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Executive summary 

This report illustrates how psychological and social sciences could benefit the design and implementation 

of interventions, and how focusing on evidence-based knowledge, we can improve the design and 

implementation of interventions to tackle Antigypsyism in Europe. 

Interventions can be categorized as:  

1. Educational interventions and general diversity training  

2. Interactive, experiential and intergroup interventions  

3. Public showcasing interventions  

• Creating solidarity between Roma/Traveller groups and non-Roma/Traveller groups is a 

long-term process, that requires awareness of existing prejudice and power dynamics.  

• Building trust with and between communities, and crucially, involving Roma and Traveller 

communities in all phases of intervention are key ingredients for successful interventions.  

• Targeting the emotional aspects of prejudice, and dealing with the stigma as well as recent 

experiences of societal intergroup interactions and stereotypes require skilled staff, 

community development.  

• Lack of funders’ awareness of the deeply entrenched historically bound Antigypsyism that 

creates challenges requiring extra time, extra effort and extra expertise to address.  

• Funding should be invested in intercultural competence training, in reducing the staff-turn-

over in community organisations (caused by short term, ad-hoc, not-sustained projects), in 

https://polrom.eu/


 
PolROM — REC-AG-2017 / REC- RDIS-DISC-AG-2017 

 

2 | 2  O c t o b e r  2 0 2 0  
 

increasing the dialogue and necessary exchange between social psychological scientists and 

community organizations.  

• The element of evaluating and monitoring intervention success is sorely missing, because of 

lack of funding and lack of expertise due to the divide between academic and non-academic 

actors.  

• Sustainability of any positive effects of interventions was linked to the lack of continuity of 

interventions at both local/community as well as national level.  

 

Aims and Objectives  

The main aim of the research presented in this report was to identify and analyse prejudice and 

discrimination intervention methods in 5 countries; Ireland, Romania, Hungary, Slovakia and France. We 

collected, classified and analysed interventions running in these five countries in 2018. Furthermore, we 

conducted focus groups with a small subsample of the organizations running interventions, to assess 

whether and how interventions have the potential to improve intergroup relations and encourage 

societal change. Overall, we aimed to formulate a systematic overview linking social psychological 

theory with grass-roots practices in interventions that prevent prejudice and discrimination.  

The objectives were: 

● To create a database of anti-discrimination interventions* targeting 3 main processes: political 

discourses of hate and nativism, Antigypsyism , and the willingness to engage in collective 

action in solidarity with the Roma and Travellers in Ireland, Romania, Hungary, Slovakia and 

France.  

● To identify best practice in anti-discrimination interventions 

● To identify which methodological approaches organizers and participants consider to be most 

effective in reducing prejudice and improving relations between the majority populations in 

these 5 countries and Roma and Irish Traveller minorities.  

● To evaluate the experience of both organizers and participants in prejudice and anti-

discrimination intervention.  

*By “intervention” we mean any activity whose explicit goal was to improve the attitudes of the majority 

towards the Roma and Traveller minority, or to improve relations between the majority and minority 

groups.  

In order to achieve our aim, we designed a two-phase plan. We present each phase separately 

(methods, data and results, for each phase). We then present our recommendations for practice and 

conclusions, drawing on the results from both phases. Phase one includes the methods used to gather, 
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classify and analyse the interventions along with results of this analysis. Phase two describes the 

methods, analyses and results of the focus groups.  

 

Phase 1 – Intervention Classification Database 

Objectives:  
● To gather and classify anti-discrimination interventions aimed are reducing Roma and Traveller 

prejudice in Ireland, Hungary, Slovakia, Romania and France.  

● To analyse this data  

● To use the analysis to inform the composition and running of focus groups with people who ran and 

participated in these interventions. 

 

Research Strategy  
The process for conducting this piece of research consisted of three steps.  

Step 1: Based on PolRom objectives, we designed a classification table.  Then we conducted an internet 

search for interventions and the data was screened based on inclusion/exclusion criteria; interventions 

matching the criteria were included in the database.  

Step 2: We analysed the interventions database using content analysis to identify clusters/categories 

that would best describe the interventions. Three main categories were generated.  

Step 3: Guided by the theoretical models from the PolRom project and the classification of interventions 

in the 3 clusters we identified which organizations to invite to the focus groups and designed focus 

group questions. These questions were to be used to guide the focus groups and gather information to 

better understand how the interventions worked, how they were run, and evaluated by the organizers 

and participants.  

 

Step 1 - Method of data collection for the intervention table  
 

The aim of the PolRom project was to identify evidence-based methods that effectively combat 

discrimination of the Roma in the changing political climate of Europe. It addresses majority attitudes 

towards Roma and the Traveller community, and the evaluation of interventions aimed to reduce 

Antigypsyism  and influence collective action for or against the Roma and Traveller community. Based 

on these objectives of the larger PolRom project, we designed an intervention classification table 

considering the following aspects of interventions.  

Firstly, while we did not exclude interventions in which Travellers and Roma participated, given the 

scope of the overall project, we specifically searched for interventions in which the majority (i.e., the 

non-Roma ethic majorities in each country, and Settled population in Ireland) participated. However, 

these seemed to be few, given that the Decade of Roma Inclusion (2005-2015) promoted interventions 

focused on Roma and Traveller inclusion, but did not target improving majority attitudes.  

Secondly, given that the normative context in Europe is one of prejudice and institutionalised racism 

towards the Roma and Traveller communities, we wanted to investigate how (or if) the interventions 

were funded and designed to address norms of tolerance and antiracism. In order to do this, we wanted 
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to know who ran and funded the interventions, i.e., the government (despite or on the background of 

institutionalised racism) or NGO groups with a specific agenda (politically driven or aimed to decrease 

prejudice).  We also recorded any link to national or local policy in order to capture these normative 

aspects.  

Thirdly, in order to effectively evaluate the interventions from a psychological standpoint and in order to 

make accurate recommendations, we needed to understand how the activities worked and what 

psychological mechanisms might have been targeted. This required a description of activities, who they 

involved, and how they were realized (i.e., public for one time events versus ongoing community level 

activities). 

Lastly, as the evaluation part of any project is key to building further recommendations, we wanted to 

know if there was already an evaluation completed by the organisation once the intervention was 

finished. However, practical and funding constraints often led to most interventions concluding with no 

formal evaluations. The main reasons seemed to include short term funding projects, which do not have 

time or money built in for an evaluation and the lack of psychological expertise to run comprehensive 

behavioural and attitudinal assessments of change. Therefore, it was important to record if there was an 

evaluation. 

Based on the above considerations, we designed the Classification Table (See Figure 1) to record the 

following for each intervention: 

− The name of the intervention and link to its website/materials/information page 

− Target group – majority (priority) or minority or both.  

− Who ran the intervention (government organization or an NGO) and was there a policy link; 

The agent responsible for the programme implementation and the source of funding? 

− What were the activities and what were psychological processes involved? (The goal of the 

intervention; and Procedure and projected outcome of the intervention) 

− Was there an evaluation? 

 

Figure 1: Classification table. 

 

Data collection 

The data collection for the intervention table was conducted in early 2019. In accordance with the 

procedure that the research team agreed on, the following selection criteria were used for including the 

interventions in the database: 

● An online search was conducted for interventions aimed at reducing discrimination or prejudice 

towards the Roma and Traveller community 
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● Interventions that were conducted in the period from 2005 up to 2019 were included 

● Intervention which contained materials either specifically targeting Roma or Traveller-related 

prejudice, discrimination, integration, or racism in a broader sense but also including aspects 

relevant to Antigypsyism , were included. 

● The search included community projects, awareness campaigns or trainings, events, as well as 

research activities with any potential experimental intervention built-in. 

● Interventions or activities which focused  solely on Roma or Traveller issues regarding housing, 

healthcare and education and which did not have an anti-discrimination angle were excluded.  

● Interventions directed at attitudes and interactions between groups were included.  

● Activities or programs which had a focus on the wider promotion of tolerance among the 

majority population  aimed to decrease prejudice and discrimination in general (not specifically 

targeted to Roma or Travellers) were included.  

We used these criteria to screen interventions and at the end of this phase, the initial pool of 

interventions in across all 5 countries was close to 200, out of which 126 were retained. We then 

gathered the relevant information on each of these entries and added them to the Classification Table. 

 

Step 2 – Analysing the Classification Table to identify Clusters/Categories of Interventions  
 

Grounded in the method set out by Schilling (2006), the intervention table was analysed using content 

analysis. Two separate coders analysed the Classification Table based on a deductive approach: the 

interventions were coded based on our theoretical knowledge of the psychological mechanisms present 

in anti-discrimination and prejudice reduction interventions. We also referred to results (surveys from 

representative samples in all 5 countries) from the larger PolRom project.  

Based on these theoretical and empirical considerations, we identified 3 clusters as follows:  

1. Educational Interventions (General Diversity Training) 

2. Interactive, Experiential and Intergroup Interventions 

3. Public Showcasing Interventions.   

There are several psychological processes that allow this categorization, based on the design and 
implementation, the target and range of impacts, as well as their links to the wider political and legal 
framework of each country. While this overview of interventions was not comprehensive, it allowed for 
an understanding of the intervention landscape, and it highlighted a roadmap for in depth analyses of 
some interventions (i.e., focus groups), as well as the development of a toolkit for future interventions 
(available on the project website: https://polrom.eu/toolkit/ ). 
 

Data  

We describe the interventions and our analyses of the Classification Table, by focusing on the 3 

generated clusters/categories of interventions. These categories also capture the theoretical knowledge 

available concerning the level at which prejudice reduction interventions work; i.e. individual, 

intergroup and societal level interventions, and are in line with a previous systematic assessment of 

similar interventions in Scotland (McBride, 2015). For a snapshot of the clusters, please see Table 1.  

https://polrom.eu/toolkit/
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The project team compiled a Classification Table available on the project website (https://polrom.eu/), 

with all anti-discrimination and prejudice reduction interventions with the relevant information filled in 

the Classification Table. It is important to note that this list is not intended to be entirely exhaustive. It is 

possible that other interventions were carried out during this time period but did meet the inclusion 

criteria or could not be included for a myriad of reasons. For example, some organizations do not have a 

website, others do not share details of the projects online and some do not have contact details or 

intervention information.   

 Table 1: Classification of Interventions according to Clusters  

Clusters/Categories of Interventions  Ireland  Hungary Slovakia Romania  France   

Category 1: Educational 
Interventions & General Diversity 
Training 

14 12 15 17 1 
59 
(46.7%) 

Category 2: Interactive, Experiential 
and Intergroup Interventions 

3 14 14 6 1 
38 
(30.9%) 

Category 3: Public Showcasing 
Interventions 

6 5 12 1 5 29 (23%) 

TOTAL  23 31 41 24 7 126 

The final clusters/categories we used to classify the interventions are described below. For each 

category we give an overview and an example of our analyses of the psychological processes at work. In 

Appendix 2, we further expand on the analysis of specific interventions, which we designated as “best 

practice” in each of the 3 clusters. 

Category 1. Educational Interventions (General Diversity Training)  

This category contains interventions with procedures that are mainly educational, information based 

and are frequently at the normative level. The main purpose of these interventions is to convey 

information to the participants. They are frequently, but not exclusively, carried out in 

school/educational settings.  They are most likely to be influenced by the political discourse of the 

country or funder. Included in this category are general diversity interventions, diversity training for law 

enforcement etc, training the trainer, training NGO’s in human rights.  To increase the impact of these 

interventions, the information is sometimes combined with discussion, peer-based learning, and 

https://polrom.eu/
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cooperative learning.  These interventions can use both direct and indirect contact (such as use of peer-

stories) to reduce prejudice and induce empathy and perspective taking in participants.  

Overall, the education-based interventions were the most common form of intervention, with 59 of 

these interventions appearing in our search.  For the most part these interventions were conducted by 

large, national organisations and were funded by the government, sometimes directly by government 

departments and other times government funded through independent organisations. Most of these 

interventions were information based and targeted majority group prejudice.  

Category 2: Interactive, experiential and intergroup interventions   

This category contains interventions where the procedures are focused around explicit contact and 

interactions between the majority group and the  Roma and Traveller population. Here intergroup 

contact is key. Studies have shown that intergroup contact can have positive changes in attitudes and 

contact intentions, can reduced prejudice, intergroup anxiety and increase empathy and trust with the 

outgroup (Kende, Tropp, & Lantos, 2017, Kuchenbrandt, Eyssel, & Seidel, 2013).   

The second category of interventions encompasses interventions that focus on intergroup contact 

between the settled and the Roma and Traveller Communities. These types of interventions aim to 

reduce discrimination by closing the ‘gap’ between settled people and Roma and Travellers, by 

facilitating quality contact between the groups and prompting respect for diversity. This category 

recorded 38 examples. However, discussions with the focus group participations indicated that 

intergroup activities are common and often present on the ground. It can therefore be inferred that 

perhaps a lot of these kinds of interventions are run at a very grassroots level and do not appear in an 

online search, or perhaps are qualified as preparatory ground work, instead of the "actual" intervention 

program. 

Category 3: Public Showcasing Interventions  
 

This category contains any one-off events which are public and involve the general population and aim 

to reach a wide audience. Here there may be intergroup contact, but it can be implicit as well as explicit. 

The contact may be superficial without any real engagement between the groups. These types of 

intervention endeavour to change norms by prompting diversity and values of harmony and 

universalism, challenging stereotypes, showcasing culture and encourage respect of cultural diversity 

and raising awareness of structural inequalities (Váradi, L., 2014; Thomas, E. F., & McGarty, C. A., 2009; 

Powell, A.A., Branscombe, N.R., & Scales, T.C, 2005) 

This category of 29 interventions  is represented by public events which involve and target the general 

population. These types of interventions also aim to facilitate interaction but have the advantage of 

targeting a wider audience. However, the intergroup and interpersonal contact is often superficial, and 

the interaction is not measured or controlled, limiting its impact at reducing prejudice going forward 

(Scacco & Warren, 2018).  
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Summary of intervention classification and the emergence of themes for the focus group 
interviews 

Guided by the theoretical models from the larger PolRom project we analysed the intervention 

categories, as well as examples identified across the 3 clusters/categories, using a thematic analysis 

approach (Braun and Clarke, 2006).  The focus was to identify psychological processes that are typically 

involved in prejudice reduction and anti-discrimination interventions. We identified 7 topics, based on 

the clusters of interventions, the theoretical insights and objectives of the PolRom project.  

  

1) Identity 

The topic of identity emerged throughout the database.  The interventions in the database use 

identity in many ways in order to change attitudes and reduce discrimination, this is supported by 

the psychological literature. The results of the analysis show that different aspects of identity are 

employed in order to elicit change. Some interventions use common ingroup identity as a 

mechanism to reduce prejudice, these aims to activate social categories that both the members of 

the majority and the minority group belong to and identify with. Others interventions aim to change 

perception of what one's ingroup identity consists of, different methods are used to change the way 

participants see themselves as members of different groups and make identities more inclusive (for 

example a community level identity with the town/village/city, rather than an ethnic based division). 

Other issues include: was there a collective identity established by the intervention, did the 

intervention aim at identity changes; were people empowered or demotivated by participating in 

the interventions with the “Other” group, and was there a sense of solidarity resulting from the 

intervention? 

2) Engagement with the Intervention 

Engagement was the second topic. Given the wide range of activities and interventions in the 

database, it was obvious that there were differences in the degree to which potential participants 

engaged and to the barriers that people might have had to overcome to engage in the intervention 

at all.  

Other topics included the following aspects: Is the intervention preaching to the converted (i.e., did 

the interventions attract people who were already tolerant?); was there a potential selection bias in 

the design or participation of certain people to the interventions (i.e., location of intervention and 

means of transportation differ between participants). Was attendance mandatory and if this was so 

how was the engagement of the participants (i.e., just tick a box, or actual active participation)?  

3) Funders & Political Discourse around the Intervention  

An ever-present topic when evaluating interventions aimed at prejudice-reduction is that of funding. 

Who is willing to sponsor an intervention? Which organization does the funding come from, and to 

what degree is the funding conditioned by the political agenda of the funders? How long an 

intervention program is also depends on funding, as well as the extent to which prejudice reduction 

is the main objective of the intervention as opposed to a side-effect, or a “necessary evil” (i.e., a 

particular funders demand ethnic or gender diversity in participation, which leads to the inclusion of 
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minority group participants). It is necessary to identify how and if the political agenda of the funding 

organisation affected the content and the delivery of interventions.  

4) Collective Action as a Consequence of the Interventions  

As one of the main objectives of the PolRom project was to determine the factors that could 

increase solidarity movements on behalf of the Traveller/Roma groups, we were interested in how 

interventions involved any elements of engaging in collective action. This is different than the 

engagement topic, which referred to how people took part in the actual intervention. The focus of 

the collective action topic is about the consequences of interventions, in the long term, after 

participating in the interventions. We wanted to investigate the link between intergroup contact and 

support for social change actions, for example, signing petitions, supporting the Roma or Travellers 

in their struggle for social justice and inclusion etc. Previous research suggests that minority 

participation in interventions may lead to them being demotivated to engage in collective action. In 

other words, a Roma or Traveller person might decrease their support for the collective political 

agenda of all Roma and Travellers, after participating in an intervention. As opposed to this, a settled 

person (majority group) might treat the intervention as only the beginning of a longer-term 

engagement on behalf and in solidarity with the Roma/Traveller minority.  

This topic highlighted the importance in understanding whether the intervention motivated or de-

motivated people to engage in further collective action to combat racism and discrimination against 

Roma and Travellers, from the perspective of both the minority and majority groups, of the 

organizers and participants alike.  

5) Gender Issues  

Guided by previous research identifying specific gender roles within the Traveller and Roma 

communities, as well as the experience of gendered racism from the perspective of these groups, we 

identified gender as a topic to be explored more in depth during the focus groups. Particular 

attention was given to: if the interventions were gender specific (i.e., addressed only to women or 

only to men); if the interventions addressed both genders, which people were more likely to 

participate and engage more, and were there gender specific barriers to engagement? Were gender 

specific stereotypes about Roma/Traveller men and women affect or determine the content of the 

interventions? Does experiencing prejudice and discrimination affect Traveller men and Traveller 

women differently?  

6) Normative Context  

Also discussed under the topic of “Funding and Political Discourse”, the issues of the normative 

expectations in the context of the interventions are a key focus of the PolRom project. It was 

important to be able to assess the norms around anti-Roma/Traveller prejudice. Sub-topics were: 

How politically correct is Antigypsyism /anti-Traveller prejudice in the country, county and at the 

local levels where the intervention is implemented? How does this affect the intervention, in terms 

of the topic of the intervention, as well as the approach and potential success of the intervention? 

What are the explicit and implicit norms around anti- or pro-Roma/Traveller attitudes? Was there a 
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normative bias in the design (idea) versus the implementation of the intervention (reality); Did the 

intervention reinforce stereotypes or on the contrary?  

7) Emotions 

Both the literature and the survey data collected in the PolRom project highlighted the crucial role of 

emotions in enforcing and or decreasing negative stereotypes, social distance and support for 

Travellers/Roma more generally. Thus, we were interested to hear from the organizers and 

participants in interventions to what degree their interventions address the specific emotional 

reactions of all involved? Was emotional engagement part of the intervention design, or was it just a 

reality at the implementation stage? In particular, how did interventions deal with the emotions of 

anger, hope, sympathy, empathy and fear/threat. Previous research shows that morality and the 

ability to perceive the emotions of others humanize other groups, helping to achieve the end goal of 

prejudice reduction, i.e. empathy reduces prejudice. Was this also the case in the interventions 

included in the focus groups?  

  

Phase 2 – Focus groups with Anti-Discrimination Intervention organisers.  
 

Objectives: 
● Conduct focus groups with organisers and participants of anti-discrimination interventions.  

● Analyse the focus group discussions in order to make best practice recommendations for future 

interventions.  

Research Strategy:  
The process for conducting the second phase of this project consist of three steps: 

1. The focus group protocol was designed, potential participants were contacted with an 

invitation, and the focus group discussions were conducted. 

2. The focus group discussions were analysed with thematic analysis 

 

Step 1 - Focus group design and data collection  
Through the process of the content analysis and the categorisation process of the interventions, the 

most common categories in each country was easily identified. The focus group participants were then 

selected from these categories in order to investigate the specific examples of the most representative 

interventions each country. 5 interventions from the most common categories where then selected and 

an email with information about the project and the focus groups was drafted and then sent to the 

relevant people from each project.   

We decided on the composition of focus groups as follows: include the organiser of the 

intervention/event, specifically a person who ran it or was directly involved in the delivery in some way, 

and two service user/participants; if both members of the settled and Traveller communities were 

involved then it should be a minimum of one from each group. Two researchers were to participate to 

support the discussion as well as observe and facilitate the subsequent data coding. 
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Due to the COVID-19 lockdown, all in person focus groups were rescheduled to be conducted (and 

recorded) online via Microsoft Teams. The procedure was clearly explained to the participants before 

the online meetings began. Two researchers facilitated all focus groups. These were originally planned 

to take place in person, with focus group participants and a member of the research team present as a 

moderator.  

Focus Group Breakdown per-Country  

 

No Focus 
group/ 
Interview  

Category of 
Intervention 

Scope of Intervention  Participants NGO 
concerned 

Participa
nts 
count 

Irish Focus Group Break down  

1 Focus 
group   

Interventions 
from Category 
1 and 2  

Prejudice reduction 
through educational and 
showcasing events. 
Support and advocacy for 
Traveller groups also 
present. Not rooted in 
intergroup contact.  

NGO members, interventions 
organisers.  

West 
Limerick 
Resources 

2 

2 Focus 
group  

Category 2.  Prejudice reduction 
through intergroup 
contact, specific diversity 
training, advocacy and 
support and the 
promotion of a 
multicultural 
environment and solidary 
among minority groups 
and with the majority 
population.  

NGO members from different 
projects:  
● Building Intercultural 
Communities (BIC) Project (2) 
● Roma Advocay worker (1) 
● Primary Health Care and 
Community Development Team 
Member (1)  
● Primary Health Care Team 
Men’s Development and Health 
Worker (1) 

Donegal 
Traveller 
Project 

5 

3 Interviews  Interventions 
from Category 
1 and 2 

Interventions aimed at 
improving the standard 
conditions of living and 
training opportunities of 
people from specific 
poorer neighborhoods.  

Researchers  who previously 
worked with the community of 
Abbeyfeale in Limerick, Ireland.  

Multiple 
stakeholders 
including 
NGOs and 
local council  

2 

Hungarian Focus Group Breakdown  

1 Focus 
group   

Category 2  Prejudice-reduction 
intervention groups (led 
by Roma instructors for 
mainly majority 
participants)   

NGO members, group leaders UCCU Roma 
Informal 
Education 
(NGO) 

8 
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2 Focus 
group  

Category 2  Roma integration 
programme (led by 
mainly non-Roma 
instructors for mainly 
Roma people living in 
segregated communities 
in the countryside, but 
Roma participants are 
also involved in the 
project)  

NGO members from different 
projects:  
● young volunteers who 
work with children (2), 
● a part-time project 
coordinator (1) 
● a volunteer mentor who 
work with adults (1)  
● a coordinator from Bag (1) 
(the only Roma person in the 
discussion) 

Bagázs (NGO) 5 

Slovak Focus Group Breakdown 

1 Interview Category 2  Strengthen different 
social environments in 
their ability to 
successfully include 
minorities via education. 
Their main methods 
include storytelling, 
emotional and 
experience learning.  

NGO representative 1 Eduma 1 

2 Interview Category 2 Strengthen different 
social environments in 
their ability to 
successfully include 
minorities via education. 
Their main methods 
include storytelling, 
emotional and 
experience learning. 

NGO representative 1 Eduma 1 

3 Interview Category 2 Strengthen different 
social environments in 
their ability to 
successfully include 
minorities via education. 
Their main methods 
include storytelling, 
emotional and 
experience learning.  

Intervention participant 1 Eduma 1 

4 Focus 
group 

Category 1  Organisation has a remit 
of Diversity education, 
Roma issues and 
Holocaust research and 
education. In the projects 
they use principles of 
interactive learning and 
elements of peer and 
drama education. 

NGO representatives 2 Šimečka 
foundation 

4 
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5 Interview Category 1 In the projects they use 
principles of interactive 
learning and elements of 
peer and drama 
education. 

Intervention participant 2 Šimečka 
foundation 

1 

6 Interview Category 1 In the projects they use 
principles of interactive 
learning and elements of 
peer and drama 
education. 

Intervention participant 2 Šimečka 
foundation 

1 

7 Focus 
group 

Category 1 Scope of funding varies.  Donors - representatives from: 1 
Ministry of Education, 1 Ministry of 
Culture; 1 corporate donor, 2 NGO 
donors 

(all) 5 

Romanian Focus Group Breakdown 

1 Focus 
group   

Category 2  Prejudice-reduction 
intervention through 
interaction-based 
activities.  

Two representatives from “Cu alte 
cuvinte” NGO, one representative 
from ProRoma NGO and two 
participants in discrimination 
fighting interventions, all were 
female. 

“Cu alte 
cuvinte” 
NGO, 
ProRoma 
NGO 

5 

2 Focus 
group  

Category 2  Prejudice-reduction 
intervention through 
interaction-based 
activities.  

 A follow up for the first focus 
groups with the addition of a 
representative from the Centre for 
Legal Resources and other 
participants who was a male.   

“Cu alte 
cuvinte” 
NGO, 
ProRoma 
NGO 

6 

*No focus groups were planned or conducted in France, due to budget and staff considerations. 

  



 
PolROM — REC-AG-2017 / REC- RDIS-DISC-AG-2017 

 

14 | 2  O c t o b e r  2 0 2 0  
 

Step 2 – Comparative Results of the Focus Group Discussions  

 

Key Findings – What works? 

● Raising awareness of Antigypsyism and institutionalised racism and discrimination can be 

achieved through education and providing counter stereotypical information. This is suitable for 

educational programs, as well as for application in any areas of life. Providing evidence of the 

diversity and uniqueness of Roma and Travellers as individuals and as groups is crucial in 

decreasing their dehumanization and continued stigmatization.  

● Intercultural competence training is a crucial aspect of prejudice reduction. Prejudice reduction 

is a two-way street, in which no matter how much the social economic position of the Roma and 

Travellers improves, the majority groups have to understand the historical dis/advantages, 

unearned privileges, and the asymmetries of power which fosters prejudice. All public sector 

workers, and in particular educators and community workers should be provided with 

intercultural competence training, which will make them recognize, respect and reconcile 

cultural differences.  

● Community-development approach is a better framework for prejudice reduction 

interventions. Community development focusses on building trust between local communities, 

investing in relationships and people (Roma and non-Roma). This is a critical aspect that would 

make the effects of successful interventions sustainable!  

● Representation of Roma: “nothing for the Roma without the Roma” is difficult to achieve, but 

it is the ideal human rights approach to interventions. Any anti-prejudice intervention involves 

people who are the product of their own socialization and social/political conditioning. If the 

funder, the NGO and the community workers do not value and include the Roma and Travellers 

into the development of intervention programs, they merely replicate the phenomenon they are 

trying to dismantle. People involved in antigypsyism work has to practice what they preach and 

need to see, treat and involve the Roma/Travellers as equals.   

● Political Solidarity with the Roma and other minorities involves the complex range of 

recognizing, respecting and reconciling differences within groups and between groups. If we 

want to promote more intergroup contact and support for common goals such as human rights, 

social justice, socio-economic equity, the creation of platforms for solidarity is key. People will 

only join a political cause for social change if they identify with their ideals, their agenda and 

goals. These should highlight the commonalities rather than differences between groups, and 



 
PolROM — REC-AG-2017 / REC- RDIS-DISC-AG-2017 

 

15 | 2  O c t o b e r  2 0 2 0  
 

identify a common agenda. In the absence of such unifying goals, communities will be divided 

among themselves out of perceived deprivation, and hierarchies of merit and attention will be 

further generated even by the best-intended and implemented interventions.  

Key Findings: What does not work?  

● Short-term single project based funding do not work. Sadly, these were very common in our 

findings of both focus group discussions and the classification of interventions. When 

confronting such embedded and historically long-term prejudices and inequalities as those 

suffered by the Roma and Travellers, short term interventions do not work. This kind of projects 

and their impact is too short-lived, have no continuity and sustainability in staff, relationships, 

location or expertise.  

● High turn-over of staff in NGOs/voluntary sector due to short term contracts and the larger 

policy framework do not work. There are particular sets of values and skills, interpersonal and 

intergroup knowledge that people working with antigypsyism interventions achieve. If there is 

no continuity of this category of staff with the necessary expertise, the lack of experience of 

unprepared and untrained staff can cause more damage to the intervention and relationship 

building. High turnover of staff leads to breaking established relationships, and given the 

difficulty of bridging communities where exclusion and stigmatization is so entrenched, this is a 

waste of human and financial potential.  

● Tokenism does not work! Including Roma and Travellers in interventions merely to receive 

funding without full consideration of their community needs or ability to engage is a strategy 

that some NGOs have to take, given the high competitiveness in accessing funds for community 

projects. While the cause might still benefit the Roma/Traveller communities, unless their voices 

are at the core of project development, the project will most likely fall short of its intention to 

engage the Traveller/Roma communities or change any intergroup dynamics.  

● No cohesive framework for evaluations exists and there is also a lack of professionals to 

evaluate the psychological outcomes (success of the interventions). This, of course, makes 

interventions appear as ad-hoc projects, to both funders and recipients. This is a major gap 

which could be fulfilled by better collaborations between social psychological 

researchers/scientists and community groups.  

The next sections will discuss some of the similarities and differences across the countries.  

Similarities between Countries  
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1. Issue within Organizations. Prejudice within organizations and of participants before first 

contact was an issue across all countries. It is therefore important to address prejudice of 

participants and organizers of intervention.  It is important for the organization to address 

internal prejudice through intercultural competence training before beginning any 

interventions. This is essential for building trust between organization and communities. It is 

important to acknowledge and address potential prejudices of intervention participants, 

those from both the Roma/ Traveller groups and from the majority community. 

2. Prohibitive project/funding terms. Short term project-based funding rather than 

investment in long-term community development projects was a key theme across all 

countries and this gave rise to many issues. It is not enough to conduct one-time activities, a 

repeated, systematic and long term approach to engagement with the topic is needed. 

“ “Perceptive school” project ran for one year and sometimes it's not enough. Because sometimes we 

do a lot of activities (in school) and some of them require repeating. It takes time for my colleagues to 

get used to all activities involved. So the time factor is something, you know. (Participant of Eduma 

NGO project)” Slovak Focus Group.  

a. Short term nature of funding hinders long term change being achieved, a 

project/ intervention which has just become established and is making good progress, 

then comes to an end and is dismantled, preventing future growth and change.  

b. Continuity of experience – short term projects lead to high-turn over of staff 

and the loss of experienced staff. By encouraging these short-term funding streams, 

the funders fail to understand the importance and need for expertise in running the 

interventions.  

c. Trust – the prevalence of short-term projects leads to people being asked to 

engage repeatedly in many different projects, this combined with a high-staff turnover 

leads to a lack of trust within communities, particularly minority communities (who 

often feel fatigued when it comes to these kinds of interventions/projects). As was 

evident in the focus groups, trust between organization and communities is key in 

making meaningful change, so this consistent rotation of staff works to undermine the 

trust blinding that is necessary for long term prejudice reduction and inclusion to be 

achieved. 

3.    Positive relationship building. The establishment of trust was a commonality across the focus 

groups from all the countries. Creating trust with local communities was a very important part 

of securing the success of community development projects and anti-discrimination 
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interventions. One way to address this is to build a positive relationship and trust between 

community workers, settled communities and the Roma/Traveller community.  

One way to cultivate trust, found across focus groups was learning, acknowledging and 

respecting Traveller and Roma cultures and traditions and using this to inform intervention 

design and relationship building. The importance of this awareness of the unique aspects of 

Roma and Traveller culture was mentioned as a necessity when trying to form these 

relationships (this is captured in theme one, subtheme on “cultural awareness and 

stereotypes”).  One example of this was in the context of Irish Travellers, the focus group 

participants proposed engaging in “a barter type” process. Historically, bartering plays a big 

role in Traveller culture, and this can be effectively utilized to engage members of the 

Traveller community with community projects.  Another way to increase engagement with 

members of the Traveller community is to ensure that members of the community are 

involved in the design and implementation of interventions and hold positions in community 

development organizations. Including Travellers in this way ensure that they are represented 

when discussing issues concerning them and that the anti-discrimination interventions are 

culturally appropriate and endorsed by the community. This building of positive relationships 

with members of the Traveller community is vital in producing effective intervention, 

ensuring quality intergroup contact and dismantling the racist and prejudiced normative 

context.  

This aspect of positive relationships building between the organiser and the Roma and the 

Traveller community is key to not only improving the circumstances for these communities, but 

it also lays the foundation for building more positive relationships between the Roma and 

Traveller communities and the settled community. Positive relationships with the Traveller 

community not only increase engagement with interventions but also encourages people to join 

the local organisations, increasing solidarity and inclusion in a wider sense. 

4. Targeting Emotions. Across the focus groups, reflecting the literature as well, it was found 

that interventions which target emotions are effective. From the perspective of some of the 

focus group participants, interventions which seek to address an emotional aspect of 

prejudice or are designed with emotional experiences in mind, were seen to reflect the best 

practice. There is wide agreement among participants that emotion and experience based 

interventions have the biggest impact on participants. All participants consider training in 

empathy, in critical thinking, self-growth, self-reflection as useful in strengthening tolerance 
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and sensitization towards diversity (including the Roma, migrants, LBGT or other minorities). 

The participants pointed out several limits and lessons learned and formulated numerous tips 

on how to transform the short-lasting „wow“ effect of activities into the coveted enduring 

change in majority attitudes towards the Roma. 

“No law can make you a more empathic person. In this case, the law is useless. (...) You simply need to 

encounter a person face-to-face. And, suddenly, you uncover that behind “a minority” there is a name, a 

face, a story, images from their life and that changes you. (Eduma NGO representative)” Slovak Focus 

Group. 

  

Differences between Countries  

1. The most apparent variation in the interventions between each country was the difference in 

the approach of the intervention or the psychological mechanism (psychological category) 

which was targeted. The size of the population of the Roma or Travellers and the nature of  

Antigypsyism  in the country, the normative context and how embedded the prejudice is, all had 

an impact on the design of the intervention and the approaches used. For example, the focus 

groups showed us that in Romania, where the population of Roma is proportionally highest and 

the racism and prejudice are so ingrained that it is not even acknowledged as racism, awareness 

raising about racism and its manifestations are the first step in attempting to address racism and 

reduce prejudice.  

a. As mentioned above in Romania, along with Ireland, where prejudice is very rarely 

recognised/acknowledged, a lot of the interventions need to deal with this as the first 

step. Therefore, raising awareness about the existence of racism as well as the 

discrimination and inequality faced by the Traveller and Roma community is essential in 

order to then tackle that racism.  

b. Also, in Ireland, cultural competence training is relatively prevalent and the discussion in 

the focus group in part center around the importance of this training and the need for it 

to be even more widespread especially in the public sector. Although the Traveller 

community has been part of Irish society for hundreds of years and has cultural habits 

and traditions which clearly distinguishes them from settled society, these cultural 

differences are seldomly discussed or respected, and very poorly understood.  

c. What was unique in the Eastern European countries involved in the study ( Slovakia, 

Hungary and Romania), when compared to the Western counties of Ireland and France, 
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was the comparatively larger and more meaningful involvement of the Roma in the 

interventions and the organizations. Across all countries the focus groups were 

consistent in their opinion that the Traveller and Roma communities need to be 

involved in all aspects of prejudice reduction interventions, from the conception/design, 

working in the organizations and in the interventions themselves. While the Eastern 

European countries are doing this more effectively, there is work to be done across all 5 

countries in this sense and it is one of the key take home points for developing effective 

interventions.  

For example, UCCU Roma Informal Education NGO in Hungary is an NGO made up of 

highly educated members of the Roma who deliver real-life story-based prejudice 

reduction interventions to elementary and high school students, as well as guided 

walking tours of Roma areas of Budapest and Pecs. They believe that personal positive 

contact and credible personal stories make a difference when it comes to breaking 

stereotypes and negative attitudes towards the Roma community. They try to 

demonstrate that Roma people are diverse, and that generalization is not ok. This 

approach is not without its flawless though and volunteers have to be highly trained to 

deal with a lot of anger and frustration among participants although, unfortunately, 

they are already adjusted to being the victims of this kind behaviour through a 

combination of bad experiences and generalization of beliefs about Roma. It is more 

difficult for the intervention to succeed when the programs are obligatory in schools (so 

there is bigger resistance), there is more success with the city walks which are voluntary. 

However, it is important to persist with the non-voluntary intervention as these are 

probably the people with the most ingrained prejudice. 

2. A very valuable finding which emerged from the Hungarian focus group with UCCU Roma 

Informal Education NGO was the need to create a safe space for the majority to participate, 

discuss and dismantle their existing prejudice. In order to decrease prejudice its existence must 

first be acknowledged and often, with Traveller and Roma prejudice, it is so ingrained and 

acceptable that is sometimes not seen as racism or prejudice. In the prejudice reduction 

interventions discussed here, the importance of encouraging students to speak without taboos 

is emphasised  and they are encouraged to speak openly about their prejudice, so that in turn 

the facilitators can respond to these with their own stories. The main method used is story-

telling: they share their personal stories and opinions as Roma people. They do not have a 

„script“ but they always tailor their message to the group’s questions. The facilitators also do 
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not have unrealistic expectations that students suddenly come to like the Roma, but to give a 

chance for them to get to know Roma people better and motivate them to ask questions and 

start debating among themselves. As supported by the social psychological research on 

prejudice reduction, the organisers designed the intervention based on the belief that personal 

positive contact and credible personal stories can improve intergroup relations. They also use 

this story telling to illustrate the diversity of the Roma people, in an effort to curve 

generalization and homogenisation of the Roma community. 

The Slovakian focus group also had revealed many positive aspects about story-based 

interventions. Two positive recommendation based on effective story-telling interventions were  

● To combine an individual story, individual experience with more general rules and 

broader context, with presenting facts about lives of members of a minority (after initial 

de-categorization, recategorization of the individual stories back to the whole outgroup) 

“We still work with those testimonies that we have archived here. And these activities depend on 

them. Because they never said they suffered discrimination, they talked about reality. (Šimečka 

Foundation representative”) 

● Stories used in interventions need to present elements easy to identify with for the 

participants - e.g. local, concrete, accessible, tailored to a specific age group in question, 

sharing same problems, same fears 

“That's why we work with the story of Landry and Matej (Stories that Move) most often because they are 

Slovaks. (..) As soon as they (the participants) watched other stories from foreign countries they were not 

able to embrace it. They felt the discrimination takes place somewhere else, not here. (Šimečka 

foundation representative)” 

Limitations and Key Lessons  

One of the main issues we encountered in setting up the framework for this workshop was ensuring a 

common methodology. Trying to gather interventions for our database (the Classification Table), in a 

comprehensive and systematic way proved difficult. This was mainly due to the country specific 

differences in approaching Antigypsyism as a national or local issue, more or less recent and in the 

public awareness. We encountered interventions to decrease antigypsyism as a social policy or 

educational domain in Romania, as a targeted domain for social and educational interventions in 

Slovakia.  In France, Antigypsyism seemed to be marginal issues compared to other discrimination and 

exclusion practices and groups typical to France’s more multicultural society. And, in Hungary and 
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Ireland, these interventions seem to follow a more recently activated and mobilized political issue 

where antigypsyism and anti-Traveller attitudes and movements are part of larger societal changes 

towards human rights, social justice and equality. Thus, when the policy and national contexts 

determine the nature of funding and programs for intervention to tackle prejudice and discrimination, 

it is very difficult to find a common set of criteria to collect comparable interventions.  

 In addition, the simple exercise of looking for interventions in the public domain, mainly on the 

internet was and will remain highly dependent on the relationships between academics and the public, 

NGO or national sector where such interventions take place. These relationships are difficult to 

establish/maintain and should not be taken for granted. As academics and researchers, we do not have 

access to information about community level interventions, and sometimes not even national level 

programs, because our relationships with those who fund, run and monitor these interventions are not 

institutionalised, not recognized as necessary, and not validated by any of those actors (donors, NGO or 

community representatives). This is of course a two-way street, and we hope that our project in 

Workpackage 4 and this report illustrates how psychological science and research in particular could 

benefit the design and implementation of interventions.   

 We propose a more active dialogue between the public sector and social psychological 

science, in particular. Social psychological sciences deal with individual and group dynamics that shape 

interpersonal relationships, norms in the larger society, as well as behaviours in personal or group 

settings. This expertise, and the knowledge of how it works in other countries, in other times, in other 

intergroup settings, can greatly improve the design and implementation of interventions to tackle 

Antigypsyism  in Europe, as well as provide the relevant evaluation tools and criteria that could 

measure the impact and sustainability of such interventions.  

 One other issue related to the cross-country comparative design, besides the general policy 

framework, political and public narratives and norms around Antigypsyism, was the level of 

implementation of interventions that tackled Antigypsyism, prejudice reduction more generally, 

diversity training, or community based programs as well as public  showcasing events. A major 

difference between countries was the divide between the local (village, city, community, region) and 

the national level. This was also obvious in the analysis of media discourses from Workpackage 3 of the 

PolRom project, and it was a limitation and a lesson for the review of interventions across countries. It is 

difficult to gather and then analyse interventions that are implemented at different levels in different 

countries, because of the many different factors that influence the design as well as sustainability of 

such programs. For example, some of the Irish and Slovak interventions implemented in a particular 
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city/county worked at the community level and tried to tackle Antigypsyism by increasing the 

opportunities and success of positive intergroup contact. These local interventions have a specific set of 

target range (how many people can it reach), challenges of running the programs (who are the 

gatekeepers, what are the common spaces) as well as sustainability issues (what is the history of 

similar projects, what is the likelihood of continued funding). In Romania, we saw examples of nation-

wide educational programs, and Roma-led NGOs which have a much larger focus, and aim at reaching as 

many areas of the country, and impact the much larger Roma population and those living together with 

them. Here, the focus is on changing the national discourse around Antigypsyism and raising the 

awareness of the degree of racism, discrimination and marginalization which is a clear violation of the 

human rights of the Roma people.  

 Our attempt at collecting as many interventions as possible, from the 5 countries, by specifying 

only the criteria we described earlier in the Classification Table (target group, agent, policy link and 

procedures), did not provide a systematic and comprehensive overview of all such interventions that 

address antigypsim. The major barriers to this were the divides between the academic and non-

academic sector, the differences between policy-national contexts, as well as the level of 

implementation of the interventions. However, even without being fully comprehensive, our review and 

analysis highlights the key issues one should be aware of, and it led to the development of a toolkit for 

anti-prejudice interventions in the cases of Roma and Travellers, which can also be found on our project 

website (https://polrom.eu/toolkit/ ).  

 Beyond providing a classification and inventory of interventions, we used our psycho-social 

knowledge (Dixon et al., 2012, Paluck & Green, 2009) to categorize the examples the country teams 

gathered, and identified three categories that captured and described in general terms the type of 

interventions currently active in each country. These categories were 1. Educational interventions and 

general diversity training. 2. Interactive, experiential and intergroup interventions. 3. Public 

showcasing interventions. This categorization has its own limitations especially in terms of our ability as 

researchers to distinguish the core features and procedures captured by the activities in each 

intervention. Even if we managed to obtain more detailed information about the interventions, the lack 

of evaluations and monitoring elements in the majority of the interventions would have still made it 

difficult to conclude on the best match between intervention and (theoretical/classification type) 

category. Lastly, one NGO would typically run a range of interventions across the three categories we 

identified, which made it necessary to look beyond each intervention, and follow up with the focus 

group discussions, rather than simply analyse the classification table.   

https://polrom.eu/toolkit/
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One of the lessons we learned is that before systematic and scientific based evaluations of 

interventions are properly funded and included in the project design of any/all intervention, the only 

meaningful way of understanding how and if the intervention worked is to interview and discuss with 

the organizers and participants. The focus groups we conducted across countries were the ones that 

provided the real insights, validating most of the social-psychological literature on prejudice reduction, 

but also highlighting very particular issues to do with funding, timing and the psychology behind 

running antigypsyism interventions in these 5 countries.  

Conclusions   

 Our project was focused on the social psychological mechanisms involved in  interventions that 

tackle anti-gypsism, negative political discourses and people’s ability, opportunities and incentives to 

engage in solidarity with the Roma and Travellers or not (by at the minimum participating in such 

interventions). Our conclusion is that we have to widen our scope and analyse the social, political and 

cultural context in which these interventions take place.  

We have to work with the funders, and provide them with the psychological evidence that 

tackling Antigypsyism:  

1. requires long-term investment,  

2. involves (sometimes small) incremental processes of trust-building and community 

development, and  

3. needs continuity in this investment and engagement at community level as well as in 

educational initiatives. This continuity creates (changes(!)) the positive normative context that makes 

Antigypsyism  politically and socially unacceptable.  

 We have to also engage with the NGO’s and organizations that want to tackle Antigypsyism  to 

show how knowing and implementing basic social psychological principles in the design and 

implementation of interventions can benefit both the providers and the recipients, by starting with 

addressing precisely this power dynamic. The psychological foundations of anti-prejudice interventions 

relies on 

 1. Renegotiating the societal power dynamic that places the Travellers or Roma in the 

subordinate, marginalized and voiceless position in the context of the intervention. The Roma and 
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Travellers should not  be the receivers of interventions, but those who participate in the design and 

running, monitoring and facilitating, negotiating and sustaining interventions that concern them.  

 2. Taking a strength-based approach, rather than a deficit model (i.e., what the Roma/Travellers 

do not have yet, do not know yet, cannot access yet). An empowering intervention with people who 

suffer discrimination and exclusion should start from:  

a.  the strength and resilience that people have to develop,  

b. the healthy dose of distrust they might have to “well-meaning” organizations 

c. the real concerns and abilities that people can bring 

            3. Taking a and group-based approach, rather than focusing on what Roma/Travellers as 

individuals can or cannot do. Most importantly, interventions have to understand the critical 

differences between the individual level and the group level dynamics. Even if the intervention might 

be targeted at an individual level outcome (increase a set of skills), the group membership is the one 

that will still impede that individual to get a job, or access a service, despite individual ability. People 

who are members of highly stigmatized groups have to deal with the group reputation, the challenge of 

being seen as representatives or a-typical for their groups, the underestimation of their cultural heritage 

or traditional customs and values. An intervention with people has to be cognizant not just of individual 

psychological, but of group/social psychological processes which will condition its success.   

Lastly, as researchers and scientists we have to renew our commitment to participate to  social change 

in our societies, and one way to do this is by increasing our collaborations and dialogue with people and 

organizations, communities and groups from outside the restricted sphere of the academia.  PolRom is 

an example of how this can be achieved and what can be achieved if this engagement is meaningful – in 

terms of collecting relevant and reliable data; based on solid scientific expertise – in terms of 

knowledge of research in other countries and intergroup settings, across time; and oriented to 

dissemination and application of knowledge – in designing the toolkit based on past and current 

evidence.  
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Appendix 1 – Focus Group Questions.  
The topics identified based on previous research and the Classification Table. 

1. Identity 
2. Engagement  
3. Funders (Political Discourse) 
4. Collective Action  
5. Gender Issues  
6. Normative Context  
7. Emotions 

 
Focus Group Questions 
Q1: Identity.  

Aim: How do you observe the collective identity change? (was there a difference before and after) 
Empowered or demotivated? 
Is there a sense of solidarity? 

Q2: Engagement.  
Aim: Who engages with the intervention? Is there a sense of preaching to the converted?  
Are the attendees activist in general or in the case of festivals or art based interventions are they 
attending because they are an artist?  
Are they participants/attendees already tolerant?  
In your experience running this intervention (or others) have you reached an unexpected category or 
group of people? (elaborate) 
How to you advertise? Recruit participants? 
Is participation in the event mandatory (formal) or voluntary? Both may have different implications in 
terms of selection bias and engagement.  

Q3: Funders. 
Aim: Does the funder have an agenda? Did the political discourse of the funding organisation effect the 
content and the delivery of the intervention? In the case of an NGO did they challenge the type of action 
that the political discourse called for?  
Suggested Questions: 
Did the funding source and their political discourse (bias, intentions) surrounding the Roma population 
condition (effect) the content of the intervention and the participants.  
Is the intervention fit for purpose (Does it achieve the outcome)?  
Is it easy to apply? (practicality)  
[Political discourse, collective action and prejudice all assessed] 

Q4: Collective Action.  
Aim: To investigate whether the intervention motivate or de-motivate people? Did the intervention have 
majority and Roma/Travellers participants? Did the effects on motivation differ depending on the group?  
We are concerned with the Psychological Processes.  
How did the organisers see the differences in collective and individual identity?  
Was there an intention to stay mobilised after the intervention?  
Engagement: Ask the focus group participants about the contact and the engagement which occurred 
during the intervention. 
Was there intergroup contact and interaction between Roma and majority population.  
What type of contact was there? 
What was the quality of the contact? 
What effects did they think the contact had? 
(the literature suggests that different types of contact will have different effects) 

Q5: Gender Issues.  
Is the intervention gender specific? 
Did men or women participated more in the intervention? Generally in these types of activity do men or 
women engage more? 
Are there any gender specific stereotypes or beliefs in the content of your intervention?  
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Probe for discussion- Does Antigypsyism look different for men and women? How do their experiences of 
antigypsyism differ?  
What type of cultural specific issues arise – Gender specific dress? Country specific dress? 

Q6: Normative Context.  
How political correct is Antigypsyism in your country? How does this effect the interventions? Discuss in 
relation to: 
Design (Idea)  
Intervention (Reality)  
Does it re-inforce stereotypes? 
Is it effective? 
What is the outcome? 
Investigate both the explicit and implicit normative context. [Assess both political discourse along with 
political correctness in the country] 

Q7: Emotions.  
To what degree does your intervention address emotional reactions or engage the emotions of the 
participant? 
Anger 
Hope 
Sympathy  
Empathy  
Fear/threat. 
Theoretic background: Morality and perceived emotions humanize people – which shows the group as 
people too (humanize)- helping to achieve the end goal of prejudice reduction. Empathy reduces 
prejudice. 
Interventions can employ as mirroring. For example, if an intervention shows gypsy children being 
excluded and shows the experiencing fear and sadness, children can mirror these emotions and feel 
empathy. The intervention provides an emotional map 
Does your intervention provide an emotional map? 
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Appendix 2: Best Practice Examples.  
 

Category 1. Educational Interventions (General Diversity Training)  

Best practice example:  The Yellow Flag Program  (ttp://yellowflag.ie/) https://itmtrav.ie/strategic-priorities/education/the-yellow-flag-

programme/ 

Who runs the intervention? 

What is the targeted group? 

  

  

  

  

 Why is this best practice 

  

Government financed, ran by the Irish Traveller Movement, to be implemented in secondary schools (Civic, Social 

Political Education - CSPE Curricula) 

 The intervention is aimed at secondary school children in the junior cycle, aged from 12-15. 

Provides guidance on how to engage in collective action to fight discrimination (“Going beyond the School Walls”; 

school diversity policies) 

This intervention was chosen as best practice as it is a ready-to-use learning curriculum which includes both 

students and teachers actively in the running of the project, it is developed in collaboration with a Traveller 

organisation. They are based both on best practice, social psychology and educational theory. It works on both the 

individual and societal level. On the individual level it provides counter stereotypical information, information on 

the experience Travellers have with prejudice (perspective taking) and promote awareness and respect for 

Traveller culture, these have all been shown to reduce prejudice at an individual level. On a societal level Yellow 

Flags aims to raise awareness about structural inequalities and change norms to value and include diversity, 

reflecting the best practice from the literature. 

What is involved (socio-

psychological mechanisms) 

Provides education about the historical and sociological information about the situation of the Irish Travellers, 

which makes people understand the larger picture, and structural causes of inequality and marginalization.  

 Provides intercultural training and an understanding of social psychological processes such as stereotyping, stigma 

and discrimination. This may increase one’s openness to engage or connect with a member of the minority group. 

It provides a baseline for political solidarity with the Irish Travellers. 

http://yellowflag.ie/
https://itmtrav.ie/strategic-priorities/education/the-yellow-flag-programme/
https://itmtrav.ie/strategic-priorities/education/the-yellow-flag-programme/
https://itmtrav.ie/strategic-priorities/education/the-yellow-flag-programme/
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Risks and Barriers Risks in implementation: bureaucratic process of funding; part of a curriculum that is not adequately and 

consistently taught across Ireland. 

 Barrier:  

Institutionalized racism against Irish Travellers. 

 There is a special set of pedagogical and psychological skills in teaching about diversity. In the absence of these 

skills, some of these lessons can backfire. When people feel threatened in their identity, they could harden rather 

than dismantle their stereotypes about a minority.      

 

 

Category 2: Interactive, experiential and intergroup interventions   

Best practice examples Cat 2: Donegal Traveller Project: Building Intercultural Communities Project (BIC) 

https://donegaltravellersproject.ie/our-work/building-intercultural-communities-project-bic-2/ 

Who runs the intervention? 

What is the targeted group? 

The Donegal Traveller Project is a NGO, it is one of the longest established and largest locally based community 

development organisation working for, and with, the Traveller community. 

It was established by Travellers and members of the settled community in Donegal. 

This was an 18-month long project funded under the Peace IV Programme through Donegal County Council; 

match-funding for this project has been provided by the Executive Office in Northern Ireland and the 

Department of Rural and Community Development in Ireland. 

The project is targeted at minority and majority group. The aim is to develop positive relationships and the 

inclusion of and between Black Minority and Ethnic communities, including Travellers and Roma. 

https://donegaltravellersproject.ie/our-work/building-intercultural-communities-project-bic-2/
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Why was it chosen as best 

practice 

This intervention was chosen as best practice due to its grassroots, community based nature and its success in 

involving the whole community, not just the settled community and the Traveller people but also Black minority 

and ethnic communities in the area.  

Its focus is not only on reducing majority prejudice but also focusing on supporting the minority groups in 

improving inclusion. They work to provide supports to remove barriers and facilitate inclusion. 

The intervention illustrates best practice as it draws on all three levels which the literature supports; individual, 

intergroup and societal level, combining them to create a cohesive approach. On the individual level it provides 

cultural competency training which aims show counter stereotypical information and promote awareness and 

respect for Traveller culture, these have all been shown to reduce prejudice at an individual level. The group 

runs a myriad of events and workshops based on intergroup contact, which as shown in the table above 

increase empathy and reduces prejudice in the majority group On a societal level the DTP aims to raise 

awareness about structural inequalities and change norms to value and include diversity, reflecting the best 

practice from the literature. 

What is involved (socio-

psychological mechanisms) 

The first step of the project was to create a baseline document, which maps out diversity in the county, this 

shines a light on the existing diversity, promoting the value of diversity and highlighting the need for 

intercultural awareness. A program was then put together with engagement of the community as a key element 

in the design. 

There was also training to deliver Intercultural Workshops and Cultural Competency Training offered, to 

increase awareness of cultural diversities and respect for multiculturalism. 

Key elements of the program were the support and promotion of community activation, social inclusion, 

social justice and equality, these work to reduce prejudice, stereotyping and increase pro-diversity collective 

action (psychological mechanisms). 

Intercultural events were used to showcase cultural diversity and give opportunities for intergroup contact, 

which is shown to reduce prejudice. 

The project aims to provide support for inclusive local decision-making structures, in order to address some of 

the systematic, structural inequality. 

The project also offers support for minority groups in the form of English Language Support, Community Work 

and Skills Workshop, helping with effective, healthy acculturation processes and inclusion. 
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Category 3: Public Showcasing Interventions 

Best practice: Traveller Pride Week/Events (https://itmtrav.ie/strategic-priorities/anti-racism-interculturalism/traveller-pride/ ; 

https://itmtrav.ie/news-events/events/traveller-pride-events-2019/) 

Who runs the intervention? 

What is the targeted group? 

This intervention is a festival and nationally is organized by the Irish Traveller Movement and is ran yearly 

spanning two weeks. The festival includes a range of events taking place around the country which are ran by 

several different organisations. 

It is funded and supported by The Traveller Roma Inclusion Unit of the Department of Justice. 

This intervention is aimed at both the Traveller Community and the settled communities. It aims to instil 

pride in Traveller culture and highlight achievements within the Traveller community, strengthening their 

identity and self-esteem. The festival concludes with an awards ceremony. 

The events of the festival are open to the settled community and are used to showcase the Traveller culture 

and achievements of the community. Also showcased at these events are the outputs from intergroup 

projects between both communities, displaying the power of contact and cooperation in forming 

relationships between groups. 

This intervention was chosen as best practice mainly due to its effects on the Traveller community itself while 

also prompting the value and uniqueness of Traveller culture. This intervention operates on the societal 

level, firstly it promotes Traveller culture to all society and showcases the achievements of the Traveller 

community. It also raises awareness about structural inequalities, this can have effects on both the majority 

and minority groups. Raising on hierarchies and structural inequalities is shown to encourage majority group 

members to engage in collective action to aid minority group members. The literature also shows that this 

kind of intervention can motivate to discuss intergroup differences and intergroup conflict, and this approach 

can empower them to stand up for their rights and get engaged in activism. It can also encourage them to 

accept majority group allies. 

https://itmtrav.ie/strategic-priorities/anti-racism-interculturalism/traveller-pride/
https://itmtrav.ie/news-events/events/traveller-pride-events-2019/
https://itmtrav.ie/news-events/events/traveller-pride-events-2019/
https://itmtrav.ie/news-events/events/traveller-pride-events-2019/
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What is involved (socio-

psychological mechanisms) 

The purpose of the event is foremost to showcase Traveller Pride, expressing intrinsic pride in one’s group 

increases self-esteem and strengthens ingroup identity which in turn offers psychological protection. 

It also allows membership of the Traveller community to display their agency, creating a platform to 

demonstratSing the political, cultural and healthcare activities taking place within the community. Previous 

studies show the importance of majority group acknowledgment of and respect for the agency of the 

minority group. This respect for agency is important in generating ally ship collective action(solidarity) rather 

than helping-based collective action (donations etc). 

Raise awareness and provide the settle community with information surrounding some of the inequalities 

faced by Travellers. 

Showcasing the unique qualities of Traveller culture and the things that can be achieved in communities 

through cooperation can lead to changes in social psychological processes such as stereotyping, stigma and 

discrimination. Decreases in these negative processes may increase one’s openness to engage the Irish 

Travellers.  

Risks and Barriers Risk in implementation: Lack of attendance from the settled community, which may diminish the 

opportunities for using information to dismantle stereotypes, prejudice reduction and intergroup contact; a 

weeklong event to showcase pride and achievement may not have lasting impact without follow up. 

  

Barriers: Lack of awareness that the events are taking place. 

The racism and prejudice towards Irish Travellers are deeply engrained in society along with fear, this may 

deter people from going even if they aware of the events. 

Intergroup contact at these events is not certain and members of both communities may not engage with 

each other of their own accord. Merely observing the results of the previous intergroup projects may not be 

enough in decreasing prejudice and encourage people to engage with future interventions. 

 

 

  


