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Afterthought at a Time of Crisis

A CRISIS OF GOVERNING

Since the fall of Wall Street and the burst of the credit bubble in 2008, increasingly more
scholars have suggested that “the current crisis threatens, perhaps fatally, to undermine
the political legitimacy of neo liberalism” (Peck et al 2009: 95). The fall of Wall Street has
inspired some to mobilize ‘the falling wall’ metaphor to announce an epochal change.
Austria’s former Federal Chancellor, for instance, claimed that “the fall of Wall Street is
to neo liberalism what the fall of the Berlin Wall was to communism” (Alfred Gusen
bauer cited Peck et al 2009: 99). Now that we are witnessing the failure of entire econom
ies, such as those of Iceland and Greece, but also of cities such as Detroit in the United
States and Wuppertal in Germany, some have started to reflect on what they call ‘post
neoliberalism’ and on how we need to interpret it.1 Do these developments imply that a
new kind of governmentality is starting to manifest itself? And does this go together
with new forms of problematizing the Roma? The financial crisis has gone hand in hand
with much turmoil and economic reform and, in the case of Europe’s Roma, with the
alarming reemergence of violence against them. As several authors have remarked
though, these manifestations of anti Roma violence are neither new nor primarily caused
by the financial crisis.2

In this afterthought, I will reflect on governing at the time of crisis and reemerged vio
lence against the Roma in Europe. I will develop a future research agenda and build on
some of my findings to map out this agenda. I will concentrate on two interrelated
research foci that I have already developed in the context of this study, but that need
further exploration to understand the current situation of the Roma in Europe: firstly,
analyses of the nexus of security and development, and, secondly, further inquiries into
the politics of citizenship as participation. I will suggest that the current crisis and the
accompanying anti Roma violence can be related to a crisis of neo liberal governing in
Europe and, at a more fundamental level, to a crisis of governmentality. Thus, to a con
siderable extent, we deal with a crisis of governing, rather than with an inadequate

1 See, for instance, Brand and Sekler (2009), Macdonald and Ruckert (2009), and Peck et al (2009).
2 See, for instance, Albert (2009), Mirga (2009), Rorke (2009), and Sigona and Trehan (2009b).
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governing of the crisis. However, I do not consider this crisis of governing as the symp
tom or announcement of the end of neo liberal governmentality per se.

In this study, I have discussed a notion of neo liberalism that clarifies why it does not
make sense to speak of a post neoliberal order if by that is meant the end or serious
breakdown of neo liberal modes of governmentality. Just like in the case of forms of
governmentality that emerged in a more distant past—such as pastoral, police, or liberal
ones—neo liberal governmentality will also continue to play a role in future contexts of
state, European, and global governance (chapters 1, 2, 5). Neo liberalism, understood as
a form of governmentality, refers to particular, highly mobile and flexible technologies of
governing that travel and are articulated and assembled with other forms of governing
and with ‘local’ cultures, politics, and circumstances. These and similar techniques will
remain in place, though the ways in which they will be articulated and assembled will
change. Undoubtedly, new neo liberal governmental technologies will also be invented
or, still better, are already in the making. For these reasons, some refer to the currently
emerging ‘version’ of neo liberalism as “neo liberalism 3.0” (Hendrikse and Sidaway
2010), while others suggest that, though neo liberalism as intellectual project would be
dead, we are now entering its “zombie stage” (Peck 2010). Dead or alive and kicking,
face lifted or haunting, to speak of neo liberalism ‘in crisis’ does not really make sense,
for it implicitly adopts a rather static, unified concept of neo liberalism and cannot
sufficiently address its ability to flexibly adapt to moments of crisis. At the same time,
such moments of crisis “reveal a great deal about the nature of neo liberalization as an
adaptive regime of socioeconomic governance” (Peck et al 2009: 95). Rather than inter
preting the current crisis as simply grim, depressive, and negative, I think, we need to
look for its ambivalences and the ways in which it reveals conflicts and tensions within
current power relations and the governance tissue with which they are connected.

In his reflection on the emergence of neo liberalism, Foucault discusses it in the con
text of a series of crises of governmentality that implied both the renewal of more classi
cally liberal and the appearance of neo liberal forms of governmentality (2008a: 68 70).
Crisis, as a “phenomenon of sudden, circular bolting” (Foucault 2007b: 61) of social pro
cesses can be understood as co constitutive with processes of neo liberalization and their
renewal. Since it first theoretical manifestation in the 1930s and particularly since its clear
empirical manifestation in the 1970s, neo liberal governmental rationales and techniques
have significantly renewed themselves at the time of crises (Foucault 2008a; Peck 2008).
The structural adjustments of state economies in the global south were introduced not
only at a time of the crisis of the 1970s, these neo liberal adjustments themselves had to
be renewed, reshaped, and replaced by other neo liberal techniques when they turned
out to be ineffective or counterproductive in the 1980s in a next crisis of governing. Social
capital and other formulae that capitalized on ‘the social’ entered the scene (chapter 5,
Fine 2001; Harriss 2002).

Human and social capital formation, activation schemes, participation based or com
munity based development: these techniques and their variants have all traveled to and
through Europe and cross fertilized, in various different constellations, with programs
meant to improve the situation of the Roma. A mixture of decentralization measures and
strategies to make the Roma (partly) responsible for solving their own problems has
resulted in an ambivalent situation. IGOs often pass the responsibility for improving the
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situation of the Roma on to national governments and NGOs. In their turn, national
authorities devolve these responsibilities onto ‘lower’ local governments, NGOs, and
Romani ‘communities’ (chapters 6, 7). The current crisis will probably not bring an end
to these measures and strategies and will almost certainly lead to an intensification of the
ongoing trend to make the Roma responsible for solving their own issues without sub
stantially improving the conditions under which they could do so. New neo liberal tech
niques of governing, developed elsewhere or in other contexts, will probably also travel
to or emerge in Central and Eastern Europe in an attempt to invent something new.3

However, I have clarified that de politicizing moves have taken place alongside op
portunities to renegotiate participation and to politicize issues of poverty, inequality, and
memory (chapters 7, 8). Even or, still better, in particular in this time of crisis, I propose,
we need to search for new ways to open up debates about the political contexts in which
violence against the Roma takes place. To delineate the announced future research
agenda, I start with a brief discussion of various recent developments at the margins of
Europe; developments that are increasingly less marginal phenomena.

BETWEEN STARVATION AND DEADLY VIOLENCE

During several of the research trips I made through Central and Eastern Europe, I was
confronted with the extreme poverty of many members of Europe’s Romani minorities,
but also impressed by their hospitality and inventiveness. In 2005, I visited a number of
urban ghettoes in the Serbian cities Novi Sad and Belgrade. One of these ghettoes,
inhabited by hundreds of Roma, was located under the bridge that connects Old with
New Belgrade through the E70 highway from Zagreb to Sofia. In the EU narrative of
trans European corridors of mobility, the bridge and the highway are part of Corridor X.
This corridor connects Salzburg with Thessaloniki through what, in the former Yugo
slavia, was known as Tito’s “Highway of Brotherhood and Unity” (Verstraete 2009: 165).
What happened under the bridge was only ambiguously linked with brotherhood, unity,
the EU’s rhetoric of free movement, and the idea behind the corridors to improve mobil
ity, connectivity, accessibility, and integration across Europe. During my visit, bulldozers
were imperturbably smoothing the ground very close to the hundreds of little shacks
that the Roma had built there. “To repair the bridge,” city officials told the Roma. “To
prepare our eviction,” the Roma told me. “Some say that they want to put some of us in
container houses, somewhere out of town. But there won’t be place for all of us, that’s for
sure” (interview 2005f). Rivalry and mutual fear between primarily two groups who
inhabited the ghetto—marginalized Roma from the Belgrade region and Romani IDPs
from Kosovo—resulted in a tense atmosphere. The Roma from the Belgrade region

3 I do not preclude, for instance, that tourism will be mobilized as a means of poverty alleviation. For some
time this has already be done in African countries with the support of the United Nations World Tourism
Organization (UNWTO). In actual fact and to the indignation of some NGOs, a Slovak major has recently
put forward that he plans to turn poor Romani ‘settlements’ in the Slovak Tatra region into tourist
destinations. He wants “to get people to realize what kinds of conditions Romani people live in here. On
the other hand, it could motivate the Romani people to improve their living conditions on their own” (cited
Romea 2011).
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feared that, due to international attention paid to Kosovo, only the situation of the IDPs
would be taken into account. In their turn, these IDPs were afraid that the Belgrade
Roma, due to their inclusion in the city registration, would be helped first with alterna
tive housing. To avoid that their children would constantly starve, a number of Roma
had established a kind of mobile recycling industry, one of the ‘specialties’ of marginal
ized, yet inventive Roma in Belgrade (Miti 2003). During my visit, Roma on improvised
and self made bikes and little cars came and went with empty bottles, waste paper, and
other recyclable materials. I was invited in one of the shacks under the bridge to drink
coffee and discuss their situation. Some showed me their ID cards to substantiate that
they were originally coming from Kosovo. These Romani stories could have easily been
added to Angela Melitopoulos’ (2005) fascinating road movie Corridor X. In her video
installation, she travels the corridor, all the way from Germany to Turkey, and meets
with numerous people who tell stories about past and current life, death, change, humor,
day to day worries, and suffering along the route. Imaginatively, Melitopoulos confronts
“the EU’s capitalist multimodal network of integrated roads, rails, waterways, energy
and communication lines in the south east of Europe with an uncertain topology of
multiple lines of vision and narration that greatly complicates what it means to be
‘mobile’ in the region” (Verstraete 2009: 165). The Roma from Belgrade could have added
the stories of their mobilities and how they were made immobile or forced to move.

The Roma under the bridge were still waiting for the arrival of a program that would
change their situation: education for their children, food supply, repatriation to Kosovo,
a housing project, or yet something else. Nothing, no program or project, was organized
for them. There were only speculations about their future resettlement. The Roma were
making calculations of how they would deal with it. Just in case. Not only in the global
south, but also in Europe, “the deployment of bio political programs to secure life is
uneven” (Li 2009: 79). The Roma under the bridge were speculating about the an
nounced ‘resettlement’ and how they were going to deal with it if their current living
place would be made ready to support the kind of mobility of which the upper part of
the bridge and the highway were the obvious expressions. They knew that they were
living on economically profitable ground. They only had to look around. They formed
the margins that radically traversed Belgrade’s newly emerging business center. On the
horizon of their ghetto, hotels and expensive apartments had been built for tourists,
business people, and Belgrade’s nouveau rich. New formal and informal economic net
works have been developed between and among both contested strata of this city world
and beyond. The Romani IDPs from Kosovo, of whom tens of thousands live in segre
gated, often largely neglected areas in Serbia, are the reminders of the last violent conflict
that divided the European continent. In the meantime, reports and statistics of the EU,
the World Bank, and the UNDP tell us that the Roma are the poorest people of Europe.
Large parts of the Romanian and Bulgarian Romani populations are constantly starving
and in Bulgaria, Hungary, Romania, Slovakia, and Serbia more than 80 per cent of the
Roma are living below the nationally defined poverty threshold. Infant mortality among
the Roma is much higher than the European average, while their life expectancy is much
lower (UNDP 2002; 2006; World Bank 2005b; FRA 2009). To address these issues, since
the mid 1990s, and since the turn of the millennium in particular, we have witnessed the
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rapid increase of the development programs and interventions that I have tried to put
into perspective in this study.

Yet, some fractions of European societies have come up with other, macabre solutions
to deal with the Roma. Elsewhere in Belgrade, on the city’s central old town square Trg
Studentski, I saw the graffiti Smrt ciganima!—“Dead to the Gypsies!” The graffiti re
minded me of the anti Roma violence of the 1990s. Throughout Central and Eastern
Europe, we could find graffiti to that effect, such as Stop erným tyran m—“Stop the
black tyranny”—and Cikáni Raus!—“Gypsies out!”4 Violence against the Roma did not
remain limited to verbal manifestations. A notorious case was the attack on Roma in
H d reni in Romania. In 1993, villagers of H d reni, assisted by some police officers,
took revenge on the local Romani community after a violent conflict between the local
Roma and non Roma. Three Romani men were killed, about twenty houses destroyed by
fire and demolition, the inhabitants chased away, and their properties stolen (AI 1995;
ERRC 1996b; 2001b). Throughout the region, the Roma were attacked. Often, they were
injured or even killed. Frequently, the police were ambivalently involved. And, if taken
at all, the road to justice was long or frustrated (ERRC 2001a; 2010a). Extreme violence
did not remain limited to Central and Eastern Europe. Another notorious attack took
place in Oberwart in Austria in 1995. When four Romani men found a sign with the
inscription Roma zurück nach Indien (“Roma back to India”) on the way leading up to
their houses and tried to remove it, it exploded. All of them died on the spot (ERRC
1996a).

At about the same time of these Oberwart killings, Tony Judt reflected on the rise of
Jörg Haider’s Freedom Party (FPÖ) in Austria. Judt protested against interpreting its
emergence as a renascent fascist or para Nazist phenomenon and, thus, as “an echo of
the ghosts of Europe’s past.” Instead, he regarded these movements as “the ghosts of
Europes yet to come” (Judt 1996 cited Rorke 2009: 14). The graffiti Smrt ciganima! that I
saw in Belgrade was a reminder of the violence against the Roma of the 1990s, as much
as it was a manifestation of what was already going on and would get a new shape since
then—largely mixed up with the Europe wide populist and extreme right movements
that Judt announced. Since about 2004, we have seen the reemergence of violence against
Romani minorities throughout Europe. Like in the 1990s, Roma and their houses have
been attacked by incendiary bombs. Since 2008, for instance, Roma have been attacked
more than 25 times in Hungary. During these attacks nine Roma were killed. In 2007, the
Oberwart formula was imitated in the Czech Republic. A Romani man tried to remove a
sign that called his house that of a thief. He lost both arms and legs (Albert 2009). Unlike
in the 1990s, the Roma have now become victims of heavy weapons, such as grenades.
War and terrorism rhetoric, and more than just rhetoric, have entered the scene. In 2004,
for the first time since the fall of communism, the Slovak government mobilized its army.
“Gypsy unrest” had to be combated (chapter 6, van Baar 2012a). In 2008, Tettrekész—the
newsletter of the trade union of Hungarian police officers, edited by a prominent
politician of the far right political party Jobbik—described Hungary as a “crumbling
country, torn apart by Hungarian Gypsy civil war” (cited Rorke 2009: 11). In Italy and

4 These are two examples of Czech graffiti of the 1990s, archived by the Museum of Romani Culture in Brno
(Raichová 2001: 263).
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Lithuania, terrorism has become one of the frames to deal with the Roma and to legiti
mize special interventions (ERRC et al 2008; Kavaliauskaite 2008). In 2007, the authorities
of several big Italian cities signed so called ‘security pacts’ in order to deal with what has
been referred to as the ‘nomad’ or Roma ‘public emergency.’ According to these pacts,
the mere presence of Roma in Italian public space is considered a security risk and
allows authorities to take special measures against them, including eviction and their
and their children’s ethnic profiling through fingerprinting (Picker 2010). The French
government also considers the Roma as a threat to public or social security. This has
particularly become clear during controversies over the expulsions of Romanian and
Bulgarian Romani migrants from France in the summer of 2010.5 A member of Sarkozy’s
ruling party the UMP, for instance, stated that the key issue of the current “European
Roma problem” is the way in which the Roma interpret and practice the right to travel
freely in the EU. He said that their “excessive mobility” and “related medieval lifestyle”
cause serious security problems and, he suggested, should lead us to reconsider the EU
free movement directive (Jacques Myard, interviewed by Kahn 2010). Like in the 1990s,
the Roma have become targets of mob violence, most prominently in Italy where so
called campi nomadi have been destroyed several times. When a group of youngest tried
to attack and burn down such a camp in Naples in 2005, they stated that this was just
“weekend mayhem” (ERRC et al 2008: 20). More recently, Umberto Bossi, the leader of
the far right Italian political party Lega Nord (Northern League), claimed that assaulting
campi nomadi is well comprehensible, saying, with approval: “People are going to do
what the political class cannot” (cited Rorke and Nicolae 2009). In the meantime, the
Serbian graffiti “Death to the Gypsies” has also become, but now in Italian, the name of a
group active at Italy’s social network Facebook (Scicluna 2008).

In a reflection on the difference between now and then, the Romani intellectual
Andrzej Mirga, who has become senior policy advisor on Sinti and Romani issues at the
OSCE, remarks that, whereas, “in the early 1990s, there was mainly impromptu com
munity violence against Roma and Sinti in Europe … what we are witnessing today is
the deliberate and organized use of hate speech and incitement of violence” (2009: 6).
Social media, political parties—Ataka in Bulgaria, Delni ka strana in the Czech Republic,
Jobbik in Hungary, Lega Nord in Italy, etc.—and extra parliamentary splinter groups have
gone to play a vital role in organized violence against the Roma. One of the most recent
phenomena, which started in Hungary and the Czech Republic around 2007, is the
organization of provocative marches of extreme right parties and related ‘patrol’ or
‘security’ groups through neighborhoods where many Roma live. According to Jobbik’s
2010 electoral platform, the party “will establish a Gendarmerie: along the lines of both
our own appropriate historical traditions, and the functional example of comparable
organizations operating in other countries, it shall work alongside the existing police
force” (Jobbik 2010: 18). In actual fact, under the name Magyar Gárda (Hungarian Guards)
such a ‘gendarmerie’ was already established in 2007, dedicating itself to what Jobbik’s
party program calls “the fight against our ever swelling crime wave” (ibid). Elsewhere,
the party pamphlet clarifies that one of the most pressing social issues to be addressed

5 Actually, these expulsions began shortly after the EU entry of Romania and Bulgaria in 2007 (ERRC
2007a).
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“is undeniably the halting of gypsy crime, for which the strengthening of the established
police, and the foundation of a dedicated rural police service, or Gendarmerie, is
required” (ibid 11). Since its establishment, the uniformed Magyar Gárda has patrolled
through Hungarian neighborhoods with large Romani populations, suggesting that they
are “re establishing law and order and charged with maintaining public safety” (ibid 18).
Similarly, Czech extreme political parties have also established such ‘security’ units
meant to “oversee the behavior of inadaptable minorities and immigrants” (cited Albert
2009: 27). In most of the cases, however, violent conflicts have emerged or intensified
only after the confrontational marches.6

THE EUROPEAN ROMA AT THE NEXUS OF SECURITY AND DEVELOPMENT

If we bring together the discourses and instruments that have recently been developed to
address what has increasingly more been called ‘Europe’s Roma problem’ or even ‘Roma
question,’ we can produce a long list: ‘security units,’ ‘Gendarmerie,’ ‘national guards,’
‘security emergency,’ ‘public emergency,’ ‘public order,’ ‘security pacts,’ fingerprinting,
‘excessive forms of mobility,’ etc. The common denominator of all these tools, discourses,
and mechanisms is undoubtedly security, even though the term security has different
kinds of associations in these contexts. The associations range from racist claims that the
Roma are the source of diverse social problems, and crime in particular, to suggestions
that their ‘lifestyles’ at home or abroad cause troubles to their ‘decent neighbors.’ Wheth
er the one or the other association, they usually intersect with processes of illegalization,
criminalization, and making the Roma responsible for their own problems. As the
examples clarify, those who discuss the Roma in security terms range from far right,
extra parliamentary groups to members of center political parties. As the Italian case
shows, security framing has also been intermingled with juridical administrative infra
structures. Of course, security framing and violence are not the same; we need to
carefully reflect on how they are related and intermingled. Increasingly, the Roma’s
problematization in terms of a ‘European minority’ is taking place alongside their
problematization in terms of a ‘European problem.’ Securitization—framing them in
security terms—has become an important element of this trend. How do we need to
interrogate this trend or shift?

In this study, I have not in the first place dealt with processes of securitization and
how they could be challenged or ‘de securitized’.7 Nevertheless, my main findings open
up ways to combine my inquiries into European governmentalities with recent insights
from critical security studies to analyze the contemporary situation of Romani minorities
in Europe. Analyses of the role of problematizing the Roma in terms of security,
particularly in the European transnational rather than primarily national context, are
largely lacking in current scholarship on the Roma but sorely needed. Future research on

6 In two of the most notorious Hungarian cases of 2009, in which three Roma, including a five year old boy
were killed, theMagyar Gárda organized meetings and marches before the deadly attacks (Rorke 2009).
7 De securitization is the term used in critical security studies to describe and analyze processes that
challenge security framings (eg, Waever 1995; Roe 2004; Huysmans 2006; Balzacq 2011).



322 AFTERTHOUGHT AT A TIME OF CRISIS

the relationship between violence and security framing regarding the Roma can benefit
from combining insights from governmentality and critical security studies. Let me
indicate along which lines such a research agenda could take shape and how they could
build on some of the insights developed in this study.

I have shown that some of the usual ways in which conflicting problematizations of
the Roma are explained cannot adequately address what is at stake. Firstly, these prob
lematizations cannot simply be discussed in terms of discrepancies between ‘good’
European or supranational liberal ideals and values of inclusion, emancipation, and
human rights on the one hand, and ‘dubious’ local or national articulations of nation
alism or even racism, on the other (part three). Though ambiguous phenomena such as
‘backdoor nationalism’ (Fox and Vermeersch 2010) have appeared in countries such as
Hungary, Slovakia, and the Czech Republic, they cannot solely be explained in terms of
their local or national manifestations. Rather, to a large extent these phenomena have
appeared alongside the emergence and articulation of the politics of EU integration and
enlargement (chapter 8, van Baar 2011b). Therefore, we need to critically examine the
manifestations of nationalism, Romaphobia, and anti Gypsyism alongside analyses of
the indirectly, often unforeseen effects of these politics of integration and enlargement.

Secondly and correlatively, any suggestion that anti Roma sentiments and policies
can be straightforwardly challenged by various kinds of ‘pro Roma’ policies is equally
problematic. By way of a genealogical analysis of how socioeconomic mobility of the
Roma has recently been dealt with in East Central Europe, I have clarified that the articu
lation of pro Roma policies has highly ambiguously impacted on the situation of the
Roma, even leading to their dehumanization (chapter 6, van Baar 2012a). My analysis of
how neo liberal activation measures have been introduced to deal with large scale
unemployment among the Roma has clarified that the ambiguous effects on them are not
simply the result of discursively framing them as socio economically ‘inactive.’ I have
shown how the complex assembling of various kinds of expertise on the Roma, old and
new welfare regimes, informal and formal social, cultural, and economic networks, and
the legacy of communist racializing and bio political schemes have had problematic
effects on the situation of the Roma. Also, the introduction of activation schemes in
Slovakia and the protests against the welfare reforms took place in a political environ
ment where the Slovak Minister of the Interior suggested a “state of emergency” and
legitimized the mobilization of police officers and soldiers because “Romani communi
ties” had to be “monitored” and “public order restored” (chapter 6). The revision of
social security mechanisms and the problematization of the Roma in terms of public
security were two sides of the same coin. Currently, “improving employment chances of
the Roma,” as the World Bank (2008) calls it, is going hand in hand with their framing in
terms of social, human, and/or public security.

The way in which the devising of various bio political programs for the Roma has
gone together with their securitization is related to a third and more fundamental diffi
culty within the prevailing attempts to challenge the Roma’s discrimination or marginal
ization. The freedoms of liberalism and its attempts at guaranteeing ‘free,’ ‘more,’ and
‘better’ circulation are going together with controlling the conditions of ‘good circula
tion,’ with calculating the costs and risks of creating and opening up new spaces of
circulation, and, thus, with identifying possible spheres and categories that endanger the



AFTERTHOUGHT AT A TIME OF CRISIS 323

interests of individuals and collectives (chapter 2). For Foucault “freedom in the regime
of liberalism is not a given, it is not a ready made region which has to be respected”
(2008a: 65). Rather, it “is something which is constantly produced.” According to this
concept of liberalism, it continuously proposes to manufacture freedom, “to arouse it
and produce it, with, of course, the system of constraints and the problems of cost raised
by this production” (ibid). The political economies of power related to liberalism and
neo liberalism are consequently internally related to the nexus of freedom and security
and to how their interplay has to guarantee that individuals and communities are mini
mally exposed to danger.

We should further analyze what this intrinsic relation between freedom and security
implies for contemporary processes of securitization in Europe and their impact on the
situation of the Roma. Since ‘security’ is not opposed to ‘freedom,’ but inherently related
to it, defending civil liberties or something like free movement in the EU instead cannot
automatically challenge problematizations in terms of security. A Foucauldian approach
to security makes “the relation between supporters of security policy and those who
criticize securitization by arguing for a more balanced approach to the trade off between
security and civil liberties or between free movement and the protection of the public
order more ambivalent” (Huysmans 2006: 149). Put differently, those who criticize the
framing of migration, asylum, trafficking, or minorities such as the Muslims or Roma in
and beyond Europe in terms of security, but, at the same time, prioritize a relation
between freedom and security; still “sustain a political field in which freedom is heavily
politicized as a question of controlling its dangerous excesses” (ibid). Maintaining and
developing rationales and governmental instruments that look for balancing security
and freedom in this way, thus, cannot avoid that the supposed dangers to ‘good’ gover
nance will be ethnicized, territorialized, and culturalized in ways that tend to render the
Roma abject (chapters 6, 7).

A closely related research question concerns the transnational mobility of security
technologies and the ways in which they are articulated with local or national politics,
cultures, and infrastructures. Indeed, the case of security framing not only relates to
how, for instance, French, Italian, or Slovak authorities have started to discuss the Roma
in terms of public order and a threat to their social security systems. It also relates to a
range of knowledge and expertise formations and disseminations and to diverse policy
and control instruments that have recently or historically been developed and deployed
to deal with issues of migration, asylum, employment, crime, and the like. Already
existing social and cultural infrastructures, such as the Italian campi nomadi or the Slovak
Romské osady (‘Romani settlements’) have been assembled with new, transnationally
mobile kinds of security knowledge and technology. This multidimensional process, in
which diverse policy questions are interwoven through security technologies, expertise,
and narratives, has also got relevance at the EU level (Bigo 1994; Huysmans 2006; de
Goede 2008). The insights of those critical security studies scholars, who have analyzed
such processes, can help to relocate the focal point of interrogation. Examples, such as
the Italian security measures against the Roma and the French expulsions of Romani
migrants, have recently been discussed in terms of the violation of EU rules (eg, Merlino
2009). However, such interrogations tend to adhere to a debatable politics of scaling in
which binaries between supranational and national entities or between anti policies and
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pro policies are reproduced (Walters 2008; van Baar 2010e). A combination of govern
mentality and critical security studies, however, could give better insight in how the
freedom/security interplay and the articulation of security rationalities and technologies
in the EU are co constituted. Jef Huymans eloquently remarks:

[The EU’s] internal security field and the codification of the Area of Freedom,
Security, and Justice have integrated a range of policy issues—including migration,
border control, terrorism, border crossing crime—as dangers to the functional integ
rity of the Internal Market and the member states of the Union. (Huysmans 2006: 148)

If we read recent phenomena, such as the French expulsions or the Italian introduction of
security pacts to deal with the Roma along the lines of problematic articulations of the
freedom/security nexus in the EU, we are able to reveal both the power and limits of
current European governmentalities. Such an analysis shows, for instance, that illiberal
practices can be introduced, maintained, or even strengthened in the name of liberalism
(chapters 2, 6).

Moreover, we should try to link this debate and the reemergence of violence against
the Roma with the ambivalences that have gone together with how development pro
grams have been articulated on the ground. I think we can see the reemergence of vio
lence partially as an effect of a gradually intensified crisis of European government that
did not start recently, but much earlier, at the beginning of the 1990s. I have explained
that, in the early 1990s, the Roma appeared at Europe’s institutional horizon, to a con
siderable extent, through a complex and manifold reshaping of the security approaches
of international governing organizations, such as the OSCE, the EU, the World Bank, and
the UNDP (chapter 5). I have suggested that this rearticulation was not in the first place a
question of considering the Roma increasingly more “as representing a security issue”
(Kovats 2001a: 95). Rather, the Roma have primarily been included in the policy agendas
of IGOs through a confluence of several newly emerged development and security
networks, rationales, and technologies and through the internalization and codification
of EU development policies in Europe. The post 1989 processes of increased merging of
security and development issues in Europe have also played a significant role in
focusing on the Roma as a target group of bio political development programs and
interethnic conflict resolution. At the same time, since the late 1980s, some events in and
beyond Europe have considerably contributed to the gradual intensification of securiti
zation processes. These events were, most notably, the fall of communism, the violent
dissolution of the former Yugoslavia, the manifestations of global terrorism, and, last but
not least, the emergence of the current financial crisis. A case in point is that the securiti
zation of Roma migration and asylum prior to the entry of Central and Eastern European
countries to the EU was not incidental, but, increasingly, central to how the ‘old’ EU
member states dealt with the Roma since the start of Yugoslavia’s dissolution.8 I have
argued that this approach was also not necessarily at odds with the human and minority
rights agenda that the EU started to articulate at more or less the same time (chapter 5).
The way in which, in the EU’s new approach to European governance, human rights

8 See, for instance, Klímová and Pickup (2000), Sobotka (2003), and Guy et al (2004).
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have been reinterpreted “as the empirical outcome of … concrete instances of good
government” (Guilhot 2008: 512) has led the Union to focus primarily on the (candidate)
member states’ compliance with the newly introduced benchmarks of ‘good gover
nance,’ rather than on (the maintenance of) the violations of the rights of the Roma. At
least the former, rather than the latter, played a decisive role in the entry of new states
into the EU and also in the EU’s abandoning of infringement procedures against France
regarding the expulsion of EU citizens with a Romani background (chapter 5).

The freedom/security and the development/security nexus, thus, have hitherto played
a critical and in many ways ambivalent role in how the Roma are approached in Europe.
Similar to how calls for a more balanced approach to the trade off between security
policy and civil liberties are problematic, those who promote, for instance, human devel
opment approaches without seriously interrogating its confluences with security mecha
nisms are also in trouble. I do not in the first place suggest that human security or
human development concepts are intrinsically problematic, but that the way in which
they have started to interconnect and intersect with Europe’s “internal security field”
(Bigo 1994) has led to problematic articulations on the ground. Further research needs to
be done to analyze whether, how, where, and under what circumstances such articula
tions are taking place. At the same time, combining a critical security with a government
ality perspective could help to reveal the contradictions and tensions within current
power relations and structures and to challenge and politicize them. This brings me to
the second future research agenda that I have proposed: to undertake further inquiries
into the politics of citizenship as participation.

INQUIRIES INTO THE POLITICS OF CITIZENSHIP

In order to discuss how we could extend research on the politics of citizenship, let me
first make an explicit link to the issues of security and violence—even though this
politics is not limited to these domains. When we acknowledge that, in contemporary
European liberal democracies, initiatives taken to further the Roma’s situation are
situated within the interplay between freedom and security and between security and
development, we also need to work both sides of these relationships at the same time.
Since security mechanisms are central to liberal and neo liberal governmentalities,
security issues cannot simply be transformed or ‘talked’ into non security issues, such as
those of human rights, development, or free movement. At the same time, there is not
necessarily something wrong with security policy. The critical and ambivalent change in
security framing takes place once security policy turns into something like ‘emergency
politics.’ This happens when forms of politics are mobilized in which security issues are
rendered exceptionally important to deal with diverse kinds of socio economic, political,
and cultural changes, circumstances, and events, ranging from the environment to
health, from markets to neighborhoods, from poverty to food, from migration to asylum,
etc. Huysmans (2006: 143) puts the crucial point succinctly when he explains that
‘emergency politics’ represents a political strategy that tends to inscribe illiberal concepts
of the political in liberal democratic communities. According to him, such politics creates
a notion of the political community in which its insecurities are primarily related to
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essentialized binaries between insiders and outsiders, friends and enemies, ‘us’ and
‘them’—following a logic of exceptionality, rather than ‘normality.’ If such social
changes take place, they do usually not affect everybody in the same way and they are
often going together with the production and reproduction of difference along ethnic,
racial, class, or gender lines. To de dramatize bifurcated renditions of the political
community, therefore, we need to explicitly politicize them. Then, the focus shifts from
security per se to the dubious, reified notions of the political and the political community
that go with exceptional, extended security framings.

Several insights from this study help to discuss these questions of the political and
political community. The politics of citizenship as participation and the practices and
strategies of traveling activism and memory politicize the ways in which prevailing
practices of citizenship and development are often based on ethnicized, culturalized, and
territorialized notions of communities that render the Roma abject (chapters 7, 8). Ren
dering the Roma abject inherently goes with practices that tend to displace and de
humanize them and to make them particularly vulnerable to violence, humiliation, and
disgrace (chapters 6, 8). The politics of citizenship as participation works at different
fronts at the same time to call these practices and correlated notions of the political com
munity into question. Firstly, this politics tries to challenge the exclusionary mechanisms
inherent to currently prevailing development (chapter 7) or memorial (chapter 8)
practices—even in those cases that others would maybe describe as ‘failures.’ Romani
narratives of failure and complaint—the failure of bio political programs to achieve
‘something’ (chapter 7) or of war reparations to really ‘re member’ (chapter 8)—are able
to address or even challenge the mechanisms that tend to reproduce inequality and
exclusion.

Secondly, though there is no single or miraculous formula to enact the politics of
citizenship as participation, I have shown that traveling activism plays a central role in
strategies toward politicizing contentious issues. Traveling activism—by mobilizing,
reshaping, and redirecting transnationally circulating discourses, techniques, and tactics
of activism and by federating across space and difference—contributes to struggles over
how development tools and knowledge are deployed and articulated. Romani activists
and their advocates have developed their own forms, mechanisms, and tools of expertise
to render socioeconomic and cultural mechanisms of exclusion (or inclusion) visible and
used them to open up political debate. By so doing, traveling activism has become a way
to renegotiate and critically redirect bio political programs meant for the Roma. By
showing, for instance, how the focus on the Roma’s human and social capital formation
tends to neglect the socioeconomic, political, and historical reasons that have led to
marginalization, traveling activism can contribute to reformulating the debate in terms
of citizenship and participatory democracy. I do not want to suggest that such strategies
are easy, let alone that they easily succeed in what they want to achieve. Sometimes, the
most they can do is trying to reveal the democratic and memory deficits implicit in
prevailing notions of politics (chapters 7, 8).

Moreover, various groups of Roma are producing their own narratives about Europe,
and are increasingly making different kinds of Romani histories and memories visible
and audible in public spaces throughout Europe, including important memorial sites,
such as Auschwitz and other former Nazi concentration camps (chapter 8). In this way,
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the Roma are inscribing their memories in Europe’s heterogeneous ‘memoryscapes’ and
creating new and diverse maps, images, and stories of and about Europe. These narra
tives are not uniform; I have shown how different Romani actors themselves are in
volved in disputes about how their histories and memories should be represented or
mobilized in political debates and cultural institutions. Even in cases where conflict has
arisen, such as in the controversies over the former concentration camps in Lety and
Hodonín in the Czech Republic, the involved Roma have been able to politicize issues of
citizenship and to instigate public debate about the politics of historicism.

At a more theoretical level, my inquiries into the politics of citizenship have tried to
contribute to a diversification of where we could ethnographically analyze and locate
processes of re politicization. In the practice of academic writing, and scholarship on
migrants, minorities, and the marginalized in particular, analyses of politicizing pro
cesses and acts have often led to a strong focus on clear, visible acts of protest and
demonstration or on the conditions of possibility of mass mobilization. In endeavors to
trace transformative elements in the contemporary Romani movement in Europe, we
have seen something similar. While some tend to assess the movement’s chances and
prospects in terms of mass mobilization,9 others have looked into Romani protests and
demonstrations to delineate the conditions under which political contestation may take
place.10 These are welcome and important analyses. The benefit of this focus is that it
emphasizes how diverse kinds of political struggles are made visible at social, political,
and cultural levels.

However, I am not convinced that we can unravel the complexity and diversity of
practices of politicization by this ethnographic privilege only. Therefore, in this study, I
have tried to widen the ethnographic scope to less ‘revolutionary’ and also to memorial
acts. Though my concept of traveling activism maybe suggests that only ‘activists’ can
apply it, I have clarified that the politics of citizenship as participation covers a wider
spectrum than just that of activists. I have shown, for instance, how Roma who are
expressing their dissatisfaction with the programs in which they are (not) involved can
also get involved in the politics of citizenship as participation (chapter 7). Along these
lines, and across space and difference, I also propose a second new research agenda. I
have suggested that we can analyze practices of de politicization and re politicization
along the entire spectrum from Romani everyday life struggles in remote villages to the
very heart of, for instance, the European policy machinery (chapter 7). In particular since
Roma related issues are now being discussed and disputed at such a huge variety of
different offices, agencies, and NGOs at various institutional levels, future research
should focus more explicitly on the daily politicizing and de politicizing practices within
these ‘bureaus’ and the diverse actors allied with them. This research could include
analyses of how negotiations between front line workers in municipal offices and their
Romani ‘clients’ are taking place. Building on insights from governmentality and citizen
ship studies, these practices and the ways in which they relate to the transformation of
public services and spaces could be interrogated.11 This research agenda could also in

9 See, for instance, Vermeersch (2006) and Trehan (2009a).
10 See, for instance, Üstündag (2008), Caglar and Mehling (2009), and Marušák and Singer (2009).
11 See, for instance, Barnes et al (2007), Barnes and Prior (2009), and Newman and Tonkens (2011).
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clude the role of various forms of diplomacy in which Roma activists and their advocates
are increasingly involved (Nicolae and Slavik 2007). I have found it intriguing, for
instance, that, when I discussed the protests against the welfare reforms in Slovakia
(chapter 6) with a couple of Slovak Romani activists, they were highly critical about the
activities of some of their fellow Romani citizens. The activists I spoke suggested that the
Roma who had immediately and openly politicized the protests had acted rashly and
seriously endangered the often invisible, but constructive results of careful diplomatic
negotiations at local levels (interview 2005l). These Roma stated that open and visible
politicizing strategies, particularly when the political or media climate is tense and not
very Roma friendly, could easily be counterproductive. Further research into the politics
of citizenship could deal with such and similar questions about the tactics and strategies
involved in diplomacy as ‘silent’ forms of politicization.

At a time of crisis—such as at the moment when the French expulsions of Romani
migrants became a media spectacle in the summer of 2010—open, visible and silent, less
visible forms of politicization often come together. At various place in Europe, people
started to protest against the French Roma policy. At the same time, we saw an increased
activity in various Romani activist and diplomacy networks throughout Europe, and at
the internet in particular. Many of these networks capitalized on ‘the French momentum’
to try to make a change and build new coalitions. In November 2010, for instance, a
group of Bulgarian Romani activists wrote a letter to the European Commission in which
they put forward: “We demand putting an end to the discriminatory practice of treating
all Roma as a socially vulnerable or disadvantaged group. The stigmatization of Roma as
‘vulnerable’ in EU documents contributes to their forced marginalization” (Tahir et al
2010). In this line of reasoning they also encouraged the EU to invest more in existing
Romani social capital, and, thus, they contested the idea that the Roma are not able to
empower themselves. Future research on the politics of citizenship needs to pay
attention to the dynamics of politicization that is involved in such strategies of traveling
activism.




