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The Roma issues are negotiated and solved on various levels. From small NGOs through local and regional governments to national, international and supranational bodies or organisations. The many problems that stem from differences between all the Gypsy groups and majority populations are a symbol of difficult fulfilment of Christian-based life in peace and harmony with all human beings. It is a positive sign of modern time and politics in sense of care for common wealth and happiness, that the ills of relationship between majority and ethnic/social minorities are being examined and pushed forward to a better stage.

In Europe are three major organisations that, among many other things, try to establish a better attitude toward Roma. I decided to omit the international Council of Europe and Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe and focus on supranational European Union institutions, and European Parliament in particular to research the positions that have been taken towards Roma. This decision was supported by opinion of Martin Kovats: “The process of European Integration and the difficulties experienced by Roma/Gypsies (in respect of policy) within (nation) states appear to support the existential claims of supra-national European institutions to provide a superior form of governance within the framework of creating a common European ‘home’.”

The European Parliament (further ‘EP’) was the first institution of European Communities (further ‘EU’ as European Union) to focus its legislative activity on Gypsies. Already in 1970ies have the Members of European Parliament (‘MEP’) interpelated the European Commission on questions concerning Gypsies
, but it was on 24th May 1984, when a resolution of the EP “The situation of the Gypsies in the Community” was adopted. The resolution was adopted on base of motion for resolution on behalf of the European People´s Party Group and it is interesting, that the EP adopted a resolution with explicit targeting on Gypsies only 7 years after the United Nations did.
 

The resolution pointed out difficulties with which the Roma/Gypsies deal within the area of Communities and reminded that the Communities already posses a legal basis on which further actions may be made. However, the fact that a proper identification or definition of a Gypsy is seriously difficult was also mentioned. The EP has already on 16th May 1984 adopted a "Resolution on Education for children whose parents have no fixed abode". Similar definition was used also 5 years later in "Resolution on Illiteracy and education for children whose parents have no fixed abode" from 17th March 1989. It is obvious that before came necessity to deal with major groups of ethnic minorities from Eastern Europe, the MEPs decided to use a definition fitting to all ‘travellers’. It is also interesting that the EP (EU) began to focus on the Gypsy issues shortly before enlargement of the Ten for Spain and Portugal (and, for that matter, very shortly before the 2nd direct elections to the EP in June 1984).

A Joint Declaration of the EP, the Council and the representatives of the Member States meeting with the Council and Commission against racism and xenophobia of 11 June 1986 was another step in implementing the general human rights protection acts on the supranational level.

It is necessary to mention here the very limited powers of the EP in area of Roma/Gypsy issues. Although the scale of legislative powers of the EP is enlarging since the 1980ies, they are still limited on issues connected mainly with the Common market. The issues connected with Roma are mainly subject of Home (internal) affairs – therefore forming part of 3rd Pillar of the EU, which remains mostly intergovernmental. The resolutions of the EP are therefore only of legally non-binding nature and de facto do posses only moral, not real authority. It is true that even the moral authority of the democratic European assembly is enough to cast light on direction of European policies.

Among the real powers of the EP are two areas highlighted since 1980ies: the parliamentary consent with the budget of the EU and the parliamentary consent with any enlargement of the EU.

In the last decade of 20th century have the MEPs learned how to use these powers, and already in 1991 the EP implemented into the European budget a special heading earmarking funds for implementation of necessary actions in school provisions for Gypsy and Traveller children and in intercultural education. The budgetary heading was renewed in 1992 and increased in 1993.

The fall of communism, civil war in Balkans and other events led to an exodus of many refugees from problematic areas. Among them was a significant number of Gypsies. The hostile reaction of parts of population in the accepting countries led to higher attention of the EP. A resolution "Gypsies in the Community" was adopted on 21st April 1994 (5 weeks before 4th European election…). The sorry state of relationship between Gypsies and majority populations in the whole Europe is reminded and vows to promote better policies taken. A short but well-balanced resolution on "Discrimination against the Roma" was adopted on 13th July 1995. By this resolution an implicit difference between Roma (ethnic people of Central and Eastern Europe) and Gypsies/Travellers (special social group) is made.

With approaching enlargement of the EU for countries of Central and Eastern Europe the focus of European politicians began to shift on miserable situation of Roma/Gypsies in post-communist countries. I disagree with opinion of Peter Vermeersch
 concerning the real effectivity of EU pressure on candidate countries. The simple fact that the EU established certain standards to be met before accessing the Union and that it implemented a structure that observed closely the development in the candidate states is unique in international relations. The pressure from outside which would not otherwise come brought at least some changes in the policies of Eastern European Countries.

The EP, which has a power to reject an applicant country, scrutinised the situation of Roma in the candidate countries quite closely. Of 40 documents adopted by the 5th EP (1999-2004) after the beginning of Helsinki round of negotiations and mentioning Roma
, full 19 is connected with the enlargement. Reports on state of preparation by Czech and Slovak republics, Hungary, Romania and Bulgaria always mention the situation of Roma (the relation towards Roma is part of political criteria to be fulfilled by candidate states). 

Special attention was given to situation of Roma in the Kosovo region in the autumn of 1999 and to position of Roma women throughout the period.

Reports on Human rights within the EU and candidate countries never omit a paragraph or two connected with Roma.

For information, the resolution on state of negotiation between the Czech republic and the EU from 2000 says in articles 7. and 8. the following:

(The EP)

7.  Acknowledges that, in the Czech Republic, too, the Roma issue is socially complex; supports the Czech Republic in its efforts to further improve the living conditions of the Roma minority but calls on the Czech government to adopt further specific measures to foster the economic and social integration of the Roma and to guarantee them basic social standards, in particular in healthcare and education;

8.  Calls on the Czech authorities to establish the appropriate structures and institutions for a successful implementation of integration policies, to closely involve local authorities in such policies, and to optimise Roma participation in policy-making processes; calls on the Commission and the Council to continue to give full backing to such efforts under the Phare Programme;
While in a resolution from 2001 the article 2. states that:

(The EP)

2.  Notes with satisfaction that the Czech Republic is continuing to take positive steps to improve the situation of the Roma in society, employment, public services, healthcare and the educational system; calls for active participation of local authorities and the population concerned in assessing programmes and projects; acknowledges that the Roma question is socially, politically and economically complex and affects several candidate countries;


The shift within year 2001 is interesting. It is necessary to note, that in the 2001 Report a major place was given to affair of Temelín nuclear plant.


Finally, the 2004 brought the enlargement and 6th elections to the EP. With the fact of implementing millions of Roma in the new Member states (with another approx. 3 million in Romania and Bulgaria) a new level of policy towards Roma has opened. Symbolically, the 2004 elections also brought new, Roma MEPs. It is true that the first Roma MEP was Mr Juan De Dios Ramirez-Heredia (Spain, Socialist), who was a MEP in 1994-1999, but the level of attention given to two young Roma MEPs from Hungary (Lívia Járóka, Fidesz, Member of Christian-democratic and conservative EPP-ED Group and Viktória Mohácsi, Szabad Demokraták Szövetsége, Member of Liberal ALDE Group) is quite significant
. It is sad, that these two ladies are the only Roma elected in new Member countries. This may be explained by the fact that relatively low number of total MEPs per country (case of Slovakia, Slovenia) or per region (Poland) allows only the top candidates of mainstream political parties to be elected. However, the electoral system as well as number of MEPs in Hungary is similar to situation in the Czech Republic – and yet no Roma MEP from Bohemia, Moravia or Silesia was elected.


The new situation creates new ways in which the EP concerns the Roma issues. 7 documents mentioning the Roma were already adopted in the EP (4 of them connected with the accession of Romania and Bulgaria) within 11 months since June 2004
. Ms Jaróka also introduced the Roma issues into another level of highest power of the EP, when she asked during hearing of Czech candidate Commissioner Vladimír Špidla on the sterilisation of Roma women in the Czech Republic
. 


The symbolic new phase of EU policy towards Roma was opened shortly after beginning of Decade of Roma inclusion on 2nd February 2005. After series of events and conferences in the EP (for example Milan Horáček MEP (Germany, Green party, Greens/EFA Group) hosted a special exhibition on Lety Concentration camp), the EP adopted a new "Resolution on the situation of the Roma in the European Union" on 28th April 2005. The resolution was tabled by representatives of five largest Groups of the EP and represents a compromise text on which agreed 497 MEPs of 552 (25 voted against the resolution, 30 abstained) present. 

The right-wing UEN Group did not support the resolution. The reason why was explained to the EP by Romano La Russa MEP (Italy, Alleanza nazionale): “too much attention has been given to these (Roma) minority groups. As human rights protection concerns everyone, I believe all humans, nobody excluded, must be protected, not discriminated. Voting in favour of this resolution we will guarantee more protection for that minority group rather than others. (…) We have to defend all human rights independently of the groups they belong.” The MEPs of Czech ODS voted against the resolution because it urges in introductory article G the authorities “to take all necessary steps to remove the pig farm from the site of the former concentration camp at Lety u Pisku and to create a suitable memorial.”

The Roma are in the EP. Not only physically but also virtually. The care that the MEPs give to the problems of Roma throughout our continent gives a new breath to hope that the relation between majorities and minorities will be solved peacefully.
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� A special profile of Lívia Járóka was published in 3rd issue of European weekly European Voice (27th January 2005). Viktória Mohácsi came into the EP as a substitute in autumn 2004.
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