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Abstract

On 12 July 2018, the central government of the Netherlands changed its approach
relating to traveller camps in the Netherlands. This change constitutes a huge politi-
cal shift, as the government had previously adopted a ‘hands-off’ and ‘repressive-
inclusion’ strategy, which was especially known for its infamous ‘phase-out policy’
or ‘extinction policy’ of traveller camps. This has now been replaced by a fundamen-
tal rights-proof approach that facilitates the travellers’ way of life. This article aims
to uncover the various actions undertaken by international and national actors that
seem to have contributed to the Dutch government’s changed stance. It looks partic-
ularly at the role played by four national actors: the Netherlands Institute for Human
Rights, the National Ombudsman, the Public Interest Litigation Project, and activist
Roma, Sinti and travellers and their various interest groups. The article concludes
that these actors’ efforts to establish political and legal change were successful as
they addressed the same issue from different vantage points and through different
means. That is, they all focused on the issue of the incompatibility of the phase-out
policy with fundamental rights standards and relied on a variety of means available
to them (such as litigation, lobbying, reporting, raising international awareness, and
ensuring media coverage). By drawing some general lessons from this case study,
this article aims to contribute to the existing literature on mobilizing human rights.
In particular, it focuses on the (legal) activities national actors can undertake to bring
about political and legal change in order to enforce the compliance of national au-
thorities with fundamental rights standards in both law and policy.
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1. Introduction

Roma, Sinti and travellers are seen to belong to one of the most discriminated and disad-

vantaged groups in Europe (Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe 2008;

European Commission 2017: 6). In the Netherlands, too, concerns have been raised about

the protection of their rights. In particular, the lack of respect for and protection by na-

tional and local authorities of their cultural identity has been criticized (NO 2017). These

concerns relate especially to their living situation—that is, travellers’1 wish to live in cara-

vans, with close family and social ties, in so-called ‘traveller camps’ (woonwagenkampen).

The infamous ‘phase-out policy’ of traveller camps, also known as the ‘extinction policy’

(uitsterfbeleid), which was adopted by several municipalities, is perhaps the most straight-

forward and flagrant violation of the rights of travellers in the Netherlands (Huijbers 2015;

Loven 2017). The aim of that policy was to abolish traveller camps, either by offering regu-

lar housing to residents of these camps or by dismantling caravan plots once the previous

residents had left. The phase-out policy was not developed by the local authorities them-

selves, but was, in fact, proposed as a policy option by the Dutch central government in the

Guide to Municipalities of 2006 (hereinafter: the Guide of 2006) (VROM 2006). For many

years, international organizations and national institutions criticized the Dutch traveller

camp policy. Finally, on 12 July 2018, the Dutch central government overturned its policy

and adopted the Policy Framework—Municipal Caravan and Pitch Policy (hereinafter: the

new Policy Framework). This new framework aims ‘to provide protection of travellers

against discrimination, safeguard their human rights and offer legal certainty and clarity in

relation to their housing situation’ (BZK 2018b: 7).

The new Policy Framework is certainly to be welcomed in light of fundamental rights

and provides important recognition of travellers’ rights in the Netherlands. The policy

change came, however, rather unexpectedly as the Dutch central government for a long

time denied any responsibility for municipalities’ policies for traveller camps, including any

fundamental rights issues arising from them. Hence, this article aims to uncover the various

actions undertaken by national (and international) actors which seem to have contributed

to the Dutch government’s changed stance. In order to do so, Dutch legislation and policy

documents, as well as reports, judgments and other (legal) actions of international and na-

tional actors regarding traveller camps in the period between 2006 (presentation Guide of

2006) and 2018 (presentation new Policy Framework) were studied. The discussion of the

various actions undertaken by the actors is further broadened through informal conversa-

tions the authors have had with representatives from the national actors, and their own

work for two of them (the Public Interest Litigation Project (PILP) and the National

Ombudsman (NO)). Although this article entails a specific case study, and is primarily de-

scriptive in nature, the conclusion draws some tentative lessons beyond the context of the

housing situation of travellers in the Netherlands. By doing so, this article aims to contrib-

ute to existing literature on mobilizing the human rights of travellers (e.g. Bhabha et al.

2017; Handmaker 2018). More specifically, it focuses on the (legal) activities national

1 Roma, Sinti and traveller communities in the Netherlands all have a different background and their

own particular culture and traditions. Importantly not all live or want to live in traveller camps. This

article uses the notion of ‘travellers’ (woonwagenbewoners) as an umbrella term for the sake of

brevity and to refer to those who live or would like to live in caravans in traveller camps as part of

their cultural identity and tradition. For more information on the various communities see European

Commission (2011: 1–2) and Rodrigues and Matelski (2004: 11ff.)
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actors can undertake to bring about political and legal change in order to enforce compli-

ance by national authorities with fundamental rights standards in law and policies (e.g.

Duffy 2018: 59–67; Simmons 2012: 113ff.).

The article starts by outlining the Dutch legal and policy framework regarding traveller

camps and the central government’s position over the years (Section 2). It then addresses

the various ways by which international and national actors have urged the government to

change its policy (Section 3). Subsequently a discussion is held on some of the challenges

the national actors have experienced in their joint efforts to overturn the policy of phasing

out traveller camps (Section 4). Finally, the article is wrapped up by a conclusion that puts

forward some ideas on mobilizing fundamental rights in light of the lessons learned from

this case study (Section 5).

2. Dutch legal and policy framework

To understand the developments that led to the Dutch government’s changed stance, it is

necessary to clarify the Dutch legal and policy framework regarding traveller camps and

the applicable fundamental rights standards. Before doing so, it is important to briefly ex-

plain that housing policy, including traveller camps policy, is decentralized in the

Netherlands. Decentralization relates to the division of tasks between different and autono-

mous levels of administration where the primary responsibility lies with local authorities

(e.g. VNG 2018). The new Policy Framework, put forward by the Ministry of Interior and

Kingdom Relations (BZK), sets out the division of tasks in relation to traveller camps poli-

cies (BZK 2018b: 19–20). The central government plays a framework-setting role, while

municipalities and housing corporations are responsible for developing policies for traveller

camps, implementing these policies, managing traveller camps, and enforcing the law.

This section establishes the background against which the developments of the new

Policy Framework on traveller camps will be discussed. Firstly, it addresses the applicable

fundamental rights framework by clarifying the standards against which the Dutch traveller

camps policy has been measured (Section 2.1). Subsequently, a short chronological over-

view of the Dutch regulatory framework and factual situation of traveller camps is pro-

vided (Section 2.2), followed by an outline of the new Policy Framework (Section 2.3).

2.1 National and international standards for the protection of the caravan

lifestyle

Over the years, the framework for travellers’ rights has taken shape. It goes beyond the

scope of this paper to thoroughly set out the applicable legal standards (e.g. Huijbers 2015;

Donders 2016; NO 2017; NIHR 2018a), however, the most relevant international,

European and national human rights standards are set out below. Even though not all of

these standards and decisions are legally binding, such as the decisions of the Netherlands

Institute for Human Rights (NIHR) and the European Committee for Social Rights

(ECSR), they are considered authoritative and have influenced the legal framework adopted

in the new Policy Framework as well as judgments of Dutch courts.2

2 The judgment of the Subdistrict Court of The Hague (2019) provides a good example of this, as it

bears many similarities to the line of jurisprudence of the Netherlands Institute for Human Rights.

Regarding the new Policy Framework, see Section 2.3.
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The European Court of Human Rights (ECtHR) has held that states have ‘a positive ob-

ligation . . . to facilitate the way of life of Roma and travellers’ under Article 8 of the

European Convention on Human Rights (ECtHR Winterstein and Others v. France (2013):

para. 148(f)). This is based on the vulnerable position of these groups in society and their

unique way of living. This unique way of living is characterized by living and travelling in

caravans, even when it is merely nomadic in spirit (e.g. ECtHR Winterstein: para. 148 (a)-

(b); ECtHR Connors v. UK (2004): para. 68; ECtHR(Grand Chamber) Chapman v. UK

(2001): para. 73), and by close social and family ties (ECtHR Yordanova and Others v.

Bulgaria (2012): para. 105). Therefore, national authorities must pay ‘some special consid-

eration [to travellers’] needs and their different lifestyle both in the relevant regulatory plan-

ning framework and in reaching decisions in particular cases’ (ECtHR Winterstein: para.

148(f)). In a similar vein, the Netherlands Institute for Human Rights has held that the pol-

icy of phasing out traveller camps discriminates against travellers, as it affects the core of

their lifestyle and thus disadvantages travellers on the basis of their race (NIHR

Municipality of Vlaardingen (2015): paras 3.10–3.12; NIHR Municipality of Oss (2014):

para. 3.18). The Netherlands Institute for Human Rights monitors compliance with the

Dutch Equal Treatment Act (Algemene Wet Gelijke Behandeling), which implements the

Racial Equality and Employment Equality Directives of the European Union (EU).

According to the Netherlands Institute for Human Rights, it is crucial that travellers can

find ‘within a foreseeable time’ a caravan plot (NIHR Municipality of Waddinxveen

(2016): para. 5.3; also in a similar vein see ECSR International Federation of Human

Rights (FIDH) v. Belgium (2012b): paras 121, 141). This means that the waiting period for

a caravan pitch should at least be comparable to that for regular social housing.

In line with the European Convention on Human Rights, other international treaties

and the Dutch Equal Treatment Act, travellers’ rights also encompass an obligation for

states to provide suitable alternative housing (e.g. ECtHR (admissibility decision) Codona

v. UK (2006); UN Human Rights Committee Naidenova and Others v. Bulgaria (2012):

para. 15). The European Court of Human Rights found that it cannot be held against a

traveller that he/she does not accept culturally inadequate alternative housing (ECtHR

Stenegry and Adam v. France (2007)). In the Dutch context, the Netherlands Institute for

Human Rights has considered the travellers’ ‘way of living [to be] so specific [that] a similar

enjoyment of living is only possible on another caravan site’ (NIHR Municipality of Oss

(2014): para. 3.15). A regular house or a ‘trailer house’3 does not provide a culturally suit-

able alternative. For these reasons, the Netherlands Institute for Human Rights found a vio-

lation of the Equal Treatment Act in cases where travellers were forced to move to trailer

houses (NIHR Woonpartners Midden-Holland (2018): paras 6.5–6.6). Cultural adequacy

may also relate to respect for the family ties of travellers and the availability of temporary

halting sites (e.g. NIHR 2018a: paras 2.1–2.2; Committee of Ministers of the Council of

Europe (2004); ECSR European Roma and Travellers Forum (ERFT) v. France (2012):

para. 110). The Netherlands Institute for Human Rights has nevertheless clarified that the

right to family life does not constitute an absolute right (NIHR Municipality of Deventer

(2019): para. 6.6).

3 These are houses that have some similarities to modern mobile homes, however, they are made of

stone and are fixed to the ground.
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2.2 The Netherlands’ repression of the caravan lifestyle

The Netherlands has a long history of nomadic groups, even dating back to 1420

(Rodrigues and Matelski 2004: 12–13). Throughout time, Dutch authorities have imposed

various restrictive measures on the travellers’ way of life. After the Second World War, the

Dutch government aimed to centralize travellers in big, and often desolate, traveller camps,

restricting their nomadic lifestyle (Van Bochove and Burgers 2010: 211). A definitive end to

the nomadic way of living came about with the establishment of the Caravan Act

(Woonwagenwet) (Huijbers 2015: 390–1). Soon after adopting a centralizing strategy, it

became clear that large desolate camps resulted in isolated communities, with lower stand-

ards of living and, allegedly, disorder and crime (Van Bochove and Burgers 2010: 211–12).

The Dutch government therefore opted for a different ‘normalization’ strategy. It started to

establish small-scale traveller camps and increasingly tried to accommodate travellers in

regular houses (Huijbers 2015: 390–1). To fully implement this new strategy, the Caravan

Act was repealed in 1999, resulting in the complete decentralization of caravan policy and

the loss of a specialized legislative framework for the travellers’ lifestyle (Widdershoven

2005: 44ff.).

Since 1999, the municipalities have held the primary responsibility for developing and

implementing policies for traveller camps. In fact, as is clear from the reports of the UN

Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination (CERD) of 2015 (UN CERD 2015:

paras 19–20) and the European Commission against Racism and Intolerance (ECRI) of

2013 and 2008 (ECRI 2013: paras 168–9; 2008: paras 87–90), the Dutch central govern-

ment took the stance that traveller camps policy was the sole responsibility of municipali-

ties. Yet in response to requests from municipalities and especially to the Vinkenslag

incident,4 the government provided some guidance for municipalities with its Guides of

2006 and 2009 (VROM 2006, 2009). These Guides were mainly aimed at law enforce-

ment, focusing on how municipalities should deal with alleged criminal activities and safety

issues at campsites. The Dutch authorities thus primarily considered traveller camps as a

nuisance, and wished to continue reducing the number of caravan sites in the Netherlands

by ‘normalizing’ the living situation of travellers (VROM 2006). These goals were trans-

lated into five policy options (ibid: 6–7). The first two options concerned the ‘zero-option’

(nuloptie), better known as the ‘extinction policy’ or ‘phase-out policy’, and the ‘reduction

policy’ (afbouwbeleid). As explained in the introduction, the phase-out policy concerned

the complete elimination of campsites in a municipality. The reduction policy was aimed at

a (significant) decrease in the number of caravan plots, regardless of the demand for such

plots. Although municipalities were free to determine whether they would apply the policy

options mentioned in the Guide of 2006, it has become clear that at least a couple of dozen

had chosen one of these two options.5

4 Early in the morning of 15 April 2014 there was a large-scale raid by around 400 police officers at

Vinkenslag, a traveller camp in Maastricht. The raid came in response to a protest by around a

hundred travellers who had blocked a motorway earlier that week, as well as to suspicions of ille-

gal activities, such as large-scale hemp cultivation. It led to the arrest of 16 people for involvement

in the protest, two people for alleged violation of the Opium Act, and one person for opposition to

police enforcement. See Nu.nl (2004) and De Volkskrant (2004).

5 An inventory of municipalities’ policies for traveller camps was lacking. The numerous complaints

to the Netherlands Institute for Human Rights, however, already indicated that several municipali-

ties had implemented one of these policy options. Moreover, in a letter of the National
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For these reasons, the central government’s approach was held to amount to a ‘repres-

sive inclusion strategy’. By proposing traveller camps policy options that would limit the

number of caravan sites, the government ‘pressed or even forced [travellers] to assimilate,

or in terms of the local policy, to “normalize”’ (Van Bochove and Burgers 2010: 217).

In addition, the Dutch central government took a ‘hands-off’ approach by rejecting any

responsibility concerning (rights) issues relating to traveller camps policy. Together, these

elements led to a serious shortage of caravan plots in the Netherlands. The estimated short-

age in 2009 concerned 3,000 caravan sites, which made up 36 per cent of the total number

of available caravan plots (Schriemer 2009; BMC Research 2012: 4; Art. 1 Dutch

Knowledge Centre on Discrimination 2012: 9). This shortage is assumed to have intensified

ever since due to the successful implementation of phase-out and reduction policies.

2.3 The Dutch central government’s sudden change of approach

In 2018 the Dutch central government shifted its approach radically towards one of facilitating

fundamental rights. Even though various actors had pushed for such an approach for many years,

it was not until mid-2017 that the Dutch government started to recognize that its previous strategy

was no longer viable. This was a rather sudden change, as on 16 February 2017 the government

had still rejected any responsibility for the discriminatory policies of municipalities during a hear-

ing at the Netherlands Institute for Human Rights (NIHR Central Government (2017): para.

5.4). In April 2018 the government took a first step towards the recognition of travellers’ rights in

the Netherlands, as it explicitly set out a fundamental rights framework concerning the cultural

rights of travellers and their way of life in its Guide on Anti-Discrimination (BZK 2018a: 5, 60–

63). A couple of months later, on 12 July 2018, the central government published a specific policy

concerning traveller camps. This new Policy Framework contains historical and cultural informa-

tion about travellers in the Netherlands and about the development of Dutch traveller camps pol-

icy over the years, and sets out the fundamental rights standards for traveller camps policy,

including references to judgments of the European Court of Human Rights and decisions of the

Netherlands Institute for Human Rights. It also explicitly states that the goal is ‘to provide protec-

tion to travellers against discrimination, safeguard their human rights and offer legal certainty and

clarity in relation to their housing situation’ (BZK 2018b: 7). More concretely: municipalities

need to adopt policies for traveller camps; their policies should sufficiently take into account and

provide space for the travellers’ lifestyle; municipalities or, alternatively, provinces should provide

clarity about the demand for halting sites on the basis of inventories; housing associations should

provide housing to travellers when they fall within their target group (social housing); the phasing

out of halting sites is not permitted (save for exceptional circumstances); and a traveller looking

for a caravan should have the opportunity to find a halting site within a reasonable period of time

(ibid: 7–19). The new Policy Framework thus places traveller camps policy in the context of fun-

damental rights standards (as set out in Section 2.1) as it aims to protect as well as facilitate the

travellers’ way of life in the Netherlands.

From the new Policy Framework it also follows that the central government does envis-

age a role for itself, albeit a small one. Despite the fact that the primary responsibility for

traveller camps policy remains with the municipalities, within the new Policy Framework a

Ombudsman, it became clear that there are still some municipalities which do not wish to bring

their policies for traveller camps in line with fundamental rights (NO 2018). Also the Companen 2018

baseline measurement report, requested by the Dutch central government, does not indicate what

kind of policies municipalities have adopted (Companen 2018: 9–10).
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facilitating and framework-developing role for the central government is envisaged. The

government sees its role from the perspective of its ‘system responsibility’ for compliance

with fundamental rights, and therefore it aims to ‘guard’ the number of halting sites in the

Netherlands over time as well as to continuously invest in a good relationship with repre-

sentatives from the Dutch Roma, Sinti and traveller communities (ibid: 19). In light of this

role, the central government requested a baseline measurement of the available caravan

plots on 1 January 2018 (Companen 2018).

3. Pushing for change

It has become clear that the approach of the Dutch central government concerning traveller

camps changed drastically in 2018, shifting from a ‘hands-off’ and repressive inclusion ap-

proach to an approach which was more based on respecting and facilitating fundamental

rights. The new Policy Framework attests that pressure from international and national

organizations has led the government to adopt its new approach. It states that the policy

change has been influenced by the need for a traveller camps policy respectful of human

rights, as indicated by various organizations, including a number of interest groups, the

Netherlands Institute for Human Rights, the National Ombudsman, the European Court of

Human Rights, and international organizations (BZK 2018b: 3). This section explains

what actions may have pressured the government into changing its stance and, especially,

the role national actors have had in this regard. It thus draws correlations (and not causa-

tions) between the various activities of actors and the government’s policy change (e.g.

McGrogan 2016: 616, 630–6).

This section begins by discussing four of the main national actors or ‘vernacularizers’:6

the Netherlands Institute for Human Rights, the National Ombudsman, the Public Interest

Litigation Project and national and local interest groups (Section 3.1). Although other

actors could be mentioned as well, such as academics and a number of civil servants, these

four actors have been the most prominent in addressing the Dutch traveller camps policy.

This section provides the necessary background as to how and why the Netherlands

Institute for Human Rights, the National Ombudsman, the Public Interest Litigation

Project and interest groups are involved in the protection of travellers’ rights in the

Netherlands. Subsequently, the most important developments at the international level are

discussed as well as the role these national actors have had in that regard (Section 3.2). This

is followed by a discussion of the developments at the national level (Section 3.3) and a

short reflection on how the various actions may have pushed the Dutch government to-

wards changing its approach (Section 3.4).

3.1 National (fundamental rights) actors

The first relevant national actor is the Netherlands Institute for Human Rights (NIHR).

This is the Dutch equality body and the Dutch National Human Rights Institute established

6 The notion ‘vernacularization’ is used in socio-legal research to refer to the adaptation of interna-

tional fundamental rights law and case law to local cultural, political and social contexts.

‘Vernacularizers’ are those persons or organizations that ‘convey ideas from one context to an-

other, adapting and reframing them from the way they attach to a source context to one that reso-

nates with the new location’ (Levitt and Merry 2009: 449; see also Merry 2006: 219–22).
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in accordance with the United Nations Paris Principles. It has a dual mission: on the one

hand it renders non-legally binding, yet authoritative, decisions on the compatibility of gov-

ernmental authorities with the Equal Treatment Act and, on the other hand, it reports on

and advises state authorities and private entities on the compatibility of legislation, policies

and practices with human rights standards (see Sections 2.1 and 3.3; NIHR 2016). Until

the new Policy Framework was published in July 2018, the NIHR had delivered 37 deci-

sions relating to traveller camps policy, and in 21 of them it found there had been a viola-

tion.7 The Netherlands Institute for Human Rights also advised the Dutch government on

the development of the new Policy Framework. In its Advice, it focused on broader human

rights issues relating to the traveller camps policy (NIHR 2018a).

The National Ombudsman (NO) is another relevant national actor. The National

Ombudsman is one of the five ‘High Councils of State’, meaning that its impartial and inde-

pendent position is guaranteed by the Dutch Constitution (Article 78a). The main task of

the National Ombudsman is to scrutinize the way public sector authorities, ranging from

government ministries, provinces, and municipalities to their executive agencies and the

police, fulfil their statutory responsibilities. To do this, the National Ombudsman can start

an investigation after having received a complaint or multiple complaints from citizens, or

on its own initiative. Over the years, the National Ombudsman had received complaints

from various travellers about the phase-out policy, which ultimately led to its report on

Dutch traveller camps policy in 2017 (NO 2017).

The third actor is the Public Interest Litigation Project (PILP) of the Dutch Section of

the International Commission of Jurists (NJCM). The Public Interest Litigation Project

was set up in May 2014 as a pilot for exploring the possibilities of strategic litigation for

human rights in the Netherlands. It can initiate legal proceedings, alone or in cooperation

with law firms, NGOs, and civil society organizations, in relation to fundamental rights

issues in the Netherlands. Contrary to regular legal proceedings, its procedures are based

on strategic choices and aimed at addressing a broader fundamental rights issue. The hous-

ing situation of travellers was one of the first issues taken up by the Public Interest

Litigation Project. After a meeting with representatives from the Roma, Sinti and traveller

communities, policy experts and lawyers, the Public Interest Litigation Project decided to

focus on the phase-out policy with the aim of overturning this policy, on paper as well as

in practice.

The final, and most important, actors are the activist Roma, Sinti and travellers and the

interest groups established by them. Not only are they the ones whose rights are at stake,

but their continuous involvement in fighting for their rights has been essential for the travel-

lers’ rights movement in the Netherlands. In recent decades travellers have increasingly or-

ganized themselves in formal and informal networks,8 and voiced their problems and views

in international, national and local (political) forums. Several, very active, members of these

communities have played a crucial role in raising awareness regarding their situation in the

Netherlands through lobbying, contacting the media, organizing events, providing

7 This is based on an empirical analysis of the decisions published on the NIHR website and con-

cerns the decisions concerning traveller camps policy that were decided before July 2018.

8 For example, through a magazine and website, Het Wiel, these groups share information about rel-

evant policies, legislation, recent news articles, as well as on fundamental rights and legal pro-

ceedings relating to their traveller lifestyle. See the Het Wiel website https://www.hetwiel.info

(referenced 18 May 2018). For a short discussion of the website, see Loven 2017: 20.
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information about their culture, raising complaints, and starting legal proceedings. In their

work they have often been supported by (legal) advisers. The continuous efforts of travel-

lers are also clear from the RAXEN study of 2009 (discussed further in the next Section),

which refers, for example, to the initiative of one of the activist travellers ‘to activate others

living on halting sites to speak up for their rights and ask municipalities to provide more

halting sites’ (Schriemer 2009: 35).

It should, however, be noted that the Roma, Sinti and traveller communities do not

form a homogeneous group in the Netherlands. These communities consist of Roma, Sinti

and traveller populations, and within these groups, subgroups can be distinguished. This is

illustrated by the various interest groups representing them at national and international

levels, for example, Travellers United Nederland, Vereniging Behoud Woonwagencultuur,

and Vereniging Sinti, Roma, Woonwagenbewoners Nederland. In addition, there is a differ-

ence in activism within these groups. It has, for example, been noted that travellers with a

Dutch origin and Sinti appear to be more active in voicing their problems, while Roma

seem to consider it less in their nature to fight for their rights (Loven 2017: 21–2).

3.2 Pushing for change at the international level

Although efforts of travellers to address the repressive integration strategy of the Dutch cen-

tral government have been ongoing for several decades, the first legal recognition of their

struggle as a fundamental rights issue came at the European level. The European

Commission against Racism and Intolerance (ECRI) explicitly paid attention to the housing

situation of travellers in the Netherlands in its third monitoring report of 2008 (ECRI

2008: paras 87–90). In that report, as well as in its report of 2013, it underlined the need

for the Dutch government to take responsibility in relation to discrimination towards trav-

ellers. In 2013 it also recommended the Netherlands to ‘make an assessment of the needs of

Roma, Sinti and Travellers who live in caravans and ensure that sufficient caravan sites are

made available so that they can live according to their traditions and culture’ (ECRI 2013:

para. 168). ECRI’s report was based on information provided not only by the Dutch au-

thorities, but also by civil society organizations (ECRI 2008: para. 88), and by representa-

tives from Roma, Sinti and traveller communities (ECRI 2013: para. 168). In addition, it

was influenced by a RAXEN study, commissioned by the European Union Agency for

Fundamental Rights (FRA) in 2009. This study stated that ‘[t]he shortage of halting sites is

the main problem with respect to the housing situation of Roma, Sinti and Travellers in

The Netherlands . . . [which] is also a result of a policy and/or a lack of government involve-

ment towards the housing situation of Roma, Sinti and Travellers’ (Schriemer 2009: 40).

Besides desktop research relating to the legal and policy framework in the Netherlands, the

RAXEN study relied on interviews, including those with experts on Dutch traveller camps

policy and travellers themselves (ibid: 29–33).

In 2011, the European Committee of Social Rights (ECSR) required the Dutch govern-

ment to provide information about the progress it had made in providing sufficient caravan

plots (ECSR 2011). Four years later, in 2015, in the absence of any information on the

progress made, the ECSR found the Netherlands to have failed to act in conformity with

the right to housing (Article 31, para. 1 of the European Social Charter). It concluded that

‘there is an insufficient number of halting sites for non-sedentary populations and the living

conditions on such sites [are] poor’ (ECSR 2015). Earlier that year, the UN Committee on

the Elimination of Racial Discrimination (CERD) recommended the Netherlands to take
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specific measures to combat discrimination towards travellers as well as provide sufficient

campsites (UN CERD 2015: paras 19–20). This recommendation seemed to have been in-

spired by information provided by a coalition of Dutch NGOs, including the Dutch Section

of the International Commission of Jurists (NJCM)—the parent organization of the Public

Interest Litigation Project —in their Joint Parallel Report (NJCM 2015).

Finally, in October 2017 an EU report on Roma and the Enforcement of Anti-

Discrimination Law was published by the European Commission, covering the period be-

tween 2011 and 2016 (European Commission 2017). The report referred several times to

the situation in the Netherlands, emphasizing that there appeared to be a general shortage

of caravan plots, and to the series of decisions of the Netherlands Institute for Human

Rights. In addition, the report mentioned patterns of segregation in the Netherlands with-

out any specific progress being made since 2011 (ibid: 20).

3.3 Pushing for change at the national level

It was not until 2014 that significant fundamental rights changes can be noted at the na-

tional level. That year seems to be the tangible starting point or ‘critical juncture’ (e.g.

McEvoy and Rebouch 2007: 278) of the different actions undertaken by the four main

actors, even though, as already mentioned, travellers had been active for many years. In

August 2014, after considerable efforts by one interest group, the travellers’ culture was

placed on the UNESCO list of Intangible Cultural Heritage (see Dutch Centre for

Intangible Cultural Heritage, no date). This was a hugely important step for the travellers,

as many of them see this as the first official recognition and protection of their culture

(Loven 2017: 18; Wagenaar and Rodenberg (forthcoming)). That same year the

Netherlands Institute for Human Rights held, for the first time, that a municipality had

acted in violation of the Equal Treatment Act by implementing its traveller camps policy

(NIHR Municipality of Oss (2014)). In addition, as the decisions of the Netherlands

Institute for Human Rights are not legally binding, the Public Interest Litigation Project

took its first steps in litigating for the rights of travellers in a case against the municipality

of Oss.

It is hard to identify one concrete reason for 2014 being the starting point, yet it appears

that the international acknowledgement had an impact on the national recognition of the

fundamental rights problem. In addition, the continuous efforts of activist travellers to get

their situation on the agenda of national institutions seems to have set things in motion.

The first decision by the Netherlands Institute for Human Rights, for example, was a result

of an activist traveller bringing a case to the NIHR. The decision of the Netherlands

Institute for Human Rights, in turn, also strengthened the arguments of the Public Interest

Litigation Project in its legal proceedings against the municipality of Oss. And the Public

Interest Litigation Project’s perception of the problems faced by travellers was informed by

representatives from the various Roma, Sinti and traveller communities.

The important role of activist travellers is also clear from the start of the involvement of

the National Ombudsman. Although, officially, the National Ombudsman did not pay par-

ticular attention to travellers as a target group in 2014, it did already have exploratory talks

with one of the interest groups. In 2015 it intended to investigate complaints of travellers

relating to their lack of involvement in policy decisions regarding traveller camps. Yet, be-

cause of the increased international and national recognition of the cultural identity of trav-

ellers, the National Ombudsman started a broader investigation in the summer of 2016
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relating to the recognition of and respect for the cultural identity of travellers by national

and local authorities (NO 2017: 6–7).

In the meantime, the national fundamental rights framework continued to develop (see

Section 2.1). The Netherlands Institute for Human Rights, after rendering a first decision in

2014, delivered another four decisions in 2015 and seventeen decisions in 2016. Besides the

decisions of the Netherlands Institute for Human Rights, the Public Interest Litigation

Project continued its case against the municipality of Oss at a District Court as well as at

the Court of Appeal (PILP 2016a, 2017), and wrote an amicus curiae letter to the NIHR in

relation to the central government’s responsibility for the discriminatory traveller camps

policies (PILP 2016b). It also tried to raise awareness regarding the fundamental rights of

travellers in various news items and general and political debates, as well as by publishing

an ‘Alternative Guide for Traveller Camps Policy’, setting out the relevant fundamental

rights standards for civil servants (PILP 2015a).

The steps taken by the actors between 2014 and 2016 can be described as paving the

way for the defining steps in 2017. It was only in 2017 that the role of the central govern-

ment was addressed in light of fundamental rights standards. On 1 May 2017, the

Netherlands Institute for Human Rights held that the central government had directly dis-

criminated against travellers by including a phase-out policy in its Guide of 2006 (NIHR

Central Government (2017): para. 5.11). Shortly after this decision the National

Ombudsman published its report, also concluding that the government had failed to safe-

guard travellers’ (cultural) rights (NO 2017). Against this background, the Public Interest

Litigation Project considered that it had sufficient leverage to take the first steps towards

civil proceedings against the government on behalf of two interest groups. It therefore in-

vited the Dutch government to a formal meeting with representatives from the Roma, Sinti

and traveller communities that, ultimately, resulted in constructive talks, making litigation

unnecessary.

In light of the change of government in 2017, with a new Minister of BZK (a member

of D66, a progressive political party), the timing of these actions could probably not have

been better. The new government may have been more receptive of the focus on the rights

of travellers, as it seems to fit well with the emphasis on fundamental rights-friendly poli-

cies by two of the ruling coalition parties (D66 and CU). Because of the positive response

from the central government, the national actors replaced ‘hard means’, such as decisions

by the Netherlands Institute for Human Rights, reports from the National Ombudsman

and litigation by the Public Interest Litigation Project, by ‘soft means’ in mid-2017, such

as lobbying, advising and influencing. The letter from the Minister of BZK in September

2017 made it clear that the government would change its point of view and, importantly,

that it would base its approach on the applicable fundamental rights framework

(Minister of BZK 2017). Since then, several meetings took place between the government

and the four national actors in 2017 and 2018. In the process of designing a new Policy

Framework, the government also involved the four national actors. In addition, it

requested the Netherlands Institute for Human Rights to provide advice on the human

rights position of travellers and traveller camps policy (NIHR 2018a). In preparing this,

the Netherlands Institute for Human Rights deliberated with various representatives

from the Roma, Sinti and traveller communities (ibid: 9). Lastly, the National

Ombudsman remained active and turned its focus to the municipalities and the follow-up

on its report (NO 2018).
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3.4 Reflections on pushing for change

The previous sections provided an overview of the different international and national

actions that were undertaken to address the central government’s approach to traveller

camps policy. It indicates that the voice of the Dutch travellers was first heard at the inter-

national level. This can be explained in light of the European institutions’ strategies focused

on combating the discrimination and disadvantages Roma experience across Europe—strat-

egies that continue to run (e.g. FRA 2012b; Council of Europe and European Union 2015).

Indeed, the RAXEN study discussed above was initiated by FRA to assist EU institutions

and EU member states in developing appropriate policies to improve the situation of travel-

lers in Europe (FRA 2012a). This study was also relied upon by other international moni-

toring bodies, as it provided essential information about the travellers’ situation in the

Netherlands. International reporting may thus be considered as international push factors

in the Dutch government’s policy change. Moreover, it contributed to the development of

the fundamental rights framework.

Research, however, has shown that the effectiveness of reports by international monitor-

ing bodies is limited in the Netherlands (Krommendijk 2014: 261–5; Oomen 2013: 70).

Against this background and based on the timeline, the European Commission’s report in

2017 appears to have been a more effective push factor. This can be explained by the possi-

bility for the European Commission to start infringement proceedings (Article 258 of the

Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU)), which it initiated against the

Czech Republic (2014), Slovakia (2015), and Hungary (2016) for a violation of the Race

Equality Directive in areas concerning the education and housing of Roma (European

Commission 2017). Considering the patterns of segregation and discriminatory traveller

camps policy in the Netherlands as noted in the report, it was not unlikely that the

European Commission would enforce such ‘hard’ legal measures against the Dutch authori-

ties as well. This might also explain why the Dutch government decided to explicitly set out

the ‘fundamental rights framework of Roma, Sinti and travellers’ in its Guide to

Municipalities on Anti-Discrimination Policy (BZK 2018a).

Where Netherlands-related issues were at stake, national actors contributed directly to

these international reports. Not only by providing international monitoring bodies with the

necessary information, for example, as was done in the RAXEN study (see Section 3.2), but

also in the form of agenda setting. For many years, various activist travellers and their

advisers have been actively involved in debates and consultation procedures at various insti-

tutions of the European Union and the Council of Europe, raising awareness regarding their

situation in the Netherlands, including the shortage of caravan plots. At the same time, the

national actors relied heavily on international reporting and the fundamental rights stand-

ards set out by international monitoring bodies, as well as in judgments of the European

Court of Human Rights and the European Court of Justice. This can be illustrated by the

fact that from 2014 onwards the national actors all started to address the same issues and

frame this in the same way: the incompatibility of the Dutch framework for traveller camps

policy with fundamental rights. In this way, the international and national actors strength-

ened each other’s work. Indeed, the effectiveness of the monitoring activities of interna-

tional organizations is considered to increase when they are actively taken up by civil

society organizations (e.g. Krommendijk 2014; Oomen 2013: 70–72).

To further strengthen their case, the national actors undertook various actions. Activist

travellers, the Public Interest Litigation Project and the National Ombudsman tried to get
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recognition for travellers’ rights in the media. The four national actors also addressed prob-

lems related to travellers at different administrative levels of authority (local and national),

and travellers and the National Ombudsman have been active in making their case in differ-

ent (political) forums (local, national and international). The national actors also relied on

various means, such as lobbying (all four actors), issuing reports (National Ombudsman

and Netherlands Institute for Human Rights), litigation (travellers and Public Interest

Litigation Project), and raising international awareness about the situation in the

Netherlands (travellers and Public Interest Litigation Project). Furthermore, the national

actors did not just focus on the same issue, but they converged their actions by working

closely with one another and by sharing information. Seemingly, by attuning their strate-

gies, each focusing on their strengths and expertise, the national actors have been able to

bolster each other’s work. This seems to have led to strong and coherent national push fac-

tors for the government to change its approach.

While the national actors are discussed here as organizations and institutions, many of

the above actions were carried out by specific individuals. Activist travellers have already

been mentioned, but also employees at the National Ombudsman, the Netherlands

Institute for Human Rights and the Public Interest Litigation Project have been particularly

involved in raising awareness regarding travellers’ rights among civil servants. Likewise,

individuals in the central government seem to have played an important role, as several civil

servants have shown willingness to engage with the problems travellers encounter and to

look for ways to effectuate policy change (in a similar vein see Oomen 2013: 70–71).

4. Challenges for long-lasting changes

So far, this article has addressed the developments for pushing for legal and political change

of the Dutch traveller policy as a success story of mobilizing rights. This process, however,

has not been without challenges. This section addresses several difficulties encountered by

national actors and how they have tried to cope with these (Section 4.1). In addition, this

section mentions some challenges the authors envisage—some of which have already mate-

rialized in the meantime—for ensuring the protection of travellers’ rights in the future

(Section 4.2).

4.1 Challenges prior to the new Policy Framework

A first challenge relates to the involvement of all four national actors in the deliberations

on the new Policy Framework of the Dutch government. The involvement of these actors

by the government was commendable, but at the same time there were concerns that the

government might cherry-pick from their input, and fall back to the lowest fundamental

rights standard provided by one of the actors. Although these concerns did not materialize

in practice, the various actors responded to this challenge by regularly informing each other

of their activities, especially at the beginning of the discussions with the government. By do-

ing so, the actors were also able to strengthen each other’s work and to put forward the

same message.

In addition, the Netherlands Institute for Human Rights, the National Ombudsman

and the Public Interest Litigation Project made sure that representatives from the Roma,

Sinti and traveller communities were consulted, to ensure that they would have as much

information as possible about the problems faced by these communities, and could give a

voice to them. The involvement of representatives from the Roma, Sinti and traveller
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communities relates to the next challenge faced. This concerns the question of who can

be considered to represent the Roma, Sinti and traveller communities. From a fundamen-

tal rights perspective (Huijbers 2015: 410–11) and the perspective of the Public Interest

Litigation Project, the National Ombudsman, and the Netherlands Institute for Human

Rights, it is crucial that these communities are involved in the deliberations on new poli-

cies relating to them and their lifestyle. However, as these communities do not form a ho-

mogenous group, the different national interest groups may not always be the rightful

representatives from these communities, or at least not be considered as such by all indi-

viduals in these communities. Some groups might also be over-represented as they are

more active in voicing their problems (see Section 3.1). The National Ombudsman has

tried to deal with these issues by opening a complaints hotline (klachtenlijn), which en-

abled any member of the communities to express their concerns (NO 2017; Loven 2017).

The Public Interest Litigation Project, in turn, has contacted many interest groups and

allows individuals to submit a case. Over the years, the Public Interest Litigation Project

has informed each of these groups and individuals on the developments and actions un-

dertaken and has asked them to participate in, or to provide input for, brainstorm meet-

ings or, for the draft version of the new Policy Framework. The Netherlands Institute for

Human Rights has also tried to involve as many representatives as possible in the prepa-

ration of its Advice (NIHR 2018a: 9). The National Ombudsman, the Public Interest

Litigation Project and the Netherlands Institute for Human Rights thus tried to avoid a

narrow-minded understanding of the issues faced by travellers, by opening up their chan-

nels of communication to a large number of interest groups and members of the commu-

nity. Nevertheless, it is hard to determine whether all subgroups have been fully

represented.

A final challenge addressed here concerns the issue of stigmatization. Several national

actors feared that framing Dutch traveller camps policy in terms of fundamental rights,

especially the focus on travellers’ cultural identity, might lead to the stigmatization of

travellers in the media, by civil servants or in society in general (e.g. De Zwart 2005, and

2012: 312–4). In the past, the media primarily painted a negative picture of traveller

communities by focusing on issues related to criminal activities at traveller camps (e.g.

OneWorld 2018). National actors were concerned that a focus on travellers’ rights would

not be taken seriously, or that the emphasis on their cultural identity would stimulate the

view that travellers are ‘different’ and ‘outsiders’. These concerns can be compared to the

discussion on the effects of the ‘vulnerable group’ label as attached by the European

Court of Human Rights, among others, to the Roma and travellers (e.g. ECtHR

Winterstein: para. 148 (f) and ECtHR Chapman: para. 96; David 2018: 97ff.). While la-

belling groups as ‘vulnerable’ may empower these groups, it can, at the same time, be po-

tentially harmful. A focus on the vulnerability of a group can lead to increased

stigmatization (e.g. Fineman 2013: 16; Peroni 2014: 100; Wiesbrock 2015: 80, 90;

Nifosi-Sutton 2017: 228), as ‘vulnerability’ is often associated with negative connota-

tions such as harm and injury, and it may draw attention to certain aspects of these disad-

vantaged groups and individuals, emphasizing that they are different from others and

disregarding other talents and abilities these persons possess (Peroni and Timmer 2013:

1072). The national actors tried to prevent such adverse effects. The Public Interest

Litigation Project took a strategic approach in deciding what information it would share

publicly and, particularly, when and how to involve the media in its activities. Interest

groups, in turn, have tried to get positive media attention for their culture, for instance,
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by organizing the Roma Pride in the Netherlands9 and by inviting politicians and political

figures to their homes and camps. The National Ombudsman shared its message more

broadly in the media, trying to get the word out that traveller camps are a fundamental

rights issue. To increase citizens’, as well as civil servants’, understanding of the traveller

culture and the challenges travellers have faced and still face, the National Ombudsman

also attributed an important part of its report to stories by travellers. Slowly but surely,

the media seems to have picked up on this and it has increasingly reported on the discrim-

ination experienced by travellers in the Netherlands. This development is especially visi-

ble in the various news items that focused on fundamental rights of travellers, as well as,

for example, the visit by the King of the Netherlands to a renovated traveller camp in

Zeist (NOS 2017). Also, the reporting after the publication of the new Policy Framework

was overall very positive.

4.2 Challenges for follow-up on the new Policy Framework

The three challenges prior to the publication of the new Policy Framework—cooperation,

representation and fears of stigmatization—also relate to issues of ensuring long-term im-

pact. Indeed, while the Dutch government might have changed its stance, and it intends to

monitor the situation, it is clear that this is not the end of the story. With the new Policy

Framework, the next focus will be on the local authorities and housing corporations, which

are the authorities first and foremost responsible for developing and implementing policies

for traveller camps (NO 2018; NIHR 2018b; PILP 2018). The current challenge therefore

seems to be the implementation of the new Policy Framework and ensuring that travellers’

rights are protected throughout the Netherlands. Besides conveying the fundamental rights

message to civil servants,10 (legally) empowering travellers appears to be a crucial element.

Although the Netherlands Institute for Human Rights, the National Ombudsman and the

Public Interest Litigation Project will remain involved in the follow-up of the new Policy

Framework in the near future,11 they may not be able to be involved in the same manner in

the long term. The Public Interest Litigation Project, for example, is a small organization

aimed at strategic litigation. This means that if it has reached its goal—the turnaround of

the phasing-out policy—its work is ‘done’. The National Ombudsman might also be less ac-

tively involved in traveller camps policy, although its channels will always be open for indi-

vidual complaints. For the reason that the Netherlands Institute for Human Rights has a

limited mandate, it will not be able to address all the different struggles faced by travellers

in the implementation of the new Policy Framework. Against this background, it is recom-

mended that the Netherlands Institute for Human Rights, the National Ombudsman and

the Public Interest Litigation Project share their (legal) knowledge with the travellers and

9 The Roma Pride is organized by interest groups on a yearly basis. The Public Interest Litigation

Project received the Roma Pride Award 2015 for its role in ensuring the protection of the rights of

travellers (see PILP 2015b).

10 On 17 October 2018 three regional mayors in Limburg, Zeeland-West-Brabant and Oost-Brabant

indicated that they were unwilling to enforce the new Policy Framework as it insufficiently took

into account the ‘daily (safety) practice’ in which criminality and traveller sites jeopardized the

cultural identity of Roma, Sinti and travellers (Three Regional Mayors 2018). This triggered various

responses by the Public Interest Litigation Project and travellers’ interest groups.

11 The Public Interest Litigation Project, for example, is considering initiating legal proceedings

against municipalities refusing to implement the new Policy Framework.
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the interest groups. By doing so, they will help to further empower travellers in fighting for

their rights and ensure long-lasting change.

Even where local authorities are willing to change their policies and develop new cara-

van plots for travellers, their task may not be easy. There is a general shortage of social

housing and dwelling space in the Netherlands, which may give rise to conflicts over the

distribution of land and social housing (in a similar vein see Wilson 2007: 355–6). Indeed,

in the months following the adoption of the new Policy Framework, travellers occupied

land in various municipalities to push them to develop new plots.12 In response, the respon-

sible Minister indicated that travellers should have realistic expectations of the follow-up of

the new Policy Framework, as municipalities need time to make adjustments, and as limited

(dwelling) space may impede the realization of new traveller plots in the short term

(Minister of BZK 2018a: 2–3). Furthermore, as long as there is a shortage of caravan plots

in the Netherlands, the allocation of new plots may potentially lead to conflicts within the

Roma, Sinti and traveller communities about who is entitled to a specific plot (Loven and

Huijbers 2018: 2892).

5. Conclusion: lessons for mobilizing fundamental rights

This article has shown that in relation to traveller camps policy, the Dutch government has

left its former hands-off and repressive integration strategy behind and has opted for a new

fundamental rights-proof approach; an approach that aims to facilitate travellers’ culture in

the Netherlands. The article has clarified what might have influenced this change of policy.

To this end, it explored the various actions undertaken by international actors and by four

national actors (the Netherlands Institute for Human Rights, the National Ombudsman,

the Public Interest Litigation Project, and interest groups). A picture arises in which the

actions of these actors have been successful by addressing the same issue from different van-

tage points and through various activities. Some actors, for example, focused on lobbying

at the local level, while others focused mainly on legal standard-setting and litigation.

Although it is difficult to draw general lessons from one single case study, especially as

‘translation between international [fundamental rights] law and local cultural norms is of-

ten a partial, unpredictable, and haphazard process’ (Wilson 2007: 357), several insights

may nonetheless be of broader relevance. In that regard, some tentative lessons for mobiliz-

ing human rights by national actors are put forward below.

Firstly, it appears that a combination of international and national push factors may be

an effective way to create momentum for change, and to put pressure on the authorities to

change their approach. This ‘sandwich formula’ requires international attention for the na-

tional situation, which may be created by information provided by national actors. These

national actors, in turn, rely on the reports, decisions and judgments of these international

organizations. The effectiveness of international reports is, at least in the Netherlands

(Krommendijk 2014; Oomen 2013: 70–72), considered to increase when civil society

organizations follow up on them (e.g. Cavallero and Brewer 2008: 788). National actors

thus have an important role in ensuring effectiveness of international monitoring and inter-

national standard-setting by translating and applying it to the national context.

Secondly, it seems that national actors can nudge authorities in a certain direction, by

addressing the same issue with a multitude and great diversity of means (e.g. Duffy 2018:

12 An overview of these demonstrations can be found in the Letter of the Minister of BZK (2018b).
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41; Open Society Justice Initiative Report 2018: 81ff.). They can start legal proceedings

and issue reports and decisions, and they can emphasize issues at different administrative

levels (national and local level). At the same time, the instruments used should be chosen

strategically (e.g. Duffy 2018: 233ff.). For example, whether to use hard and/or soft means

depends on the context. Litigation, when there is room for negotiations and consultations,

may sometimes have adverse effects. In addition, activities by national actors appear most

influential when they fall within their mandate or their function; when these actors stay

within their mandate or task, governmental authorities seem to accept actors’ expertise

more easily. Furthermore, convergence of actions of national actors appears to be a success-

ful strategy. This does not mean that national actors should speak with one voice, but

rather that national actors should target the same issue from their own vantage point (in a

similar vein see Duffy 2018: 248–9; Budlender et al. 2014: 118–9).

Lastly, the importance of motivated individuals should not be underestimated.

Courageous individuals who are suffering from certain policies and speak up about it seem

to be crucial in prompting any change. They can put their situation on the agenda of other

actors, enabling others to chime in and do their work. Reaching a result may be a lengthy

process and setbacks may be encountered along the way (Duffy 2018: 42–4; Albiston 2011:

71). Continuous efforts will therefore be needed. In addition, national actors should re-

member that governmental institutions consist of individuals too. Finding civil servants

who understand the problem, and who are willing to influence political bodies from within,

can be very helpful in pushing for legal and political change. National actors can help these

civil servants by providing valuable tools to convince the political bodies to change their

policies. Sometimes legal proceedings may be regarded as such tools, but media coverage is

also generally a useful means (also, Duffy 2018: 246–7).

In pushing for political and legal change, there are of course also challenges and dangers na-

tional actors should take into account. These can vary according to the issue at stake, the con-

stitutional and political setting, and other contextual factors. However, when dealing with

vulnerable groups, it seems important that legal actors make sure, as far as possible, that they

are in communication with representatives from these groups. This means that they should re-

frain from speaking on behalf of these groups, when they are not sure what these groups are

experiencing on a daily basis (Hopgood 2013: 173). Another word of caution relates to the in-

volvement of the media. Negative reporting may result in a serious backlash. Therefore a care-

ful media strategy should be adopted, including a strategic way of framing the issue.

Finally, as is the case with any change, political and legal change on paper does not nec-

essarily mean change in practice. National actors should follow up on their activities, even

after a fundamental rights-proof policy has been adopted. As is the case with travellers in

the Netherlands, while an important political change has been put into motion, it is too

early to rest assured. With 380 Dutch municipalities—each of them responsible for their

own policy for traveller camps—there are still considerable challenges to be addressed be-

fore the cultural identity of travellers in the Netherlands is properly secured.
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