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Introduction

Powerful arguments have been developed about democracy in multiethnic states. These theories argue that democracy is based on the consent of those governed and emphasize the role of the state in establishing order and maintaining the rule of law. When the state and its institutions are not regarded as neutral and fair by all actors, minority groups may find themselves forced to create their own, potentially divergent forms of self-protection
, which can come to be seen by the ethnic majority as threatening to the integrity of the state. These theories emphasize that only those democracies that are able to re-integrate and engage all ethnic groups (majority and minorities) into the same society can lead to order and stability.
 Democratic institutions (governments, administration, welfare and justice) should therefore be accessible to all minorities including ethnic groups. 
In theory, the state operates by adhering to a set of (constitutional) rules and rights and thereby ensuring transparency and accountability. However, few if any state policies are absolutely neutral in their distributive effect among different ethnic groups. In most cases, state policies are based on arbitrary
 decisions that often result have disparate impacts
 or discriminate against minorities. 

A government—local or central—is considered to be legitimate if its decisions are generally acceptable to its constituency as fair and equitable.
  If the policies of a government appear to be biased in favor of a particular group, the legitimacy of the state and the support of policies will be weakened.
 Trapped in their “myopia”, ethnic majorities tend deny any bias in government policies. Governments dominated by the ethnic majority often claim their policies are “ethnically blind”
 and point to a broader understanding of equality between citizens. These governments and institutions ignore problems inherent in participatory democracies. Such arguments camouflage the fact that ethnic minorities have less power to influence rules, procedures and policies. In “ethnically blind” environments, majorities often consider public resources as their privileges: they label claims of minorities as attempt to privatize public resources for the benefit of their particular group.
 

The question in the title “Who benefits?” has two answers. In the short-run, majorities may think that excluding minorities and their preferences from the policy process and the agenda is an efficient solution. However, in the long run, such win-loose situations will turn into a loose-loose situation as social order deteriorates. Tragic experiences in the Balkans (and elsewhere in the region) demonstrated that restricted competition for power and resources and the exclusion of various constituent groups from transparent and inclusive decision-making processes sooner or later result in serious social conflicts, mass migration and in extreme cases bloody wars in which everyone suffers.

This is why analyzing local policy processes in multiethnic states, and the access to public services in particular, is timely.

The purpose of this paper is to develop an analytical framework and a set of working hypothesis for a comparative policy analysis based on a proposed concept of ethnic bias in local public policy processes.  It aims to invite more efficient government actions in providing equitable access for minorities to public services at the local level.

The scope of the research is to provide an analytical framework for a comparative policy research on access of minorities to public services at the local level of government. More specifically, patterns of ethnic bias at the local (municipal) level of government through their policies which have redistributive
 goals because of the following reasons. As a result of decentralization and public service reform, local governments gained new competencies and responsibilities to design policies responsive to the needs of citizens. Most of public policies determining access to public services are now designed and implemented by local governments. Thus, the local government represents perhaps the key arena for examining ethnic bias in public policy processes. In order to identify the role of public institutions in the formation of ethnic bias, this research will be focused on those factors that are under the control of (local) governments and their institutions. The research will involve only those policies that impact on access to (locally provided) public services, because access to those services is interrelated with other civil and political rights. Therefore bias in providing access to public services will disadvantage minority families to take full advantage of all resources and benefits in their communities. 
The Concept of Ethnic Bias

In this paper, I will propose and develop a new concept, the concept of Ethnic Bias for analyzing equity in minority access to public services. The concept of ethnic bias combines an institutionalist approach
 with a pluralist one
 to public policy. Institutionalist approaches to public policy suggest that the state and its institutions play a crucial role in defining and shaping policies of redistribution. Pluralist approaches look at ways in which governmental decisions are made, i.e. who is involved in policy-making and how? The concept of ethnic bias combines these two approaches.

The ethnic bias approach is an adaptation of the bias theory of Bachrach and Baratz
 that says that policy-making is structured by the distribution of power between various groups and institutions of the society. However, in the process of decision-making, a bias may occur if those in power can successfully exclude certain issues and problems from the policy-agenda. Since the 1970s, several studies have addressed the problem of minorities in the policy process. These studies were inspired by various community-based and social movements in Britain and America.
  They focus on the policy processes which resulted in systemic rejection or exclusion of issues and policy proposals developed by race and gender equality movements or advocacy groups.
 The studies demonstrated that policy-makers with the power to keep certain issues off the agenda could successfully screen out potential policy issues as defined by these communities and movements. In sum, these studies demonstrate that unequal distribution of power among various social groups has a significant impact on the capacities of these groups to influence policy-decisions. 

Ethnic bias refers to an institutionalized preference towards the interest of the ethnic majority (dominant group) that occurs at various stages of the policy process. Therefore ethnic bias often prevents minorities from equal enjoyment of public services and other resources. 

A policy process is ethnically biased if: 

· one ethnic group has disproportionate (or exclusive) power in defining policy goals and priorities (the policy agenda), and/or

· if structural arrangements favor the interest of certain ethnic groups in the course of policy formulation, and/or

· if rules of distribution of public resources and service delivery are biased in their effects. 

Ethnic bias can be assessed by the presence of various types inequalities between ethnic groups. When policies of public institutions are biased, social cohesion often deteriorates. Deteriorating social cohesion elevates the risk of social conflict. Alarming symptoms call the attention of decision-makers to the need for action. Such symptoms can vary from ethnic stratification to spatial or institutional segregation between various groups, and from institutional or systemic discrimination against certain minorities to an increased number of community conflicts and to sometimes even to minority migration. 

In this research, ethnic bias will be analyzed through various stages of the policy cycle.
 Depending on the stage of the policy cycle in which ethnic bias occurs, different types of ethnic bias will be identified. The identification of these various types of ethnic bias will be used to develop policy recommendations. 

Why ethnic bias is a policy issue?

The different social sciences have produced a range of various approaches that explain and interpret the phenomenon of social conflicts and inequalities in multiethnic societies.

Sociologists dealing with ethnic relations explain ethnic conflict by using concepts of social stratification, discrimination, group identity and the size of the ethnic group. Political scientists suggest two relevant approaches, through the concepts of modernity and group cohesion. Social psychologists emphasize that feeling threatened is the cornerstone of ethnic conflict. This chapter will present a policy oriented approach to help explain ethnic relations in terms of equity in distribution of power and public resources among various ethnic groups.

Each of these social-scientific approaches emphasizes one particular aspect of the complex political and social reality in which ethnic power, resources and prestige are distributed in a given society. It is important to note that problems usually categorized as ethnic conflicts are often more complex nature. The systemic changes resulted in a situation in which "ethnicity has become more pronounced, thus energizing social cleavages with vital political interest and thus highly regarded moral and ethical considerations."
 Often, "instrumentalization" of ethnicity in competition for the control over public resources resulted that in the "ethnicization" of various policy issues.

Most recent literature suggests that in CEE, ethnic conflicts strain not only group identity, but also the economic, political and historical interests of particular ethnic groups.
 Because of the multi-ethnic composition of most countries in the region, the borders between socio-political and ethnic conflicts are fuzzy and fragile. Political struggles can mask conflicts of interest between ethnic groups, or camouflage an ethnic conflict. In other cases, leaders of groups use ethno-nationalism as a means of moral compensation for economic backwardness, or in response to new challenges and increased competition. 

More literature has recently become available on diversity management.
 This policy-oriented analysis focuses on what governments can best do to manage ethnic diversity. This approach involves a series of strategic actions meant to provide, in due time, the legal, political, economic and socio-psychological conditions to peacefully resolve conflicts within multiethnic societies. The measures taken by governments and other political actors depend on the perception of conflict and the culture of conflict management. This literature suggests that public policies are useful and efficient tools of conflict prevention as policy processes allow direct negotiations between various groups with conflicting or competing interests. Moreover, agreed mechanisms of negotiation imply solutions generated by participants directly involved in the situation. By leaving a relatively high degree of leeway to those involved, well designed policy processes are likely to avoid polarization and the escalation of conflicts.

At the central level of government, policies of managing ethnic diversity involve legal guarantees to minorities regarding non-discrimination and social and political participation. Because most of the everyday problems of inter-ethnic relations exist at the local level, local authorities can also develop explicit policies and strategies for accommodating ethnic diversity in areas such as political participation, education, housing, employment and health care.

Almost all issues related to problems of ethnic bias have their manifestation in local communities.  The city
 represents a key arena for examining a wide-range of processes, effects and interventions across a variety of social, political and economic domains. Due to recent public administration and public service delivery reforms, local authorities have gained more discretional power on deciding priorities for public services, the level of services and the delivery mix.
 The central question is whether local governments (municipalities)
 are able to fulfil their duties and formulate inclusive public policies responsive to the needs of their multi-ethnic population. This question is central as it touches upon the essence of democracy: the need to establish an acceptable balance between the inclusion of diversities and maintaining social order.
 It implies that the state and its administration should be perceived as legitimate, so that state gains the support of society to achieve the balance. Political actors may gain legitimacy by being responsive to the needs of citizens. The guarantee for remaining responsive lies in procedures that makes political actors accountable for their decisions.

If a state, its institutions and its policies are perceived as being biased towards certain groups
 the other part of the population will withdraw their support from those in power. In such cases, governments have to cope with various forms of resistance
 while implementing public policies. In the longer term, such a resistance may result in inefficient government practices and the erosion of social cohesion. 

There are numerous identifiable demographic, socio-economic and political trends and processes which have been associated with a general lack of social cohesion. Over the past decade, changing patterns of ethnic diversity juxtaposed with new socio-economic patterns (transition, migration processes, creation of new states, cutback of welfare-state etc.) resulted in increased competition for political and economic resources and the increased polarization between various ethnic groups. 

As noted, biased policy processes tend to result in poorer access of minorities to essential resources which can result in heightened tensions and sometimes conflict. In such situations minorities may increasingly feel that power is directed against them. Majorities on the other hand may perceive any form of self-organization of minorities as threatening or hostile to the state. Although the source of conflict is not ethnicity as such
, a danger exists of the rapid escalation of these conflicts due to the weakness (or the lack) of agreed (trusted) mechanisms for mediation and conflict resolution. Once ethnicity is associated with a conflict it is very difficult to escape the negative cycle of mutually reinforcing ethnic strife, as both sides tend to falsely explain their problems in ethnic terms. Once this point has been reached, it is unlikely that matters can be settled by policy instruments.
 But to reiterate, neutral public policies are likely to prevent the escalation of such ethnic conflicts from ever happening.

Recently, several approaches have been developed to address the problem of equity and discrimination. There have been several attempts to adopt comprehensive anti-discrimination laws in several countries in the region. Other countries have introduced constitutional guarantees against all forms of discrimination. These legal institutions are important as they set standards and express commitment on the part of decision-makers to mitigate discrimination. However, those legal instruments remain weak.
 Relevant jurisprudence experience shows that there are at least three major weaknesses in the purely legal approach. First, it is very hard to find legal remedies for cases of discrimination (especially cases of indirect discrimination) due to the difficulty of substantiating allegations with hard facts.
 European legal precedents in this matter remain isolated and their policy impact is negligible.
  Legal approaches operate from a normative framework which presumes that an offence or an abuse has been committed by a “perpetrator” against a “victim”. Hence the legal approach offers remedies but not preventive measures. 

I propose here a different approach. Ethnic bias is a comprehensive approach that looks at problems related to ethnic diversity, inequity, discrimination and a lack of access in a wider policy context of public administration reform and the reform of public services. The concept of ethnic bias works on the basis that policy problems are highly relevant for both majorities and minorities. As symptoms are alarming
, it seems necessary to address the problem in a more effective way. 

The concept of ethnic bias acknowledges that public policies emerge from a complicated process of policy formulation, adoption and implementation. It is therefore suggested that the type and level of ethnic bias depends on the combination of the following four main components: 

· the participation of different ethnic groups in setting the policy agenda; 

· the representation of minorities in the process of policy formulation and adoption;

· the involvement of minorities in the delivery of public policies; 

· the relationship between the dominant group and the minorities.

Research Questions and working hypothesis

Research questions

There are four main questions that structure this inquiry on equitable access of minorities to public services:

1. How ethnic bias occurs in the policy process?

2. Why policy processes become biased?

3. How the presence of various types of minorities can be associated with different types of ethnic bias?

4. How can efficiency and equity be reconciled through ethnically unbiased public policies?

These questions should be answered after the comparative analysis of case studies from various local communities in Central and Eastern Europe.

As discussed, the concept of ethnic bias suggests that inequitable access of minorities to locally provided public services is the result of gaps in various stages of the policy process. This is why working hypothesis has been developed on the basis of the “policy cycle model” (see Figure 2). 

The policy cycle approach to public policy continues to be the basis for analysis of the policy process.
 This model creates an artificial (oversimplified) view of policy-making.
  Nevertheless, it has significant merits as it provides an analytical framework to explore public policy processes. This research therefore adheres to the policy cycle model as a useful analytic tool. However, in my analysis I will go beyond consideration of the stages of policy-making and will look at the wider context of the problem of ethnic bias.

Figure 1. The Policy Cycle approach to the policy process
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Sources: Adopted from Parsons (1995) and Anderson (1997)

This study will be centered around three stages of the policy cycle. First, it will analyze the input phase where problems get public recognition and get accepted into the policy agenda. It will then look at the context in which policy decisions are made. Lastly, the research will look at how policies are administered and implemented. 

The three hypotheses cover three types of risks of ethnic bias which affect the access of minorities to locally provided public services. These risks may occur separately or in combination. The empirical phase of the research will identify typical combinations of various risks and their association with different types of inter-ethnic dynamics.

Figure 2: The policy process and the three types of ethnic bias risk 

[image: image2.wmf]Policy

Implementation

Policy

Evaluation

Problem

Definition

Agenda

Setting

Policy

Formulation

Policy

Adoption

[image: image3.jpg][¢20n B enli v Bl

A systems model of agenda control

ITmMA-—T

The political system

Actions

)

Decisions

nwW4CTVTHCO




[image: image4.jpg]Preferences Perceived options

{ '

Decision about action
or strategy

t t

External events Likely consequences






Working Hypothesis

Agenda Setting: “filter hypothesis”

The genesis of a policy involves the recognition of a problem. The central question is how certain issues or problems come to be recognized as public ones. This question is strongly linked to the distribution of power. Why do only some problems become targets of public policies? How do local governments decide what problems to address? In fact, the recognition of problems and the setting of policy agenda is essentially the outcome of a competition between different social groups.
 As power and influence is not equally distributed among social groups, the policy agenda however, often favors some groups.

Due to the lack of adequate power-sharing models available to decentralization agendas, minorities have little impact on policy formulation at the local level. Policy-makers are mostly members of the dominant group and act as gatekeepers to filter the demands of ethnic groups. Without the effective participation of minorities, the local decision-making process is likely to become biased against inputs from minorities.

By filtering minority-specific demands out from the policy agenda, governments fail to be responsive and thus promote ethnic bias.

Figure 3   Agenda control and ethnic bias 



Source: Parsons (1995) p.138.

In fact, each system has its own mechanisms to protect itself from inputs which would overload the system or which include excessive or unacceptable demands. However the mechanism can be biased against certain inputs. There are a number of ways
 that locally elected leaders and decision-makers can ensure that the demands of minorities are excluded from the policy process. In case of welfare rights this can result in filtering out claims for policies that would benefit minorities and the re-direction of public funds towards needs expressed by more powerful groups. 

In practice, public policies and delivery processes use a mixture of instruments to improve efficiency while seeking to balance these values against demands for fairness or equity. How a delivery system may be mapped in terms of driving values which determine institutional as well as organizational arrangements depends on power. Whose values, needs and priorities may filter in the allocation process, is the function of openness in the system, the decentralization of power and the degree of public participation.

Policy formulation: “hypothesis of biased policy choices”

Once a problem is recognized and included in the policy agenda, decision-makers will engage in developing policy options to address the problem. The question is how decisions are taken, by whom and when.

From an institutional perspective, the distribution of goods depends on the choice of social, economic and political institutions from which distributions will actually emerge. This includes procedural rules governing political decision-making.

Policy formulation involves the development of a set of relevant, feasible and acceptable proposals to address the problem. These alternative or competing solutions will be proposed for decision-makers to select the preferred option. This process of formulating and selecting between alternatives is driven by a culture, values, traditions and knowledge and skills of the decision-makers. Choices of decision-makers will also depend on their access to resources and their views about an “ideal” or preferred outcome.
  In the democratic system, various stakeholders
 will seek to influence decisions through various institutions of negotiation and bargaining.

Figure 4. Kaufman’s model of decision-making




Source: Adopted from Kaufman by Parsons(1995) p. 372.

The stage of policy formulation also involves a risk of bias. Institutions have an important role in shaping relations between the state and its citizens. The way in which formal (and informal) procedures and rules allow the expression of different interests and preferences shapes the distribution of power among stakeholders.

State institutions also play a decisive role in selecting specific values that will influence public decisions. When the cake (available public resources) to be divided becomes smaller, as in the case of most post-communist countries ion the region
, it is becoming crucial whether decision-makers view that equity should or should not be applied as a guiding value of public policies. Under severe budget constrains, the choice between efficient and equitable might be difficult to consile. Policies might represent efficient use of resources, but may at the same time result in unfair or un-equitable allocation of welfare. 

Ethnic minorities may have policy preferences that are different from that of the dominant groups. However, due to the lack of appropriate institutions of bargaining and the frequent under-representation of minorities in public institutions, minorities have little chance to develop and promote policy alternatives to solve policy problems. As these alternatives are in most cases left out of the real decision-making process, there is a risk that the selected alternative will have a negative or un-proportional impact on the access of minorities to the services established by these policies. 

The lack of structural arrangements or institutions of bargaining involve a risk of biased policy choices: minorities will not be able to articulate their preferences and to influence selected policy options, including the rules of access. 

Policy implementation (service delivery): “hypothesis of ethnic monopoly”

At this stage of the policy process, the main question is how selected and adopted policies are administered by public institutions and organizations involved in the delivery of services. How policies are enforced? How does the implementation alternate the policy formulated by decision-makers?

In theory, the job of public administration is to carry out the policy program. However, administration and service providers have an important impact on the outcomes of these policies. In fact the phase of implementation is of crucial importance as this is the stage where the state and the citizens interact. The patterns of this interaction may have an important consequence for the access of minorities to public services. 

Patterns of interactions are determined by values, human behaviors and the capacity of policy-makers to monitor the implementation of policies and to make service providers accountable for the quality of services delivered. Professionals (teachers, social workers, welfare officers, doctors etc) working in service delivery play a decisive role in carrying out the policy. Their knowledge and experience is clearly a resource for the system as a whole. However, these professionals have discretion over decisions. On the one hand the discretional power delegated to street-level officials makes the systems of delivery more efficient and flexible.  But at the same problems arise with regard to applying specific regulations to specific circumstances. 

Discretion may become a source of conflict in cases of ethnic and cultural differences between professionals providing public services. There are very few minority representatives working in civil service and public administration. This situation affects the implementation of various policies. Ethnic bias can occur in at least two ways: first, when access to public officials is hindered by linguistic, cultural, social or other differences, and second when members of a minority are discouraged from applying for services from public agencies run by the dominant group.  

From an institutional perspective, access to rights and services is awarded by the public power. These rights to access public services become more than mere declarations only if they are enforced by the government through the allocation of public resources (police, schools, welfare etc) and through appropriate institutions. As public resources are limited, there must be a broad consensus, which is often reached through social bargains that generate mutual benefits. The government’s main role is to provide those services included in to the “social contract” fairly and impartially.

In multiethnic societies, however, minorities have limited access to rights due to their weak position in the bargaining process. If the dominant group captures public institutions, other groups will likely feel that the delivery of services is biased—thus the consensus over the distribution of public resources has been breached. Accordingly, if the state is biased in guaranteeing impartial services it raises the problem of political legitimacy. Selective service delivery exacerbates problems of diversity and heterogeneity; as Holmes and Sunstein argue, access to rights may strengthen political divisions along ethnic lines.  In such cases the legitimacy of rights-enforcing regimes (police, justice, local and central governments etc.) will suffer. This will endanger social cohesion and result in various degrees of conflict.

In most CEE countries, the government and state administration remained the monopoly of dominant ethnic groups. In the process of service delivery, mono-cultural (and in most cases monolingual) views of government and administrative culture risk of generating a biased distribution of public resources.

Conclusions

Why is it necessary to study ethnic bias?

I am convinced that the development of participatory systems of governance that are responsive to the needs of diverse minorities is vital to best ensure stable and functioning democracies.
 In many countries, as a result of public administration reform and decentralization, local authorities gained competencies to design policies responsive to ethnic diversity through various inclusive measures and through the representation and involvement of minorities in the local policy-processes. However, in many cases, such policies are hindered by insufficient technical expertise, a lack of capacity and political support and inadequate resources. Therefore, the need exists to enhance local government capacities to meet the needs of multiethnic communities. 
From the point of view of scientific interest, a study on the access of minorities to public services will contribute to a better understanding of those policy processes that result in unfair (biased) outcomes. An increased knowledge of local public policies may contribute to on-going debates about exclusion and marginalization. Moreover, it may highlight new aspects of the process of exclusion of minorities by focusing on the role of local governments and their institutions. 

Furthermore, this issue has become a key priority for all CEE governments as they proceed along the path to EU accession. In support of this priority, governments have to develop unbiased, inclusive policies that provide an opportunity to build successful multiethnic societies. As it is obvious that policies of equitable access to municipal resources and municipal infrastructure will soon clash with the interests of well-established networks, decision-makers should be empowered with policy recommendations to meet such challenges.

Officials as well as citizens are often frustrated in their attempts to get a clear picture on the performance of their government’s achievement in promoting inclusive policies.  The media occasionally reports on such stories but comprehensive information and analysis is rarely available on the issue of equity in public service delivery.

In some countries
, the collection and dissemination of information on the performance of local (and national) governments in the field of public service delivery was confirmed in the 1990s. Over the past decade, a number of national and international organizations as well as publications and reviews have promoted methods of monitoring and evaluating race equality and equal access practices.
 

These policy studies provide a number of suggestions by which local governments and their agencies or institutions can regularly assess their performance and demonstrate progress. Think tanks, networks, databases and other information systems use different means for collecting and selecting information and indicators tend to differ. Nevertheless, in all cases monitoring and evaluating is understood as a structured collection of data, the results of which can be analyzed. 

The aim of these systems is threefold. First, to provide data for public officials and for citizens. Second, to provide other public officials with suggestions for improving particular situations. Third, to accelerate new policy actions in areas of service provision to meet the needs of minorities.

The concept of ethnic bias suggests a neutral, de-politicized approach to observe a highly sensitive issue. In the past five years, having been involved in various projects addressing local government capacity to accommodate ethnic diversity, it has become clear that such an approach is vital to gain cooperation from any public bodies. Also, an approach that offers governments an opportunity to take an active role in preventing discrimination will be more efficient than the introduction of new standards of anti-discrimination.

In the long run, providing public services in fair and equitable ways is a win-win strategy. Unbiased policies developed by inclusive governments will strengthen democracy, stability and prosperity. 
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� Minorities may create their own parallel institutions of political organization (political parties or other formal or informal movements) or provide various services for the community (church sponsored education in mother-tongue, self-help organizations to provide social security within the community) etc.


� Schopflin in Biro-Kovacs (2001)


� Arbitrariness refers to the use of state power ignoring consent of public opinion and the interest of citizens. 


� Krizsan (2000) p.20. 


� In the Theory of Justice John Rawls (Rawls 1971) argues that the values to be applied to resource allocation should be based on principles of fairness and equity. In his view, a policy is fair if winners are allowed to win only if they benefit the least well off. 


� For more information on the relations between public policies and  differnt types of ethnic relations,  refer to Petra Kovacs, 1998, A Comparative Typology of Ethnic Relations, LGI: Budapest.


� Ethnic blindness refers to policies that explicitely reject to acknowledge and address ethnic differences


� Biro – Kovacs 2001


� Redistributive policies refer to deliberate efforts of governments to shift allocation of wealth, income, property and rights among various groups of the population.


� Skocpol (1985), Hall (1986), Parsons (1995).


� Dahl (1961), Lindbloom (1977), Parsons (1995).


� Bachrach and Baratz (1962) Two faces of power  and Bachrach and Baratz (1970) Power and powerty


� Barach and Baratz ibid, S. Saggar (1991), T. N. Clark and V. Hoffmann – Martinot (1998).


�  Julia Szalai (2002). 


� On the stageist approach to policy analysis, see Parsons (1995), Anderson (1997), Weiner-Winning (1992).


� Marshall, Monthy G., Ethnopolitics in the mulinational states of of Eastern Europe, in Gurr (ed) Minorities at Risk,  (1993) p.176.


� Tishkov V., pp. 64-65,  Payin, E., pp. 52-54.


� Schonholtz (1998), Kreisberg (1998), Etzioni (1998), Yemiai (2001), Biro –Kovacs (2001).


� In this paper the terms "city” and "local community” will be used interchangeably and refers to the local society


� Delivery mix refers to the complex and diverse set of institutions and instruments through which public goods and services are provided. Delivery mix includes a plurality of actors, institutions and modes of enforcements and as well as the plurality of values (Parsons, 1995, pp. 491-493).


� In this paper the terms "local government" and "municipality" will be used interchangeably and refer to the local public authorities.


� in Schopflin (2001).


� Vertocvec (1996), Schopflin (2001), Beetham (1994) et. al.


� Schopflin (2001).


� Withdrawal of political support, challanging legitimacy of those in power or in extreme case choosing various exit strategies demanding for greater autonomy or secession.


� Ethnicity refers to a group which is self-awre and possesses some degree of of coherence and solidarity, amd is composed by people sharing common identity, interests and a shared set of meanings (culture, origin) etc. (Biro-Kovacs 2001).


� As a trainer of local public officials, I often experience that local policy-makers lack adequate knowledge and skills to manage multiethnic communities. Due to their lack of understanding of the specific policy problems related to ethnic diversity, they often translate conflict of interests over technical issues as ethnic conflicts if the population involved is multiethnic. In some case study exercises, we expose policy-makers (trainees) similar policy situations in either ethnically diverse or alternatively  in ethnically homogeneous environments. While facing similar technical issues (closing one kindergarten due to defecit in local budget) policy-makers find it very hard to reconcile the conflict if it occurs in ethnically diverse environmentaccording to the exercise. Whereas in cases when the exercise do not include the multiethnic element,, managers develop various feasible and innovative alternatives to address the social conflict. 


� On stages of conflict see Vasylache (2001).


� Krizsan (2001), Kaltenbach (2002), Jarabik (2002), Goldston (2001) et. al.


� More on the difficulties of litigating discrimination cases in CEE in J.Goldston (2001) Race and Ethnic Data: A Missing Link to Fight Against Discrimination in A. Krizsan (ed) (2001)


� In North America, the UK and at the European Court of Human Rights which are based on case law, test cases have an impact on the litigation of further similar cases.


�  See recent conflicts on the Balkans, the recent exodus of Roma from CEE or the desintegration of the Russians in the Baltics.


� A  forthcoming publication of NISPAcee will include those case studies and their comparative analysis.


� Anderson (1997), Parsons (1995).


� For a critical view of the stagist approach, see works of Lindblom, Stone, or Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith and others.


� Parsons (1996), Clark and Hoffmann-Martinot (1998).


� For example by sanctioning certain claims, by symbolic action like labeling minority rigts activists as criminals, co-option of cooperative members of the minority group etc.


� Anderson (1997) pp. 38-39 and pp. 113-114.


� constitutional rights, power-sharing, participation: to be developed further!!


� Parsons (1995) pp. 371-374.


� "groups, institutions and organizations which can affect the outcome of policies by their control of resources or whose interest can be affected by the decisions” Kaufmann in Parsons (1995) p.374.


� Because of economic decline in the 1990s and because of the neo-liberal reforms which resulted in the reduced size of distribution.


� Anderson (1997) pp.214 –216, Parsons (1995)p.457.


� Holmes and Sunstein (1999).


� Holmes and Sunstein (1999).


� Since 1997, I have been the manager of a major in-house policy research initiative of the of the Local Government and Public Service Reform Initiative of the OSI Budapest on Managing Multiethnic Communities http://lgo.osi.hu/ethnic. Within this project I have been involved in various researches on local public management of multiethnic communities in CEE, on minority participation in governance and on diversity management in public services. I have been involved in developing curricula for schools of public administration on managing diversity, I have trained public officials on public management of multiethnic communities, and provided various training programs for Roma elected leaders on local policy processes and participatory techniques.


� Such as the US, the UK, France and the Netherlands.


� Examples: UN Habitat, World Bank, ICMA, USAID, OECD/SIGMA, UNESCO/MOST, Home office of the UK.


� As all countries involved in the research are candidates for EU accession, they all have to comply with a set of new standards included in the EU Race Directive (2000) and the Charter of Fundamental Rigts of the European Union. 
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