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Executive summary 
 

1. The internal evaluation of Diversity and Democracy in Southeast Europe Partnership 
Programme (SEE Programme) was prepared between January and July 2006. It was 
participatory at all stages of evaluation design, research, and interpretation of results, 
involving MRG staff and partner NGOs.  
The evaluation analysis has three levels (output, outcome, impact) with special focus on the 
outcome level. The evaluation report is based on data gathered from 53 semi-structured 
interviews with partner NGOs, former MRG staff, experts on minorities in SEE, programme 
beneficiaries, governmental officials, representatives of international organisations and 
minority representatives. Additional information was gathered through filled questionnaires, 
and existing materials, mid-term evaluation reports, after-event evaluation of activities, 
monitoring visits etc. 

 
2. The SEE Programme was a three-year programme, planned in April 2002, implemented 

between April 2003 and June 2006. The implementation of the programme was extended by 
three months. It was implemented in partnership with 8 local NGOs from 5 Southeast 
European countries. Additionally, 29 NGOs participated in the implementation of a few 
activities within the SEE Programme, and some three dozen more were direct beneficiaries. 

  
3. The SEE Programme was planned in April 2002, however it started to be implemented only 

1 year later due to fundraising delays. The start of the implementation faced serious 
difficulties, mainly as a consequence of this delay. In the first year of programme 
implementation there were changes in MRG programme staff, a heavy workload and 
dropout of many originally envisioned partner NGOs. Consequent lack of sharing 
information, and involvement in implementation of programme partners on the part of MRG 
caused a serious crisis in partnership relations. The crisis was successfully resolved and 
after the mid-term evaluation meeting in April 2004 and partnership meeting in January 
2005. 

 
4. Most planned activities were delivered broadly as originally designed and anticipated. 

Slightly more translations were delivered and fewer shadow reports and community impact 
studies were written. There were changes in design of some activities, due to anticipated 
programme flexibility, lessons learnt and MRG’s responsiveness to expressed and observed 
needs, as well as newly detected opportunities to influence change on the ground.  

 
5. The main achievement of the SEE Programme was that it contributed to positive changes 

through continuous and strategic capacity building of minority and human rights NGOs in 
the region: it identified the right people and the right organisations to work with. The issue 
of sustainability of the civil sector in SEE countries in general, and minority and human 
rights NGOs in particular, poses a serious limit to this achievement. 

 
6. Detailed evaluations of regional activities, training seminars and workshops delivered by 

MRG, and MRG and local partner NGOs show the outcome of increased level of practical 
and theoretical knowledge and skills of participants and their organisations. However, both 
trainings and workshops had unrealistically high expectations in the original design that did 
not take into account the critical sustainability of the civil sector in SEE (in the case of 
trainings) or significant diversity of countries of the region (in the case of workshops). 

 
7. Case studies on the numerous activities delivered within the SEE Programme of two partner 

NGOs, Center for Peace from Vukovar, Croatia and RDDA Sonce from Tetovo, Macedonia 
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show the relevance and immediate effects of high quality work in the context of these two 
programme countries. As a result of these activities, these organisations became resource 
points for other minority and human rights NGOs, and established better cooperation with 
governmental and international actors, contributing also to positive changes in the wider 
environment. Human and minority rights NGOs were raising awareness through strategic 
collection and publication of data, contributing to higher inter-ethnic communication and 
influencing better implementation of minority related legal provisions on the ground. 

 
8. Nominally, there was a significant decrease in the number of partner NGOs between April 

2002 and June 2006. Out of 20 partner or potential partner organisations of MRG, the SEE 
Programme was completed with 8, 6 old and 2 new organisations. The reasons for this were 
as follows. Firstly, some NGOs ‘disappeared’, organisationally weakened or found to be 
inappropriate in the course of the implementation or showed no interest. Secondly, MRG’s 
strategy in the second half of the SEE Programme became intensive rather than extensive: 
MRG redefined partnership and established more intensive and fruitful cooperation with 
these 8 NGOs. It, nevertheless, continued to empower and cooperate with other interested 
minority organisations (more than 30 NGOs).  

 
9. Both advocacy and organisational capacities of partner organisations involved in the SEE 

Programme increased. Increase in advocacy capacities depended on external circumstances, 
most notably from opportunities to influence change in different countries. Increase in both 
capacities depended on earlier capacities of involved NGOs. In this sense, capable, but 
smaller NGOs benefited more than larger, experienced organisations.   

 
10. MRG should develop more country sensitive approaches, and focus more on country based 

activities. MRG should also support partner NGOs in mediation with governmental and 
international actors. In future partnership programmes of MRG, gender mainstreaming 
should be comprehensively and more effectively incorporated in all activities.   
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Introduction: terms of reference, methodology, terminology 
 
 
 Goals. This internal evaluation report has three goals:  

 share learning and improve performance of both partner organisations and MRG in future 
joint work in Southeast Europe  

 strengthen partnership relations  
 increase institutional memory of MRG and partner NGOs. 

This report will be used internally, and submitted to relevant donor organisations. Upon request, the 
final edited report will be available from MRG to interested organisations and individuals. 
 
Terms of Reference. The evaluation of the Diversity and Democracy in Southeast Europe 
partnership programme (SEE Programme) relies on original SEE Programme proposals, the mid-
term evaluation, evaluation1 of previous MRG work in SEE, data gathered from MRG programme 
staff and partner NGOs on programme outputs, monitoring reports and evaluations at the output 
level; 53 semi-structured interviews conducted jointly with partner NGOs; 4 filled out 
questionnaires by participating partner NGOs; 3 filled out questionnaires received from participants 
of the second Training of Trainers in Sarajevo; and additional materials, mainly received from 
partner NGOs (annual reviews, internet sites).  
 
Methodology. The internal evaluation of the Diversity and Democracy in Southeast Europe 
partnership programme was participatory at all levels of design, research and data analysis. It 
involved MRG programme staff and the Programme Advisory Group especially at the stage of 
evaluation design. Present and former MRG SEE programme staff were also consulted and 
contacted in order to gather information on programme planning, implementation and outputs. All 
MRG’s active partner NGOs had the opportunity to influence the final design of this evaluation.   
The evaluation of the SEE Programme was carried out at the end of the programme, between 
January and July 2006. From January-March 2006, the evaluation design and tools were defined. 
Research was conducted mostly from April – mid-May, while the data were analysed and the first 
draft completed in late May-June 2006. 
Due to limited time and resources, only a sample of four partner NGOs were selected out of eight 
partner organisations to participate in the definition of tools for evaluation and the research itself2. 
The following partner NGOs were selected: Association for Democratic Initiatives (ADI) and 
Roma Democratic Development Association Sonce (RDDA Sonce) from Macedonia, Independent 
from Bosnia and Herzegovina and Center for Peace, Legal Advice and Psychosocial Assistance 
(Center for Peace) from Croatia. 
 
This report evaluates the work of those NGOs, which were fully involved in the SEE Programme 
implementation. The product is, therefore, primarily a self-assessment exercise. To counter-balance 
this issue, the evaluation also tried to find out reasons for lower involvement or dropout of those 
MRG’s partner NGOs, with which the SEE Programme started. Most notably, through random 
selection, less active, potential and former partner NGOs were selected for interviews. In this way 
the reasons of low involvement of organisations from Albania, Bulgaria and Kosovo were also 
partly assessed. 
 
                                                 
1 Project Completion Report (SEEI) submitted to DFID, written by Max Peberdy, 2003  
2 The selection of partners was done taking into account the criteria of NGOs that co-organised regional activities (first 
of all, due to anticipated positive change in organisational and advocacy capacities of these organisations, but also in 
number of beneficiaries), organisations were selected from SEE countries where most positive change happened in the 
last three years (Croatia and Macedonia). Finally, one Roma minority organisation out of two MRG’s partners was an 
additional criterion. 
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The analysis of findings of the SEE Programme evaluation generally relies on the originally 
proposed programme intervention logic. Problems, lessons learnt, and reasons for changes made 
during the programme implementation are taken into account.  
The evaluation has three levels: output, outcome and impact. At the output level, all relevant 
activities are presented with necessary details. Given that most of the activities within this 
programme were carried out a relatively short time ago, this evaluation concentrates, first of all, on 
the outcome level. In other words, the quality and the anticipated and unanticipated results of 
different activities are presented. Finally, at the impact level, possible impacts of the overall 
programme are discussed based on feedback from partner organisations and experts on minorities 
and NGOs in SEE. Possible impacts of some specific activities are also presented. 
 
Terminology. The terminology used in this evaluation follows the terminology used in earlier MRG 
evaluation report Workshop on Evaluation Design Southeast Europe: Diversity and Democracy 
Partnership Programme written by Anna-Mária Biró.3  
 

Contents. This evaluation consists of seven sections. The first section gives a general overview of 
the outputs of the programme. It presents all activities carried out within the SEE Programme, 
lessons learnt, and the justification for the change in design. The second section discusses important 
issues related to the planning and implementation of the programme: problems at the start of 
implementation, definition and evolution of partnership between MRG and NGOs from SEE, and 
views of partner NGOs on programme management. The third section analyses the relevance of the 
programme in retrospect, and assesses the Programme’s main achievements and possible impacts 
based on interviews with experts on minorities in SEE and partner NGOs feedback. The fourth 
section of the report evaluates the regional activities carried out within the SEE Programme. It 
presents and analyses the MRG led regional activities and activities co-organised with partner 
NGOs. Three regional training seminars (one ARTS and two ToTs), one regional Minority Rights 
and Development Workshop and two publications of MRG (Macro study ‘Roma Poverty and the 
Roma National Strategies: The Cases of Albania, Greece and Serbia’ and ‘Participation in 
Economic life: An Advocacy Guide for Minorities in Southeast-Europe’) are analysed 
comprehensively at the outcome level. The fifth section provides an overview and evaluation of the 
activities of two MRG’s partner NGOs: Center for Peace from Croatia and RDDA Sonce from 
Macedonia. In order to see all the quality, possible impacts, but especially the relevance of these 
activities, the evaluation of the activities of these two NGOs is made taking into account the context 
                                                 
3 See especially Annex 14 of this report. The terminology of this report on the other hand relies on definitions from 
Toolkits, A Practical Guide to Planning, Monitoring, Evaluation and Impact Assessment, Save the Children, 2003; 
Oliver Bakewell, Sharpening the Development Process:  A Practical Guide to Monitoring and Evaluation, INTRAC, 
2003. Further literature used for the preparation of this report include Ian Shaw: Qualitative Evaluation. London: Sage. 
1999. Peter H. Rossi , Howard E. Freeman: Evaluation: A Systematic Approach. London: Sage. 1993.  
MRG’s Southeast Europe: Diversity and Democracy Partnership Programme. Proposal submitted to DFID, August 
2002. ; Workshop on Evaluation Design Southeast Europe: Diversity and Democracy 
Report of Second Advisory Group Meeting, London, November 14, 2005 
Report of meeting with MRG programme personnel, London, February 2, 2006 
Report on the Evaluation meeting of Southeast Europe: Diversity and Democracy Partnership Programme organised 
by Minority Rights Group International, Budapest, April 23-24 2004. report prepared by Anna Mária Biró; Logframe 
of the Southeast Europe: Diversity and Democracy 
Partnership Programme (Excel file);  
from the Web: IDS Policy Briefing, Issue 12, November 1998. At: http://www.ids.as.uk/bookshop/briefs/brief12.htm ; 
M&E Overview: Some Tools, Methods and Approaches for Monitoring and Evaluation: Some Tools, Methods and 
Approaches. World Bank. 2004 At: 
http://lnweb18.worldbank.org/oed/oeddoclib.nsf/24cc3bb1f94ae11c85256808006a0046/a5efbb5d776b67d285256b1e0
079c9a3/$FILE/MandE_tools_methods_approaches.pdf  
Costanza de Toma and Louisa Gosling. Advocacy Toolkit. Save the Children. March 2005 At: 
http://www.mande.co.uk/docs/AdvocacyInitiativesToolkit2005.pdf 
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of change in the last three years (2003-2006) in these two countries. The sixth section evaluates the 
change in advocacy and organisational capacities of partner NGOs as an outcome of the SEE 
Programme. The final section consists of conclusions and recommendations to both MRG and 
partner NGOs. 
 
This report was written by Tibor Meszmann, MRG’s Budapest-based Programme Officer (I, II, III, 
V, VI, and VII, and some parts of IV) and Neil Clarke, MRG’s London-based SEE Programme 
Officer (MRG led activities in part IV). The external evaluation consultant was Anna-Mária Biró, 
who greatly contributed to the quality of this report. The former SEE programme coordinators, 
Magdalena Syposz, Catherine Woolard and Heidrun Ferrari provided additional information 
necessary for the drafting of this report. 
  
Some parts of this report were commented by representatives of partner NGOs, Aleksandra 
Bojadžieva, Gordana Čičak, Panayote Dimitras, Ljubomir Mikić, Albert Musliu, Nadir Redžepi, 
Nedjeljka Sindik, Djurdjica Zorić and members of MRG, Snježana Bokulić, Samia Khan, Andrew 
Mesfin and Claire Thomas, thus also contributing to the better quality.  
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I. Diversity and Democracy in SEE Partnership Programme: Overview of 
Programme Outputs 
 
1.1 Programme Outputs: Summary 

 
In the course of programme implementation from 2003-2006, the following categories of activities 
were delivered by MRG and different NGOs in the region: 
  

1. Training workshops: training of trainers (ToT), regional and in-country advocacy and rights 
training seminars (ARTS), training follow-ups 

2. NGO-Decision Makers – Action Plans for Positive Change 
3. Publications –training manuals, translations and promotional materials 
4. Publications on minority rights and development: macro study and micro studies 
5. Minority Rights and Development Workshops 
6. International advocacy activities: shadow reports and participation in international fora 
7. Consultancy to NGOs in the region 
8. Organisational capacity building of partner NGOs 
9. Programme monitoring and evaluation 

 
Within these groups of activities, a range of specific projects were realized. 
 
1. The following training seminars were delivered: 

1.1. 2 Regional ARTS: in Budapest and in Warsaw with a total of 49 participants   
1.2. 2 ToTs: the first consisting of 2 modules (Budapest and Warsaw in May and October 2003) 

with 22 and 16 participants respectively, and the second in Sarajevo (in July 2005) with 17 
participants  

1.3. 10 in-country ARTS delivered by different NGOs in 7 countries, with approximately 200 
participants. The list of the in-country ARTS is the following: 

1.3.1. ‘Minorities and Media’ by former Youth Center, now Roma Center for Democracy, 
Serbia 

1.3.2. ‘Preparation of Shadow Reports - FCNM’ by ZvoniMir, Croatia 
1.3.3. ‘Participation in the Electoral Process’ by Association of Citizens for Human Rights 

(ZGP), BiH 
1.3.4. ‘Promoting Roma Women's Rights in the Family and the Community’ by Rromani 

Baxt, Albania 
1.3.5. ‘School of Minority Rights’ by ASK, Montenegro 
1.3.6. ‘European Mechanisms for Minority Rights Protection’ by Bibija, Serbia 
1.3.7. ‘Production of Shadow Report on the Implementation of UN treaties in Croatia – 

ICCPR’ by Center for Peace, Croatia 
1.3.8. ‘UN and OSCE Mechanisms for the Protection of Minority Rights’ by ADI, 

Macedonia 
1.3.9. ‘Minority Rights Advocacy in the Context of On-going Reforms in BiH’ by 

Independent, BiH 
1.3.10. ‘Assisting Forcibly Repatriated Refugees in Kosovo’ by RAD Center, Kosovo  

1.4. There were 9 regional ARTS follow-ups delivered by different organisations in 4 countries 
(Serbia, Macedonia, Bulgaria, Croatia) 

1.5. 15 ToT follow up trainings were carried out within the SEE Programme: 8 after the first 
ToT and 7 after the second. These were delivered in 7 countries (Bulgaria, Bosnia and 
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Herzegovina, Croatia, Greece, Montenegro, Macedonia, and Serbia) by 15 different 
organisations  

 
2. NGO-Decision Makers – Action Plans for Positive Change. 

 
There were 5 ´NGO-decision makers – Action Plans for Positive Change´ activities, each delivered 
in a different country between 2005 and 2006, targeting local authorities in order to address the 
needs of local minority communities. They are as follows: 

2.1. ‘Integration of Roma Returnees into Serbian Society’ by ‘Bibija’, Serbia 
2.2. ‘Equal Position of Constitutent Peoples Who Are Fewer in Number’ by ZGP, BiH  
2.3. ‘Participation of Minorities in the Legislative Process’ by NGO Ask, Montenegro 
2.4. ‘Local Team for Decade Action’ by RDDA Sonce, Macedonia 
2.5. ‘Minority Right to Housing’ by Greek Helsinki Monitor, Greece 

 
3. Publications included training manuals, translations and promotional materials 

 
3.1. The following two training manuals were published: 

3.1.1. ‘Participation in Economic life: An Advocacy Guide for Minorities in Southeast-
Europe’ by independent author Tara Bedard, 2000 copies, published in April 2005 – 
disseminated until June 2006 

3.1.2. ‘Minority Rights Advocacy in the EU. A Guide for NGOs in Southeast Europe,’ 
group of authors, 2000 copies, published in July 2006, disseminated in September 
2006  

 
3.2. There were 21 translations of different MRG publications into local languages. Altogether 

11 different MRG publications were translated; different publications were translated into 9 
different languages (Albanian, Romany, Macedonian, Bosnian, Serbian, Croatian, 
Bulgarian, Turkish and Vlach). These translations include: 

3.2.1. Recognition of Minorities in Europe: Protecting Rights and Dignity into 
Bosnian/Croatian/Serbian (1000 copies) by ZGP, BiH  

3.2.2. Recognition of Minorities in Europe: Protecting Rights and Dignity into Albanian 
(700 copies) by Ask, Montenegro 

3.2.3. Recognition of Minorities in Europe: Protecting Rights and Dignity into Romany 
(1000 copies) by Bibija, Serbia 

3.2.4. Recognition of Minorities in Europe: Protecting Rights and Dignity into Greek 
(2000 copies) by GHM, Greece 

3.2.5. Recognition of Minorities in Europe: Protecting Rights and Dignity into Turkish 
(1500 copies) by Western Thrace University Graduates Association, Greece 

3.2.6. Revised UN Guide into Serbian (1000 copies) by Center for Human Rights Nis, 
Serbia 

3.2.7. Revised UN Guide into Romany (700 copies) by Youth Centre- Roma Center for 
Democracy, Serbia 

3.2.8. Gender Report into Bulgarian (500 copies) by Human Rights Club, Bulgaria 
3.2.9. Gender Report into Bosnian/Croatian/Serbian (450 copies) by ZGP, BiH 
3.2.10. Gender Report into Macedonian (1000 copies) by ADI Macedonia 
3.2.11. Gender Report into Albanian (1000 copies) by IRSH, Albania 
3.2.12. CoE FCNM Guide into Vlach (600 copies) by Association of Vlachs, Macedonia 
3.2.13. Public Participation Report into Bosnian (800 copies) by Independent, BiH 
3.2.14. Right to Development into Bulgarian (700 copies) by Institute for Social Policy and 

Social Work, Bulgaria 
3.2.15. Croatia Report into Croatian (500 copies) by Center for Peace, Croatia 
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3.2.16. Gender Issues in Albania into Albanian (500 copies) by Women's Centre, Albania 
3.2.17. MRG UN Guide into Romany (500 copies) by Bibija, Serbia 
3.2.18. UN Pamphlet on Human and Minority Rights into Macedonian and Albanian, (300 

+ 400 copies) by RDDA Sonce, Macedonia 
3.2.19. MRG UN Guide into Bosnian (500 copies) by Independent, BiH 
3.2.20. Macro study ‘Roma Poverty and the Roma National Strategies: The Cases of 

Albania, Greece and Serbia’ into Albanian (350 copies) by Albanian Roma Union 
"Amaro Drom" 

3.2.21. MRG UN Guide into Macedonian (500 copies) by ADI Macedonia 
 
The translations are also available at http://www.minorityrights.org/ 
 
3.3. Publications of promotional materials and translations 
Altogether 7 different promotional materials were produced by partners in 6 countries. One 
publication was reprinted. 

3.3.1 ‘Minority Rights Handbook and related Website’, NGO Ask, Montenegro, 2004. 
Published in 500 copies and a website targeting NGO activists, national and local 
government officials, members of the parliament and political parties – reprinted in May 
2006 in 591 copies (2) 

3.3.2 ‘Short Guide to Minority Rights’ published by Center for Peace, Croatia in 2000 copies, 
widely disseminated 

3.3.3 ‘CEDAW guide’, Bibija, Serbia, in 2004: 500 copies produced in Romany and Serbian 
targeting Roma women’s and other NGOs and state institutions 

3.3.4 ‘Promotion of Roma Participation in Electoral Process’, IRSH, Albania, in 2005. 2000 
posters and 2100 leaflets were published, targeting Roma voters 

3.3.5 ‘Case Book on Minority Rights’ published by ISPSW, Bulgaria in 700 copies 
3.3.6 ‘Promotion of Minority Rights’, Vojvodina Center for Human Rights, Serbia, in 2005: 

preparation of 2 billboards and 10,000 postcards displayed and distributed at the Exit 
Festival in Novi Sad 

3.3.7 FCNM website by GHM, Greece. The website makes available all state and shadow 
reports to the FCNM at 
http://www.greekhelsinki.gr/bhr/english/special_issues/fcnm_guide.html  

 
 
4. Publications on minority rights and development 
One macro study and four micro studies were carried out jointly with seven NGOs from 7 
countries, as follows: 
 

4.1.Macro study: ‘Roma Poverty and the Roma National Strategies: The Cases of Albania, 
Greece and Serbia’ by Alphia Abdikeeva, with the support from Amaro Drom, Albania, 
Roma Center for Democracy, Serbia, and GHM Greece, published in 1500 copies, launched 
at OSCE HDIM in September 2005, disseminated up to June 2006 

4.2.Micro study: ‘Policies for Improvement of the Employment of Roma in Macedonia’, by 
Nadir Redžepi and Aleksandra Bojadžieva, RDDA Sonce, Macedonia, published in 1500 
copies, translated and disseminated  

4.3.Micro study: ‘Croatia: Challenges for Sustainable Return of Ethnic Serb Refugees’ by 
Ljubomir Mikic, Center for Peace, Legal Advice and Psychosocial Assistance, Croatia, 
published in 1500 copies in English, and 500 copies in Croatian, disseminated 

4.4.Micro study: ‘Minority Access to Employment Opportunities in Montenegro’ by Nedjeljka 
Sindik, Ask, Montenegro, published in 1500 copies, translated and disseminated 
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4.5.Micro study: ‘Bosnia and Herzegovina: Minorities and Education’ by Gordana Čičak and 
Danijela Hamzić, Independent, BiH, published in 1500 copies, translated and disseminated 

 
These publications are available at http://www.minorityrights.org/ 
 
Most publications were distributed to NGOs, national and local government officials, international 
agencies, and specific publics, depending on the target group for each publication. The publications 
were disseminated directly to targets at various events (trainings, workshops, international fora, 
personal contact) or by post by MRG and partners who were involved in their production. 

 
5. Minority Rights and Development Workshops 
Two regional workshops were held: 

5.1.‘Effective Inclusion of Minority Needs Into the Development Process’ organised by MRG 
in Brussels in December 2004, with 23 participants  

5.2.‘Disaggregated Data Collection in the Field of Development’ co-organised by ADI in 
Skopje in October 2005 with 48 participants  

 
6. International advocacy activities: shadow reports and participation in international for a 

6.1.There were five shadow reports, written by four different organisations from three different 
countries (Croatia, Greece and Macedonia). The list of these is as follows:  
6.1.1. Shadow report on FCNM, RDDA Sonce Macedonia in 2003 
6.1.2. Shadow report on FCNM, Center for Peace, Croatia in 2004 
6.1.3. Shadow report on CEDAW, Greek Helsinki Monitor, Greece in 2005 
6.1.4. Shadow report on CECSR, ADI, Macedonia in 2006 
6.1.5. Shadow report on ICCPR, Center for Peace, Croatia in 2006, forthcoming 

 
6.2. Approximately 34 interventions were made by NGOs at international fora including UN 

WGM, treaty bodies and OSCE HDIM. 
 
7. Consultancy to NGOs in the region 
Throughout the programme, there was continued support provided to partners on a need basis. This 
included support in the organization and delivery of training activities, provision of feedback on 
shadow reports and other publications, and other support, as requested. 
 
8. Organisational capacity building 

8.1. There were 2 strategy planning meetings organized by two different partner NGOs 
8.2. 2 organizational capacity building training courses attended by officers of partner NGOs 
8.3. 4 evaluation researches were made by four partner NGOs 

 
9. Programme monitoring and evaluation (M&E) 

9.1. 8 monitoring visits by MRG staff made to Albania, BiH, Bulgaria, Croatia, Kosovo, 
Macedonia, Montenegro, Serbia 

9.2. 3 partner M&E meetings held in April 2004, January and September 2005  
9.3. 3 Advisory Group meetings in 2004, 2005 and 2006 
9.4. Final partner evaluation meeting held in June 2006 

 
In sum, the programme had at least the originally envisioned number of activities and beneficiaries. 
Generally, the programme delivered slightly more publications (especially translations) and 
international interventions by NGOs than it was originally envisioned. On the other hand, shadow 
reports and microstudies were fewer in number than expected.  
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1.2  Issues related to outputs 
 
1.2.1. Delay in the completion of programme implementation  
 
According to the original plan, the programme should have started in October 2002 and finished 
until September 2005. In reality the programme finally started in April 2003 and ran until June 
2006, for 39 months i.e. 3 longer than was originally envisaged.  The SEE Programme ran 
simultaneously with the completion of the previous programme in SEE which was completed in the 
course of 2003. The programme was thus completed 9 months after the original predicted end date. 
The reasons for the delay in the implementation were as follows: 
 

- Due to fundraising difficulties, the beginning of the programme implementation was 
delayed to April 2003.  

- Frequent changes in the programme staff resulted in significant amount of institutional 
knowledge being lost. Most notably, there were 4 different programme coordinators 
responsible for the implementation of the programme. This was due first of all to a 
sabbatical and a period of maternity leave of one programme coordinator, and the resulting 
two periods of maternity and sabbatical cover. 

- Slower dynamics of implementation due to simultaneous work on the completion of the 
previous programme and the beginning of the current SEE programme in 2003 

- Insufficient staffing. Because of the initial fundraising uncertainties, it took a long time to 
engage the planned number of staff needed to work on the programme. Moreover in 2003 
programme staff were engaged in completing activities of the previous programme. This 
problem was compounded by frequent staff changes at all posts. The result has been that the 
programme was one post short for roughly 12 months of its 39-month delivery.  

 
 
1.2.2. Changes in the number and design of activities.  
Most programme activities were implemented as originally planned. There were however a few 
significant changes. 
 

 An additional programme component was added: organisational capacity building of 
partner organisations. There was an expressed need of partners to improve their language 
skills and IT skills. Mini grants were also awarded to NGOs that participated in the overall 
evaluation, to conduct researches on their own, and to secure full participation in the 
evaluation process.  

 Only 4 micro studies were published instead of the planned 6. Two other micro studies were 
commissioned, yet they did not reach sufficient publication quality. The reasons for this 
were the wrong identification of one organisation, and improper attitude of this organisation 
to finalise, and involve the external consultant in drafting the study. The other organisation 
showed poor time management and additionally experienced problems with appointed 
researchers. In this case, MRG did not provide additional trainings in editing and data 
analysis due to restrictions in funding. This partly also influenced the insufficient input from 
the external consultant.  

 Only 1 macro study was published, and, instead of the second macro study, the EU guide 
was published. The publication of EU Guide was based on the expressed need of partner 
NGOs in order to help their advocacy work at the EU level. 

 There were 5 instead of 10 shadow reports. Due to the late start of the programme, a 
number of reporting opportunities may have been missed in 2003. Secondly, it seems that 
there was insufficient interest from NGOs as shadow reports covered only 3 countries of the 
region. MRG launched several calls, but here was a lack of expressed interest among NGOs. 
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A possible explanation4 is that this lack of interest among NGOs is caused by a relatively 
low amount of funds offered for drafting shadow reports, and limited capacities of minority 
based NGOs to engage in this kind of activity efficiently.  

 There were 21 instead of 18 translations. This was the result of the approach to enable the 
translation of as many publications as possible as long as they remained within the original 
budget. Since the budgeted funds were considerable and the cost of individual translations 
varied, there were funds available for additional translations. All translations were proposed 
by partners and therefore responded to what was their expressed need. 

 Within the Promotional Materials activity – production of promotional materials and 
promotional materials translations were separated. In the course of implementation, it 
became apparent that it was not necessary to translate promotional materials because 1) they 
either could be used across the region without translation or 2) they were too country 
specific to be relevant in other settings. The two budget lines were merged and funds used 
for the production of promotional materials as needed. 
 

 ‘Effective inclusion of minority needs into the development process’ organised in Brussels 
in December 2004 by MRG proved to be quite unsuccessful, mostly due to the small 
number of active participants, but also quite inefficient and expensive. MRG decided to 
hold the event in Brussels to try to get significant numbers of European Commission (EC) 
staff to attend. However, most EC staff invitees were unable to attend and many who did 
attend did not stay for the whole workshop. At the same time, the location (Brussels) made 
it more difficult for those from the region to attend. 

 
The feedback from active participants after the event made it clear to MRG that: 

1. more time is needed for carrying out this type of workshop  
2. higher participation is needed, especially from relevant authorities 
3. more dynamic design of the workshop, more discussion, and shorter presentations  
are needed in order to reach more practical outcomes 

Incorporating these lessosn learnt in the design of the second workshop, MRG co-organized 
the second workshop in the SEE region with a partner NGO.  

 
 Based on the lessons learned, but also because of funding restrictions, the recruitment 

process, methodology, content and duration of the second ToT were changed. 
The Training of Trainers in 2003 was originally envisioned as consisting of 2 modules. 
Participants were sought through targeted recruitment through partner NGOs, which 
resulted in an insufficient number of quality applicants. The first module was too intensive 
and overburdened: participants were expected to gain both the necessary training skills and 
the knowledge of minority rights content. Since the first module was unsuccessful, the 
second module was expanded to increase knowledge and skills of participants (issues of 
training methodology) again.  
The second ToT was changed to a single-module event focusing solely on training 
methodology rather then minority rights content. It was aimed to ensure sufficient 
knowledge of the participants through broad and open recruitment.  

 
 The design of the second activity (NGO-Decision Makers) originally intended as 

information seminars was changed to Action Plans for Change. Originally, the activity was 
envisioned as a one-off event bringing together minority NGOs and decision-makers in key 
positions within local and national governments and international actors to discuss key 
minority issues and rights. The design of this activity developed and changed after the 

                                                 
4 According to one partner NGO representative 
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realisation that one-off events have little to no impact, along with the need to develop 
national advocacy aspects of the programme. This was a lesson learnt from the 
comprehensive evaluation of MRG programmes conducted in 2003. While advocacy at the 
very local level was not covered explicitly by any activity of the SEE Programme, the 
ongoing decentralisation in SEE created an opportunity to engage with local governments 
and advocate for change. The objectives and methodology of the activity were modified in 
consultations with partner NGOs to allow for greater and longer-term impact.  
Eventually, the activity was redesigned to allow for the establishment of structured channels 
of communication between minority communities, civil society and representatives of 
relevant authorities. The proposals submitted from partner NGOs were negotiated for 
extensive periods of time in order to incorporate this concept. The discussions were quite 
intense and took about 2-3 months to finalize. Partners were largely left to carry out the 
activities on their own, but were assisted by MRG as needed. 

 
 
1.2.3. Gender balance of programme beneficiaries, and gender related outputs  
 
This section provides information at the output level, on the gender balance of programme 
beneficiaries, and how much space was devoted to issues related to the rights of minority women at 
regional workshops and within some publications (Roma macro and community impact studies). 
The bases for analysis are the goals included in the original SEE programme proposal.  
Data for this section were gathered from evaluation reports of regional workshops and publications 
(micro and macro studies). Additional data on partner NGOs activities were gathered from written 
feedback of partner NGOs via email and from the final evaluation meeting held in Sarajevo in June 
2006. 
 
In order to benefit minority men and women equally the SEE Programme anticipated:  
 

 Gender balance of beneficiaries of regional trainings and workshops (organised or co-
organised by MRG), participants at international interventions and contributors to 
publications 

 Addressing the situation of groups facing multiple forms of discrimination (e.g. minority 
women) at regional workshops (within special components) 

 Examining gender issues addressing both men’s and women’s concerns in published studies 
(micro studies) 

 
The following sections will assess whether these goals were achieved. It will also provide a short 
overview of participation and benefits of men and women in the activities of partner NGOs based 
on very limited available information. 
 
Gender balance of programme beneficiaries  
The project proposal stated that the programme will aim to secure  
 

gender balance among participants at training events and workshops/information seminars, 
among participants at international fora and among contributors to publications and studies, 
including readers 

At regional activities organized or co-organized by MRG (ARTS, ToT, regional workshops), a 
gender balance was realised among participants/beneficiaries. In sum, there were 77 male and 81 
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female participants (male were slightly overrepresented at regional workshops, and female at 
training seminars). The same holds for the participants who attended international fora5. 
Authors and contributors (readers) of the Roma macro and micro studies were both men and 
women in similar number in both categories.  
 
It has to be noted that there was no specific requirement from partner NGOs to secure gender 
balance in terms of their beneficiaries of their activities. Nevertheless, some programme partners 
reported a gender balance. 
 
Gender issues at regional workshops 
In the original programme it was stated that  

‘The workshops on disaggregated data collection and on participation of minorities in development 
processes will have components, which specifically address the situation of groups facing multiple 
forms of discrimination’  

 
Regional workshops included specific components addressing the situation of groups facing multiple 
forms of discrimination. Issues related to the rights of minority women were however discussed only 
sporadically.  
  
Gender issues at regional training events 
Gender issues were specifically addressed as part of the regional training seminars. Minority 
experts on gender issues delivered those sessions. 
 
Publications 
Concerning publications, the original programme envisioned that  
the [micro] studies of development initiatives will examine gender issues and ensure that both 

men’s and women’s concerns are addressed throughout the texts.’ 
 
All micro studies along with the Roma macro study reflected also on the issue of the position of 
minority women. However, while the Roma macro study devoted significant space to the needs and 
problems of Roma women, community impact studies could not devote significant attention to the 
position and rights of minority women, first of all due to shortness of these studies. The outcome of 
these publications was however that there was a more recognised need to write more specific 
studies on the rights and position of minority women.  
 
Activities of partner NGOs 
Among the activities carried out by partner NGOs, some were designed specifically for minority 
women as their beneficiaries, or addressed the issue of rights of minority women. Most notably, 
these were 4 translations of the Gender Report, and the CEDAW shadow report. Trainings and 
follow-ups organized by Bibija also targeted minority women.  
 
Out of seven partner NGOs, six reported gender-neutral approach when conducting their activities. 
Beneficiaries of their activities were both men and women. The only exception was Bibija from 
Serbia which carried out some activities targeting women and men in different ways. Due to the 
lack of attention paid to gender mainstreaming and available information on this issue, partner 
NGOs could not report on different outcomes of their activities on men and women.  
 

                                                 
5 This is the case since most interventions were connected with regional training activities. 
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Conclusion 
The minimal aim of the SEE Programme of securing gender balance among beneficiaries of 
regional programme activities, participants at international interventions and authors and 
contributors to impact studies was achieved. It is furthermore estimated that in terms of 
beneficiaries, activities of partner NGOs activities were also gender balanced. 
The issues related to discrimination of minority women, as a group vulnerable to multiple 
discrimination were sporadically discussed at regional workshops. The macro and micro studies 
took into consideration gender issues. These studies could not devote significant space to the 
position and promotion of rights of minority women, although the need to do this was recognized. 
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II. Programme Planning and Implementation in Retrospect 
 
Summary 
After a successful planning meeting in April 2002, the implementation of the SEE Programme 
came to face serious difficulties. The difficulties in the implementation were caused by a delay in 
funding and the start of implementation, changes in MRG programme staff (going hand in hand 
with changing and competing strategies of appropriate implementation),  dropout of partner NGOs 
during the first year, broadly defined partnership and lack of knowledge on partner NGOs history, 
capacities and needs by new MRG staff. All these causes contributed to the lack of communication 
with partner NGOs on programme dynamics and implementation. Finally, the lack of 
communication and information sharing has led to a crisis in relationship between MRG and 
existing partner NGOs. The crisis was successfully resolved after the mid-term evaluation meeting 
in April 2004 and partnership meeting in January 2005. 
 
The number of partner NGOs decreased significantly between the planning (20 altogether or 12 
active) and the completion (8) phase of the SEE Programme. The reasons for this was first of all, 
that some listed NGOs ‘disappeared’, organisationally weakened, showed no interest to participate 
or were found to be inappropriate already at the beginning of implementation in 2003. The original 
programme proposal did not take into account the risk of a relatively weak and unstable civil sector 
in SEE in general and minority NGOs in particular. Stable minority and human rights organisations 
in SEE became even fewer in number.  
 
MRG’s strategy during the second half of the SEE Programme became intensive rather than 
extensive: MRG redefined the partnership and established more intensive and fruitful cooperation 
with 8 NGOs. MRG continued to cooperate and support also other interested minority 
organisations, but in different ways.  
 
From partner NGO perspective, the programme management significantly improved, and the 
implementation became more transparent in the second half of the SEE Programme.  
 
This chapter presents and analyses important issues concerning the planning and implementation of 
the SEE Programme. These are:  

• programme planning and problems at the start of implementation 
• assessment of partnership from partner NGOs’ perspective 
• programme management in retrospect from the perspective of partner NGOs 

 
2.1. Programme planning and problems at the start of the implementation  
 
This section reconstructs the period between the planning meeting in April 2002 and the first year 
of the implementation of the SEE Programme in 2003. It focuses on the problems and challenges in 
the implementation. The relevant information was gathered from 4 interviews: 2 with former MRG 
programme coordinators in the 2002-2003/4 period and representatives of 2 NGOs – one former 
(Anglunipe), one present (NGO Ask), but additional documents from this period were also used. 
 
On 7-9 April 2002 a joint planning meeting was held in Budapest involving MRG and 
representatives of 17 partner organizations6. The first draft proposal prepared after this meeting was 
circulated for additional comments to all 20 partner NGOs. Eventually, the result of this meeting 

                                                 
6 3 additional NGOs were invited but they could not participate due to their obligations. However they expressed 
interest to participate at SEE II. 
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was a programme proposal submitted to different donors in the spring of 2002. The text of the final 
proposal, however, was not shared with partner NGOs. 
 
According to both MRG programme coordinator in 2002 and respondents from partner NGOs, the 
planning meeting was well organized and held in a very professional and good atmosphere. NGOs 
were divided to work in groups, according to their more specific interests and mission. Partner 
NGOs could also list which activities they were interested to carry out within the SEE Programme. 
Consequently, NGOs perceived the forthcoming programme as very promising, and it created high 
expectations for most of them.  
 
High, but unfulfilled expectations often create frustrations. In the case of the relationship between 
programme partners and MRG the causes for this were first of all, unanticipated objective 
circumstances. These obstacles were the following:   
 

• Funding for the programme was secured only in April 2003. As a consequence, the good 
momentum for the start of the implementation was lost. 

• Significant change in the programme staff hampered organizational memory of MRG, and 
influenced the lack of communication with programme partners, and knowledge about their 
work, needs and capacities 

• The finalization of the previous programme in SEE was ongoing throughout 2003. MRG 
staff had to prioritize the completion of the related tasks at the expense of the new SEE 
Programme. Therefore the dynamics of implementation of the Programme in the beginning 
was very slow: only two regional training activities were carried out within 2003.  

 
There were four additional problems/challenges coming up in the course of the planning and the 
very start of the SEE Programme implementation, partly as a consequence of the previous 
obstacles: 

• Lack of sharing of information with programme partners on the part of MRG,  
• Lack of communication (no feedback) or dropout (disappearance) by some NGOs in 2003 
• No working definition of partnership and identification of programme partners 
• Competing strategies among MRG personel of how to achieve the programme aim of 

increased advocacy capacities, and organisational capacity building of minority and human 
rights NGOs in the region. This was the consequence of the unclarified way (process and 
methodology) of carrying out the intervention in the original programme. 

 
These problems were interrelated, and are discussed jointly.  
There was insufficient communication and sharing of information between MRG and programme 
partners, first of all due to the MRG policy at that time (no defined responsibilities on the part of 
MRG to share information with partner NGOs on recent developments), but also changes in MRG 
staff, and very intense workloads. In other words, lack of communication went hand in hand with 
no definition of partnership and the undefined role of partner organisations in the implementation 
of the SEE Programme. 
Initial misunderstandings came from the fact that partner NGOs did not have any information about 
what was actually going on after the planning meeting (i.e delay in funding and implementation, 
change in personnel, dynamics of Programme implementation). As an example of the lack of 
sharing of information and communication between MRG and programme partners, a respondent 
from an NGO stated that she received the final programme proposal submitted to donors only after 
the evaluation meeting held in Budapest in 2004. This was often interpreted as lack of commitment 
of MRG towards their proven partner organizations, as one respondent from former partner NGO 
stated.  
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MRG programme partners were not aware that most of activities (except the regional trainings) 
carried out in 2003 were still part of the previous programme in SEE, since MRG failed to clarify 
this. The feeling generated among programme partners was that MRG carried out activities in an ad 
hoc manner, without consultation with partner NGOs and without offering an insight of what is 
going on. As the mid term evaluation of the SEE Programme also showed, partner NGOs lost touch 
with and almost lost ownership of the programme. They did not understand how parts of the 
activities fit in the whole, since no information about the dynamics of the implementation was 
available. Some NGOs were ready to leave the programme. 
 
Furthermore, at the beginning of the implementation there was no available definition of 
partnership, nor definitions of mutual responsibilities of MRG and its partner organisations.  
 
MRG’s definition of partnership was too “broad and generalised”, allowing for practically any type 
of relationship between MRG and a southern-based organisation.7 An NGO that conducted one 
smaller activity successfully or was fully involved in the programme had the same status of partner 
NGO with MRG, with no stated responsibilities or measured capacities. 
 
In the case of the SEE Programme, the outcome was that MRG started the programme 
implementation without consultations with partners on their involvement, not informing them about 
the dynamics and strategy of programme implementation. A further obstacle was, however, that 
new MRG staff did not know who were proven and who potential partner NGOs. In the original 
plan there were 20 organisations listed, representing ‘a mix of both existing and potential new 
partners’. The list consisted of 12 proven NGOs and 8 potential partners. However, the list did not 
clarify the status of each organization. 
 
In these rather chaotic circumstances, the new programme coordinator tried to raise and solve the 
issue of partnership in 2003, however unsuccessfully. Finally, the list of active and potential 
programme partners also included organizations that in the one year span between planning and 
implementation ‘disappeared’ (no communication/feedback), organizationally weakened or were 
not interested to participate any more in the programme. Additionally, some NGOS ex post proved 
to be inappropriate for MRG. Therefore it made sense for new programme coordinators to look also 
after new, minority based NGOs. This happened through recruitment in ARTS and ToT. This was 
also based on the considerations that the list of NGOs is not exclusive (other organizations might be 
also included to participate in the implementation) and there is a need to identify more minority 
based NGOs to work with. 
 
Finding the proper strategy. The aims of the SEE Programme were to be achieved through the 
empowerment of minority rights NGOs in SEE and securing sustainability of their work. The 
question and the competing strategies among MRG staff were how to achieve this empowerment. 
More precisely, the process and methodology of carrying out the programme intervention were not 
defined in the original programme.8  
The conclusion of the SEE I Programme Completion Report9 confirmed that securing positive 
change is possible through the capacity building of minority rights NGOs in SEE, through securing 
a “critical mass” of NGOs.10 

                                                 
7 See the document “Moving towards a more equitable future – overcoming challenges for MRG and its vision of 
partnership” 
8 For more information on the intervention logic of the programme, see the next part of the report, page 25 
9 Written by Max Peberdy to DFID 
10 The Programme Competions Report stated that ‘A second phase needs a shift in emphasis – a shift from establishing 
a ‘critical mass of partners’ to a critical mass of capacity among partners, other local NGOs, minority communities, 
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At the start of the programme implementation, it seems that there were two competing strategies 
among MRG staff. To put it simply, these two strategies might be summarized as follows:  

- secure a critical mass of organisations, through direct work with largest possible 
number of organisations (‘extensive strategy’),  

- work on empowerment of selected, smaller number of organisations that will be 
used as resources for empowerment of other NGOs in their countries (‘intensive 
strategy’) 

 
The first strategy considered the regional training seminars as the main means of achieving this 
empowerment through increasing the advocacy capacities of NGOs in SEE. The strategy wanted to 
involve and increase the capacities of the highest number of minority community based NGOs, 
whose selection would be made in consultation with partner NGOs. The focus of work of MRG 
were minority community based NGOs, with low advocacy (and organisational) capacities, where 
the change was the easiest to be achieved. Most of old partner NGOs were relatively well 
developed organizationally, and it was more difficult for MRG to meet their expectations, or for 
MRG “to make a difference” in terms of their further empowerment. This strategy was also more 
inclusive, in terms of involving more new organisations in the programme implementation. 
 
The second strategy was more intensive, and organisational empowerment was considered at least 
as important as the increase in advocacy capacities of minority rights NGOs. This strategy however 
depended on the clarification of the issue of partnership with other NGOs and their higher 
involvement in the programme implementation. Due to problems at the start of the implementation 
concerning the role and re-identification of partner NGOs this strategy was more difficult to take. 
This strategy was more exclusive, strengthening the position of old partner NGOs at the expense of 
attracting new ones. 
 
According to programme coordinator in 2003, there were significant tensions within MRG at the 
start of implementation concerning the right strategy and approach. Furthermore, there was no 
continuity in terms of strategy also due to change in staffing.  
 
Retrospectively, however, it seems that the first strategy mainly dominated during 2003, while the 
second “took over” after the April 2004 evaluation meeting. The decisive element in the turn seems 
to be also that the importance of training seminars was overvalued: the pool of potential trainers 
and quality applicants was more limited than originally anticipated. 
 
The result (of undefined roles of partners, lack of communication on emerging problems, 
competing strategies and change in staff) was confusion. Consequently, relationship deteriorated 
between MRG and partner NGOs. This relationship both reached its climax, and was resolved 
successfully at the April 2004 mid-term evaluation meeting in Budapest and partnership meeting in 
January 2005. 
 
2.2. Partnership assessment  
For the purpose of the partnership evaluation from partners’ perspective eight original MRG 
‘partners or potential partners’ were interviewed. Four of these are active partners: three old and the 
fourth one became partner in 2004. The additional four NGOs were randomly selected from the 
organizations that participated at programme planning, but were less active, or did not participate in 

                                                                                                                                                                 
international agencies etc, to act as catalysists of changewith those who have the power to take or effect decisions’ 
(page 23, point 6.14.) 
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the programme implementation at all. Additional documented information from MRG staff was 
used to trace the process of the evolution of partnership. 
 
2.2.1. Reasons for the drop in the number of MRG’s active and potential partners 
Out of 20 active or potential partner NGOs, with which MRG planned the programme, 6 ‘old’ 
active partner NGOs remained in the programme, and additional 2 new organisations became 
MRG’s partners during the implementation of SEE II. In this section the aim is to see why this drop 
happened, but also to see how new partnerships were established and how partnerships evolved 
with the remaining active partner organizations from these organisations’ perspective. 
 
From November 2003 – February 2004 MRG SEE staff made an internal updating of partnership 
with NGOs.  These NGOs were either earlier partners or carried out at least one successful activity 
within the framework of the previous or current programme in SEE. Out of 29 listed organisations 
there were only 16 partner organisations that replied affirmatively and MRG was committed (had 
good experience) to continue cooperation with them. Among these 16 organisations there were 12 
NGOs that were “old” - active or potential partner organizations,11 while 4 were emerging,12 with 
which MRG had established contacts through ARTS or ToT. For the purpose of this evaluation, 
eight original MRG ‘partners or potential partners’ were interviewed. Four of these are active 
partners: three old, and the fourth one became partner in 2004. The additional four NGOs were 
randomly selected from the organizations that were less active, or did not participate in the 
programme implementation at all. 
  
Reasons for dropout. The four randomly selected potential and less active NGOs were: 
Humanitarian Law Center, Belgrade, (Serbia); Helsinki Committee of Republika Srpska (BiH); 
Rromani Baxt (Albania) and, as a replacement, Community of Serbs, Rijeka (Croatia). 13  
Among these organisations, it was actually only the Community of Serbs Rijeka that had 
significant activities in the previous phase of the SEE programme, with proved active involvement 
in the implementation of the previous programme. Paradoxically, this organisation was the least 
interested in 2004 to continue its involvement within the SEE Programme. The other three 
organisations did not have a significant history of cooperation with MRG before the SEE II 
programme was launched in terms of implementation. Representatives of Humanitarian Law 
Center, Belgrade, (Serbia); and Helsinki Committee of Republika Srpska (BiH) were involved in 
the planning of the SEE Programme, and were beneficiaries of some regional trainings, while 
Rromani Baxt implemented a few activities.  
 
The Humanitarian Law Center (HLC) participated in the SEE Programme as a beneficiary. Some of 
its (earlier) members participated at regional activities, ARTS and ToT organized by MRG.  This 
organisation did not implement any activities within the programme. Moreover, all persons who 
participated in training seminars of MRG left the organisation due to a shift in the organisational 
strategy of HLC in 2005: HLC became an organisation focusing on the documentation of war 
crimes, instead of monitoring human and minority rights. 
                                                 
11 1. ADI Kosovo, 2. ADI Macedonia, 3. NGO Ask, 4. Center for Peace, 5. GHM 6. Humanitarian Law Center, 7. 
Independent 8. Vojvodina Center for Human Rights, 9. Western Thrace University Graduates Association 10. Agency 
for Local Democracy 11. ZGP; 12. Romani Baxt, Tirana, Albania 
12 These organisations were the following: 1. Youth Center, Serbia; 2. Balkan Regional Center for Development, 
Bulgaria; 3. Bibija, Serbia and 4. RDDA Sonce, Macedonia 
13 Unfortunately, it was not possible to conduct the interview with one among the randomly selected, inactive (former) 
partner organizations, very active in SEE I whose representative was a member of MRG’s Council, Inter Ethnic 
Initiative from Bulgaria, presumably due to the tense schedule of the representatives of this NGO. Thus there are no 
data why MRG remained without the active partner NGOs from Bulgaria. For this reason, a replacement was made, as 
originally envisioned. 
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The Helsinki Committee of Republika Srpska had some activities in the previous SEE programme. 
They participated in the current SEE programme only as beneficiaries of regional ARTS. The 
interviewee from this organisation stressed that they wanted to participate more in the programme, 
but ‘due to the lack of financial resources’ for the activities they were interested in, this did not 
happen. The additional reason for dropout was that MRG wanted to work more with minority based 
NGOs 
 
Rromani Baxt implemented one programme activity and they were very satisfied with its results. 
The interviewee from Rromani Baxt stated that this NGO was interested in higher participation, but 
the reason for its relatively low involvement in the programme was that MRG cooperated with 
other organizations from Albania, in his view. For this organisation there was an additional obstacle 
for larger participation. Due to insufficient knowledge of English language of their staff they did 
not benefit equally from the information disseminated by MRG. Moreover, the advocacy capacities 
of this NGO are, according to the respondent, still highly limited. The advocacy oriented 
programme of MRG therefore probably also posed a serious obstacle for higher involvement. 
 
The Community of Serbs Rijeka was a very active NGO during the previous programme.  There 
was a very fruitful cooperation with MRG. This NGO became quite inactive in the recent three 
years. Many of the earlier personnel left the organisation, while the respondent became the 
president of the local Council of the Serb minority. Since there were new institutional opportunities 
for the promotion of the rights of the Serb minority at the local level, this further contributed to the 
fact that this NGO became quite inactive. The Community of Serbs Rijeka participated only in the 
preparation of the FCNM shadow report, as a partner organization to Center for Peace. 
 
Many organisations that were listed as partner or potential partner organisations in the original 
programme actually were not NGOs with proved commitment and capacities to contribute 
significantly to the implementation of this programme. It seems that many organisations in the 
original proposal were listed rather as ‘soft’, possible partners, in order to cover all countries of the 
region. Judging from this sample, lack of commitment (in 1 case) and lack or decrease of 
organisational capacities (3) of NGOs were among the major reasons for their low level of 
participation in this programme.  
  
2.2.2. The evolution of partnership with existing and new partners 
This section explores and presents how old partnerships evolved during the implementation of the 
programme, and how new partnerships were established. 
 
New partner organisations.  
There were two new partnerships established during the implementation of the SEE Programme. 
The two NGOs that became new partners of MRG were RDDA Sonce from Macedonia and Bibija 
from Serbia, both Roma minority NGOs. There were two other potential new organisations with 
which active partnership was not established: Institute for Social Policy and Social Work (ISPSW) 
Bulgaria and Roma Center for Democracy (previously Youth Center), Serbia. This subsection 
presents and evaluates the co-operation between MRG and one of the two new partner NGOs – 
RDDA Sonce.14 
  
In the case of RDDA Sonce, the activists of this organization attended the regional trainings. 
Afterwards, they became more and more involved in carrying out different projects. As the 
respondent from this organization stated,  
                                                 
14 „Bibija” established its partnership with MRG following a similar pattern. 
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there were three reasons for the relatively high involvement of Sonce in this programme. First, this 
programme offered an opportunity for us to realize our earlier ideas … Second, MRG developed 
trust in the quality of our work. Third, as an organization Sonce wants to be present at all human and 
minority rights related fora. 
  

Higher involvement in the implementation of the programme through carrying out a significant 
number of activities of high quality simultaneously led to the establishment of partnership between 
MRG and RDDA Sonce in 2004. 
 
In terms of partnership, MRG’s and Sonce’s roles within the programme were judged as 
complementary. MRG was judged as the lead organization within the programme, responsible for 
the implementation of the whole programme, along with coordination of different activities, and 
administrative responsibilities. MRG also gave full support for the implementation of Sonce’s 
project activities, but also involved partners in different stages of the programme (planning, 
implementation, evaluation). On the other hand, the role of Sonce was seen as an organization that 
carried out concrete activities, but also ‘a link between MRG as an international organisation and 
local minority communities.’ Finally there were also joint activities, as planning of future activities, 
monitoring and evaluation. 
 
Evolution of partnership with old partners. 
There was a clear problem with the definition of the role of partner NGOs in the SEE programme 
that led to serious crisis in their relationship with MRG, one and a half year after the start of the 
implementation. All three partner organizations retrospectively stated that until spring 2004, there 
were misunderstandings and problems concerning the definition of partnership. In two out of three 
partner organizations, this caused a serious drop in the number of activities in this period. It seems 
that the sustainability of partnership came under threat. Judging also from the conclusions of the 
mid-term evaluation, the question was whether MRG wants to continue to co-operate with old 
partner organisations – and therefore will (re)-define its relationship with these organisations, or 
continue to implement the programme mostly with other NGOs from the region – establishing new 
partnerships – thus also ‘duplicating’ many of its earlier activities. 
 
The mid-term evaluation meeting in Budapest and other forthcoming meetings with MRG staff 
were judged as decisive by all three respondents for the definition of partnership, and more active 
involvement of these organizations. All respondents agreed that partnership between MRG and 
their organization became more productive and intensive, while relationship deepened and its 
quality got significantly better, especially after the evaluation meeting. MRG communicated with 
partner organizations in more transparent ways, sharing the necessary information relevant for 
planning and implementation of activities. On the other hand, there were more opportunities for 
partners’ involvement and more responsibilities.  
 
(Re)definition of partnership. In retrospect, interviewees from the three active NGOs judged the 
role of MRG and their organizations as complementary especially after 2004. The functioning 
partnership manifested itself also in joint planning, sharing of information and opportunity for 
partners to participate in all important stages of the programme. 
 
More precisely MRG’s role within the programme was judged as the ‘roof organisation’ 
responsible for coordination, organization and administration. According to the interviewees, due to 
its experience, MRG also offered significant help in international advocacy through consultancy, 
provided know-how through training seminars and publications, and provided important contacts 
especially through meetings at the international level. One interviewee stated that without MRG, 
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activities related to the protection of national minorities and promotion of their rights would be very 
difficult to carry out, at least in some countries in the region, due to non-existent, or hardly 
accessible funds from donors for this purpose. 
  
The partner organizations’ role was to identify the exact needs on the ground, propose activities in 
line with the programme, and monitor the protection and position of minorities mostly on the local 
and national level. According to one respondent, partner organizations could also engage more 
actively at the regional level, depending on their interest.  
 
In general, relationship between MRG and partner NGOs was judged as more equal than earlier. In 
terms of strong criticism, one respondent noted that MRG as a partner was not sufficiently 
interested in the work and problems of partner NGOs. More precisely, apart from the SEE 
personnel, members of MRG were not present at the local activities of partner NGOs. 
 
2.3. Programme management in retrospect 
This section presents the findings of semi-structured interviews with the four active partner 
organisations on MRG's management of the programme. There were two major issues of 
programme management that were addressed by representatives of partner NGOs:  

• information sharing and  
• administration and coordination of activities. 

 
2.3.1. Information sharing 
Based on the answers received from the interviewees, in the second part of the programme, all 
active partner NGOs were sufficiently well informed about the programme activities where they 
were directly involved. According to all three ‘old’ active NGOs in the first two years there were 
some problems in communication.15 The launching of the newsletter and the mailing list was 
especially praised by one respondent, along with more intensive informal communication. 
 
Two respondents stated that information on the ‘dynamics of the implementation’ or ‘schedule’ of 
different activities of the programme was lacking. The information about the activities of other 
partner NGOs was judged as insufficient by one respondent. One respondent also noted that there 
was insufficient information on available resources on some activities, especially in the first part of 
the programme. 
 
All respondents had significant complaints concerning transparency for the first part of the 
programme. However, in the second half, the programme became sufficiently transparent to all 
partner organisations.  
 
2.3.2. Quality of administration and coordination 
The quality of administration and coordination of activities was judged as satisfactory by all 
interviewees. There were however serious objections.  

• Two interviewees mentioned that there were some occurring inconveniences and minor 
problems as a result of relatively frequent changes in MRG programme staff. 

• According to one respondent there was a discontinuity in planning and implementation.  
• One interviewee criticised MRG's practice of unilateral appointment of external consultants, 

without consultations with partner organisations. This practice was also judged as a sign of 
mistrust in ability to carry out quality work by partner NGOs (the case of micro study).  

• One respondent listed the lost unused funds among the weaknesses of the programme.  

                                                 
15 For issues of partnership see the previous section. 
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III. General Assessment of the SEE Programme: Programme Relevance and 
Achievements 
 
Summary  
The programme intervention logic was appropriate: it addressed the most critical issue of 
insufficient implementation of minority rights standards in all countries of SEE. The intervention 
logic was sufficiently flexible, and captured the opportunities derived from changes in the countries 
of the region. In this way, the limitations in the regional approach of the intervention could be quite 
successfully neutralized. This was very necessary and important, since the countries of the SEE 
region are quite different and show different patterns of development. For example, in the case of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina the general appropriateness of the SEE intervention logic/approach was 
more problematic then e.g. in Macedonia.  
 
The main achievement of the SEE programme was that it contributed to changes in the positive 
direction by continuous and strategic capacity building of minority and human rights NGOs in the 
region: it identified the right people and the right organisations to work with. It is estimated that all 
minority and human rights NGOs from the SEE Programme are well informed about MRG’s work, 
and cooperated in some way with MRG. Through their participation in the SEE Programme, 
minority NGOs were learning by doing, simultaneously contributing to positive changes in their 
environment.  
 
Although the programme properly defined the goal of intervention, it did not define sufficiently the 
way, the process and methods for achieving that goal. Moreover, the critical issue of sustainability 
of the civil sector in SEE countries in general, and minority and human rights NGOs in particular, 
poses a serious limit to this achievement. The second limitation of the SEE Programme is that 
MRG failed to incorporate comprehensively gender mainstreaming in its programme activities. 

 
 
The aim of this chapter is first, to assess whether the goal and the intervention logic of the 
programme were defined appropriately to the needs on the ground. Second, the main achievements 
and possible contributions of this programme to positive changes are presented. Both assessments 
are made based on the feedback from four partner organisations and answers of four experts on 
minorities and civil sector in SEE, but also on information provided in the previous sections. The 
interviewed experts included an external consultant on the SEE civil sector working for 
international agencies and foundations, the MRG Roma Programme Coordinator and two 
prominent  university lecturers on minority issues and SEE. Among them one is also a minority 
rights activist, and participant in the SEE Programme. All interviewed experts were relatively well 
informed about MRG’s work in SEE. The final section of this chapter presents some limitations in 
the scope and quality of the delivered programme.  

 
 

3.1. Assessment of the intervention logic of the programme  
 
The goal of the SEE II programme was ‘[t]o protect and promote the rights of minorities in 
Southeast Europe by contributing to the implementation of international standards and domestic 
legislation, and to enhance inter-community understanding.’ The intervention logic of the 
programme – the way of achieving this goal - was based on strengthening the capacity of minority-
based and inter-ethnic NGOs to advocate for implementation of minority related legislation, raise 
awareness of minority rights and to participate in decision making processes. 
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In sharp contrast to the less active NGOs, most active partners could list quite precisely the goal 
and purposes of the programme. One interviewee however could not tell the goal, but knew all the 
main activities within the programme and their purpose. 
All interviewees from partner NGOs from Croatia, BiH and Macedonia, evaluated the 
appropriateness of the intervention logic from the experience of their activities, and from the 
context of their country. 
 
Three interviewees judged the intervention logic of the programme as appropriate, since it was 
based on jointly identified needs. The interviewee from BiH raised the issue of the limitations of 
the regional approach. 
 
The logframe was judged by 3 active partner organisations – from Croatia and Macedonia - as 
adequate. This was due to the originally envisioned flexibility in adapting to local needs through 
consultation with partner NGOs. As one respondent put it, the 'interactive relationship between 
MRG and partner NGOs, supported by up-to date analyses followed the dynamics of the region'. 
The intervention logic was based on real needs while newly arising opportunities for a specific 
activity during the programme implementation could also be incorporated. Furthermore, the 
strategy of linking international advocacy with national and local in the activities was successful for 
these organisations. 
 
The interviewee from BiH noted that the intervention logic of the regional programme is not 
adequate to all countries of the region. In other words, what is meaningful to do in Macedonia or 
Croatia, is not necessarily meaningful in BiH. In the context of this country, to have meaningful 
and strong minority rights advocacy activities is very difficult given the high level of 
decentralization, very limited competencies of the central government and multiple levels of 
governance. Moreover, the context for action is changing very quickly in this country, which 
requires additional annual revisions of the appropriateness of the programme. The same respondent 
concluded that MRG should work more nationally than regionally – launching separate 
programmes for different countries of the region. Regional activities within the programme were 
especially judged by this respondent as only partly successful since not all NGOs, coming from 
different countries, benefit from them equally. It was also suggested that MRG's consultancy, 
training and advocacy are more meaningful if the focus is more national than regional.  
 
Apart from the commonalities in implementation and the relatively similar position of minorities in 
all countries, experts agreed that countries in the SEE region are too different. Therefore all of them 
evaluated the changes by dividing the countries into sub-groups16. There were significant 
differences among countries in terms of both level of change, and directions of change.  
 
Expert interviewees agreed that the main indicator in terms of minority rights protection in the last 
three years is indeed the implementation of the minority rights standards. One respondent stated 
that these countries were facing a challenge of how to translate the legislative framework into 
practical policy at the very local level. The main issue became the implementation of minority 
rights in practice. According to the experts, there was a positive, but not sufficiently significant 
change in this direction in the last three years. The issue of implementation of minority related 
legislation and policy remained the top challenge for all targeted countries in the region. 
  

                                                 
16 The subgroups were the following 1. Bulgaria (facing EU accession, started to implement anti-discrimination 
legislation) 2. Albania (facing problems of democratic consolidation, and minority rights still not prioritized), 3. 
countries of former Yugoslavia (some minorities seem to benefit more from changes than others, e.g. numerically 
smaller minorities), 4.  Greece ( with minimal or no improvements at all). 
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Concerning interethnic relations and awareness of minority rights, most expert respondents stated 
that there was indeed a need for positive intervention, since in most countries inter-ethnic 
relationship deteriorated at the very social level. Whilst at the national (central) level the political 
elite internalized the rhetoric of minority rights, important tensions remained on the grass-root 
levels as a legacy of the war and conflict. 
 
According to most expert interviewees, there is still no constructive dialogue and partnership 
between NGOs and governments, which could significantly contribute to the implementation of 
minority related legislation and policies. This stems from the fact that NGOs could not resolve their 
opposing roles of being both watchdogs and partners of government, but also from the legacy of 
earlier poor relations between NGOs and governments.  One interviewee stressed that in many SEE 
countries many decision makers (both local and national) often do not know how to deal with 
problems of minorities, rather than being anti-minority oriented. Therefore NGOs could have a 
more constructive, less confrontational role here. One expert interviewee stressed the lack of NGOs 
engaged in advocacy on the very local, in order to find solutions to very local problems of 
minorities.  The need to act more on the very local level – rather than on the national – was 
underestimated in the original SEE programme. However, this was partly amended especially by 
the redesign of the NGO decision-makers seminars into an appropriate activity. 
 
Limitations in the intervention logic. The substance of the intervention logic was mainly 
appropriate, with some limitations stemming from the regional approach. This limitation was quite 
successfully compensated with the flexibility and adaptation to local needs in the process of 
implementation. However, the process and methodology, the way of achieving the goal of the 
intervention was not defined in the original programme. This caused tensions within MRG, as 
already indicated in the previous part of the report. A further limitation in the intervention was due 
to the fact that no policy analysis was prepared on the position and sustainability of the civil sector 
in SEE.17  
  
 
3.2. Assessment of the achievements of the regional programme 

  
In terms of achievements, active partner NGOs agreed that judging at least from the results of their 
activities, the programme was quite successful, achieved 'most of the outputs’ and significantly 
contributed to the changes in the positive direction, concerning the implementation of minority 
related legislation, raising awareness, and capacity building. A further achievement of the 
programme was better cooperation of most (3) of the interviewed partners with local and national 
authorities than it was the case before the programme started. 
 
Experts identified the EU as the main motor of change in the SEE countries, especially on the 
legislative level related to minority rights. The EU however did not sufficiently monitor the process 
of implementation. This was the role of NGOs. 
 
According to the experts, MRG’s main achievement in the last three years is that it is consistent in 
and committed to increasing the advocacy and organisational capacities and empowering minority 
NGOs. MRG taught these NGOs to raise their voices in a rational manner, participate in the human 
rights discourse, spell out important issues related to implementation, and provided the with the 
necessary tools. In this way they can be heard at both national and international levels, and they can 
actively influence decision-making. MRG’s programme thus also raised minority NGO’s 
efficiency, satisfaction with their work, and motivation.  
                                                 
17 For more on this see the next section “Limits in quality and scope of the intervention in retrospective” 
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As summarized by one interviewee, within the context of role of NGOs: 

the main achievement of MRGs work in SEE is that it had a strategic approach in capacity building: 
identifying the right people and the right organisations to work with. MRG has both created people 
capable of advocating for improvement of the position of minorities who are learning by doing, or 
supported the people or organisations that already had the sufficient capacities.  

 
There were four additional important points raised by the experts: 

• One expert interviewee stressed that MRG is reluctant to engage in dialogue with the 
national governments: this is left for the partner organisations, which often poses a difficult 
challenge for them. Although MRG helps indirectly by offering training, know-how, 
consultancy to NGOs, its presence in the mediation, the process of communication, and 
constructive dialogue with governmental actors is often very much needed. 

 
• One interviewee stressed that change in overcoming the negative legacies of the past 

requires large efforts and decades of positive intervention. In other words, a three-year 
programme could not have detectable, significant impacts here. Therefore the indirect result 
of this programme is that there is a recognized need for longer-term interventions and 
programmes. 

 
• One expert stated that the sustainability of the work of minority NGOs in the future in some 

countries is difficult without MRG, which has easier access to financial resources. 
 

• According to two expert respondents, among major achievements of MRG is that it 
publishes and raises awareness of minorities and minority rights in SEE. 

 
To conclude, according to both experts and NGOs, the SEE programme contributed to changes first 
of all through strategic capacity building of minority NGOs in the region.  
  
 
3.3. Additional limits in quality and scope of the intervention in retrospect 
 
At the final evaluation meeting, held in June 2006 in Sarajevo, the present programme partners and 
MRG staff jointly identified two negative aspects in the intervention logic and achievements of the 
SEE Programme: 

 Sustainability of the civil sector in SEE is more problematic than it was anticipated by the 
programme 

 The SEE Programme activities did not sufficiently incorporate gender mainstreaming 
 
Empowering NGOs in the context of general sustainability of NGOs in SEE Programme 
In SEE the civil sector is critically weak, while minority and human rights NGOs are even weaker, 
since the societal framework is not beneficial for their work. The issue and risk of sustainability of 
the civil sector in SEE is a context that MRG did not take sufficiently into consideration at the time 
of the programme planning. 
 
In SEE countries, legal frameworks are generally in place which allow for unhindered NGO 
activity. Moreover, the societal framework in SEE is a milieu which is generally negative towards 
the issues of minority rights, making the work of minority rights organizations even more difficult.  
In terms of capacities and skills of minority rights NGOs, partner NGOs reported certain change for 
the better in their countries. However, the overall level is still insufficient. Finally, all minority 
rights NGOs experience problems with funding, and partly compensate it with volunteering. 
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Generally, the staff turnover is relatively high, and most qualified people often leave NGOs when 
they succeed to find secure jobs. 
 
General outcome assessment of the SEE Programme from a Gender perspective. 
MRG did not sufficiently address gender mainstreaming in programme implementation and work 
with its partner NGOs to identify strategies and approaches in order to equally promote the rights 
of both genders (especially minority women) in programme activities. MRG and partner NGOs did 
not identify successful strategies and approaches to address sufficiently issues related to the equal 
promotion of rights of minority men and women.  
 
The original programme stated that  

MRG has gained understanding of the needs of women and gender relations in the programme 
countries, and is aware that in a number of cases women are under-represented at policy levels. MRG 
and its partners are sensitive to both traditions and practices that negatively impact on women’s 
participation, and the fact that needs of women, which may be different from those of men, are often 
ignored, either on purpose or by accident. 

 
Acknowledging only the issue of under-representation of women at policy levels, the original 
programme thus did not address the issue of multiple discrimination of minority women. It failed to 
address whether MRG and programme partners have the necessary capacity to mainstream gender 
and develop gender sensitive approaches and strategies.  
   
In reality, the conditions for gender awareness and the capacity of addressing the needs of minority 
men and women in SEE comprehensively were not present. Most partner NGOs had no experience 
in gender mainstreaming, while MRG developed its own more comprehensive gender sensitive 
approach during the programme implementation itself. In this sense, MRG adopted and revised its 
earlier guidelines concerning its gender policy in February 2006. 
  
As a consequence, during the implementation of the SEE Programme, MRG did not recognize the 
need to work with its partner organizations on gender mainstreaming. MRG and its programme 
partners therefore could identify gender sensitive approaches and strategies when designing and 
implementing their activities. Generally, the SEE Programme programme failed to address and 
incorporate comprehensively gender mainstreaming. At the final evaluation meeting in June 2006 
in Sarajevo this was recognized by both MRG and programme partners as a serious limitation of 
the achievements of the SEE Programme.  
 
The original programme furthermore envisioned that ‘MRG and its partners aim to strengthen the 
position of groups facing multiple disadvantages, such as minority women or children’. This 
abstract aim was not developed further into a clear strategy, partly because it was not prioritized. 
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IV. Evaluation of Regional Activities within the SEE Programme 
 
Summary 
Regional activities carried out within the SEE Programme included training seminars (ARTS and 
ToT), minority rights in development workshops and publications – a training manual and a macro 
study, among others. The publications, especially the macro study, were judged as of high quality 
and useful. The Roma macro study received significant attention among all partner NGOs. Both 
publications were published as answers to identified needs, however it is yet too soon to measure 
their impact, also due to their late dissemination. 
  
The outcome of the regional workshops and training activities was increased level of practical and 
theoretical knowledge and skills of participants and their organisations. However, both the regional 
training seminars and the workshops were originally designed with too high or not clearly defined 
expectations. Since there were two ARTS, ToTs and workshops, MRG could and did successfully 
incorporate lessons learnt when designing and carrying out the second activity.  
 
In the case of the Training of Trainers the goal of creating pool of trainers was by and large not 
achieved. At best, participants remained trainers within their organisations and within their 
communities or networks. Cooperation among ToT participants after the training was limited 
within their countries, and was sustainable on the mid-term level (one year after the training). 
 
In the case of ARTS, the minimal expectation of increasing individual capacities in both knowledge 
in minority rights and advocacy skills was met. Most participants also had the opportunity to 
immediately put learning into practice by carrying out follow up activities or delivering 
interventions at an international forum. There were very successful cases of NGOs that began their 
advocacy activities as ARTS participants (e.g. RDDA Sonce). However, the sustainability of civil 
sector in SEE along with limited networking among participants poses serious limitations to the 
achievements of ARTS. In the case of networking, the original programme had not identified 
clearly the meaning and reason of work in networks. According to the evaluation, many 
participants, and their NGOs, did not have the capacity to follow up on this training. In other cases 
participants left the civil sector altogether. 
 
Regional minority rights and development workshops encouraged NGOs to actively take part in 
developmental processes, and improved their knowledge on relevant issues. All participants judged 
these workshops as useful. The workshops also succeeded to bring together different stakeholders 
(NGOs, professionals, international and developmental actors) and opened up new opportunities for 
cooperation, both in-country and regionally. Due to their regional scope, the workshops remained 
rather informative and theoretical, and their practical component was insufficient.   
 
The regional activities within the SEE Programme consisted of the following projects which were 
completed by June 2006:  

 Two Regional ARTS: in Budapest and in Warsaw  
 2 Training of Trainers: the first consisting of 2 modules and the second in Sarajevo  co-

organized by MRG and Independent, Zenica 
 Two regional workshops ‘Effective Inclusion of Minority Needs Into the Development 

Process’ organised by MRG in Brussels in December 2004, and  ‘Disaggregated Data 
Collection in the Field of Development’ co-organised by MRG and ADI in Skopje in 
October 2005  
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 MRG publications ‘Training Manual on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights’ and macro 
study ‘Roma Poverty and the Roma National Strategies: The Cases of Albania, Greece and 
Serbia’ 

 
With the exception of the first ARTS and the first regional workshop (‘Effective Inclusion of 
Minority Needs Into the Development Process’ organised by MRG in Brussels in December 2004), 
this part of the report evaluates these activities at the output, outcome and possible impact levels. 
The analyses are based on semi-structured interviews, however the after-event evaluations filled out 
by participants are also used, as indicated. 
 
4.1. Regional Advocacy Rights and Training Seminar (ARTS) 
 
Information for the evaluation of this activity was compiled from the original programme 
proposal/intervention logic, interviews with staff, notes of the Advisory Group meetings, post 
training evaluation forms, donor reports and 4 semi-structured interviews with participants from the 
2nd regional ARTS, specifically to assess the output. Interviewees were drawn by division of 
responses to end of event evaluation forms into ‘very positive’ ‘positive’ and ‘no response’, no 
participants provided negative feedback, the 4th interviewee was selected randomly. Interviewees 
were from Croatia, Macedonia, Kosovo and Serbia.  
 
The assessment is structured as follows: 

• goals & objectives 
• outputs & lessons learned 
• outcomes 
• conclusions 

 
Goals and Objectives 
 
The SEE Programme envisioned the implementation of two regional ARTS trainings with the 
following key objectives  

• Increase participants’ knowledge of minority instruments and mechanisms operating 
through the UN, OSCE and Council of Europe 

• Increase participants’ awareness of and ability to apply effective strategies for advocacy at 
domestic and international fora and to engage in dialogue with domestic and international 
decision makers, including development agencies 

• Explore how international standards and mechanisms can be useful for addressing local 
problems 

• Bring together a network of NGOs committed to minority rights who are likely to work 
together to advocate for change in their country 

• Provide opportunities for participants to develop follow-up advocacy initiatives, with 
ongoing support from MRG and co-organising partners. 

 
Each event was to be attended by 25 participants, 2/3 from minority communities, half from outside 
the capitals and gender balance and balance of communities and countries would be sought. The 
content and methodology was to be participatory and a mix of lectures and practical sessions. 
Content would include minority rights, practical advocacy and case studies presented by MRG 
partners. 
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4.1.1. Output - Budapest 2003 
27 participants (9 male and 18 female) took part, 7 from Macedonia, 4 from BiH, 4 from Serbia, 3 
from Albania, 3 from Bulgaria, 2 from Croatia and 1 from Montenegro. 
 
The content included an overview of international instruments and mechanisms for minority rights 
protection, including their strengths and weaknesses, the relevance of international law for 
domestic situations, training in lobbying strategies and the development of a national advocacy 
plan.  
 
According to their own assessment, knowledge and skills of the participants was increased. 24 
participants indicated in feedback that they found the training ‘very useful’ or ‘useful’ and 22 stated 
that what they had learned would help them ‘very significantly’ or ‘significantly.’ 6 local follows 
ups were carried out in communities by participants. 
 
Lessons Learned 
After the evaluation of the ToT in 2003, MRG and partners felt that ‘partners had exhausted the 
pool of quality participants’ and broader advertising would be needed in the future. Applied to the 
ARTS, this approach opened up a pool of new talent, but it was now felt that the pool may have 
been too broad and it would be difficult to meet the objective of building a network between 
participants. A new strategy was proposed of targeted recruitment and limited advertising. 
 
The design and methodology of the activity was also changed between the 1st and 2nd ARTS. At the 
Programme Evaluation meeting in 2004 it was felt by partners that more opportunity for 
international advocacy was needed as capacity building. It was decided that the 2004 ARTS would 
be held in conjunction with the OSCE Human Dimension Implementation Meeting in Warsaw to 
allow the participants to deliver interventions at the forum.  
 
4.1.2. ARTS in Warsaw, October 2004 
 
Output 
The meeting was held in Warsaw in the run up to the OSCE HDIM meeting, with the objective of 
participants being given the opportunity to give interventions. There were 22 participants (9 male 
and 13 female), 22 responded that the training was ‘useful’ or very useful’ and 20 responded that its 
relevancy to them was ‘significant or very significant’. 13 interventions were given at the HDIM. 
For all it was the first experience at international fora.  
 
Lessons learned 
The tie-in with HDIM was considered a success by both participants in end of event evaluation and 
interviews. There was disappointment expressed by MRG in evaluation that more participants were 
not willing to give interventions or were not allowed, as only the managers of their organizations 
were allowed to speak in public. It was considered by MRG that this was an issue of a recruitment 
methodology. 
 
Outcomes 
2 interviewees felt the training was very deep and had retained the information. Both identified that  
learning to use the language of rights protection had provided ‘new concepts and ideas’ and the 
basis for an analytical perspective.1 interviewee had been able to incorporate a minority rights 
component in their annual grant for development work from an international donor. 1 interviewee 
had been involved in the Croatia shadow report on the FCNM and 1 interviewee from Macedonia 
had used the knowledge of the FCNM to influence and amend a piece of local government 
legislation.  
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3 participants had mentioned that they had no opportunity to attend international fora, so this skill 
was not being utilised. Their expectation was that MRG would support them in this. 3 participants 
felt that they had not been able to use the advocacy skills long term in their careers, stating as 
reasons the lack of opportunity, funding within their organisations and also the appropriateness of 
techniques and methods to local audiences.  
 
1 interviewee considered ‘the methodology for problem solving was not fluid’, so the method was 
not always applicable and found it more rigid when they tried to adapt it. They felt participants 
were already ‘well educated and articulate’ and that potential beneficiaries’ different backgrounds 
had not been considered 
 
All 4 felt group dynamics had been good. There had been an initial exchange of information post-
event. But 3 noted that communication had fallen away very quickly They noted examples when 
communication and exchange of ideas would have been beneficial to their work, but had felt unsure 
about resurrecting contacts. 
 
In particular the issue of employment was raised.1 participant had found employment as a result of 
the ARTS contacts, but 1 had experienced long term periods of unemployment and 1 had left the 
NGO sector. It was mentioned by 2 interviewees that employment opportunities were a benefit they 
expected from the email group. 1 interviewee suggested MRG should use the concept of ‘alumni’ 
for participants. 
 
All 4 participants had used the resource packs in their work and had incorporated them into local 
trainings. 1 interviewee in Croatia and 1 in Kosovo said the Resource Packs had become the 
principle resource documents of their organisations. 
  
All participants had used MRG publications in their work.2 interviewees felt that as a result of 
reading the publications a broader international perspective would be beneficial, 1 participant had 
managed to incorporate aspects of one of the African publications into their work. 1 participant felt 
that translation of resource packs into the local language would be of more benefit than translations 
of publications. 
 
Conclusion 
 The regional ARTS training can claim to have substantially improved the individual capacity of 
participants in both knowledge of minority rights and advocacy skills, verified by both the post 
training evaluation forms and interviews. Participants were immediately able to put the learning 
into practice through follow up activities and reported increased contact between government, 
international actors and NGOs.  
 
The training’s link between international standards and local problems can be said to have been 
successful.  Interviewees cited examples of amendments to actual legislation and local NGOs 
adopting international standards as advocacy tools. 
 
1 unforeseen hindrance to the long-term impact of the training is the subject of employment. 
Interviewees were working for organisations which did not have the capacity to follow up on this 
training or had left the sector altogether. As a result knowledge and skills were being lost. 
 
It cannot be said on the basis of the interviews that partners reported increased cooperation between 
minority and HR NGOs on in-country and international advocacy or that there was better 
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networking. A system had either not been put in place to ensure sustainable contact or it was 
assumed that participants would maintain this on their own initiative. 
 
The trainings have been clearly multiplied by participants locally although we cannot verify the 
scale. In particular training resource packs have been widely adapted and distributed, providing a 
valuable resource to their region and have been an exceptional benefit from the activity.  
 
4.2.  Training of Trainers 
 
4.2.1   Evaluation of Training of Trainers in Budapest and Warsaw 2003 
 
The evaluation of the Training of Trainers is based on interviews with 4 participants who attended 
both modules. The interviewees were selected through a random selection, divided proportionately 
based on participant responses in the end of training evaluation forms. 1 participant was selected 
who rated the training very positively, 1 who rated positively and 1 who did not rate, the 4th was 
selected randomly as there were no feedbacks which could be considered negative or average. 2 
interviewees work in Bulgaria, 1 in Serbia and 1 in Greece.  
 
Other sources include evaluation forms completed by participants at the end of each module, 
evaluation questionnaires sent to all participants c. 8 months after the final training (this was 
completed by 6 participants – 2male/4 female), the original programme proposal/intervention logic, 
feedback from staff involved, notes from the ToT steering group and SEE Advisory Group 
meetings, reports to donors and a revised activity description. The evaluation is divided into the 
following sections  

• Goals/Objectives,  
• Outputs  
• Outcomes  
• Conclusion  

 
Goals/Objectives 
The original objectives of the ToT were the following:  

• To create a pool of trainers on minority rights and advocacy in SEE, who can conduct 
training for their communities and other NGOs. This will include in-country trainings 
within this and other programmes 

• To contribute to the sustainability within this programme by increasing local capacity and 
creating more resources to continue this kind of work 

• To strengthen the capacities of partner organisations 
 
25 participants were to take part and a ToT Steering group consisting of MRG and partners was 
created to manage the training. The content and methodology of the training would be participatory 
and comprise 2 modules, one held at the CoE and focusing on in particular the FCNM and a 2nd 
regional module. The 2-module structure would enable participants to learn from the 1st module and 
result in a training carried out in their organisations. MRG would support In-Country ARTS 
trainings as a follow up.  
 
Output 
The 1st module was held in Budapest between the 23-28 May 2003. 22 participants (9 male, 13 
female) attended the 1st module. Of the 18 who completed the post-workshop evaluation form, 17 
evaluated the programme as ‘very useful’ or ‘useful’ and 15 responded that the training had 
developed their confidence about minority rights ‘significantly’ or ‘very significantly’. 
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There were a number of negative responses to specific components, particularly the OSCE trainer. 
It was felt that the manner was not appropriate or sensitive to the region. MRG staff noted in a later 
interview, that considerable change had gone into content and method between the two trainings to 
make the training more user friendly.  
 
Following the 1st module, an online ToT resource centre was established on MRG’s website. 
Materials were also burned onto CDs and distributed to participants.  Participants carried out 
trainings within their organisations between the 2 modules. Some partners compiled casebooks 
within country group and disseminated them amongst each other. 
 
16 participants completed the 2nd module (6 male 10 female). 14 respondents to the end of event 
evaluation form said they felt ‘very satisfied’ with both modules and that they felt confident they 
could take forward independent training. 
 
Outcomes 
The post-training evaluations were largely positive, with participants stating they had gained new 
skills and confidence in taking forward training 
 
2 specific positive outcomes can be noted from the post-impact questionnaire. Participants felt that 
they had learned ‘new information’ and those with training experience previously considered they 
had been given ‘new perspectives’. Their skills had been enriched and the training had linked 
theory and practice well, so that it was clear how the training could be applied.  
 
Secondly, all respondents felt that they had increased confidence in dealing with decision makers 
and had indicated increased contact since the training. 3 respondents noted that awareness of 
minority issues had increased since the training and they were able to take advantage of these 
developments. In 1 case from Greece, decision-makers had contacted the partner after learning 
about their trainings. Respondents could not say they had influenced attitudes of decision-makers, 
but had instigated contact and increased awareness amongst them.  
 
The questionnaire reflected follow up to both modules and concrete examples of outcomes include: 
1) trainings in Greece; 2) cooperation in the Croatia FCNM shadow report; 3) consultancy 
agreement with local authorities in Bulgaria on compliance with non-discrimination criteria; 4) 
multiple local trainings in Bulgaria.  
 
Of the 4 evaluation interviewees, 3 noted considerable increase in personal capacity. 2 noted that 
they had become regular trainers for their organisations and that their organisations had adopted 
minority rights components as part of their organisational strategies. 
 
Only 1 interviewee felt however that the training had so far provided long-term sustainability. The 
other 3 felt that after initial follow up, little opportunity had arisen to apply the gained skills. 
 
2 interviewees had made much use of the resource materials provided by the training. 1 noted that 
the materials were their organisation’s principle resource on minority rights and 1 had copied and 
disseminated the CD widely in Bulgaria amongst beneficiaries and decision-makers. All 4 regularly 
consulted the MRG website for publications and considered them significant resources 
 
Sharing of information and experience between participants was considered by all 4 to have 
increased their confidence and knowledge. 3 noted that it was a unique aspect of the training that it 
developed relations between such a variety of people and NGOs. 1 participant had noted that a 
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long-term partnership had been developed with another participant’s NGO to great mutual benefit. 
The initiative to contact decision-makers by 2 interviewees was described as being instigated by 
learning of initiatives of other participants 
 
All 4 found communication had not been maintained since the 2nd module, between themselves and 
other participants. It was felt that this was something MRG could have done more to maintain. 
 
3 respondents noted lessons had been learned from the 1st module and the training had improved, it 
seemed more personalised and appropriate to the audience and seemed to ‘appreciate the 
development of group dynamics’. 1 participant from Bulgaria however felt the 1st event was more 
professional.  They found the 2nd training more enjoyable, but felt the methodology of energisers 
and teamwork was ‘silly’ and would not be able to be adapted to more local audiences.  
 
The issue of perception of MRG was also raised. Participants from Bulgaria and Greece were not 
aware of the programme’s decreased involvement in their countries and noted that they expected 
further activities and felt that momentum from the training had been lost. They assumed that this 
was an oversight in MRG’s planning. 1 interviewee thought that it was because MRG considered 
them a poor trainer. 
 
Conclusions  
The 1st objective of the ToT to create ‘a pool of trainers’ is hard to verify, since there appears to 
have been no clear definition of what was meant by this term. The training has created trainers who 
are a resource to their organisations and direct beneficiaries. The application of their skills appears 
mostly exclusive to these communities, interviewees and respondents are not reporting that they are 
being invited to give regional or international trainings or supporting other organisations from the 
ToT.  
 
The training has appeared to have strengthened the skills of the participants and as a result the 
capacity of their organisations. Concrete examples of the raising of participants’ NGO profile and 
dialogue developed with decision makers were given by interviewees and in the Impact 
Assessment. 
 
The lack of opportunity to undertake further related activities by interviewees after the initial 
MRG-supported in-country activities means that it cannot be claimed yet that the training has 
contributed to the sustainability of the programme. This response also reflects the decision within 
the programme to work with fewer partners in fewer countries. 
 
 
4.2.2 Regional Training of Trainers, Sarajevo, co-organized with Independent 
 
The evaluation of the regional Training of Trainers in Sarajevo is based on four interviews 
conducted with 4 participants (24% of participants). Two weeks after the interviews took place, the 
interviewees were also asked to fill a questionnaire, and 3 were filled. Additional information about 
the organisation of the event, and information on contacts and follow-up activities was received 
from Independent and MRG.  
 
Outputs 
The ToT held in July 2005 in Sarajevo was co-organised with Independent, Zenica, BiH. MRG 
appointed the trainer, while the selection of training materials and the definition of training design 
was done by MRG and the trainer, with the participation of the Steering Group. A representative of 
Independent was also a member of the Steering Group. The call for applications was carried out by 
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MRG, while the Steering Group participated in the selection of participants. The responsibilities of 
Independent were to organize the logistics for the event itself.  
 
In comparison to the first ToT, the second ToT incorporated lessons learned concerning especially 
the selection of participants, and the time necessary for the organization. There was a relatively 
large number of applications. However, smaller problems occurred during the selection process due 
to a relatively low number of applicants with required skills. An additional problem was posed by 
the definition of selection criteria.  
 
There were 17 participants from 6 target areas of the programme: Albania, Croatia, BiH, Kosovo, 
Macedonia, and Serbia. Three selected applicants from Bulgaria and Albania had difficulties with 
their documents and could not come, and at the end there was only one participant from Albania. 
According to the co-organizer, all selected participants had the necessary knowledge and skills to 
participate in the training. The English language skills of the participant from Albania made 
however difficult both the communication and her meaningful participation, as well as the informal 
communication with other participants from former Yugoslavia. The selection of the was judged as 
excellent by both the co-organizer and participants.  
  
During the training, the participants received significant amount of materials (cca 500 pages), and a 
CDRom with these and additional materials. After the training 4 new MRG publications were 
disseminated by the co-organiser to the ToT participants: UN Guide; Southeast Europe Guide on 
Effective Participation of Minorities in Economic Life; Participation in Economic life; and 
Recognition of Minority Rights briefing paper.  
 
According to the results of the after-event evaluation, the quality of organization, the programme 
and design of the training, along with the trainer were judged on the scale from 1 to 5 mostly 
between 4 and 5 in average, with a very few exceptions, and insignificant difference. [All items 
judged were between 3.83 and 4.61, on average 4.36]. The main weakness listed by the participants 
was the intensity of the schedule and lack of time for some activities. 
 
Outcome 
In this section the findings are presented and analysed, grouped into:  

• general information 
• increase in knowledge and skills  
• training activity of participants after the ToT 
• applicability and application of new skills  
• application of materials 
• contacts and cooperation with other participants 
• possible impacts 

 
General information. The co-organizer of the ToT remained in informal communication with most 
of the participants. According to her, all participants were retrospectively satisfied with the quality 
of this training. However, Independent had no available information on training or minority related 
activity of three participants (18%). All 4 interviewees remained in the same organization, along 
with the additional 10 about whom there is information.  
 
Knowledge and skills. According to the interviews conducted 8 months after the event, all 
interviewees confirmed that their knowledge and skills increased as a result of participating at the 
ToT. However, for two of the respondents this was the first time to participate at such event. 
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According to follow up answers from questionnaires, all of them stated that they became either 
reasonably or very confident in delivering trainings. 
 
Training activity. All interviewees delivered trainings after the ToT, at least all of them participated 
in follow-up trainings after the ToT, within the SEE programme. Apart from that, three of them had 
a significant number of trainings delivered, and/or participated actively in organization of trainings. 
E.g. One organization had altogether 4 trainings delivered but also participated in the design of two 
other trainings. All respondents had ‘only a little more’ or ‘significantly more’ advocacy activities 
after the ToT. At the same time they also stated that the quality of work of their organization, but 
also their own work, had significantly improved. 
 
Application of skills. The interviewees reported that they apply the skills and techniques of ‘getting 
maximum attention and involvement of participants’ (2 respondents) in order to teach issues related 
to MR more efficiently. After the ToT one respondent organized and designed his trainings in a 
more participatory manner, involving more people in the design and organization. Respondents also 
reported successful application of ‘techniques of relaxation’ and ‘role play’. ToT techniques and 
tools were evaluated as of moderate value by 2 respondents, while 1 considered it of great value. 
 
Concerning applicability, all respondents stated that they could apply the knowledge and skills to 
their job: 3 respondents stated that they work directly with persons belonging to national minorities, 
while one stated that it contributed to a launch of a new programme within their organization. 
Three respondents stated that they realized how important it is to be up-to date, to follow changes 
concerning national minorities on local and national level. The trainings of one respondent after this 
ToT became ‘more interesting since there is more practical work and issues, thus raising the 
attention level of participants’,  
 
Application of materials. Of the four respondents, three stated that they used the materials 
intensively, as a source of materials to be distributed at their trainings, but also as a help in the 
preparation of the content of the training. The fourth respondent stated that he used the materials 
very little. All respondents reported that they were able to share learned methodology with others at 
least within their organizations, or disseminated applicable ToT materials at their training. 
 
Communication and cooperation. According to the interviews, communication and cooperation 
among participants developed first and foremost at the national level. All respondents reported 
some co-operation and mutual sharing of information, including co-organisation of trainings with at 
least one participant of the ToT from other organisation.  
 
Two respondents did not have any information on the training activities of other participants – apart 
from those with whom they co-operate. Two other respondents however heard about trainings of 
organizations from other countries. At the regional level, there was no cooperation and 
communication is very limited. 
 
Possible impacts. In terms of possible impacts of their trainings, two respondents stated that some 
of the participants of their trainings called them afterwards in order to receive information on how 
to exercise their rights. In one case, a Roma NGO received help in the registration of the 
organization by the organization of one interviewee. Two other respondents stated that it is too 
early to expect any impacts. However, both of them indicated some possible impacts that their 
activities could have. One respondent stated that the result of his training of Roma journalists, 
resulted in observable change in their work - this might generate further change. The other 
respondent stated that she always tries to bring someone from a relevant institution for the trainees 
– either among authorities or donors who can provide the trainees with additional information, 
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possibilities that may change their lives. All respondents could also report concrete plans 
concerning their future training on advocacy and minority rights. 
 
Conclusion 
The objective of the ToT to ‘create a pool of trainers on MR’ was not defined precisely, and caused 
some problems during the implementation of the project. The more precise objective to contribute 
to the development of trainers who can and will conduct training for their communities and other 
NGOs was achieved, according to the interviewees.  
 
In terms of contribution to sustainability of work done, the interviewees fulfilled at least the 
minimal expectations 8 months after the ToT. Most of them had significant number of training 
activities both within their organisations and for minority communities. In other words, they proved 
able to act as resource persons within their organisations and communities. On the other hand, in-
country connections among ToT participants became stronger, including cooperation and sharing of 
relevant information. Regionally, the cooperation among participants is extremely limited, and 
sharing information is only sporadic. Finally, the capacities of organisations were also 
strengthened. For some participants from different organisations this was a decisive event in terms 
of adding or increasing the quality of their training activities.  
  
 
4.3 Minority Rights and Development Workshops  
 
4.3.1. Evaluation of the Regional workshop 'Ethnic data collection in development' 
 
The Minority Rights and Development Workshop: “Effective inclusion of minorities’ needs into 
the development process  – From policy to action’ was held in Brussels on 1 December 2004. It 
gathered actors from international and NGOs. Originally 23 participants from NGOs from SEE 
(8+1), EC (12) and governments (3) were invited. In reality, most actors from the EC did not show 
up. The workshop was divided into theoretical speaking sessions and practical, thematic working 
groups, covering two topics of Education and Employment Generation / Poverty Alleviation. In 
terms of participation, especially the afternoon thematic working groups did not reach sufficient 
participation. 
 
The workshop had the following four objectives: 

1. Foster a better understanding of all participants on the key issues involved when integrating 
minorities into development policies with regard to education and employment generation.  

2. Commence a respective dialogue process between international actors, governments and 
minority and interethnic NGOs.  

3. Provide recommendations for governments and the EC on how to ensure that minority 
needs are integrated into economic and social sector development, particularly education 
and employment generation, and minorities communities are able to participate in processes 
and outcomes. As well as provide recommendations for minority and interethnic NGOs 
from the region how to advocate for the inclusion of their communities into economic and 
social sector policies and programmes and give support by feeding their experiences into 
design and implementation.  

4. Offer suggestions for concrete follow-up mechanisms in the respective countries as well as 
on EU level based on the recommendations.  

 
Judging from the 6 filled after-event evaluation questionnaires, the first two aims of this workshop 
were by and large achieved. According to responses, the workshop was a useful learning 
experience for the participants. However, the unsatisfactory level of active participation posed 
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serious limits to this outcome. The workshop failed in achieving the last two aims. Due to the lack 
of time and lack of active participation, there were no grounds for providing recommendations and 
suggestions for follow up mechanisms. 
 
The feedback from active participants after the event made clear to MRG that: 

• more time is needed for carrying out this type of workshop  
• higher participation is needed, especially from relevant authorities 
• more dynamic design of the workshop, more discussion, shorter presentations is 

needed in order to reach more practical outcomes 
 

 
4.3.2. Evaluation of the Regional workshop 'Ethnic data collection in development' 
 
The workshop organised in Skopje incorporated the lessons learnt from the workshop Brussels. The 
idea was that higher participation and more time will be secured if the workshop is organised in the 
region. The expenses of a workshop in the SEE region were much smaller, but it also enabled 
higher participation. By including a partner NGO and more time for the preparation of the 
workshop itsef, it was easier to gather relevant authorities and interested NGOs from the region. 
The Skopje workshop was also designed in order to provide more, but shorter presentations- thus 
increasing the active participation. 
 
This evaluation of the Workshop: 'Ethnic data collection in development' is based on 7 interviews 
with participants, almost 8 months after the event. The interviewees were selected proportionately 
by countries and target groups of the workshop. Among the interviewees were thus 3 
representatives of NGOs (2 from Macedonia, one from BiH), 2 governmental officials from 
Macedonia, 1 professional from the statistical office of Montenegro and 1 interviewee from a 
developmental agency (UNDP, Croatia). Gender balance of respondents was also secured (3 
female, 4 male).  
 
The aims of this workshop were to: 
• Encourage discussion on ethnic data collection in the context of development among minority 

communities, NGOs, governmental bodies and international donors (including bilateral and 
multilateral agencies).  

• Raise awareness about the importance of the ethnic data collection in the development context 
among minority communities and NGOs as well as stakeholders such as local and national 
governments and international donor organisations.  

• Development of specific recommendations in working and discussion groups. 
• Follow-up activities in the region.  
 
This evaluation will attempt to answer the question whether these aims were achieved. 
 
Output 
The Minority Rights and Development Workshop: 'Ethnic data collection in development' was held 
in Skopje, Macedonia on the 13th and 14th of October 2005. The workshop was co-organised by 
Association for Democratic Initiatives (ADI) and MRG. ADI was fully responsible for the technical 
organisation of the event, but it had also tasks in terms of recruitment and selection of participants, 
facilitating sessions and conducting an after event evaluation. 
 
There were 48 participants at the workshop (27 male, 21 female), including the representatives of 
the co-organisers (ADI and MRG). Participants included representatives of minority and inter-
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ethnic NGOs from 6 countries of the region, representatives of statistical offices of 3 states in the 
region, representatives of governmental bodies of Macedonia and BiH, representatives from the 
European Commission and also representatives of international developmental agencies (United 
Nations Development Program - UNDP, European Agency for Reconstruction - EAR) and 
international NGOs. The workshop consisted of presentations, followed by discussions of 
participants, along with work in working groups on more particular issues. On the second day, a 
significant number of participants, especially many state officials did not attend the workshop. 
  
In accordance with the after event evaluation, retrospectively, all respondents judged the workshop 
as well organised, interesting and quite useful. It was especially considered important and useful 
since it brought together different stakeholders, especially NGOs and representatives of state 
statistical offices from the whole region. There were however important critical observations on the 
design of the event itself. 
 
According to most respondents, there were too many presentations at this workshop and too little 
practical work. Most critically, one respondent stated that the workshop was conceptualized more 
as a seminar rather than a workshop, since it was too theoretical. Additionally the same respondent 
commented that this workshop was of little use for participants from BiH due to the specific 
context of this country (no census, lack of official data, no defined role of governmental agencies). 
 
Regarding the content, all respondents stated that in the focus of the workshop were data related to 
Roma, also due to the Decade for Roma inclusions. Therefore other national minorities (Albanians) 
and vulnerable groups (IDPs) were only sporadically discussed. Representatives of Roma NGOs, 
however, found this useful.  
 
 
Outcome 
The positive outcome according to most respondents was that this workshop offered new 
opportunities to exchange information between different stakeholders, to learn about experiences in 
other states, and for NGOs and statistical offices to come closer in understanding each other’s 
work. Most notably, as a positive outcome one respondent from an NGO said that the workshop 
offered ‘… an encouragement for us that we can also participate in the discourse on how ethnic 
data can be gathered‘.  
 
On the other hand there was a limit in communication between NGOs and statistical offices. They 
were speaking ‘different languages’. Interestingly, informal communication in breaks between 
sessions was considered very useful by some respondents. However, since both statisticians and 
governmental officials formed separate circles and found common issues to discuss, NGOs were 
relatively excluded from these.  
 
Confirming the results of the after event evaluation, all interviewees stated that the workshop was 
very relevant and useful for their work. Respondents from NGOs and the development agency 
reported that they could learn more about different data collection techniques and methods, which 
they could successfully apply in their work.  
 
As an unintended positive outcome, the respondent from the Montenegrin statistical office 
established excellent contacts with colleagues from Macedonia. These contacts furthermore 
evolved into meaningful exchange of materials, and learning from each other’s experiences, 
especially in the application of the international recommendations. 
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Among the three interviewed representatives of NGOs, two of them reported on-going follow-up 
activities to this workshop. Both of them could upgrade their analysis of ethnic data that they 
collected earlier, as a result of lessons learned from this workshop.  
  
Conclusion.  
Meaningful communication emerged from the discussion on ethnic data collection in the context of 
development between NGOs and officials from national statistical offices. It mainly focused on 
issues of methodology of data collection and international recommendations. Representatives of 
international organisations did not contribute significantly to the discussion. 
 
Awareness on the importance of the ethnic data collection in the development context was raised 
first and foremost among minority communities and NGOs, in the sense that they realized that they 
can influence lives of minorities by collecting relevant ethnic data. As a result of this workshop, an 
activity with possible impact, a representative of a Roma NGO reported that  
 

‘We were encouraged to compare our data with the official data in Tetovo statistical office. There 
were problems with registration of pre-school age Roma in schools. They were in an area between 
two school districts, but incidentally they were not registered. Roma also did not know where they 
belong to. If we had not collected and presented these data – they [in the statistical office and 
schools] will never see it!  

 
The official statistical offices benefited from this workshop in an unanticipated way, since 
meaningful cooperation developed between two national statistical offices. As the interviewee from 
the Montenegrin statistical office stated, her professional colleagues from Macedonia could inform 
her on the implications of the Macedonian Law on Minorities, which requires ethnic based data 
collection on statistics and statistical methodology. This was very significant since Montenegro was 
also in the process of adopting a similar law18.  
 
Due to lack of time, specific recommendations were not tabled on the workshop. The last session 
however raised some important issues. 
 
Finally, there were 2 follow-up activities after this event19. Among the interviewees, two prepared 
follow up activities to this workshop. Both interviewees reported successful application of some 
lessons from this workshop.  
 
To sum up, only two aims among four of this workshop were fully achieved. Namely, awareness 
about the importance of the ethnic data collection was raised especially among NGOs, and 
successful follow-up activities took place. Two aims were fulfilled partially. Communication 
between different stakeholders was encouraged however, there were unanticipated obstacles in 
establishing better communication. On the other hand, the workshop also produced some 
unforeseen positive outcomes related to these. Due to lack of time, the aim of producing generally 
accepted recommendations was not achieved, although some general conclusions were made, and 
new issues were raised. 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
18 in the meantime this law was adopted 
19 This information is from MRG. 
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4.4   MRG publications: Training manual and Roma Macro study  
 
4.4.1. Training manual on economic, social and cultural rights 
‘Participation in Economic life: An Advocacy Guide for Minorities in Southeast-Europe’ by 
independent author Tara Bedard, 2000 copies, published in April 2005, disseminated by June 2006 
 
The training manual on economic, social and cultural rights did not receive sufficient attention from 
NGOs. Generalising from the interviews, very few NGO activists actually have red this publication, 
and none applied it yet in practice. Among the interviewed representatives of the 4 partner NGOs 
all received, but only one actually red this publication. One respondent distributed it further to other 
organisations in BiH, who were very interested in it. However this respondent did not have any 
information whether these organisations were satisfied with the quality of this publication, and 
whether they have already applied it in their work.  
 
The only respondent who read the study told that it is very difficult for him to judge the quality of 
this publication, because he does not know any similar publication of this kind to which he can 
compare it. But he stated that he believes it is certainly useful already since it is the very first 
publication of this kind. He also stated that its usefulness and applicability can be judged more 
meaningfully only after the guide is used and applied in practice.  
 
 
4.4.2. Evaluation of the Macro study ‘Roma Poverty and the Roma National Strategies: The Cases 
of Albania, Greece and Serbia’, written by Alphia Abdikeeva, published in 2005 
The Roma macro study received significant attention among NGOs involved in the programme. 
The overall quality of the study was judged as positive. The need to have this publication in all 
local languages was constantly stressed. 
 
For the purpose of evaluation of the macro study ‘Roma Poverty and the Roma National Strategies’ 
5 interviews were made: one with a local partner NGO representative who contributed to the 
realisation of this activity (Roma Centre for Democracy), and four with representatives of partner 
NGOs from the region. Of these four, two are Roma minority NGOs. 
 
The respondent from Roma Centre for Democracy was satisfied with this project. This organisation 
actively helped in the data collection for the Roma macro study, and the work of the author. During 
data collection, the author met with NGOs from a Roma informal network in Valjevo, but also met 
representatives of the municipality. As an unintended outcome of these meetings, as a positive 
example of MRG mediation, the local authorities became more aware of the needs of the local 
Roma community, and started to respect more the local Roma NGOs. In this way, first a 
communication between the local authorities and Roma Centre for Democracy was established. The 
final study helped furthermore in establishing a better cooperation with local authorities. On the 
other hand, it also contributed to better visibility of Roma Centre for Democracy and problems of 
the Roma community, first of all locally, but also nationally.  
 
The interviewee was satisfied with the quality of the report: it presented a ‘realistic and critical 
picture about Roma poverty and its causes’. However, according to the interviewee the 
insufficiency of the publication is that it was written in English and was not available in local 
languages. Since most people in Serbia do not speak English, the language was an obstacle for 
making a much greater impact that this report could make.  
In terms of the feedback and received comments on the study from beneficiaries and the target 
audience, the respondent said that people were very surprised. At the local level in Valjevo, local 
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authorities received it positively, and started to pay more attention to the needs of local Roma. Most 
Roma in Valjevo have not read the study. 
  
The cooperation with the author was labelled as optimal. The respondent stated that the author was 
very professional and capable. He was especially satisfied with ‘her comprehensive data collection 
in order to understand our situation.’ Although it was short and presented at an international event, 
the respondent was satisified with the presentation of the publication in Warsaw. However he stated 
that it is a great pity that there was no public presentation nationally.  
 
Although the study will be disseminated only in June 2006, all except one of the interviewees read 
the study. The only respondent who did not read the study however received copies of the 
translation of it in Romani language, and will distribute it to interested Roma NGOs in BiH. 
 
All three respondents judged the quality of the study as very good. One respondent was especially 
satisfied how the situation of Roma was presented, with the general information on the strategies 
for Roma inclusion, but also with ‘excellent’ recommendations both for national governments as 
well as international organisations. One respondent had a critical remark on the insufficient gender 
perspective of the study.  
 
All three respondents also agreed that the study is useful, important and applicable in their work. 
One of the organisations actually translated the study to Romani, presented it nationally and 
distributed it. The form and style of the study was judged very positively by two respondents. The 
third respondent said that although she considers the study to be good, she still thinks that it is too 
short. According to her opinion, all three countries deserve a separate study. 
 
All respondents agreed that there is a strong need to translate it to local languages. Among the 
causes was, first to raise awareness more successfully among people who work in governmental 
and local public institutions on the problems of Roma – who rarely speak English. On the other 
hand, many NGOs with lower language capacities cannot use publications and information in 
English in their activities. 
 
In terms of usefulness, the publication was labelled as all  

• useful for offering an insight on the problems of Roma for people outside the region, 
• useful for people working in governmental and local institutions especially dealing with the 

socially disadvantaged people,  
• useful for NGOs dealing with national minorities, and more specifically, Roma NGOs. As 

one respondent stated, this report can be used also for the first step in initiating higher Roma 
involvement in the opportunity structures of Roma Decade and National strategies for Roma 
inclusion.  

  
Conclusion 
Due to short time passed it is impossible to assess the impact of these studies. Moreover, due to 
delay in dissemination, this was even more difficult. Although MRG publications are not 
distributed on time, interested NGOs find way to ask and receive publications they are interested in, 
as a result of their effort. As an unanticipated outcome, exchange of publications happens both 
among partner NGOs from different countries in the region. They also distribute to other NGOs in 
their country – as anticipated by the programme. There is a strong need for the translation of 
publications in local languages, especially the impact studies, that is intended to a wider target 
group. Finally, NGOs involved in the programme are not equally interested in all publications. 
.
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V. Case studies: Activities of RDDA Sonce, Tetovo, Macedonia and Center for 
Peace, Vukovar, Croatia 
 
Summary 
RDDA Sonce, Macedonia and Center for Peace, Croatia successfully delivered several significant 
activities within SEE Programme, covering almost all components of the programme. Both NGOs 
started their original involvement through participation of their activists at MRG’s training 
seminars within one of the SEE programmes. Judging from the context of change of Croatia and 
Macedonia between 2003 and 2006, the activities of both NGOs were relevant, and were in 
accordance with the most striking needs. Both organisations were raising awareness through 
strategic collection of data, increased their cooperation with authorities on all local, national and 
international levels, contributed to higher inter-ethnic communication and served as resource 
organisations to other NGOs in the country. 
 
This chapter presents the achievements and outcomes of the activities of two MRG’s partner 
NGOs: Center for Peace from Croatia and RDDA Sonce from Macedonia. In order to see all the 
quality, possible impacts, but especially the relevance of these activities, the evaluation of the 
activities of these two NGOs is made taking into account the context of change in the last three 
years (2003-2006) in Macedonia and Croatia.  
Both organisations had no significant experience in international advocacy at the start of the 
programme. In both cases the engagement in international advocacy and more successful national 
level advocacy was an outcome of participation in ARTS organised by MRG.  
 
5.1 Evaluation of Activities of RDDA Sonce within the context of change 
 
5.1.1 Macedonia: Context of change for the period 2003-200620 
As an acknowledgement of significant progress made from post-conflict state to a stable, 
functioning democratic state, Macedonia was granted the candidacy status by the EU in December 
2005. In this context, the position of national minorities in Macedonia also improved in the last 
three years. This was the consequence of almost full implementation of the Ohrid Framework 
agreement that secured higher participation for national minorities in decision making and socio-
economic life, most notably through more proportional employment in public administration. Inter-
ethnic relations have also been improved in this period. However, there are differences in terms of 
improvements in different regions and localities, and more importantly, not all minorities benefited 

                                                 
20 This section relies on the following official reports Report Submitted By “The Former Yugoslav Republic Of 
Macedonia Pursuant To Article 25, Paragraph 1of The Framework Convention For The Protection Of National 
Minorities Acfc/Sr(2003)002 1st Cycle 23 September 2003; Shadow Report On The Situation Of National Minorities In 
The Republic Of Macedonia Prepared By Working Group For Minority Issues 1, March 2004; Alternative Report On 
The Implementation Of The Framework Convention For The Protection Of National Minorities In Macedonia Prepared 
By ADI, March 2004 Gostivar – Macedonia; American Bar Association,: ‘Report On Minority Participation In The 
Legal Profession In Macedonia. A Project Developed by the Section of International Law and Practice, Central 
European and Eurasian Law Initiative. September 2004; Report of the Helsinki Committee For Human Rights of the 
Republic of Macedonia on the human rights situation in 2005 - Annual Report At: 
http://www.mhc.org.mk/eng/a_izveshtai/a_2005gi.htm#IV4 
‘Commission Opinion on the application from the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia for membership of the 
European Union’. Communication From The Commission. Commission Of The European Communities Com (2005) 
562. Brussels, 9 November 2005; Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women: Concluding 
comments of the Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women: the former Yugoslav Republic of 
Macedonia Thirty-fourth session 16 January-3 February 2006. Advance Unedited Version. 3 February 2006; 
‘Macedonia: Wobbling toward Europe’ Update Briefing Europe Briefing N°41 International Crisis Group: Working to 
prevent Conflict Worldwide. Skopje/Brussels, 12 January 2006 
In some cases the answers from the 6 semi-structured interviews. 
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equally from changes. Whereas larger minorities, especially Albanians benefited more, numerically 
small minorities did not experience any significant change. Furthermore, in some crucial areas, as 
employment, education, health, housing, access to public services, poverty, etc. necessary for 
integration of national minorities there is still no breakthrough. 
The position of Roma in Macedonia slightly improved, especially in terms of steps for fulfilment of 
some social benefits and state support in education for Roma youth. In terms of integration of 
Roma there was no breakthrough, it still requires a comprehensive and continuous action in the 
long run. 
 
5.1.1.1. Legislation, Policies and Programmes 
Macedonia completed almost all necessary changes in its legislative framework, in accordance with 
the Ohrid Framework Agreement of 2001 and the Stabilisation and Association Agreement. The 
rule of law and the respect of fundamental rights are generally guaranteed, along with respect of 
minority rights.  
 
Macedonia started quite late, only in January 2005 the implementation of the National Strategy for 
the integration of Roma in the mainstream society. Macedonia also recently joined the regional 
Decade of Roma Inclusion through initially developing four Action Plans.   
Macedonia still does not have a comprehensive anti-discrimination legislation. At the same time, it 
also did not ratify, nor implement the European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages. 
However, it has ratified the Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities 
(FCNM), and is in the second monitoring cycle. Due to the recommendations made by the CoE, 
which were largely based on the NGOs’ shadow reports, Ministry of Foreign Affairs invited NGOs 
to comment on the second state report, although the time given for commenting was insufficient.  
 
5.1.1.2. Implementation 
The implementation of the Ohrid Framework Agreement is nearly completed, however, further 
improvements are still needed, especially in reforming the police and judiciary. On the ground 
however, implementation in many areas remains critical.  
Members of national minorities did not experience comprehensive change in the last three years in 
terms of creating the necessary conditions for the exercise of some of their rights – especially 
educational rights, economic development, and the public use of minority languages. Members of 
the Roma community remained in the most disadvantaged position in terms of exercise of their 
rights. 
 
5.1.1.3. Participation of minorities in decision-making 
Political participation of minorities at the state level improved. However, minorities other than 
Albanian remained far from reaching proportionate representation. Still, in the parliament, there is, 
in addition to Albanian and Turkish MPs, also one representative of Roma. Serbs and Vlachs are 
also present, through the mainstream Macedonian party SDSM.  
On the local level, over the last few years, minority communities have improved possibilities for 
participation only in municipalities where they account for more then 20% of local population. This 
also means that smaller and/or dispersed communities remained in a disadvantaged position. As 
one interviewee stated, these minorities received greater ‘access, but not effective participation in 
the decision making processes’. 
On the national level, despite the initiatives by the smaller communities MPs, reforms of the 
electoral process did not happen in the last three years, which could have enabled also the smaller 
minorities to be politically represented proportionately to their number. 
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5.1.1.4. Participation of minorities in socio-economic life 
The representation of minorities in the public administration increased significantly after 2001. The 
participation of minorities in economic life and developmental processes remained unsatisfactory, 
due also to the fact that some minorities are concentrated in the most under-developed 
municipalities.  
National minorities have a significantly lower participation rate in employment than ethnic 
Macedonians. This is partly due to extremely low participation rates of women in some ethnic 
minorities – most notably, among Albanians. Participation of ethnic minorities in professions e.g. 
in legal profession remained low, but there is an improvement in terms of the percentage of 
students who are members of national minorities, that may increase the representation in the long 
run. Thus, there is a positive tendency that started a few years ago. 
There was no sufficient support by the state for cultural associations of national minorities during 
the last three years, nor a clear state strategy for integration of minority cultural values into the 
mainstream culture. Awareness of minority rights by the majority did not significantly improve, 
while positive aspects of multiethnic society were not promoted sufficiently in the last three years. 
 
5.1.1.5. Inter-ethnic relations 
Inter-ethnic relations have been generally relaxed over the last few years, and there is no danger 
present any more from organized violent clashes between ethnic groups, nor threat from 
secessionist movements. However, over the last few years, generally the concept of a bi-national 
state was promoted, and the concept of multiculturalism was severely neglected. This manifested 
itself, first of all, in the diminishing inter-ethnic communication and sense of togetherness, and 
continuing polarisation among different ethnic groups. 
 
5.1.1.6. The role of NGOs21 
Generally, NGOs in Macedonia have the role of providing information from the ground, especially 
on the needs of citizens to the government, and to draw attention to particular problems of both the 
government and the wider society. NGOs are also providers of some direct services for groups of 
citizens and advocating for some changes in policies and legislative reforms. 
Among all minority NGOs, Roma NGOs seem to have developed over the last years a semi-
institutionalised role of ‘engine of the changes among the Roma’, for the improvement of their 
position and protection and promotion of their rights.  
 
Although some improvement happened, especially in some pioneering and encouraging steps 
between some branches of government and NGOs, the cooperation remained unsatisfactory over 
the last three years. Most governmental bodies still do not consider NGOs as relevant partner 
organisations for joint initiatives and actions.  
 
5.1.2  In-country activities of MRG’s partner organizations: RDDA Sonce  
 
Roma Democratic Development Association in Macedonia Sonce (Sonce) from Tetovo carried out 
various activities within the SEE II programme between 2003 and 2006. These activities include:  

 Shadow report on Macedonia’s compliance with the Framework Convention for the 
Protection of National Minorities.  This project was carried out by Sonce in cooperation 
with other minority NGOs in Macedonia: the report was produced by the Working Group 
on Minorities, consisting of representatives of 6 minority NGOs.  ECMI supported the 
realisation of this project, as well as MRG. MRG provided extensive support through 
training, comments on various drafts and support in developing an advocacy strategy. The 

                                                 
21 This section is based fully on answers received from the interviews. 
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report was officially submitted in March 2004 to the Advisory Committee, and also 
distributed electronically.  

 Translation of the UN Pamphlet on Human and Minority Rights into Macedonian and 
Albanian; publishing the translations in 400 copies and disseminated in Kosovo and 
Macedonia (200 and 200 copies) 

 NGO-Decision Makers Action Plans for Positive Change “Local Team for Decade Action” 
Implemented in Tetovo between December 2005 and June 2006 

 Micro study: Policies for Improvement of the Employment of Roma in Macedonia, by 
Nadir Redžepi and Aleksandra Bojadžieva, Roma Democratic Development Association 
Sonce, Macedonia, 1500 copies  

 ToT follow-up “Human/minority rights training for young Roma NGO activists“. 
implemented between in January 2006 with 14 Roma participants 

 Report on Roma Unemployment in Macedonia - Follow up to the “Disaggregated data 
collection in the field of development” in June 2006 

 Sonce also made two individual and several joint high quality interventions at the UN 
Working Group on Minorities in May 2005 and also at the OSCE HDIM in 2005 

 Received grants to increase organisational capacities 
In sum, RDDA Sonce carried out or was a beneficiary of activities, covering all components of the 
programme.  

Most notable immediate result of the FCNM Shadow report was that most of the recommendations 
the Opinion on “the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia”, adopted on 27 May 2004, addressed 
to the Republic of Macedonia by the CoE Council of Ministers were in accordance with Sonce’s 
shadow report22. As result, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs invited minority NGOs to comment on 
the second state report.  

As a result of the intensive meetings and dialogue with the local government carried out within the 
“Local Team for Decade Action” project, on 9 June 2006 the local council of Tetovo, Macedonia 
has adopted the Local Action Plans in accordance with the Decade of Roma Inclusion. This is the 
very first action plan adopted by a local council in Macedonia.  

The micro study on Roma unemployment attracted considerable attention of the media 
http://uk.oneworld.net/article/view/126000/1/?PrintableVersion=enabled . On the other hand it was 
also presented at one documentation internet portals – European Country of Origin Information 
Network (at:   
http://www.ecoi.net/detail.php?id=42482&linkid=48094&cache=1&iflang=en&country=MK) 
Sonce’s intervention at the 2005 OSCE HDIM was based on this micro study, and it inspired the 
beginning of the dialogue between Sonce and the Macedonian delegation present at the meeting.  

 
5.1.3. Outcome and relevance of the activities and contribution to change 
 
In order to find out more first of all about the outcome (results and quality) and relevance of the 
activities carried out by Sonce, 7 semistructured interviews were conducted. The selection of the 
interviewees, along with the definition of questions was made through intensive consultation with 
Sonce. The selection was made according to the criteria of selecting interviewees from the 
categories of 3 different stakeholders, including representatives of international organisations, 
governmental officials and NGOs from different minority communities. The selected interviewees 
were expected to be familiar with Sonce, and therefore able to tell more about their observations 

                                                 
22 but shadow reports of other organisations too. E.g. ADI submitted a shadow report at the same time to the FCNM. 
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and opinions of at least some of Sonce’s activities. The selected interviewees included an expert on 
Roma issues from an international organisation (ECMI), one governmental official on the national 
level (from the Macedonian Ministry of Foreign Affairs); and 5 representatives of different 
minority NGOs of 3 different national minorities (Roma, Albanian, Turkish), from 3 different 
towns in Macedonia (Gostivar, Kumanovo and Skopje). The evaluation research was conducted 
jointly by MRG and Sonce. 
 
All respondents knew some of Sonce’s activities. However 6 respondents mentioned the Shadow 
report on FCNM as the greatest, or among the main achievements of Sonce. Sonce was also 
recognised for its research activities by four respondents. Five respondents could list a significant 
list of activities, including publications, translations, joint initiatives and trainings. All respondents 
had very positive opinion about these activities: they were labelled as being ‘high quality’, ‘very 
professionally done’ activities. Furthermore, six respondents who knew about more activities of 
Sonce implicitly stated that these are both relevant and important activities, since they are based on 
really existing needs. Very characteristically to the answers received from NGOs, one respondent 
stated that these activities present the first step in a process of addressing the needs of the 
community systematically. Another stressed the intervention logic of Sonce’s activities as 
identifying the problem, and addressing the institutions and international organisations on how a 
problem should be solved. 
  
In terms of achievements there were three more specific and important answers. A representative of 
a Roma NGO stated that Sonce provides ‘good example of how to work on all local, national and 
international level’. The representative of the Albanian organization stated that the cooperation with 
Sonce was used by this organisation as the best model for cooperating with other NGOs. The 
respondent from the international organisation stated that in terms of achievements, Sonce is a rare 
Roma NGO that is ‘capable of conducting research that even academics can take seriously’. 
 
The governmental official knew Sonce first of all through the shadow report. However, the 
respondent from Albanian minority NGO stated that the main achievement of Sonce for him was 
the FCNM Shadow report itself.  
 

Even today we are using this report to fight for our rights. I brought it to OSCE, EU, all the 
municipal councillors, the local self-government, and everywhere we have problems with 
[protection of] minority rights we are bringing a copy of the report. I have used it in Albanian and 
even more in the Macedonian language. We are always printing new copies and are giving to people. 
There is a person, councillor at the municipality who is Albanian – Feris Dervisi. Recently – some 
15 days ago, he had a meeting with Mr. Fuere [European Commission’s Ambassador to Macedonia, 
Ervan Fuere], representative from OSCE and the American Ambassador in Macedonia. I prepared 
materials for him, including points from the alternative report. The people were extremely surprised 
by the correct data and the amount of data. Also, [to Nadir Redžepi] your conclusion from the 
meeting organized by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and FCNM secretariat helped me. I extracted 3 
sentences, which people here said that were most powerful. And all the data were extracted from the 
report for all the 4 topics we discussed. However, the local self-government was not very happy, of 
course. Therefore I want to say that Sonce made a giant step for the initiation of the issue for 
realization of the rights of the minorities in Macedonia. 
 

The respondents could name if not all than most of the international mechanisms for the protection 
of national minorities. Very notably, one respondent stated that ‘they are not very functional yet in 
Macedonia’. 
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The translation of the UN Guide was read only by three respondents from NGOs. Other two 
respondents from NGOs were informed about or received this translation. The three respondents 
who read it stated that it was useful for their work. 
 
Apart from one interviewee (who had attended the presentation of the shadow report), all six 
interviewees read this report. Three interviewees from NGOs also participated in the process of 
drafting or data collection, and they were quite familiar with its content. All six interviewees agreed 
that this report was of very good quality. The interviewee from the Macedonian Foreign Ministry 
stated that it had significant comments on the state report, and also formulated useful 
recommendations for the government. 
 
According to six interviewees, the shadow report at least contributed to a more complete and 
accurate picture on the actual situation of national minorities in Macedonia. Three interviewees 
from NGOs also added that it was a ‘better’ or ‘more realistic’ report than the state report. The 
interviewee from the Foreign Ministry said that the importance of this report stemmed from the fact 
that it presented the situation from a grass root level, about which civil servants and officials do not 
have so much insight. 
  
The interviewee from ECMI said that the shadow report created an incentive to bring together 
representatives of most ethnic groups living in Macedonia. Inter-ethnic dialogue, also among 
minority NGOs is still not at a sufficient level in Macedonia. The process of drafting the alternative 
report offered a forum for minority NGOs to express their views, tell more about their problems, 
but also to meaningfully communicate. In this way, as an immediate outcome of the shadow report, 
inter-ethnic dialogue among minority NGOs significantly increased.  
 
Only three interviewees had read the community impact study. Four interviewees from NGOs had 
not read this study first of all due to the fact that at the time it was available only in English.  
All respondents who read the publication found it of very good quality. Two interviewees, one from 
an NGO and the governmental representative agreed that this study offers a good overview, but that 
it might be also a good guide for formulating  a relevant employment policy for Roma in 
Macedonia. Interestingly, the NGO representative stated that this study also contains excellent 
practical recommendations for NGOs – what can they do in order to improve the situation, while 
the interviewee from the Ministry stated that it offers an important feedback to the government on 
some insufficiencies of its policies. 
 
 
5.1.4  Conclusion  
 
All available answers on the activities of Sonce were very positive. Possibly, these activities are 
establishing higher quality standards for minority NGOs work in Macedonia.  
 
Among all activities, the greatest achievement of Sonce was reached by the shadow report, which 
was supported also by ECMI. Apart of the fact that it successfully drew attention to the existing 
problems of different national minorities of both international actors and the government, it became 
a start of a more meaningful cooperation of different minority NGOs, between Sonce and the 
governmental bodies and between Sonce and international bodies and organisations. In the context 
of still relatively bad inter-ethnic relations and lack of cooperation and communication between 
NGOs and the government, this achievement gains even more in its significance.   
 
Research activities of Sonce are relevant in terms of raising awareness on existing needs of Roma 
in Macedonia, but also in terms of proposing concrete steps to be taken by different stakeholders. In 
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this way, preconditions of increased communication and cooperation between NGOs and 
governmental offices are established.  
 
Unfortunately, collected data from these interviews were not sufficient for assessing the quality and 
outcomes of capacity building activities of Sonce (training and translations) for other NGOs and 
minority organisations.  
 
Finally, more recent advocacy activities of Sonce on the very local level are pioneering great 
achievements in the cooperation with the local government, aiming at substantial implementation of 
Roma related programmes.  
 
In terms of the general context in Macedonia, the activities of Sonce were relevant since: 

• they were raising awareness through collection and publishing of relevant data, also aiming 
to improve implementation 

• communication and cooperation with national and local authorities increased, thus direct 
contribution to implementation is possible 

• through cooperation and increased communication with different minority NGOs, Sonce 
contributed to better inter-ethnic understanding  

• training activities, along with the distribution of minority rights related publications 
probably contributed to raising the capacities of different minority NGOs in Macedonia 

 
 
5.2. Evaluation of Center for Peace activities within the context of change 
 
5.2.1. Croatia: Context of change for the period 2003-200623 
 
The adoption of crucial legislative act in December 2002, the agreement between representatives of 
some national minorities and the right-wing HDZ government in 2003, partial implementation of 
the minority related legislation, and the decision of the EU of granting candidate status to Croatia, 
with starting negotiations in October 2005, all contributed to slight improvement in the position of 
national minorities. Moreover, a more beneficial general atmosphere was created that may generate 
further improvements.  
The main challenge in terms of the improvement of position of national minorities and protection of 
their rights, is the implementation of legal provisions, programmes that target the full integration of 
national minorities within the wider society. On the other hand, although there were significant 
efforts for reconciliation among political leaders of the major political parties, there was an eruption 
of significantly violent interethnic incidents on the grass root level especially in 2005, directed 
mostly against Serbs and Roma.  
 
 
 

                                                 
23 This section relies on the following official reports: Croatia - Country Reports on Human Rights Practices – 2005. 
Released by the Bureau of Democracy, Human Rights, and Labor. March 8, 2006; Croatia 2005 Progress Report 
European Commission, SEC (2005) 1424, Brussels, 9 November 2005; Savjetodavni odbor za Okvirnu konvenciju za 
zaštitu nacionalnih manjina “Drugo mišljenje o Hrvatskoj Prihvaćeno 1. Listopada 2004.” Strasbourg, 1. Listopada 
2004; Europska komisija protiv rasizma i nesnošljivosti [European Commission against Racism and Intolerance] Trece 
izvjesce o Hrvatskoj – usvojeno 17 prosinca 2004 [Third Report on Croatia].  Council of Europe, Strasbourg, 2005; 
Europska povelja o regionalnim i manjinskim jezicima [ECRLM] Primjena povelje u Hrvatskoj Drugi krug pracenja 
[Application of the Charter in Croatia, 2nd Cycle] Strasbourg 7. Rujna 2005 (2005) 3; OSCE, OSCE Mission to Croatia 
Status Report No. 17 On Croatia’s Progress In Meeting International Commitments Since July 2005. 10 November 
2005. If indicated the source of information is from the 6 semi-structured interviews. 
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5.2.1.1 Legislation, Policies and Programmes 
By 2005, Croatia has ratified all CoE conventions to which it had committed itself. Additionally, 
Croatia also concluded a bilateral agreement with Serbia and Montenegro in 2005 on the protection 
of national minorities. 
Concerning domestic legislation, with the adoption of the Constitutional Law on the Rights of 
National Minorities (CLNM) in December 2002, a very good legislative framework for protection 
of national minorities was created. The CLNM regulates the exercise of rights of persons belonging 
to national minorities, the inclusion of national minorities in political decision making, their 
proportional representation at administrative and judicial bodies, assuring financial means for the 
work of elected representatives of national minorities etc. 
Croatia adopted some legal measures to combat employment discrimination. 
In 2005, there were changes in the positive direction (amendments) in the all Law on Courts, Law 
on Local and Regional Self-government and the Law on State Employees in line with the CLNM. 
However, there is still need for further amendment of relevant legislation in order to combat 
discrimination and to assure equal participation of members of national minorities.  
 
In order to improve the position of Roma, Croatia also approved a national programme for the 
Roma and adopted an action plan in 2005 within the 'Decade of Roma inclusion'.  
 
5.2.1.2. Implementation 
Implementation of the CLNM was very slow, especially in some key areas. While on the national 
level the Council for National Minorities was successfully established, along with some 260 local 
minority councils at local and regional levels (with consultative role), the application of the 
provisions of the CLNM on the regional and local level remained highly problematic.  
The provision on the reserved seats for minority representatives at regional and local levels24  
remained unimplemented to a significant level. Most notably, certain number of local and self 
government units failed to amend their statutes in accordance with the provisions of the Law on 
Elections and the CLNM prior to 2005 elections.25   
Financial sustainability of the minority councils was not solved generally, while the exact role of 
local minority councils remained in many localities undefined, especially in areas that were 
affected by war. Arguably, the law overregulates issues related to minority self-governance at the 
local level.  
 
The implementation of the National Programme for Roma remained only partial. Concerning the 
implementation of the national action plan for the 'Decade of Roma Inclusion', especially the 
implementation of the free legal aid scheme might have some promising results.  
As preconditions for implementation of more complex matters, necessary supporting programmes 
were not developed. At the same time, necessary monitoring mechanisms were also not launched. 
In some cases, there were missing prerequisites for the implementation of adopted measures, such 
as e.g. statistical data on ethnic structure of employees at crucial state institutions.  
In terms of implementation, some local governments did not internalize the required measures set 
by CLNM and did not contribute to its further application and implementation on the very local 
level26. 
 
 
                                                 
24 Representative bodies of the Units of Local and Regional ”Self-governments” 
25 The conclusion of the Government warned about these failures after the elections but adopted disputable provisions 
on amending local and regional statutes in accordance with relevant legislation. The Constitutional Court of Croatia 
accepted the Proposal for initiating the assessment of constitutionality of the mentioned Conclusion in November 2005. 
This process is still pending. 
26 Third ECRI report on Croatia, pp. 25 
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5.2.1.3. Participation of minorities in decision-making 
Generally, there was an increase in communication between state officials and representatives of 
ethnic minorities over the last three years. Institutional prerequisites for the inclusion of national 
minorities in decision-making were also created. New minority institutions were established, and 
they worked without obstruction. The Council for National Minorities has been established on the 
national level, along with local and regional minority councils, in accordance with the provisions of 
CLNM. These bodies mainly have consultative roles, while the Council has also the role of 
allocating funds from the state budget to representatives of national minorities. 
In some local and regional communes, elected bodies still did not reach proportional minority 
representation in accordance with CLNM.  
 
The quality of representation however remained a problematic matter. Arguably, the elected 
council members lack the necessary knowledge and resources to perform their representative 
functions effectively. Respondents in the evaluation interview stated therefore that participation of 
minorities in decision-making does not improve, at least not significantly the actual position of 
national minorities. 
 
5.2.1.4. Participation of minorities in socio-economic life  
Issues of status rights e.g. citizenship, housing, some acquired rights, along with limited access to 
employment in the public sector remained crucial issues especially for Roma and returning ethnic 
Serbs, although some significant, though not comprehensive improvements have been made in both 
cases. Recurring employment discrimination, especially for Serbs and Roma still remains an 
obstacle for participation in the wider social life of members of these national minorities. There is 
also an underrepresentation of minorities in executive organs and judiciary, which is still not in 
accordance with the provisions of CLNM or FCNM. 
 
5.2.1.5. Inter-ethnic relations 
There were some improvements in media reporting – except in 2005. However, in recent years 
national minorities are still presented publicly in a rather negative light, being portrayed as separate 
groups rather than integral part of the Croatian society. Similarly, in the focus of the media are 
specific problems with national minorities, rather than the obstacles of their integration for mutual 
benefit (EC Progress Report: 21).   
As a result of better political atmosphere, inter-ethnic relations slightly improved, however, not in 
all areas of the country. In the Dalmatian hinterland, and to a lesser extent in Eastern Slavonia a 
significant number of serious incidents against ethnic Serbs occurred in spring 2005. An obstacle to 
further ethnic reconciliation and coexistence especially in the regions that were affected by war, 
remains the fact that these incidents are not sufficiently well investigated, while almost not at all 
prosecuted. 
 
5.2.1.6. The role of NGOs27 
NGOs in Croatia generally, and especially minority rights NGOs are still not considered as partners 
by the government. Minority rights NGOs are the only actors capable and willing to raise sensitive 
issues, and to raise attention of the public. Minority rights NGOs also have the role of educating 
other general human rights NGOs in Croatia which are not well informed on minority right 
standards. Although some improvements are made in terms of relationship and communication with 
official representatives, the impact of minority rights NGOs activity28 on the improvement of the 
position of minorities is still quite limited. 
 
                                                 
27 This section is based fully on answers received from the interviews. 
28 also due to their small number 
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5.2.2. In-country activities of MRG’s partner organization from Croatia: Center for Peace, Legal 
Advice and Psychosocial Assistance 
  
Center for Peace, Legal Advice and Psychosocial Assistance (‘Center for Peace’) from Vukovar, Croatia  
implemented different projects within the SEE II programme. These activities include:  

 Translation of MRG Croatia Report into Croatian - 500 copies – widely disseminated in 
Croatia 

 Micro study ‘Croatia: Challenges for Sustainable Return of Ethnic Serb Refugees, published 
in February 2006 in 1500 copies in English and 500 in Croatian and widely disseminated 

 Preparation of the FCNM Shadow Report on Croatia, in August 2004, together with 
Community of Serbs, Rijeka and in cooperation with other minority MGOs in Croatia. The 
report was officially presented, and widely distributed electronically 

 Promotional material ‘Short Guide to Minority Rights’ in Croatian in 2.000 copies and 
distributed both in Croatia and in the region to human rights NGOs 

 In-country ARTS: ‘Production of Shadow Report on implementation of the UN treaties in 
Croatia’  

 Shadow report on ICCPR, forthcoming in 2006 
 
Within SEE II, Center for Peace also participated in the educational seminars organised by NGO 
Zvonimir from Knin. In sum, Center for Peace carried out (or was a beneficiary of) activities 
covering almost all components of the programme29. In terms of immediate effects, the FCNM 
Shadow Report on Croatia and the micro study had some immediate and significant achievements. 
 
The FCNM Shadow Report was submitted to the Advisory Committee and a wide range of 
international and national actors. References to issues stressed in the report have been included in 
the opinion of the Advisory Committee and the third report on Croatia of the European 
Commission against Racism and Intolerance of the Council of Europe. The report also helped 
fostering the dialogue between civil society and authorities at the national level.  
 
Soon after its publication, the micro study on sustainable return of Serbs has provoked interest and 
some of its content was featured by the Institute for War and Peace Reporting, 
http://www.iwpr.net/?p=tri&s=f&o=259072&apc_state=henh, in its regular coverage of the work 
of the International Criminal Tribunal for Former Yugoslavia.  
So far, the Center received a fair amount of positive feedback on the micro-study. For example, 
country analyst for the Balkans of the Norwegian Refugee Council - Internal Displacement 
Monitoring Centre (Geneva) mentioned: ‘’It is an excellent paper, you can be sure I will quote it in 
my next profile. You managed to explain very clearly some complicated issues such as the various 
programmes for housing care and their lack of efficiency, as well as the discrimination in the area 
of employment.’’ (IDMC Croatia country profile published on 18 April 2006, www.internal-
displacement.org) 
 
UNHCR Croatia representative requested the electronic version of the micro-study in order to share 
it with the UNHCR Geneva, European Bureau.  
 
5.2.3. Relevance of the activities and contribution to change 
 
In order to find out more first of all about the outcome (results and quality) and relevance of the 
activities carried out by Center for Peace, 6 semistructured interviews were conducted. The 
selection of the interviewees, along with the definition of questions was made through intensive 
                                                 
29 except component 2 – NGO Decision Makers – Action Plans for Change 
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consultation with Center for Peace. The selection was made according to the criteria of selecting 
interviewees from the categories of 3 different stakeholders (international organisations, 
governmental organisations/official minority representatives, NGOs) and to select interviewees 
who were supposed to know about Center for Peace activities.   
 
The eventually selected interviewees included 2 respondents from different sectors of an 
international organisation (OSCE), 2 respondents from human and minority rights NGOs from 
different localities, and 2 official representatives of a national minority, one on national and one 
from the local level. The latter was also a representative of a minority NGO. The evaluation 
research was conducted together with Center for Peace. 
 
All respondents knew Center for Peace for its minority rights advocacy and educational activities 
on all local, national but also international levels but also for its social services (legal advice) on the 
local level. Additionally, one respondent knew Center for Peace also for its regional activities, and 
transborder cooperation with different NGOs.  
 
All respondents stated that the quality of the activities of this organisation was “very good” or 
“excellent”, and that they are relevant since they are based on real needs.  
 
The main achievement of Center for Peace according to most respondents was that it raised 
awareness on the issues related to the position and violation of rights of persons belonging to 
national minorities. Furthermore two respondents stated that Center for Peace also filled the gap of 
existing educational needs of both human rights NGOs and minority communities on international 
legal mechanisms for the protection of national minorities.  
Very importantly two interviewees from NGOs explicitly stated that by having an ‘objective 
approach to contribute to the solution of the issue of national minorities’ Center for Peace as an 
NGO is capable first of all in raising awareness on the problems and unsolved issues related to 
position and protection of minority rights in a constructive, not “politicised” way.  
 
All respondents were well informed on the existing international mechanisms for the protection of 
national minorities. 
 
Out of six respondents, five have actually read both the ‘Short Guide to Minority Rights’ and the 
Croatia report. The sixth respondent stated that she knew and saw these publications. Moreover, she 
knew that the ‘Short Guide to Minority Rights’ was widely disseminated among NGOs in Croatia 
and seemed to be very useful for the beneficiaries. 
The other five respondents judged these publications as accurate, well conceptualised and useful, 
especially the ‘Short Guide to Minority Rights’ was praised in this respect. As one respondent 
expressed this publication is especially important since “NGOs [in Croatia] do not have sufficient 
amount of educational materials” on international standards and mechanisms for the protection of 
minority rights.  
Three respondents from each groups of stakeholders reported that these materials were very useful 
in their every day work. The president of the Council of national minorities stated that it is 
important for representatives of national minorities to possess such publications in order to help in 
protecting the rights of members of their communities.  
 
In terms of quality, the FCNM Shadow report was judged by all respondents very positively, as 
‘objective’, ‘well balanced’, ‘serious and honest effort’. One respondent noted that its’ serious 
limitation is that it was written only from the standpoint of one national minority. Three 
respondents also stated that they found this report useful or very useful in their every-day work.  
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Four respondents stated explicitly that it was ‘very important’, since it provided additional 
information on striking problems of the Serb minority in Croatia, that were not included in the 
official report, thus offering a more ‘complete picture’ on the situation of this minority.  
One of the main results of the shadow report, according to one respondent, was also that the 
Advisory Committee posed additional questions to the Croatian government concerning the 
implementation of certain laws. 
 
The same respondent from the NGO, who helped in the preparation of this report, stated that an 
additional outcome of this report was that it proved to be an ‘excellent incentive to increase the 
communication between different national minorities’. Other national minorities were initially 
uninterested in participation for drafting this report, mostly also because ‘the FCNM was an 
unknown issue for them’. Although their reaction on the report was ex post quite critical due to the 
fact that only the position of Serb national minority was first of all discussed, communication 
between different minorities was established. 
 
All respondents have received, but only three respondents have read the micro study on the issue of 
sustainable return of ethnic Serb refugees. All three respondents who read the study judged its 
quality positively. Most importantly, it was judged as accurate, objective, also containing the 
essential, necessary information on sustainable return, but also as very legible by one respondent. 
There were two smaller critical remarks on the short length of the study and on a few outdated 
statements by one respondent. 
In terms of importance, the main importance of the study was judged as raising awareness on the 
issue of securing sustainable return. On the other hand, one respondent from an NGO stated that 
this study is especially useful for NGOs in their effort to influence decision-making. Especially if 
the continuity in data collection and documentation is secured in this way, it can be used as a basis 
for more fruitful communication of minority NGOs with both national stakeholders and 
international organisations. 
 
As a possible impact, this study was judged as possibly positively influencing decision makers, 
especially on the local and regional levels. The recommendation of one respondent from OSCE was 
therefore to disseminate this study especially to all local and regional decision-makers. 
 
5.2.4. Conclusion 
 
In terms of quality, all activities of Center for Peace were judged very positively by all respondents. 
Most respondents also stated that these publications and the shadow report are useful for their 
work. 
 
All activities of Center for Peace were relevant: they were based on existing, striking needs of 
minorities and NGOs. In the context of relatively few minority and human rights NGOs aware of 
international standards, these activities filled a wide gap. First, they were raising awareness on 
minority rights by comparing the actual and desired situation, of both decision-makers and the 
wider public on both local and national level. On the other hand, some publications had also an 
educational purpose, which are strengthening the capacities (possible quality and quantity of work) 
of minority and human rights NGOs, but also serve as useful information for representatives of 
national minorities. Since the NGO sector in Croatia is still insufficiently  informed about the 
international standards and mechanisms for the protection of national minorities, its’ training 
activities on minority rights advocacy serve a longer term sustainability of this issue within the 
NGO sector. 



 

 56

The activities of Center for Peace in the last three years could rely on a more favourable general 
atmosphere of prospects of EU accession in Croatia, as an opportunity for further improvement of 
the position of national minorities. 
 
In terms of the general context in Croatia, the activities of Center for Peace were relevant since: 

• It is a resource organisation for other NGOs. Being a relatively rare active minority rights 
NGO in Croatia, member of different networks, its training activities, along with the 
distribution of minority rights related publications contribute to both raising the capacities 
of different minority NGOs in Croatia, but also raises awareness among general human 
rights NGOs on minority rights standards 

• through collection and publishing of relevant data, some activities were raising awareness of 
the general public, aiming also to influence decision making and improve implementation 

• communication and cooperation especially with authorities on the national level increased, 
thus direct contribution to better implementation is possible 

• the shadow report on FCNM succeeded indirectly to increase the communication and 
understanding between different minority communities 
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VI. Changes in advocacy and organizational capacities of partner organizations 
 
Summary 
Both organisational and advocacy capacities of involved partner NGOs increased as a result of their 
participation in SEE Programme. Increase of advocacy capacities depended on both external 
circumstances (different opportunities to actively influence change in different countries) and 
capacities at the start of the programme (organisations with significant experience could gain less). 
Involved NGOs had different organisational gains in both extent and kind: more developed 
organisations gained less than smaller organisations, while depending on more specific missions 
and interests of these organisations, the gain was also different.  
 
The evaluation of change in organisational capacities in general, and more particularly, advocacy 
capacities of partner NGOs are based on data collected through filled questionnaires, semi-
structured interviews and additional written materials (annual reports, internet). In sum, 
questionnaires were filled out by all four NGOs30, four semi-structured interviews were conducted 
with representatives of these NGOs. Additionally, NGOs were asked to send their annual 
evaluation reports for the period between 2003 and 2006. However, only two organisations had 
available reports for some of these years. Additional information on organisational development 
was gathered from the existing internet portals of 3 out of 4 NGOs. 
  
From the questionnaire it was found out that activities of 3 organisations carried out within SEE II 
are strongly linked with their overall work, which makes it difficult to separate them from their 
other activities. The fourth organisation stated that ‘some of the programme activities are linked to 
[this NGO’s] other activities’. Therefore the relative impact of MRG’s programme on 
organisational development is difficult to assess. 
 
6.1. Change in advocacy capacities of Partner NGOs 
 
In this section the major strategies of NGOs are presented together with the assessment to what 
extent do materials and tools help these NGOs in their advocacy. 
  
6.1.1. Advocacy strategies and earlier experience in advocacy 
Among the four interviewed NGOs, only one had a significant experience in international 
advocacy, and advocacy in general. Through finding appropriate strategies, three NGOs could link 
local and national issues of protection of national minorities with relevant international standards 
and mechanisms, and successfully engage in advocacy activities in both national and international 
levels.  

• One among these NGOs, ADI had the most considerable experience in international 
advocacy.31 Advocacy of ADI in the last 3 years increased on the national level, first of all 
through the monitoring of the implementation of the Ohrid Agreement.  

• Other two NGOs – Center for Peace, and especially Sonce, started more meaningful 
international advocacy only within the SEE Programme programme, which resulted also in 
more intensive cooperation with national (both NGOs) and local authorities (especially 
Sonce). The description of their strategy was very similar, starting with data collection and 
raising awareness up to the international level, and raising awareness through analysis – 
through the application of international standards on the national level. 

                                                 
30 These four NGOs are: Independent from Zenica, Bosnia & Herzegovina; Center for Peace from Vukovar, Croatia;  
Sonce from Tetovo and ADI from Gostivar – both from Macedonia.  
31 In 2003 ADI received also a special consultative status with the Economic and Social Council of the United Nations. 
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• Finally, due to the very specific and unfavourable context of BiH for engaging in advocacy 
activities, Independent still did not find the proper strategy for advocacy. According to the 
interviewee, its advocacy capacities increased only by little. 

  
6.1.2. Materials and tools used in advocacy and obstacles  
In terms of useful tools and materials for conducting advocacy activities, all interviewees gave 
different answers.  

• The respondent from ADI stated that first of all for conducting international advocacy, the 
advice and contacts from MRG were the most important help.  

• The interviewee from Independent considered publications the most useful in conducting 
advocacy activities – especially resource packs, while documents of international 
organisations from the internet were considered too dry and not very useful. 

• The respondent from Center for Peace found especially useful MRGs website for 
downloading different documents, useful for advocacy. This interviewee also mentioned 
that there is an exchange of translated MRG publications into local languages between 
organisations from Serbia, Bosnia and Croatia which also makes advocacy easier for all 
NGOs. 

• Similarly, the interviewee from Sonce also stated that shorter publications, guides and 
materials with useful links were especially useful in their advocacy activities. 

 
In terms of difficulties, only the respondent from Sonce stated that the level of presence at 
international fora was insufficient. This was mostly due to objective reasons, since finding time for 
regular meetings and regular communication with international actors is difficult, due to the 
intensive schedule of the international actors. However, she suggested that at least the level of 
attending international fora might be improved by MRG.  
  
6.1.3. Increase in advocacy capacities of partner NGOs as an outcome of the SEE Programme 
 
The aim of this section is to see whether partner NGOs advocacy capacities have increased in the 
last three years, and what was the contribution of the SEE Programme to this increase.  
 
The SEE Programme contributed to the increase of advocacy capacities of three organisations. This 
is especially the case with two organisations, Sonce and Center for Peace. However, it has to be 
also noted that the opportunities for advocacy were especially beneficial in both Croatia and 
Macedonia in sharp contrast to BiH.  
   
Interviewee from Independent reported only little increase in its advocacy capacity.  
 

• There was a significant effort on part of Independent to work on national level. However, 
due to the very complicated institutional context of BiH, Independent did not find its most 
appropriate advocacy strategy. Second, both international and domestic stakeholders were 
not sufficiently interested to engage in the issues related to rights of national minorities, 
apart of solving the problems related to the constituent peoples who are minorities in some 
parts of BiH. According to the interviewee: 

There is no political will either among the government or international organisations to deal 
with national minorities, other than constituent peoples. 

 
Interviewees from three organisations reported successful advocacy activities.  

• In terms of increase of advocacy capacities of ADI, there was no significant increase, with 
the possible exception of increase in advocacy at the national level in the last three years. As 
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a contribution of the SEE II, the main increase in advocacy capacities of ADI manifested 
itself in enlargement of the number of staff, who were trained at MRG regional seminars.  

 
• Center for Peace significantly increased its advocacy capacities in the last three years, 

simultaneously on both the international and the national levels, first of all through activities 
carried out within SEE II.  

 
• Starting without any experience in advocacy on minority rights, Sonce became the best 

example of an organisation with significant and successful advocacy activities achieved 
through a process of intensive 'learning by doing'. First, it gained thorough knowledge on 
international mechanisms for protection of minority rights, and advocacy techniques by 
participating at ARTS within SEE II, and immediately applying this knowledge in practice. 
Through cooperation simultaneously with other minority NGOs in Macedonia it could also 
train and learn from them. According to the interviewee, advocacy activities of Sonce 
increased through years on both international, national and the very local levels. It 
successfully used the opportunities generated by National Strategies and the regional 
Decade for Roma inclusion. 

 
 
6.2. Change in general organisational capacities of partner NGOs in the period 2003-2006: The 
contribution of the SEE Programme  
 
In addition to changes in advocacy capacities of partner NGOs, the original programme also 
anticipated changes in general organisational capacities of partner NGOs participating in the 
implementation of the programme. Although the original programme’s intervention logic did not 
define this precisely, (there were no defined indicators for measurement), it did anticipate some 
changes in new opportunities for organisations through participation in the SEE Programme 
programme, especially in terms of better access to different national and international actors, and 
raising the credibility of these NGOs in the eyes of national and international stakeholders.  
This section presents the findings of additional organisational benefits of partner NGOs that 
participated in SEE Programme.  
 
All four partner NGOs benefited from participation in the SEE Programme in terms of increasing 
their organisational capacities. However, not all organisations benefited in the same ways or to the 
same extent. First, ADI as the oldest MRG partner among four, and as an already well-established 
organisation could only have some relatively small additional organisational benefits from 
participation in the SEE Programme. Having identified a successful intervention strategy, and using 
the favourable opportunities for action in Croatia and Macedonia, Center for Peace and RDDA 
Sonce benefited the most from SEE programme. Finally, Independent benefited from SEE 
Programme differently from other organisations: it became even more recognized as a ‘resource 
organisation’, capable of delivering trainings for organisational capacity building on both national 
and regional levels. 
 
In the following, more specific information will be presented on all four organisations in terms of 
organisational development. Second, opinions of the interviewees on the most useful activity within 
SEE II for the increase in visibility of these NGOs will be presented. 
 

• In terms of general benefits from the programme, the respondent from Independent (the 
organisation which advocacy capacities increased the least) wrote the following:  
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At the regional level, the program contributed to greater ‘visibility’ of our organization. We 
established new contacts with other NGOs from the region (mainly – neighbouring countries) and 
we discussed some opportunities for partnership projects. 
At the local level, the program contributed to development of our own resources. More specifically, 
our organization is more widely recognized among local NGOs as ‘resource point’ in the field of 
minority rights.  

 
Among all activities carried out within the SEE programme, the publication of the micro study is 
expected to contribute to the greatest extent to better visibility of the organisation.  
 

• Sonce received knowledge on advocacy, but indirectly it also increased its organisational 
knowledge – first of all related to skills of programme management.  
 

The interviewee from this organisation reported that as a benefit from participation in the 
programme Sonce also established a very significant number of useful contacts on both 
international and national levels for further work. More particularly, there was an opportunity for 
cooperation at the international level, but also opportunities were opened to receive funds from 
international organisations and donors.  
There was an increasing communication with the ministries of foreign affairs, education and social 
policy. Recently cooperation with the local government also intensified, and experienced a positive 
breakthrough – as a benefit from the ‘NGO Decision makers’ activity. 
Sonce could furthermore establish some institutional knowledge, in a way that ‘irrespectively 
whether [its] employees change, there will be an access to certain resources and materials’.  
The public image of Sonce also changed. It became more recognized and respected for its activities 
out of which many were carried out within the SEE programme on all local, national and 
international levels, by both national and local governmental organisations, international 
organisations and NGOs. It received also more attention from the media.  
Among all activities carried out within SEE Programme, the preparation of the FCNM shadow 
report, supported also by ECMI contributed to the greatest extent to greater visibility of Sonce on 
all levels.  
 

• The interviewee from Center for Peace stated that the main benefit of this NGO from 
participation in SEE was that it significantly increased the quality of its work and to prepare 
and plan new activities of better quality on local, national, but also on ‘some’ international 
level. 

 
This was achieved by learning, through participation in different trainings and seminars organised 
by MRG, as well as through some additional help in providing information and technical help from 
MRG staff. Center for Peace also established valuable contacts with different NGOs and 
international organisations, and opened opportunities for cooperation with some of them. The 
shadow report to FCNM especially helped to intensify the communication with governmental 
organisations, while there was a more intensive communication with OSCE, UNHCR and EC 
missions partly also as a result of activities carried out within SEE Programme.  
Finally, according to the interviewee from this NGO, participation in SEE Programme was also 
useful for Center for Peace since it offered a ground to plan other programmes and activities in the 
future. The interviewee from this organisation had also a clear vision on possibilities of future 
development of this organisation, what was also an outcome of participating in SEE Programme. 
 

• The organisational benefits of ADI from SEE Programme were much more difficult to 
assess, and probably less significant then it is the case with the other three organisations. In 
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2003 ADI already had a very significant organisational experience, had realised several 
significant activities, and was a relatively well-known organisation. 

  
ADI was a growing organisation in the last period, both in terms of staff and programmes carried 
out. Therefore ADI could benefit from MRG training seminars first of all in order to further 
increase the number of active personnel who could deal with advocacy issues. Second, the co-
organisation of the ‘Ethnic data collection in development’ workshop helped this organisation in 
establishing excellent communication and meaningful cooperation with some governmental 
officials and professionals. 
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VII. Conclusion and Recommendations 
 

7.1. Conclusions 
 
The main achievement of MRG’s SEE programme was its strategic approach in capacity building – 
simultaneously building advocacy and organizational capacities of partner NGOs, and 
organizations involved in the programme. In this way it also contributed to changes in raising 
awareness on rights of minorities, higher participation in decision-making, and improving 
implementation of minority rights standards. Despite this, the issue of sustainability of the civil 
sector in SEE countries in general, and minority and human rights NGOs in particular, poses a 
serious limit to this achievement. 
 
Partner NGOs reported simultaneous benefits from participation and outcomes of advocacy 
activities.  All activities of partner NGOs responded to identified needs, and were very relevant. In 
terms of influencing change, there were however different opportunities, constraints and 
consequently, achievements in different countries in the region. Advocacy capacities and 
organisational capacities of different NGOs increased to a different extent and in different ways by 
and large determined by the specific circumstances in their countries – opportunities for 
international advocacy and availability of funds/resources for minority rights activities. (Most 
beneficial: Macedonia and Croatia, least beneficial: Bosnia and Herzegovina, probably Kosovo)  
 
In Albania and Bulgaria MRG did not have interested partner organisations, therefore the 
achievements in those two programme countries are the most limited.  
 
In general, country specific activities were more successful then regional activities. This was partly 
due to the fact that the design of regional activities was based on too high expectations, while it 
could not take into consideration the real risks and needs on the ground. On the other hand, regional 
activities, especially the training seminars, proved to be the first step in the generation of change. 
The generally weak civil sector in SEE however posed a serious risk for the sustainability of work 
done, which the original programme did not anticipate. Judging from their immediate effects, and 
available information on the outcomes of some in-country activities, these activities were 
successful due to flexibility in planning, design and timing of implementation, while also 
responding to relevant needs. 
 
In terms of expected results, the SEE Programme achieved or contributed to the achievement of 
most of them. All activities contributed to 1. Increased knowledge amongst NGOs and decision-
makers of minority rights, international instruments and domestic legislation. The changes however 
differ by countries in the region.   
 
The regional training seminars, (ARTS and Training of Trainers), shadow reports, publications, and 
consultancy provided by MRG all contributed to 2. increased capacity amongst NGOs to use 
international and national standards effectively for minority protection.   
 
As a result of publications and translations, workshops on minority rights in development, and 
micro and macro studies, the expected result of 3. a network of in-country resource people on 
minority rights and advocacy, and wide use of a range of newly developed materials for awareness 
raising of rights and issues, and for training on rights and advocacy - was, but only partly achieved 
in most programme countries. Most notably, ‘a network of in-country resource people’ in the strict 
sense did not come into existence. MRG programme partners do not work within real, functioning 
networks of minority rights organisations. However, there is increased cooperation (exchange of 
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skills, trainings, materials, planning of joint initiatives/activities), and communication with 
different minority or human rights organisation in the country. 

  
Judging from the immediate results, the 2 workshops but especially the four micro studies and the 
macro study will contribute to 4. increased participation of members of minority communities in 
decision-making processes on development strategies and programmes of national and 
international actors resulting in increased consideration by development actors of minority issues, 
particularly in relation to poverty reduction, especially in the case of the Roma minority in most 
programme countries. 
 
Finally, concerning the last expected result in the logframe of the original programme proposal, 5. 
Increased awareness of, and inter-ethnic dialogue on, minority rights and issues which results in 
changed attitudes, particularly within majority communities, it is unrealistic to expect major shifts 
in this direction, although most of the activities (except trainings) carried out within the SEE 
Programme addressed this issue. After the fall of semi-authoritarian regimes in most SEE countries 
and inter-ethnic war and conflicts, inter-ethnic tensions are more present at the grassroots level than 
it was the case one decade earlier. Addressing this issue successfully (changing relationships and 
beliefs in a society) needs long-term commitment consisting of decades and comprehensive action.  
 
7.2. Recommendations 
 
To MRG: 

 In future programme proposals, the intervention logic should be defined unambigously in 
terms of how the goal of the programme is to be achieved, backed up with relevant policy 
analyses 

 MRG experts and affiliated individuals should attend/participate more in local activities of 
partner NGOs 

 Help NGOs in mediation with governmental actors and intergovernmental agencies 
 Secure more opportunities for partner NGOs to participate at international fora 
 Develop/articulate more country-based rather than regional approaches 
 Make publications more easily available to a wider audience (regular update of the internet 

site) 
 MRG should work with partner NGOs to achieve gender mainstreaming in all activities 
 MRG should find further ways for improving its institutional memory 

 
To partner NGOs: 

 Improve regular communication and sharing information among themselves, but also with 
MRG 

 Strengthen local partnerships and networks 
 Work jointly with MRG to find appropriate gender sensitive strategies 
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Appendix 1 
List of interviewees 
 
 
 
Interviewed Experts (4) 
 
Mr Florian Bieber, Senior Non-Resident Research Associate, European Center for Minority Issues; 
Recurrent Visiting Professor CEU 
 
Ms Mariana Milosheva, Independent Consultant in regional SEE programmes, former Executive Director of 
CEGA Foundation, Bulgaria  
 
Ms Galina Kostadinova, MRG Roma Programme Coordinator, London 
 
Mr Panayote Dimitras; Director of CEDIME-SE; member of the executice secretariat of COMIR; 
member/advisor to research groups on human rights and minority issues; Spokesperson of Greek Helsinki 
Monitor, Recurrent Visiting Professor CEU 
 
Interviewed with MRG’s Partner NGOs (8) active and former/potential 

Active partners (4) 

RDDA Sonce, Tetovo, Macedonia – Ms Aleksandra Bojadžieva  

Center for Peace, Legal Advice and Psychosocial Assistance, Vukovar, Croatia – Mr Ljubomir Mikić 

Association for Democratic Initiatives, Gostivar, Macedonia – Mr Albert Musliu  

Independent, Zenica, Bosnia&Herzegovina – Ms Gordana Čičak  

 

Former, less active and potential partners (4):  

Humanitarian Law Center, Belgrade, Serbia – Ms Sandra Orlovic 

Helsinki Committee of Republika Srpska, Banja Luka, Bosnia&Herzegovina – Mr Aleksandar Pazarac 

Rromani Baxt, Tirana, Albania – Mr Pellumb Fortuna 

Community of Serbs Rijeka, Rijeka, Croatia – Ms Darinka Janjanin  

 

Interviews on Center for Peace activities (6) 

Mr Milan Ivanović, NGO Albert E Osijek, Croatia 

Ms Romana Maćešić, OSCE Mission to Croatia 

Mr Aleksandar Tolnauer, President of the Council of National Minorities, Croatia 

Ms Zvjezdana Bajić-Zeljak, NGO ''Zvonimir Knin'', Croatia 

Ms Monika Cavlović, OSCE Mission to Croatia 
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Ms Darinka Janjanin, Community of Serbs Rijeka, Croatia 

 

Interviews on RDDA Sonce activities (7) 

Mr Eben Friedman, Senior Research Associate, Head of Department - Romani Integration ECMI, Skopje, 
Macedonia  

Ms Sanja Zografska-Krsteška, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Macedonia 

Mr Samet Skenderi, NGO Mesecina, Gostivar, Macedonia 

Mr Bajram Sulejmani, NGO “Natyra” Lipkovo, Macedonia 

Mr Senad Beqiri, Association of Turkish Citizens Milenium, Gostivar, Macedonia 

Ms Kjmet Amet, “Luludi” Skopje, Macedonia 

Mr Feat Kamberovski, ARKA, Skopje, Macedonia 

 

Interviews on regional workshop 'Ethnic data collection in development', Skopje (7)  

Mr Nadir Redžepi, RDDA Sonce, Tetovo, Macedonia 

Ms Snežana Remiković, Statistical office of Montenegro, Podgorica, Montenegro 

Ms Helena Gorančić, UNDP, Mission to Croatia 

Ms Gordana Čičak, Independent, Zenica, Bosnia&Herzegovina 

Mr Naim Memeti, Government of the Republic of Macedonia, Macedonia 

Mr Rahim Musliu, Ministry of Local Self-Government, Macedonia 

Mr Samet Skenderi,  NGO Mesecina, Gostivar, Macedonia 

 

Interviews on MRG regional publications (5) 

Mr Dragan Gračanin, Roma Center for Democracy, Valjevo, Serbia (only for Roma Macro)  

Mr Ljubomir Mikić, Center for Peace, Legal Advice and Psychosocial Assistance, Vukovar, Croatia 

Ms Gordana Čičak, Independent, Zenica 

Mr Nadir Redžepi, Sonce, Tetovo, Macedonia 

Ms Djurdjica Zorić, “Bibija”, Belgrade, Serbia 

 

Interviews on ToT Sarajevo (4)  

Mr Ruzmir Avdić, Initiative 21, Tuzla, Bosnia&Herzegovina 

Ms Jasmila Pašić, Centre for Civic Initiatives, Tuzla, Bosnia&Herzegovina 
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Ms Djurdjica Zorić, NGO “Bibija”, Belgrade, Serbia 

Mr Dragan Gračanin, Roma Center for Democracy, Valjevo, Serbia 

 

 

Interviews with regional ARTS participants (4) 

Mr Dejan Antić, Kosovan Nansen Dialogue, Mitrovica, Kosovo-a  

Mr Ramadan Berat, Center for Democratic Development and Initiative, Skopje, Macedonia  

Ms Sanja Omčikus, Serbian Democratic Forum-SDF, Knin, Croatia 

Mr Nikola Duvnjak,  Civic Initiatives, Belgrade, Serbia  

 

Interviews with ToT I participants (4) 

Ms Aleksandra Vujic, Vojvodina Center for Human Rights, Novi Sad, Serbia 

Mr Tzemil Kapza, Western Thrace Minority Graduates Association, Komotini, Greece  

Ms Mila Marinova, ISPSW, Kyustendil, Bulgaria  

Ms Borislava Kirilova, Balkan Center for Regional Development, Plovdiv, Bulgaria  

 

Interviews on SEE II programme planning and start of implementation (4)    

Ms Nedjeljka Sindik, NGO Ask, Podgorica, Montenegro 

Ms Catherine Woolard, former MRG Programme Coordinator 

Ms Ramiza Sakip, Roma Youth Organisation “Anglunipe”, Skopje, Macedonia 

Ms Magdalena Syposz, former MRG Programme Coordinator 
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Appendix 2 
 
 
 

Evaluation of the SEE Diversity and Democracy Partnership Programme 
Evaluation of MRG’s partners led activities 

 
 
 
Please read carefully the questions on the next sheet.  
 
These questions are very important for finding out the most appropriate and most rational way of evaluation 
of your activities that were implemented until now within the Southeast Europe Diversity and Democracy 
Partnership Programme.  
 
Please send the filled questionnaires back to Tibor Meszmann (tibor.meszmann@mrgmail.org ) until March 
9, 2006.  If some questions are unclear please do not hesitate to send your questions and notices to the same 
address!  
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A. Issues to be evaluated in the activities carried out by you organisation within SEE II 
 
1. Please list those specific issues/questions that you would like to see discussed/answered in this evaluation! 
 
 
B. The difference your activities made 
 
2. In the period of 2003-2006 what kind of changes have your organisation’s activities (not carried out only 
within SEE II) contributed to in general? Please list those particular areas or issues in which the relevant 
change happened! (eg. minority legislation, institutional development, etc.) 
 
 
 
3. Are your activities implemented within SEE II linked to other activities of your organisation? Please tick 
the appropriate circle! 
 

o Yes, strongly. They are completely embedded in our overall work. It is hard to separate them from 
one another 

o Yes, some of the programme activities are linked to our other activities 
o Rarely 
o Not at all 

 
 
4. More specifically, what difference did your activites carried out within SEE II programme make?  
 
 
 
 
C. Experiences with evaluation  
5. Do you conduct regular evaluations of your organization’s activities? If so, how often and on what level 
(output/outcome/impact)?  
 
 
 
6. What methodology, methods and tools do you normally use in your evaluation? 
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Appendix 3 
 
Questions to NGOs  
 
Partnership 
How do you see the cooperation between MRG and your organization in the last three years? 
 
What was your contribution – in which activities did you take in/participate? - approx. in how many 
act. did you paticapate?  
 
Why did you think you were so much involved? 
 
What were the reasons for (low) or (high) involvement of your organization in participating in the 
SEE II programme? 
 
Retrospectively how do you see MRG’s role in the SEE Programme programme?  
 
How do you see your NGOs role? 
 
Do you think this was complementary to each other – in what ways did the org support each other? 
 
 
Implementation 
 
What did the SEE II programme want to achieve? 
 
What do you think: Have these aims been achieved? 
 
Did you have relevant information about the SEE II programme activities? OR Do you have a 
detailed insight in most of the activities carried out within the SEE II?  
 
 
If not,  
Please specify on which parts of the programme, if any, were you informed well? Can you say 
possible reasons why? 
 
If yes  
 
 
According to your opinion/impression/experience: Was the programme successful?  
 
Did it do the right thing – or not? Could it be better? 
 
if Yes.  
 
Why 
or Why not? (which activities-methods- ‘no irreevant – how it is possible to make the program 
relevant?) 
 
Which were the strengths of the SEE II programme? 
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Which were the weaknesses or which are the parts that need further improvements? 
 
 
Implementation of activities 
 
According to your experience during the implementation of the activities: was your strategy of linking local/national 
issues with relevant national international standards and institutions successful? Why or why not?  
 
Did you manage to link local issues to int. standards and institutions? 
 
What obstacles did you face and what helped you in your work? (institutions, documents, sites,... – kiugratni!) 
 
How do you see the changes in co-operation between NGOs and governmental bodies? Please tell us more from your 
organisations experience! 
 
 
Did the co-operation between your organisation and international authorities/organisations change 
in the last three years? Are you interested? 
 
Did your activities contribute to implementation of minority related legislation in your country? 
How? 
 
Did your activities within SEE Programme contribute to higher public awareness on minority rights 
in your country? 
 
 
Programme management 
Were you satisfied with the way of implementation of programme activities and MRG's role in it?  
 
Which were the strengths –which were the weaknesses? 
 
Were you consulted sufficiently on issues of changes in the project design? Or Were you satisfactorily 
included in definition of problems or changes in implementation? 
 
 
Was the process sufficiently fair and transparent?  
 
 
 
Changes in capacities 
 
In general how did your organisation benefit from participation in MRG's programme? 
 
How is your organization perceived in your country or in local level? (Which are the 
positive/negative attitudes towards it?) 
 
Has the participation in this programme change public profile of your org – have zou became better 
known locally/in country/internationally?  
 
Which activity that you carried out within SEE II do you consider to be the most successful/useful for increasing the 
visibility of your organisation? Please give a detailed answer, and evaluate the changes in the visibility on both local 
and international levels! 
 
Has the advocacy capacities of your organisation improve in the last three years? In what ways? 



 

 71

 
Did you have more (or same) advocacy related activities on international level in the last three years? 
 
Did you have more (or same) advocacy related activities on local/national level? 
 
Were your advocacy activities more suuccesful? In which ways? Or why not? Please describe. 
 
 
Were you more active on international or national advocacy level? 
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Appendix 4 
Questions to experts 
 
1. Is MRG known at a regional level?  (If not, why not? Wd it make a bigger impact if it was 
visible?) What is it known for?  What are MRG’s major achievements? 

2. How do you see MRG’s role in minority protection in SEE at a regional level?  Does it have any 
impact at all? 
 
I. changes in Minority Rights in SEE 
3. Which are the most useful and important indicators for detecting the changes/improvements in 
the position and protection of minorities in the SEE from 2003?  
(specifically: is it: adoption of international standards, domestic legislation, improvement in 
interethnic relations/understanding) 
 
4. Which specific and significant change happened in the protection of rights and position of 
minorities in SEE region? Which were the trends in the last three years? 
 
 
5. Are there huge differences among countries in terms of changes? And did all minories equally 
benefit from changes? What about Roma? 
 
6. More specifically:  According to your experience/opinion: Did the advocacy capacities of local 
minority NGOs increase in the region, awareness on MR increase? And participation of minorities 
in decision making increase? 
 
 
 
II. causes of changes 
7. How do you see the role of EU, national actors (govenments) and non-governmental actors in 
contributing to the changes? 
 
How do you see MRGs contribution? 
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Appendix 5 
Questionnaire on Sonce activities and position of national minorities in Macedonia 
 
General questions 

 
 
1. According to your opinion, has the position of minorities in Macedonia changed in the last three 
years? How? (Please give a more general answer) 
 
2. Has the position of the Roma minority changed in Macedonia in this period? Please be specific: 
Why? Where do you see changes? 
 
3. Do you think that minorities in Macedonia have more opportunities to participate in decision 
making since 2003?  
 
4. Does minority involvement in decision making improve significantly the position of minorities? 
 
5. How do you see the role of NGO’s in the field of minority protection in Macedonia? (both 
specialised NGOs for protection of minority rights + other NGOs) 
 
6. How do you see the co-operation between governmental institutions (local and national) and 
NGOs in the last three years on minority related issues? 
 
II on Sonce 
 
7. Have you heard about Sonce’s activities? If so, which activities? (If you were a beneficiary of 
one or more activities, please describe your involvement) 
 
8. What do you think about these activities? 
 
9. Why are these activities relevant or important? Which were their major achievements? 
 
III. international mechanisms for the protection of NM  
 
10. Do you know of any international mechanisms on the protection of minorities? Which are 
these? 
 
11. There is an available Macedonian translation of the UN guide for minorities. Do you know 
about its existence? If so, have you read this publication? 
 
(If yes): 
12. What is your opinion about this publication? 
 
13. Is it useful for your work? Please describe! 
 
 
IV. Alternative report 
 
Do you know about the FCNM alternative (shadow) reports to state report on minorities in 
Macedonia?  
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More specifically: have you read the Shadow report written/submitted by Sonce? 
 
Why is it important to have shadow reports like that [or why is it not (really) important]? 
 
 
V. (only from a ToT follow-up participant – if any) 
 
 
Was ToT (training of Sonce) useful? In what ways was it useful?  
 
Which were the most important things you learnt?  
 
 
VI. Micro study 
 
What do you know about minority unemployment in Macedonia? 
 
Have you read the study of Sonce?  
 
If yes: 
 
Does such publication contribute to the improvement of the social and economic position of Roma? 
Why? 
 
Is this publication useful for your work? (or: do you see how it can be useful?)  
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Appendix 6 
 
Questionnaire on Center for Peace activities and position of national minorities in Croatia 
General questions 

 
1. According to your opinion, has the position of minorities in Croatia changed in the last three 
years? How? (Please give a more general answer) 
 
2. What was the position of different minorities (both smaller and larger) in Croatia in this period? 
(Be specific: Why? Where do you see changes?)] 
 
3. Do you think that minorities in Croatia participate more in decision making since 2003?  
 
4. Does minority involvement in decision making improve significantly the position of minorities? 
 
5. How do you see the role of NGO’s in the field of minority protection in Croatia? (both 
specialised NGOs for minority rights + NGOs in general) 
 
6. How do you see the co-operation between governmental institutions (local and national) and 
NGOs in the last three years on minority related issues? 
 
II On Center for Peace (CzM) 
 
7. Have you heard about CzM’s activities? If so, which activities? (If you were a beneficiary of one 
or more activities, please describe your involvement) 
 
8. What do you think about these activities? 
 
9. Why are these activities relevant? What have they achieved? Which were the major 
achievements? 
 
 
III. Mechanisms for the protection of national minorities  
 
10. Do you know of any international mechanisms on the protection of minorities? Which are 
these? 
 
11. There is an available ’Short guide to minority rights’ and ’Croatia report’ published by CzM. 
Do you know about the existence of these publication(s)? If so, have you read this (these) 
publication(s)? 
 
If yes: 
What do you think of these publications? 
 
Is it/are they useful for your work? Please describe! 
 
IV. Alternative report 
 
Do you know about the FCNM alternative (shadow) report to state report on minorities in Croatia?  
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More specifically: have you read the FCNM shadow report written/submitted by CzM? 
 
if yes 
Is this publication important? Why? 
 
Was it useful for your work? 
 
 
 
V. Micro study 
 
What do you know about the process of securing sustainable return to ethnic Serb refugees to 
Croatia? 
 
Have you read the study of CzM?  
 
If yes,  
What do you think of this publication? (e.g. Do you find it accurate, relevant, easy to read...) 
 
Does such publication contribute to finding solution to sustainable return of ethnic Serbs? Why? 
 
Is this publication useful for your work?  
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Appendix 7 
 
'Ethnic data collection in development' workshop questionnaire. 
 
 
I. Content of the workshop 

1. What do you think of the workshop? Please explain! 
 
 
2. What was the most useful part or issue of the “Ethnic Data in Development” workshop?  

 
 
3. Why is it so? (E.g.: What did you learn? Is it applicable/relevant to your work? Please be 

specific and explain how!) 
 

4. Which ethnic group-problems of ethnic data collection was in focus during the workshop? 
What about others? OR: Which groups were discussed most? Why?  

 
 
5. Which part of the workshop – if you remember  - do you judge as least useful? Why? 
 
 
6. Did you discuss data related to gender? 
 

 
 
7. Do you use the resource materials that you received at the workshop? 

 
8a. If yes: please explain how and where do you use it? 
 
8b. If not: please explain why is it not really useful? 
 

 
 

III. Outcomes 
 

7. Were ethnic data collection methods that you learned in this workshop useful for addressing 
problems in your country or in the region? Please describe! 

 
8. Did you make changes in your activities as a result of lessons learned on this workshop? 

 
9. Do you think that this workshop helped you in your efforts/activities to more adequately 

include minorities into developmental policies and programmes? 
 

 
10. a If yes Please explain how and-or why? 
 
12.b. If not, what are the reasons for this? 
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11. Have you been in contact with other participants who attended the training? How would you 
describe these contacts (ranging from symbolic to active cooperation)?  

 
 
IV Follow ups  
 

13. Did you have any cooperation or initiatives between your organisation, that resulted from 
this workshop? (local, in-country, cross-border, or regional) 

 
14. Did you or your organisation have any follow-up activities?  

 
15. a If yes  please describe! 

 
 
16.a Did you use some materials, methods in this activity that you have learnt at the ‘Ethnic data 
collection in development’ workshop? 
 
 
17.aWhat were the outcomes of this follow up activity? 
 
 
18.a Did these activities have any impact? (observable change in lives of ethnic groups) 
 
 

V. Summary 
19. Please summarize your opinion about this kind of workshop! Why is it important or why is 
it really not so important!  



 

 79

 
Appendix 8. 
 
Impact Assessment Post-Training Questionnaire                                                    
MRG Training of Trainers in Advocacy & Minority Rights                   
 
 
 

This questionnaire is designed to allow you to feedback how useful the Training of Trainers (ToT) 
has been to you in the 8 months since you attended. This questionnaire is very important to MRG 
in that it allows us to evaluate our work and make improvements for future events, and it measures 
how the knowledge, skills, and values gained at the training are used.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
Participant’s Name (optional):                                                                        Gender: M = male  F = female 
 
 
 
Participant’s current occupation/main activity (optional): 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Date: 
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A. TRAINING ACTIVITIES AFTER THE TOT  
A 1. After attending the Training of Trainers (ToT), have you (personally) delivered any training either 
within your organisation or outside?  
 
 

 started  training for the first time since attending the ToT 
 done significantly more training work since attending the ToT  
 done only a little more training work since attending theToT 
 done the same before and after the ToT 
 done less training work since attending the ToT 
 done no training work since attending the ToT  
 never done any training work personally before or after 

 
 
A 2.  Are you working still for the same organisation as you were in June-July 2005? 
 

 Yes   No  
 
Do you have the support within your organisation for conducting trainings? Please describe.  
____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
B. CHANGES IN THE CONTENT OF YOUR TRAININGS  
 
B 1. Do you apply the knowledge, skills and attitudes you learned during the training? If so, how? 
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
B 2. Did your trainings change considerably as a result of attending the ToT?  If yes, please describe shortly 
how? 
 
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
B 3. As a result of attending the ToT, how confident do you feel about delivering training?  
 

 Not at all confident 
 Quite confident 
 Reasonably confident 
 Very confident                                         
 Totally confident 

 
Comment: 
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
B.4. How valuable have you found the ToT techniques and tools in helping you plan the training you 
organised/delivered? 
 

 Have not yet used any techniques/tools to plan training 
 Have only partly used to plan training (please specify) 
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 Of great value 
 Of moderate value 
 Of little value 
 Of no value 

 
Comment: 
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
C. APPLICABILITY OF TOT MATERIALS  
C.1 . Have you used the ToT materials in your trainings? 

 Yes  No 
 
 
C. 2/1 If yes, how have you used the ToT materials, including printed materials, CD, online materials from 
MRG website? Please describe 
 
____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
C2/2 If no, what is the reason for not using ToT materials (inadequateness, bad quality etc.)?  
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
C.3. What difficulties did you have in using the training materials? Please describe. 
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
D.  ADVOCACY 
 
D1. After attending the ToT, has your organisation done more, the same or less training (advocacy) work? 
 

 started advocacy work for the first time since attending the training 
 done significantly more advocacy work since attending the training  
 done only a little more advocacy work since attending the training 
 done the same before and after the training  
 done less advocacy work since attending the training 
 done no advocacy work since attending the training 
 never done any advocacy work before or after 

 
D. 2. Do you think that the advocacy work of your organisation has improved as a result of your attendance 
to the ToT? 
 
 

 very significantly              significantly                    only a little   not at all 
 
 
 
D3. Do you think your own advocacy work has improved as a result of your attendance to the ToT? 
 
 

 very significantly              significantly                    only a little   not at all 
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D.4. Please tell us about any new advocacy work you have done or new approaches you have taken as a 
result of attending the ToT or to which the training has contributed: 
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
E. Networking 
E.1. Have you been in contact with other participants who attended the training? 
 

 Yes, with most of them  Yes, with some of them   No  
 
If yes, how would you describe the level of contact? If different levels apply to different contacts, tick all that 
apply. 
 

 joint work   sharing information       mutual support  other: please specify below 
 
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
E.2. Have you been able to share anything you learnt at the training with others within your or/and other 
organisation(s)?  
 

 Yes  No 
 
If yes, which parts of the training have you shared with others? (Content, methodology, tools) Please be as 
specific as you can! 
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
If no, please tell us why you have not found this appropriate or what has prevented you from doing so?  
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
F. PLANS 
 
 
F1. Do you plan conducting training on advocacy and minority rights in the future? 
 

 Yes   Insecure    No 
 
 
If Yes,  
Please tell us how you plan to do future training on advocacy and minority rights.  
____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
If No, please describe why not? What obstacles do you face? 
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
 

 
All responses to this questionnaire will be anonymous and confidential unless otherwise stated. Responses 
may be quoted in our evaluation and report to donors but we will not identify the person making the 
comment. 
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Appendix 9 
 
Questionnaire for interview with Training of Trainers, Sarajevo 
Questions to ToT participants 
 
 

1. Retrospectively: Were the knowledge and /or skills gained through this TOT directly applicable 
to your job? 

2. Did your knowledge and skills increase as the result of the ToT programme held in Sarajevo? 
 

3. Have you delivered trainings over the last 8 months? And/Or have you participated actively 
in organization of trainings (training design, preparation of training materials, recruitment 
etc,)?  

 
 

4. Were any of these events related to minority rights or advocacy? 
 
5. What type of skills did you learn at the ToT in Sarajevo that you apply in your trainings? (in 
respect to training content / and methodology)   
 
6. In what other ways have your trainings changed as a result of participating in ToT? 
(e.g.: target groups / approach, design, curricula)  
 
7. Did you develop any new or adapt some of ToT methods (please explain) 
 
8. Have you used the training materials that you received at ToT in your trainings afterwards? 
Please describe how. (if not, why?) /  
 
9. Have you developed some new or adapt any of materials which you got at ToT?   
 
10. Have you been in contact with other participants who attended the training?  
 
11. Did you have any cooperation or initiatives between your NGOs, resulted from this ToT? 
(local, in-country, cross-border, or regional) 
 
12. Do you know about trainings delivered by some of them? Please give a detailed answer! (The 
reason for asking this is that we cannot interview everybody, but we would like to receive as much 
information as possible about the outcome of this ToT)  
 
13. Did any of them know about your training? Or did you share any kind of information with other 
participants of ToT ? 
 
14. Did your trainings had any impacts? Did they influence/change peoples’ lives?  
 
 
Thank you for your answers. As a follow up to this interview, we will send out a short 
questionnaire (not longer than 3 pages) in order to get more details about the outcome of the ToT. 
We kindly ask you to fill out this questionnaire and send it back to Gordana or Tibor. 
 
 


