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Summary

In this study, I analyze the current situation of Romani minorities in Europe from the
angle of changing forms and tools of minority representation and governance. Parti
cularly since the fall of communism, we have observed what can be called the European
ization of Roma representation. In political and policy debates, in media and scholarly
discourses, and in various forms of activism and advocacy, the Roma have increasingly
been represented as a European minority. This development has gone hand in hand with
the devising and organizing of large scale, Europe wide projects and programs that aim
at the Roma’s empowerment and the development and improvement of their situation
throughout Europe. No other population group in Europe has recently become the
central focus of so many different inclusion, empowerment, and development programs
than the Romani. At the same time, the Roma’s Europeanization has inaugurated a new
phase in the history of their representation and self representation. Indeed, during the
Enlightenment, the Romantic Movement, nineteenth and early twentieth century pro
cesses of nation state formation, and under Nazism and communism, the Roma and their
cultures were often considered as non European, alien, and barriers to ‘progress’ and
‘civilization’ in Europe.

In this study, I put the following questions at the center: How are we to understand
the recent shift from the representation of the Roma as a non European minority to their
representation as a European minority? How are we to assess this shift and the parallel
development of transnational forms of minority governance from a cultural historical,
policy theoretical, and political philosophical point of view? I examine this and other
shifts of Roma representation and self representation, as well as their consequences, in
light of changing forms, processes, concepts, and tools of governance and self gover
nance in Europe. In my attempts to answer these questions, I do not in the first place
focus on how minority governance is or needs to be organized from a practical point of
view. At a more fundamental level, I concentrate on the ways in which diverse ideas and
practices of governing have historically and up to now influenced and changed the
relationship and interaction between ‘Europe’ and ‘the Roma.’ 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 heterogeneous Romani groups in various countries in Europe actually de
velop into a question and transform into a specific European ‘problem’ or set of ‘prob
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lems’ to which various programs, interventions, and projects need to give an answer?
How do the simultaneous Europeanization of Roma representation and the emergence of
a European integration agenda relate to the change of Roma representation in terms of
assimilation and nomadism to their more recent representation in terms of human and
minority rights, minority integration and participation, and human security and devel
opment? In what ways do recently developed governmental techniques and rationales
contribute to new or changing forms of Roma representation and self representation,
and to new forms of activism, history writing, and advocacy? How do these transfor
mations relate to new ways of thinking ‘Europe’?

To shed light on these questions and issues, I examine practices of Romani minority
governance, as well as their modern European history, from the angle of an analytics of
governmentality. At the end of the 1970s, the French philosopher Michel Foucault intro
duced this somewhat awkward neologism ‘governmentality’ in order to be able to reflect
on practices of governing beyond the context of governments, organizations, and institu
tions. The concept of governmentality can be explained in two, closely related ways. In a
general way, this notion indicates the relationship between practices of ‘governing’ and
the diverse ways in which we think about governing. This meaning does not refer to
how certain ideas about governing are first developed and then brought into practice,
but, rather, to how the technical and rational dimensions of governing constantly inter
act. This general meaning emphasizes the interaction of acts of ‘governing’ with parti
cular ‘mentalities,’ hence ‘govern mentalities.’ In Foucault’s work this general meaning
relates to a huge variety of activities, ranging from ideas about and practices and tech
niques of how we govern ourselves and others to the ways in which a city or state has
been or should be governed. According to its more narrow meaning, though, govern
mentality primarily refers to a consolidation of the activity of ‘governing’ and, thus, to
‘governmental ity.’ This meaning points to relatively stabile, institutionalized forms of
governing, such as those expressed in the governing or self governing at the level of
governments and organizations, but also in everyday life practices related to health care,
education, sexuality, imprisoning, exhibiting, activism, the keeping of households, and
the like. The narrow meaning of governmentality is related to how the consolidation of a
particular way of governing or self governing involves both the ability to govern and the
power to govern and identify what needs to be governed. The general and more narrow
meaning of governmentality are closely related: processes of governmentalization—
making particular objects, subjects, or processes governable—contribute to the consoli
dation of practices of governing and self governing, and give them a more explicit insti
tutional form. Seen from this viewpoint, it becomes possible, for instance, to understand
the state as a historically institutionalized, yet non universal, variable form of governing,
which exists because of its continuous and constantly changing governmentalization. A
governmentality approach also allows for analyzing the formation and representation of
certain groups in terms of a minority from the more general angle of the governing and
regulating of population groups.

In this study, I extend the conceptual framework of governmentality to an analysis of
current forms of minority governance in Europe, and those of Romani in particular. I
interpret European forms of minority governance in terms of Europe’s governmental
ization. By so doing, I shed new light on the history of minority formation and represen
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tation in Europe and on the correlated demarcation of population groups in terms of
their alleged ‘Europeanness.’ I clarify that the formation, representation, and governance
of Romani minorities closely relates to our representation of Europe and to how gover
nance at the European level has historically been conceived and practiced. Hence, the
title of this book—The European Roma—does not describe a neutral, objective condition or
minority status. Rather, the book’s title needs to be read in relation to the notion of
historically changing and changeable Roma representations and self representations,
including processes of minoritization and minority self articulation.

This study contributes to insights into processes of minority formation in the modern
and recent history of Europe. I also contribute to the current debate in governmentality
studies on the relationship between politics and governmental power. I challenge those
studies that understand governmentality primarily in terms of depoliticized mechanisms
of security, which more or less effectively succeed in controlling particular population
groups or processes. This book deals not only with governmentality as a relatively sta
ble form of power, but also with so called practices of counter conduct that (try to) chal
lenge this exercise of power. I argue that an analytics of governmentality entails an exa
mination of both the consolidation of governmental forms of power and the limits of
their exercise. Such an analytics explicitly interrogates the dynamics between processes
and mechanisms of de politicization and re politicization. I clarify how my interpre
tation of governmentality impacts on both uniform readings of European modernity and
the way in which we assess the current situation of Romani minorities in Europe.

In this book, I bring two dominant, yet often largely separated kinds of research on
the situation and representation of Romani minorities together. On the one hand, current
scholarship on the Roma has been largely dominated by analyses that discuss Romani
minority representation and its history in terms of policy or governance processes, struc
tures of political representation, and social inclusion and exclusion mechanisms. On the
other hand, particularly since the early 1990s, much research has been dedicated to cul
tural and cultural historical practices and concepts of representation and self represen
tation in art, science, the media, museums, and popular culture. I bring these two bran
ches of scholarship together. I am not so much doing so by discussing them next to each
other, but by clarifying the intrinsic relationship between processes of governing, repre
sentation, and knowledge formation. In this way, I discuss the conditions under which
forms of representation and self representation change without isolating one of these
processes from the other.

The chapters of this study are grouped into three parts. In part one, I introduce 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 methodo
logical 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, sovereignty, power, and agency in an age of glo
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balization. Building on a so called ‘topological’ reading of power, I illuminate how an
analytics of governmentality helps to analyze issues of power, agency, and resistance
beyond functionalism and the periodization of European history. 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 coun
ter conduct that challenge the former, on the other.

In chapter 2, I extend the analysis of governmentality to Europe and discuss 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 gov
ernmentality—so called ‘police’ and liberalism—to examine transnational forms of po
pulation regulation and processes of minority formation in Europe. I explain how the
emergence of liberal forms of governmentality has gone together with processes of ma
jority and minority formation. I will move beyond Foucault’s Eurocentric analysis of
inter state governmentalities to propose how we could examine contemporary trans
national forms of population regulation in Europe. I discuss postcolonial critiques of
development regimes to call for analyzing transnational population regulation, such as
those regarding Romani minorities, beyond tradition vs. modernity, and global hegem
onic power vs. local grassroots resistance binaries. In a transit to part two, I propose to
re narrate European modernity to shed another light on how Romani groups have been
minoritized in modern European history.

In part two, I discuss how the development of liberal governmentality has historically
gone hand in hand with both the emergence of ‘Gypsy studies’ and Romani minority
formation. I investigate this nexus of emerging liberalism, Romani minoritization, and
‘Gypsy studies’ in the eighteenth century Habsburg Empire, and analyze two currently
prevailing scholarly readings of this history and its legacy. Chapter 3 engages in a debate
about how the Gypsy problematization during Habsburg rule has been received 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. 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
explain how we can understand shifting Habsburg Gypsy policies and emergent Roma
related knowledge formation in light of changing governmentalities. I clarify how the
emergence of comparative forms of science—such as those in then appearing disciplines
of linguistics, biology, and economics—has gone together not only with new forms of
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Roma population regulation, but also with new opportunities of Romani minority self
articulation.

In part three, I mobilize the threefold nexus between representation, 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 representation 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 gov
ernmentality 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 representation of the Roma as a
European minority beyond fixed institutional boundaries. I clarify that we can regard the
emergence of numerous new centers of Roma related expertise at the level of IGOs and
NGOs in light of how neo liberal governmental technologies have been articulated with
the policy, political, and administrative cultures of these actors. Whereas chapter 5 intro
duces neo liberalism at a theoretical level, chapters 6, 7, and 8 explore case studies of
how neo liberalism, the Roma’s Europeanization, the fall of communism, and the resur
gence 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 socio economic 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 their employment
chances. I demonstrate how the assemblage of these programs with ‘local’ cultures and
politics has highly ambivalently impacted on the Roma’s situation, leading to their evict
ion and to practices of exploitation and dehumanization. I discuss three influential lega
cies of communism to put these grim effects in the perspective of the region’s recent
transformations. I undertake an inquiry into communist socio economic reform politics,
past alternative socio cultural and economic networks, and communist practices of
racism vis à vis the Roma. I show how, in interrelationship with neo liberalism, the lega
cies of these three formerly communist practices have dramatically impacted on the cur
rent situation of Romani minorities.

Chapter 6 needs to be read next to chapters 7 and 8, for these three chapters deal with
developments that are simultaneously occurring in contemporary Europe. Chapter 6
focuses on the impact of processes of de politicization, and particularly on how basically
political issues and problems are translated into the quasi neutral, non political terms of
policy and expertise. Chapters 7 and 8 analyze how processes of de politicization 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 inequality that affect their current situation. Thus, while chapter 6 particularly dis
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cusses the consequences of de politicization, chapters 7 and 8 concentrate primarily on
how delicate political and social issues have recently been re politicized.

In chapter 7, I discuss 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 political scene. I argue that the post 1989 Romani movement can
be characterized by a ‘perverse confluence’ 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, inequal
ity, and poverty are explicitly politicized in the current Romani movement. I show how
Romani activist networks have strategically mobilized neo liberal tools and activist
knowledge and expertise to articulate these processes of politicization.

In chapter 8, I examine the significance of various Romani memorial practices that
have been increasingly developed in post 1989 Europe. The chapter starts from an anal
ysis of what, in 1992, Katie Trumpener called ‘the European memory problem.’ With this
problem she pointed to how, throughout modern European history, dominant cultural
and intellectual movements have displaced Romani memory by representing the Roma
as ‘a people without history.’ I examine how we are to assess the current boost of partic
ularly 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. Current Romani cultural and memorial practices radically contest the
politics of historicism that tends to relegate ‘the Roma’ and their cultures to the domain
of pre modern, ‘history less’ societies. These practices critically question the exclusion of
Romani histories and memories from national and European ones and contribute to new,
diverse images and stories about Europe and, thus, to new narratives about the complex
relationship between ‘Europe’ and ‘the Roma.’ I show that these practices are currently
taking place in the context of a trend to governmentalize Holocaust remembrance in the
EU, which, at least in theory, 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 cur
rent 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 con
temporary 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, such as
those developed in this book, with those of critical security studies to analyze processes
in which the Roma are one sidedly problematized in terms of ‘security’ and ‘public
order.’ The second agenda that I propose builds on what I call a politics of citizenship as
participation and suggests to widen and deepen ethnographic analyses of practices of
politicization related to the heterogeneous Romani movement in Europe.




