various
literatures, most notably those of governmentality studies, development studies, Euro
pean studies, postcolonial studies, and Romani studies. At the intersection of these litera
tures, I analyze how new or renewed forms of European governmentality have been
developed, deployed, and contested to regulate Romani minority populations in Europe.
This book brings insights from disciplines, such as philosophy, anthropology, history,
sociology, geography, and political and cultural studies together to investigate different
dimensions of Romani minority formation and transformation, Romani minority govern
ance, and newly emergent transnational Roma advocacy and Romani activist networks.

Methodologically, this book is based on theoretical analyses of historical sources and
contributions to the literatures mentioned, on the study of policy documents and reports
of IGOs, NGOs, and national or local governments, on examinations of formal and
informal Romani political, cultural, activist, and lobby networks at local, national, and
European levels, and on interviews and discussions with policy makers, various Romani
activists, and Romani inhabitants in the countries where I conducted fieldwork. Between
2002 and 2009, I undertook several research fieldtrips to Central and Eastern Europe to
bring the programmatic and pragmatic dimensions of policy making ethnographically
together with empirical analyses of its multifold and messy articulations on the ground.

The chapters of this study are grouped into three parts. Part one introduces the theo
retical framework of governmentality and how we can extend it to an analysis of trans
national, European forms of population regulation. Chapter 1 introduces the methodol
ogical and conceptual parameters of this study. I critically build on Foucault’s work and
post structuralist analyses of his intellectual legacy to explain how a governmentality
approach helps to overcome some of the drawbacks of a governance approach. I discuss
the concept of governmentality in the context of Foucault’s work and how it relates to
contemporary debates about the state, bio power, and agency. Building on a so called
‘topological’ reading of power (Collier 2009), I illuminate how an analytics of govern
mentality helps to analyze issues of power, agency, and resistance beyond functionalism
and historical periodization. I explain how such an analytics involves an examination of
the dynamic interplay between governmentalities understood as relatively stable forms
of power, on the one hand, and practices of counter conduct that tend to destabilize the
former, on the other.

Chapter 2 extends the analysis of governmentality explicitly to Europe and discusses
how intra state and inter state forms of governmentality have appeared in conjunction
with each other in Europe’s history. I discuss Foucault’s reading of two distinct forms of
governmentality—so called ‘police’ and liberalism—to discuss transnational forms of
population regulation and processes of minority formation in Europe. I explain how the
emergence of liberal forms of governmentality has inherently gone together with pro
cesses of minority formation. I will move beyond Foucault’s Eurocentric analysis of
inter state governmentalities to propose how we could examine contemporary trans
national population regulation in Europe. I discuss postcolonial critiques of development
regimes to call for analyzing transnational population regulation, such as those regard
ing Romani minorities, beyond tradition vs. modernity, global hegemonic power vs. local
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grassroots resistance binaries. In a transit to part two, I propose to re narrate European
modernity to the extent that it can help to shed new light on how Romani groups have
been minoritized in modern European history.

Part two discusses how the development of liberal governmentality has historically
gone hand in hand with the emergence of ‘Gypsy studies’ and Romani minority forma
tion. I investigate this nexus of emerging liberalism, Romani minoritization, and ‘Gypsy
studies’ in eighteenth century Habsburg rule, and analyze two currently prevailing
scholarly readings of its legacy. Chapter 3 engages in a debate about how the Gypsy
problematization during the Habsburg regime has been read in scholarship on the Roma.
I discuss the position of the historians Leo Lucassen and Wim Willems and that of the
linguist Yaron Matras and call for bringing the two largely opposite historiographies that
their works represent in dialogue again. I combine philosophical and postcolonial
critiques of homogeneous, uniform narratives of the Enlightenment, and modernity
more generally, to question the way in which these historiographies have hitherto been
read in relative isolation. None of these two historiographic ‘paradigms,’ I argue, can be
maintained separately and only their combination sheds new light on the ambivalence of
Romani minority formation in European history.

Chapter 4 advances and deepens the debate on Romani minority formation in Euro
pean history. I interrogate eighteenth century modes of governmentality by means of a
close reading of both Habsburg assimilationist Gypsy policies and scholarship on the
‘Gypsies’ in the Prussian academy. I discuss the ambivalent impact of the scientific and
administrative tradition of so called ‘Cameralism’ (Kameralistik) and ‘police sciences’
(Polizeiwissenschaften) on practices of population regulation in the Habsburg Empire. I
show how we can understand shifting Habsburg Gypsy policies and emergent Roma
related knowledge formation in light of the forms of governmentality related to these
scientific and administrative practices. I explain how the development of comparative
forms of science—liguistics, biology, economics, nationalism—has gone together not
only with new forms of Roma population regulation, but also with opportunities of
Romani minority self articulation.

Part three mobilizes the threefold nexus between problematization, government, and
knowledge formation that I theoretically explain in part one and historically articulate in
part two to move on to the present day situation of Romani minorities in Europe. In part
three, I examine the nexus between the Roma problematization as a European minority,
neo liberal forms of governmentality, and heterogeneous, hybrid knowledge formation
at the transnational European level. Chapter 5 discusses the current Europeanization of
the Romani identity and minority status alongside the emergence of neo liberal forms of
governmentality. I explain how we can consider neo liberalism as a specific form of
governmentality and how this reading differs from more conventional readings of neo
liberalism along the lines of policy or ideology. I combine my reading of neo liberalism
as governmentality with an analysis of shifting security, development, and human rights
agendas in Europe to explain how we are to assess the problematization of the Roma as a
European minority beyond fixed institutional boundaries. I clarify how we can regard
the emergence of new centers of Roma related expertise at the level of IGOs and NGOs
in light of how neo liberal governmental technologies are articulated with the policy,
political, and administrative cultures of these actors. Whereas chapter 5 introduces neo
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liberalism primarily at a theoretical level, chapters 6, 7, and 8 explore several case studies
of how neo liberalism, the Roma’s Europeanization, the collapse of communism, and the
resurgence of nationalism have influenced the situation of Romani minorities on the
ground.

Chapter 6 is dedicated to how neo liberal technologies have recently been articulated
in East Central Europe with various different political and socioeconomic cultures and
institutional settings. I clarify that it is the way in which these technologies have been
assembled with these cultures and settings, rather than a kind of neo liberalism imposed
on the region from outside, which has ambiguously impacted on the Roma’s situation. I
examine how EU and World Bank supported neo liberal activation programs have been
introduced to East Central European welfare regimes to improve the Roma’s employ
ment chances. I demonstrate how the assemblage of these programs with ‘local’ cultures
and politics has impacted on the Roma’s situation, leading to their eviction, exploitation,
and dehumanization. I explore three crucial legacies of communism to put these grim
effects in the perspective of the region’s transformations. I undertake an inquiry into
communist reform politics, past alternative socio cultural and economic networks, and
communist practices of racism against the Roma to show how the legacies of these
practices are currently playing tricks on them.

Chapter 6 needs to be read next to chapters 7 and 8, for these three chapters deal with
developments that are simultaneously occurring. While chapter 6 underlines the impact
of processes of de politicization, chapters 7 and 8 show that these processes are actually
taking place alongside attempts to politicize development and empowerment programs
meant for the Roma and alongside endeavors to challenge issues of poverty and in
equality that affect their current situation.

Chapter 7 discusses the Romani social and civil movement and how, since the fall of
communism, transnational Romani activist and pro Roma advocacy networks have in
creasingly entered the scene. I explain that the post 1989 Romani movement can be char
acterized by a ‘perverse confluence’ (Dagnino 2008) of participatory democratic and neo
liberal projects, in which notions such as citizenship, participation, and civil society play
a key, yet often opposite role. I introduce the notions of traveling activism and the politics
of citizenship as participation to highlight the ways in which issues of participation, in
equality, and poverty are explicitly politicized in the current Romani movement. I anal
yze how Romani activist networks have strategically mobilized neo liberal tools and
activist knowledge and expertise to reinforce these processes of politicization.

Chapter 8 examines the significance of various Romani memorial practices that have
been increasingly developed in post 1989 Europe. The chapter starts from an analysis of
what Katie Trumpener (1992) once called ‘the European memory problem.’ With this
problem she pointed to how, throughout European history, dominant cultural and intel
lectual movements have displaced Romani memory and represented the Roma as ‘a
people without history.’ I examine how we are to assess the current boost of particularly
Holocaust related Romani memorial cultures in Europe vis à vis Trumpener’s thesis. I
argue that the European memory problem that she discussed does no longer exist, but
that we are presently facing the appearance of another kind of European memory
problem. Romani cultural and memorial practices contest the politics of historicism that
tended to relegate ‘the Roma’ to the domain of pre modern, ‘history less’ cultures. These
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practices challenge the exclusion of Romani histories and memories from national and
European ones and contribute to new, diverse images and stories about Europe. I explain
that these practices are taking place in the context of a trend to governmentalize
Holocaust remembrance in the EU, which enables the inclusion of Romani minorities in
European memorial cultures. At the same time, though, this governmentalization tends
to turn Holocaust remembrance into a pedagogy that does not sufficiently reflect on how
current forms of European governmentality ambivalently go together with exclusionary
practices. Finally, I argue that current Romani memorial practices invite us to rethink the
structures of temporality and the politics of historicism integral to both past and
contemporary forms of European governmentality.

This study ends with an afterthought, in which I reflect on the links between neo
liberal forms of governmentality, governing at a time of financial and political crisis, and
the current reemergence of institutional and citizen violence against Romani minorities
and migrants throughout Europe. Building on the findings of this study, I develop two
future research agendas. The first combines insights of governmentality studies with
those of critical security studies to analyze processes in which the Roma are framed in
terms of security. The second agenda builds on what I call a politics of citizenship as
participation to widen and deepen ethnographic analyses of practices of politicization
related to the heterogeneous Romani movement in Europe.




