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Glossary
EC

European Commission

MP

Member of Parliament

MS

Member State

NAP/empl.

National Action Plan for Employment

NAP/incl.

National Action Plan for Social Inclusion

NGO

Non-governmental Organisation

NRP

National Reform Programme for Growth and Jobs

NSR

National Strategic Report

NSRSPSI

National Strategic Report on Social Protection and Social Inclusion

OMC

Open Method of Coordination

PEP

People experiencing poverty
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European Key-Networks
Under the PROGRESS programme the European Commission currently funds
European umbrella NGO networks promoting social inclusion of vulnerable groups:
Caritas Europa
CECOP (European Confederation of workers' cooperatives, social cooperatives and
social and participative enterprises)
COFACE (Confederation of family organisations in the European Union)
EAPN (European Anti Poverty Network)
EFSC (European Foundation for Street Children)
EMN (European Microfinance Network)
ESN (European Social Network)
Eurochild
Eurocities
Eurodiaconia
European Think Tank Pour la Solidarité
FEANTSA (European Federation of national organisations working with the homeless)
MHE (Mental Health Europe)
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
I. Study objectives and scope of the study
The overall objective of the Study on Stakeholders’ Involvement in the Implementation
of the Open Method of Coordination (OMC) in Social Protection and Social Inclusion is
to analyse the key challenges in relation to the governance dimension in the revised
common objectives for the fight against poverty and social exclusion, in particular as
concerns the involvement of stakeholders.
Specifically, the main outcome of the study is to provide the Commission with
recommendations, benchmarks, examples of good practices and tools successfully
applied by relevant stakeholders, regarding the quality and permanence of the
involvement of stakeholders in the implementation of the OMC.
The study focuses on stakeholders’ involvement as far as it relates to policies against
poverty and social exclusion (the first strand of the revised OMC), though it does not
ignore the other two strands of the social OMC. The timeframe covers the social OMC
since its beginning in 2000, but with a more particular focus on the most recent period
(streamlining of the three strands since 2005).
The study focuses primarily on stakeholders’ involvement in the OMC as a process, not
on their involvement in social inclusion policies as such, even though the latter are one
of the official objectives of the OMC, and the two issues cannot strictly be distinguished.
The focus is on all phases of the OMC process: design and preparation, including
agenda-setting; decision-making; implementation; monitoring and evaluation.

II. Outputs of the study
The study was carried out between January 2009 and June 2010 and resulted in a
series of outputs:
•

An executive summary presenting the main findings and recommendations
available in English, French and German.

•

A final report in English comprising:

•

27 country reports, giving an overview of the state of affairs regarding
stakeholder involvement in the OMC in the social sphere in the different
Member States;

•

A series of interesting practices and case studies of stakeholder involvement in
the OMC in Member States;

•

An analysis of the main characteristics and issues at stake related to the
stakeholders’ role in the different process steps of the OMC, highlighting what
has improved but also what remains to be done. The findings and comparative
assessments of the report are based on the results of the national reports.

•

General recommendations and a discussion paper on how to improve the current
situation. These present recommendations on key quality aspects/quality
assessment criteria, to feed debate and help policy-makers and other
stakeholders to adopt better practice in participation and governance-related
issues in the context of the OMC, including tools to reinforce stakeholder
involvement.
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•

A leaflet presenting the study, produced in English, French and German
versions, and available in printed copies for wider dissemination.

•

A public website (www.stakeholders-socialinclusion.eu) has been established for
visibility and dissemination of the results and to provide information on
stakeholder involvement in the policy process and on “good governance” more
generally.

All outputs of the study are available on the website www.stakeholderssocialinclusion.eu, which will be accessible until June 2012.

III. Definitions and concepts
Stakeholders are understood here to be those people and organisations that are affected
by something – for instance a policy, programme, action or organisation – literally,
those who have a stake in it. Within each policy level (European to local) different types
of stakeholders are involved in social inclusion and social protection policies. In the
study, a distinction is made between different categories of stakeholders (see table 2
below).
•

Decision-makers in charge of policy decisions. This covers government
(ministers and their advisers), parliament and administration (civil servants).

•

Secondary stakeholders who are intermediaries in the policy process, such as
service providers and advocacy organisations e.g. employers, trade unions,
representative organisations of service providers, representative organisations of
vulnerable groups, experts, media.

•

Primary stakeholders who are those ultimately affected by the policy, most
importantly people experiencing poverty and social exclusion, but also the
general public.

Within the study five main degrees of involvement (see table 3 below) have been used,
ranging from the one-way provision of information, through a two-way process of
communication and involvement, to full engagement of stakeholders as equal partners
and decision-makers. The five levels, developed by the International Association for
Public Participation,1 are:
•

to inform: one-way dissemination of information to stakeholders on a specific
issue;

•

to consult: to inform and get feedback from stakeholders, a two-way information
channel;

•

to involve: gathering stakeholders’ views and ensuring that their concerns and
views are understood and considered;

•

to collaborate: to work with stakeholders as partners throughout a process,
including in analyses, development and decision-making;

•

to empower: to place final decision-making in the hands of stakeholders.

1 Based on IAP2 Public Participation Spectrum, developed by the International Association for Public
Participation
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IV. What do we know about stakeholders’ involvement?
In the majority of Member States the common objective of the social OMC of “good
governance, transparency and the involvement of stakeholders in the design,
implementation and monitoring of policy” has contributed to a broader involvement of
stakeholders in the National Action Plans process since 2000.
Three types of improvement have been observed: better policy coordination, more
involvement of secondary stakeholders (NGOs, service providers etc.,) and, less
commonly, of primary stakeholders, i.e. people experiencing poverty.
However in some Member States the OMC remains more of a reporting than a strategic
process.
1. Actors involved – relevance of stakeholder involvement:
In more than half of countries, ministers (or secretaries of state) are actively involved in
the NAP/NSRSPSI process, and in the other half they at least formally sign the
NAP/NSRSPSI off.
Parliamentary involvement is low in many countries: in only one third of countries is
the NAP/NSRSPSI debated or even given explicit formal approval.
Secondary stakeholders, specifically NGOs representing people experiencing poverty,
are involved in the OMC process in all countries, at the very least in that they are
invited to meetings.
Social partners (employers and trade unions) are involved in all countries. In twothirds of countries they comment on the NAP/NSRSPSI, and in five countries they
approve the NAP/NSRSPSI formally.
People experiencing poverty themselves are involved in only half of countries.
2. Stages and levels of the process – breadth of stakeholder involvement:
Policy cycle:
•

Involvement of a broader range of stakeholders has been achieved specifically in
the preparation and design phase of the NAP/NSRSPSI.

•

At implementation stage, the administration in charge of social inclusion policies
is the main actor;

•

Explicit stakeholder involvement in monitoring and evaluation remains rare.

Policy coordination:
•

Vertical policy coordination among levels of government exists in all countries
except three – that is to say, local and/or regional authorities contribute at least
once in each NAP/NSRSPSI cycle.

•

Horizontal (interministerial) policy coordination: four countries have a
permanent body, while in a further 14 countries ministries are consulted on an
ad hoc basis.
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A stronger impact on stakeholder involvement has been achieved in policy areas where
the social OMC had thematic priorities and where European Key Networks are active,
e.g. in child poverty and homelessness.
3. Degree or spectrum of involvement – depth of stakeholder involvement:
Member States use a wide range of methods and interesting practices, and there is no
single recipe for all cases. However some approaches seem specifically to contribute to
sustainable stakeholder involvement, such as:
•

Any mechanisms of institutionalised dialogue (like permanent councils,
committees or multi-stakeholder groups);

•

Use of new technologies (like participation websites, group decision room
method);

•

The existence of a kind of fixed framework (code of practice, governance rules,
law);

•

The holding of regular events/conferences, e.g. specifically to involve people
experiencing poverty.

4. Impact of stakeholder involvement in the OMC process:
There is evidence of a positive impact of stakeholders’ involvement on policy process or
outcomes in most Member States.
In terms of capacity-building, the lead given by the European Anti Poverty Network2
has been instrumental in bringing together coalitions capable of effective dialogue with
government in a number of Member States.

V. How could stakeholder involvement in the OMC be
improved?
A number of practical recommendations emerge from the study on stakeholders’
involvement in the social OMC. These include recommendations to the European
Commission, EU Member States and all stakeholders involved in the process, and are
linked to the key quality aspects presented below in table 1.
1. Recommendations to the European Commission
The European Commission should:
•

Enhance the visibility of the OMC by assessing and disseminating positive
impacts of the process in different national settings. Stronger visibility could also
be given to the links between the best-known instrument of the OMC, the
National Action Plans, and the other key elements of the OMC, e.g. Peer
Reviews;

2

Several other thematic EU key networks, like Caritas Europe, Eurochild, Eurodiaconia, FEANTSA, EFSC
and MHE, are also members of the overarching network EAPN.
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•

Continue requiring Member States within its new “Europe 2020” strategy to
submit information on the governance aspects through a regular reporting
process;

•

Spread good practice on stakeholder involvement and encourage Member States
to conduct peer reviews on the issue;

•

Encourage Member States to use the European Social Fund, as well as other
relevant EU sources of financing – e.g. awareness-raising type of projects – to
support the capacity-building and involvement of relevant stakeholders in the
OMC process;

•

Encourage common standards agreed by Member States regarding the
involvement of stakeholders in the social OMC. Key quality aspects have
emerged from this study and are presented in table 1 below;

•

Play a coordination role to support networking among organisations and services
with similar goals and target groups;

•

Support capacity-building e.g. through financial support to relevant EU Key
Networks.

2. Recommendations to the European Commission and Member States
The European Commission and Member States should:
•

Increase awareness-raising on the OMC and organise easy access to information
about the OMC. Public visibility of the European policy process and its
implementation at national or any sub-territorial level is important. Within the
study one key aspect mentioned was the necessity to integrate the OMC within
existing territorial mechanisms (see table 1 below);

•

Improve the timing within the OMC process to enable broad stakeholder
involvement, e.g. create feedback loops that allow stakeholders sufficient time to
react. The question of what is adequate timing has to be tackled and agreed with
stakeholders;

•

Pay more attention to the quality and continuity of stakeholder involvement in
the OMC. This includes the requirement to build the capacity of stakeholders by
supporting networking and developing specific national or EU co-financed
programmes (e.g. national strategies, ESF funding);

•

Address the low public and media visibility of the OMC for example by making
documents produced within the social OMC process easily accessible (in national
language, appropriate dissemination channels).
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3. Recommendations to Member States
Member States should:
•

Map which stakeholders should be involved in the OMC. Special attention
should be paid to groups which are not so obvious at first sight, such as social
enterprises and banks. The study provides a tool for stakeholder mapping (see
table 2 below);

•

Strengthen their efforts to stabilise the NGO sector, and specifically
organisations representing vulnerable groups, through financial support and
capacity-building. The availability of resources is one of the key principles of
stakeholder involvement (see table 1 below);

•

Ensure that local authorities are more involved in the OMC. It emerges clearly
from the study that local authorities are, according to the policy cycle, among the
decision-makers or the service providers;

•

Demonstrate political commitment to social inclusion and the social OMC e.g.
through high-level politicians taking part in OMC events. Political commitment
is part of the principles for stakeholder involvement (see table 1);

•

Give feedback on the effects of stakeholder engagement and inputs into the OMC
process;

•

Strengthen their efforts to involve primary stakeholders in the formulation of the
national indicators. Some interesting practices are presented in the study;

•

Support networking and policy coordination mechanisms bringing together
stakeholders (e.g. decision-makers, service providers, advocacy groups, final
beneficiaries) working on a specific issue.

4. Recommendations to all stakeholders
All stakeholders should:
•

Reflect on when and how to involve primary stakeholders in the different
elements of the OMC;

•

Commit themselves to the process and take their engagement and tasks
seriously.

5. Key quality aspects for stakeholders’ involvement in the OMC
One of the outputs of the study is a set of key quality aspects for the involvement of
stakeholders in the OMC. These key quality aspects were drafted on the basis of the
study findings and were discussed and adapted during a working seminar in February
2010 with key actors in the social inclusion strand of the OMC at European and
national levels.
These key quality aspects might form a first basis for “quality assessment criteria” or
even for a set of indicators for stakeholder involvement in the OMC to be agreed upon
by the European Commission and the Member States.
Table 1 shows the 23 key aspects by which the quality of stakeholder involvement in the
making of social policy may be assessed. They are divided into three areas: the
underlying principles, the methods used and the impact achieved.
Study on stakeholders’ involvement – Contract no VC/2008/0325
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Table 1: Key quality aspects of stakeholder involvement

Theme

Quality aspects

Principles of stakeholder involvement
•

Willingness and capacity of decision-makers to be open to
stakeholder contributions

•

Integration of the OMC with existing territorial mechanisms

•

Ministers/State Secretaries attend OMC conferences

•

The rationale for the involvement of stakeholders should be
clear for stakeholders

•

Easy access to documents of all stakeholders submitted as part
of the OMC

•

Stakeholders are aware of the OMC: documents accessible in an
easy/national language

•

Adequate resources allocated for stakeholder involvement

•

Stakeholders are recompensed for the cost of their involvement

•

Ensure capacity building for stakeholder involvement

Time frame

•

Clearly defined and adequate time frame

Feedback
mechanisms

•

Stakeholders get feedback on the way their contributions are
treated

Political
commitment

Clear rationale of
the process

Public visibility

Availability
resources

of

Methods of stakeholder involvement
Identification
stakeholders

of

Selection
stakeholders

of

Methods and tools
to
involve
stakeholders

Policy coordination

•

Existence of stakeholder mapping

•

Transparent and formal selection of stakeholders

•

Gender and diversity requirements taken into account

•

Availability of tools and instruments to facilitate stakeholder
involvement

•

Appropriate methods/tools are used to involve all relevant
actors in an inclusive way

•

Linking quality of mechanisms with degree of involvement
expected

•

Existence of a multi-stakeholder body/forum/committee that
prepares strategy documents and coordinates the whole policy
process
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Monitoring
evaluation

and

•

Existence of an inter-ministerial body/mechanism

•

Existence of a vertical coordination mechanism

•

Existence of an ongoing evaluation/monitoring mechanism
involving all stakeholders at appropriate level

Impact of stakeholder involvement
Policy process

Policy substance

•

Impact of stakeholder involvement on the policy process: for
instance, increased credibility or increased ownership

•

Impact of stakeholder involvement on policy substance: for
instance new policy areas, new programmes, improved
coordination and improvement of European issues

6. Tools to improve stakeholders involvement
Table 2 presents a grid developed within this study to identify relevant actors/for a
stakeholder mapping at different levels (EU, national, regional and local) in the field of
social inclusion policies.
The study uses an existing classification of the possible degrees of stakeholders’
involvement and related techniques. This tool is presented under table 3.
Finally, a tool to map the impact of citizen engagement is presented in table 4.
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Table 2: Stakeholder mapping in the field of social inclusion3

STAKEHOLDERS

EU level

National
level

Regional
level

Local
level

Decision makers
Government (ministers, advisers)
Parliament
Administration (civil servants)
Secondary stakeholders
Employers
Trade unions
Representative org. of service providers
Representative
organisations
vulnerable groups

of

Experts
Media
Primary stakeholders
People experiencing poverty and social
exclusion
Public at large

3 Based on IAP2 Public Participation Spectrum, developed by the International Association for Public
Participation
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Table 3: Degrees of stakeholder dialogue and engagement4
1.INFORM
Purpose:
To
provide
stakeholders
with balanced
and objective
information to
assist them in
understanding
the
issues,
opportunities
and solutions.

2.CONSULT
Purpose:
To
obtain
feedback from
stakeholders on
the findings of
analyses,
options and/or
decisions.

Promise
to
stakeholders:
We will keep
you informed
(but we will not
find out your
views or take
these
into
account in any
decisions).

Promise
to
stakeholders:
We will keep
you informed,
will listen to
your views and
will
provide
feedback when
the
decisions
are made (but
we
do
not
guarantee that
your views will
influence
the
decision).

Examples
of Examples
of
techniques:
techniques:
Newsletters
Focus groups
Websites
Surveys
Information
Stakeholder
days
meetings

3.INVOLVE
Purpose:
To
work
directly with
stakeholders
throughout the
process
to
ensure
that
their concerns
and views are
consistently
understood
and considered
Promise
to
stakeholders:
We will work
with you to
ensure
that
your concerns
and views are
directly
reflected in the
analyses and
in
the
solutions
developed, and
we will provide
feedback
on
how
your
inputs
influenced the
final decision.
Examples
of
techniques:
Workshops
Deliberative
polling

4.COLLABORATE
Purpose:
To collaborate with
stakeholders
as
partners
throughout
the
process, including
in the analyses and
development
of
solutions and in
making decisions.

5.EMPOWER
Purpose:
To place final
decisionmaking in the
hands
of
stakeholders.

Promise
to
stakeholders:
We will give an
important place to
your views and
experiences during
the process, and
will
seek
your
suggestions
and
advice
on
solutions. We will
take your views
into account in the
final decision, to
the
maximum
extent possible.

Promise
to
stakeholders:
We will support
you in reaching
a consensus and
will implement
what
you
decide.

Examples
of Examples
techniques:
techniques:
Stakeholder
Stakeholder
advisory
juries
committees
Ballots
ConsensusDelegated
building
decisions
Participatory
decision-making

4 Based on IAP2 Public Participation Spectrum, developed by the International Association for Public
Participation
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of

Table 4: Mapping four dimensions of the impact of citizen engagement5

Substantive

Objective

Subjective

Useful input from participants

Satisfaction of politicians,
policy
workers
and
professionals in relation to
substantive results

Substantive enrichment of the Satisfaction of participants in
proposed policy
relation to substantive results
Process-related

Involvement of stakeholders in Satisfaction of politicians,
the policy process
policy
workers
and
professionals in relation to the
process
Societal support
Acceleration
process

of

Satisfaction of participants in
relation to the process
the

policy

Source: OECD, 2009

A distinction is made between substance and process impacts and objective and
subjective impacts. A combination of these yields four types of impact:

a. Substantive-objective impact:

•

Citizen engagement yields useful input from participants. Useful means within
the policy options, feasible and creative.

•

Useful input from participants is in practice noticeable in the qualitative
improvement of vision, a white paper, a policy plan or a draft decision.

b. Substantive-subjective impact:

5

•

Politicians, policy makers and professionals are satisfied with the substantive
results of the citizen engagement.

•

Participants are satisfied with the substantive results of the citizen engagement
(they recognise the results).

OECD, Focus on Citizens: Public engagement for better policy and services. Paris, 2009, p. 181.
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c. Process-related-objective impact:

•

Citizen engagement reaches a large number of stakeholders. This group is
representative of the entire population that has a real stake in the problem at
hand.

•

There is support in society for the policy plan or draft decision at hand.

•

Reduction of the time the entire process will take and the total decision making
costs, as a consequence of a reduction of formal participation and appeals.

d. Process-related-subjective impact:

•

Politicians, policy-makers and professionals are satisfied with the process of
citizen engagement.

•

Participants are satisfied with the process of citizen engagement.
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PART A: What do we
Stakeholders’ Involvement?

know
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Section A: Findings of the Study
I. Study objectives and methodology
1. Study objectives and results
The overall objective of the Study on Stakeholders’ involvement in the Implementation
of the Open Method of Coordination (OMC) in Social Protection and Social Inclusion is
to analyse the key challenges in relation to the governance dimension in the revised
Common Objectives for the fight against poverty and social exclusion, in particular as
concerns the involvement of stakeholders.
Specifically, the main outcome of the study is to provide the Commission with
recommendations, benchmarks, examples of good practices and tools successfully
applied by relevant stakeholders, regarding the quality and permanence of the
involvement of stakeholders in the implementation of the OMC.
Five main results should be achieved:
•

An assessment of the extent of stakeholder involvement in the OMC in the social
sphere in the different Member States;

•

An analysis of the main characteristics and issues at stake related to the
stakeholders’ role in the different process steps of the OMC, highlighting what
has improved but also what remains to be done;

•

Examples of good practices of stakeholder involvement in the OMC; and

•

Finally, recommendations on key quality aspects/quality assessment criteria to
feed debate and help policy makers and other stakeholders to adopt better
practice in participation and governance-related issues in the context of the
OMC, including tools ready for action (e.g. tables, grids, checklists);

•

Additionally, for visibility and dissemination of the results and to provide
information on stakeholder involvement in the policy process and on “good
governance” more generally, a public website (www.stakeholderssocialinclusion.eu) has been established.

•

The “study” comprises a series of different outputs: the establishment of a
project website, 27 country reports, a series of case studies, the holding of a
seminar, and this final report including recommendations on “key quality
aspects” for stakeholder participation in the OMC and a leaflet for wider
dissemination to a non-specialist audience.

2. Scope of the study
The study focuses on the stakeholders’ involvement as far as it relates to policies
against poverty and social exclusion (first strand of the revised OMC), though it does
not ignore the other two strands of the social OMC.
The timeframe of the study takes into account the social OMC since its beginning in
2000, but with a more particular focus on the most recent period (streamlining of the
three strands since 2005).
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The study focuses primarily on the stakeholders’ involvement in the OMC as a process,
not on their involvement in social inclusion policies as such, even though the latter are
one of the official objectives of the OMC, and the two issues cannot strictly be
distinguished.
The study focuses on all phases of the OMC process: design and preparation, including
agenda setting; decision making; implementation; monitoring and evaluation.
3. Study process and methodology
The findings and comparative assessments of the report are based on the results of 27
national reports. For the drafting of the country reports a comprehensive template was
created to facilitate the systematic collection of the evidence of stakeholder involvement
by national experts in the Member States. Data collection by experts was based on
documentation review, review of relevant web sites and supporting interviews with
stakeholders at national level. This work was carried out between April and July 2009.
The findings of the national experts were compiled and analysed by a core team. They
are presented in six main chapters, including examples of interesting practice to
illustrate relevant findings. The six issues addressed are:
•

Historical perspective of stakeholder involvement in the OMC process

•

Relevance of stakeholder involvement
-

Who: the types of stakeholders involved

-

Why: criteria used for their involvement
Breadth of stakeholder involvement

•
-

What: the domains of the OMC concerned

-

When: the stage in the process at which involvement takes place

-

How: the degree of continuity and permanence of this involvement
Depth of stakeholder involvement

•
-

Impact of stakeholder involvement

•
•

How: the methods used to gather views, consult, involve, articulate priorities,
etc.
What: effectiveness and influence of stakeholder involvement
Remaining problems and difficulties in terms of involving relevant stakeholders

In addition to the national reports, case studies have been elaborated in the framework
of the study. The purpose of the case studies is to give a deeper insight into specific
approaches to be disseminated as “interesting practices” among Member States. They
are structured around the following issues:
•

Involvement of beneficiaries in a structured process

•

Vertical Policy Coordination – regional/local involvement

•

Policy Coordination on specific issues or specific groups

•

Standards of Participation

•

Innovative methods, tools and techniques
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In a second step, on the basis of these findings, a set of “key quality aspects” for the
involvement of stakeholders in the OMC process has been drafted. These “key quality
aspects” have been discussed and adapted during a working seminar in February 2010
with key actors of the social inclusion strand of the OMC at European and national
levels.
The “key quality aspects” are presented in Part B of this Final report, the discussion
paper. They might form a first basis for “quality assessment criteria” or for a set of
indicators to be agreed upon by the European Commission and the Member States.
The executive summaries of the country reports, the case studies, as well as all
documents of the working seminar are available on the website www.stakeholderssocialinclusion.eu.
4. Comments on the evidence base
The project followed an empirical methodology. It worked by identifying the strong and
weak features of current practices in the 27 EU Member States, from which – in
cooperation with relevant stakeholders – recommendations in order to improve
stakeholder involvement in the OMC process have been developed.
However in assessing the extent of stakeholder involvement in the OMC in the social
sphere a number of limitations have been identified, for example:
•

The fact that the OMC still is quite unknown in the Member States, which limits
data sources (documents, interview partners) to a certain “circle”;

•

The different traditions and structures in Member States which do not allow a
“one-to-one” comparison of indicators and factors, e.g. the intensity of
involvement of different types of stakeholders; some countries have strongly
structured social partnership institutions while others prefer less formal
arrangements;

•

Pre-existing tradition or culture of dialogue and recognition of the added value
of critical reviews of policies by actors such as NGOs;

•

Differences in the degree of embeddedness of EU processes: some countries tend
to conceive the EU OMC process as framework within which the national
stakeholder involvement process takes place, whereas others view the national
process as primary, and use the EU OMC mainly to report on it;

•

This leads to a difficulty in defining the boundaries of the OMC generally and
especially of its “implementation” phase: it is sometimes difficult to decide
whether a given social policy action or process is “inside” the OMC or “outside”
it;

•

The fact that processes established in the Member States that joined the EU in
2004 are still quite young and in evolution;

•

The current financial crisis means that at the time of this survey some
institutions or processes appeared to be being suspended or curtailed for
budgetary reasons;

•

Similarly some websites referenced during the study have already been taken
down by the institutions concerned.
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As can only be the case where a number of experts from different cultures are involved,
the scoring of single issues inevitably remains subject to the individual assessment of
the experts involved.
Lastly, it should be kept in mind that the “study” which is in most of its outputs
addressed to a public audience is not an evaluation.
5. Definitions and Concepts
Stakeholders

Stakeholders is understood here as those people and organisations that are affected by
something – for instance a policy, programme, action or organisation – literally, those
who have a stake in it.
In the study, a distinction is made between different categories of stakeholders:
•

Decision makers in charge of policy decisions. This covers government
(ministers and their advisers), parliament and administration (civil servants).

•

Secondary stakeholders who are intermediaries in the policy process such as
service providers and advocacy organisations e.g. employers, trade unions,
representative organisations of service providers, representative organisations of
vulnerable groups, experts, media.

•

Primary stakeholders who are those ultimately affected by the policy most
importantly people experiencing poverty and social exclusion, but also the
general public.

Naturally, the full range of types of stakeholders is considerably more varied than this
categorisation might suggest. Within each policy level (European to local) different
types of stakeholders are involved in social inclusion and social protection policies.
Where the OMC is concerned, a very large range of institutions and individuals are
relevant stakeholders in particular within the category of secondary stakeholders.
Levels of involvement

Within the study five main degrees of involvement have been used, ranging from the
one-way provision of information, through a two-way process of communication and
involvement, to full engagement of stakeholders as equal partners and decisionmakers. The five levels, developed by the International Association for Public
Participation6, are:
•

to inform: one-way dissemination of information to stakeholders on a specific
issue;

•

to consult: to inform and get feed back from stakeholders, a two-way
information channel;

•

to involve: gathering stakeholders views and ensure that their concerns and
views are understood and considered;

6 Based on IAP2 Public Participation Spectrum, developed by the International Association for Public
Participation
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•

to collaborate: to work with stakeholders as partners throughout a process,
including in analyses, development and in decision making;

•

to empower: to place final decision-making in the hands of stakeholders.

Similar models have been developed and published by European umbrella
organisations.7

7 Social Platform. How to establish an effective dialogue between the EU and civil society. Brussels, 2010.
The involvement scale proposed distinguishes one-way dissemination (1), consultation (2), dialogue (3),
participation (4) and partnership (5);
http://cms.horus.be/files/99907/MediaArchive/Policies/Participatory_democracy/SocialPlatform_Effect
iveCivilDialogue.pdf.

EAPN. Small steps – Big Changes. Building Participation of People Experiencing Poverty. Brussels, 2009.
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II. Findings and comparative assessment
1. Historical perspective of stakeholders' involvement in the social OMC
Generally, it is felt that following the requirement of the common objective of the social
OMC for “good governance, transparency and the involvement of stakeholders in the
design, implementation and monitoring of policy”, the implementation of the OMC has
contributed to a broader involvement of stakeholders in Member States in relation to
the National Plans process.
In 19 countries, the experts felt that the requirement to involve stakeholders in the
Social Inclusion OMC had contributed to improving the situation. Obviously,
institutional set-ups differ significantly from country to country, e.g. some have a
longer tradition and institutionalised mechanisms for social dialogue. However, even in
these countries, such as Belgium, Germany and the Netherlands, the requirement has
led to some changes and improvements in the range of stakeholders involved.
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As already mentioned, broader stakeholders’ involvement is linked to pre-existing
features, the tradition of dialogue with certain types of actors, or on the contrary the
lack of such a culture, which means that some early steps like setting up a special forum
for discussion can in some cases be considered as an improvement.
The analysis of the country reports shows different types of improvement of
stakeholders’ involvement. They can relate to improved policy coordination either
horizontally (inside the administration) or vertically (between national, local and
regional authorities), or to increased participation of certain types of stakeholders such
as NGOs representing people experiencing poverty or service providers or even primary
stakeholders such as people experiencing poverty themselves.
Broader involvement of stakeholders in terms of:
•

Policy coordination can be observed in nine countries. Either within the national
administration – in Austria, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Malta, the Netherlands
and Portugal – or between federal and regional authorities – e.g. in Belgium.

•

Involvement of secondary stakeholders: increased participation of a wide range
of secondary stakeholders has been observed in Denmark, France and Poland;
for specific types such as NGOs from civil society for Czech Republic, Estonia,
Luxembourg, Malta, Portugal, Romania, Sweden and the UK. Increased
involvement of social partners has only been mentioned in Estonia.

•

Involvement of people experiencing poverty has been observed in Germany,
Spain, Luxembourg, Malta and the United Kingdom.

2. Actors involved
process

- Relevance of stakeholder involvement in the OMC

For any policy issue, the potential range of stakeholders is vast. For multi-dimensional
policy issues such as poverty and social inclusion, the range is even greater. Not all
potential stakeholders will be relevant actors for all issues, or at all levels of policymaking and phases of the policy cycle (see section 3 – Tools on mapping stakeholders).
It should be mentioned here that as the OMC is composed of different instruments, the
country reports have focused on the NAP/NSRSPSI process for this identification of
stakeholders involved.
In summary, the following aspects can be highlighted:
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Decision-makers

The government is involved in some countries but mainly at
the stage of decision-making.
The key role of the national and regional (at least in federal
countries) administration in piloting the process of NSR and
therefore also the consultation/involvement of stakeholders.
The low participation of parliaments in many countries.

Secondary
Stakeholders

NGOs working with the poorest people, whether being part of
the service delivery side or representing their interests, are
generally involved in the NSR process, mainly at the design
phase.
Social partners – employers as well as trade unions – are in
many countries formally involved, but in some do not really
participate, and concentrate on the Employment OMC
process This is particularly the case for employers.
Service providers (other than NGOs) at local level are
represented
through
existing
vertical
coordination
mechanisms.
Media are not a key actor in disseminating information on the
social Inclusion OMC process.
Experts and academics are generally involved, in particular at
the stage of preparation and evaluation of policies.

Primary Stakeholders

People experiencing poverty are involved in some countries
but mainly at the design phase and to some extent at the
evaluation phase.
The public at large is neither involved in nor substantially
informed about the Social Inclusion OMC process, or at least
the information provided is generally not labelled as
European policy.

Interestingly, some stakeholders relevant for social inclusion and social protection
policies, like banks or social enterprises, have not been identified as actively
participating in consultation processes within the OMC context.
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2.1. Identification and selection of relevant stakeholders

As already mentioned, for multi-dimensional policy issues such as poverty and social
inclusion, the range of stakeholders is quite broad. Not all potential stakeholders will be
relevant actors for all issues, or at all levels of policy-making and phases of the policy
cycle. The questions are therefore:
•

how potential stakeholders are identified and

•

what criteria are used by public authorities to select appropriate stakeholder
bodies to be involved in the social OMC process?

It emerges from the experts’ reports that the identification of relevant stakeholders for
the social inclusion process seems to be quite ad hoc in the majority of countries. There
exists no example of systematic mapping of potential stakeholders in the relevant
fields.
However, transparent and formal criteria to select stakeholders exist in seven
countries: Austria, Ireland, France, Luxembourg, Portugal, Romania, and Spain. In the
majority of other countries, the selection criteria are informal and based on
unpublished guidelines (e.g. administrative practices).
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2.2. Engaging with multiple stakeholders

A majority of countries have created or are using pre-existing multi-stakeholder
groups/committees to contact and engage with different categories of secondary and
primary stakeholders. These committees are the main fora for discussing social
inclusion issues either specifically within the OMC process or generally for all policies
relating to that topic. In the following graph, we consider these committees to be multistakeholder when at least two different groups of the three (decision-makers, secondary
stakeholders and primary stakeholders) are represented.8
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2.3. Engagement of senior/junior staff

While not all national experts could provide information on this, and some highlight
the difficulty of the question as this can vary according to type of stakeholder and stage
of the process, the picture that emerges is that in a majority of countries (14) senior
representatives are involved in the OMC process, and in another 6 countries there is a
mix between more junior and senior representatives.
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8 So for example, Spain has not been considered to have such a group as the Commission in charge of the
NAP is composed only of representatives from national and regional authorities.
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3. Stages of the process - Spectrum of stakeholders’ involvement (Breath)
The involvement of stakeholders is important at all phases of the policy process, from
the preparation of policy, through decision-making and implementation, to monitoring
and evaluation. The study looks at the patterns of involving different categories of
stakeholders (decision-makers, secondary and primary stakeholders) through all these
phases.
The study has looked more specifically at:
•

The involvement of different types of stakeholders during the agenda setting and
preparation phase relating to the inclusion strand that is part of the National
Strategic Report that Member States submit every two years. Aspects that are
important to consider include the process in place to draft these strategic
reports, the actors engaged and policy cooperation (in particular within
ministries) considering the multifaceted nature of social inclusion.

•

The involvement of stakeholders in the decision-making process. While the
decision making itself is generally in the hand of the political authorities, it is
important to ensure a long-lasting and respectful collaboration with the different
stakeholders. In this respect the existence of a feedback mechanism or process is
an important aspect. This feedback permits stakeholders to get a clear idea of
what has been decided and how their contributions have been integrated or not,
and if not, why not.

•

Social inclusion policies are in a majority of countries implemented at regional
or even local level as this is the level that provides direct assistance to the poorest
people. At this stage the involvement of regional/local authorities and the
existence of mechanisms or even institutions to ensure policy coordination are
important. Besides this, service providers, including NGOs, should also have a
forum to voice their concerns.

•

The existence of monitoring and evaluation of policies as well as the involvement
of stakeholders in it are important factors to make policies more effective.
Involvement of stakeholders in monitoring and evaluation is also a sign of
commitment to a more sustainable and continuous participation of stakeholders.
Particularly at this stage, the experience and expertise of people experiencing
poverty, NGOs working with them (either as their representatives or as service
providers), as well as academic expertise are important indications of an
appropriate stakeholder involvement.

It should be mentioned that in many cases difficulties were encountered in defining
with sufficient clarity what exactly is meant by the “implementation” phase of the social
OMC. It is clear that stakeholders are involved in processes of policy development,
monitoring, feedback etc. that are explicitly part of the OMC and talked about as such.
And they may be involved in implementing the actions that make up the OMC process
– for instance by taking part in consultations. However they may also be involved in
delivering the services on the ground that result from the OMC decisions. While the
intention has been to stick to the first of these meanings, it has been found that many
people involved tend to discuss policy delivery as the “implementation” of the OMC.
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3.1. Stages of the process

National experts were asked to assess the participation of the different stakeholders
through the different phases of the policy process. They were also asked to rank the
intensity of the participation of these different groups using a five-level scale (see
section 3 Tools).
This was clearly a difficult task as it was difficult to gather solid information about this
over all phases of the process. Even though the five-level scale is clearly defined, this
leaves the ranking to some extent to the individual judgment of the experts. Several
experts mentioned their concerns about publishing such tables.
In general it can be observed that:
During the agenda setting and preparation phase, a wide range of actors are generally
involved:
•

The administration, which is involved in all countries and leads the process.

•

Government representatives are also largely involved.

•

The parliament is generally not much involved.

•

Employers and trade unions are among the groups invited to be involved at this
stage, but in a number of cases reports highlight that they do not participate
actively in the process. They participate more actively in the employment
strategy that they consider as their core business.

•

Representatives of organisations of service providers and representatives of
organisations of vulnerable groups are at least informed in nearly all countries.

•

Experts are also involved in a majority of countries, while the media are not
really among the stakeholders involved.

•

People experiencing poverty seem mainly to be informed of the process rather
than actively engaged in it.

Not surprisingly, the main stakeholder involved at the decision making stage is the
government.
•

The administration which is also involved but less than in the phase of design
and preparation of the policy;

•

The involvement of parliament varies among countries. However, this
involvement can be rather formal and limited to a role of formally approving the
National Action Plans;

•

Secondary and primary stakeholders are generally less involved in this phase.

The main actors at the implementation stage are:
•

The administration is involved in policies to fight poverty and social exclusion;

•

Representatives of organisations of service providers and NGOs representing
groups of vulnerable groups. Other stakeholders are less involved.

No very clear pattern emerges for the monitoring and evaluation phase. Administration
and government take part but to a lesser extent than in other phases. On the contrary,
experts are more involved in this phase, social partners are present in 11 countries and
people experiencing poverty in 5.

Study on stakeholders’ involvement – Contract no VC/2008/0325
Inbas GmbH / Engender asbl

31

3.2. Policy cooperation among policy fields (horizontal coordination) and among
actors operating at different territorial levels (vertical coordination)

3.2.1. Horizontal coordination
Within the streamlined Social OMC, the study has explored the existence of structures
or processes that articulate policy priorities by making a two-way link between social
inclusion policy and areas such as employment, healthcare and long-term care. Experts
highlight that priorities are not strongly articulated and that the coordination is mainly
an administrative process which exists within the EU reporting requirements.
However there are some interesting practices in the field of articulation between
policies:
•

Group Decision Room, Netherlands: The group decision room is an
instrument/technique to accelerate discussion and decision making processes,
which was used during the last two rounds of preparation of the NAPs/incl. It
enables wide stakeholder input (via electronic facilities/laptop). Everything that
is introduced can be immediately read on a central screen and can be used as
inspiration. Inputs can also be made anonymously.

•

“Poverty Test”, Belgium: At federal level, the plan against poverty and social
exclusion is planning to develop a poverty test that will be included in the
existing “sustainability” test performed when any new initiatives are adopted at
federal level.

Experts’ reports demonstrate that the interministerial coordination of social policies
exists in a number of countries, either formally of informally.
Horizontal coordination between policy fields can also exist at sub-territorial level, i.e.
at regional level.
Some interesting practices can be mentioned here:
•

Involvement of all relevant actors in regional planning, Italy: An
interesting experience is the Venetian panel for social policies activated in 2004
with the aim of involving public and private actors, profit and non-profit, in
designing the future regional welfare model. The panel set up a Regional Social
Workshop to involve all stakeholders in the definition of minimal levels of
assistance rights, valid at regional level (in an attempt to compensate for the lack
of national minima), considered by the panel as 'indispensable elements for the
realisation of equal and sustainable local welfare systems'.

•

Governance process of a Regional plan for social inclusion, Spain:
Example of participatory process for the involvement of NGOs in the planning,
implementation and evaluation of an regional plan for social inclusion (II PRIS)
in Castilla-La Mancha.

•

Lifelong Learning (LLL) Strategy development process, Austria:
Comprehensive process with intensive stakeholder involvement to design the
Austrian strategy for LLL, facilitated by external experts and involving all
ministries, as well as other stakeholders. The strategy development forms part of
the OMC in LLL.
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3.2.2. Vertical coordination
Stakeholders operate at different administrative / policy levels, from the European level
to the local level. Ensuring the coordination between actors involved in policy making
at national, regional and local level is important for policy cooperation in the different
fields. While this depends on the institutional set-up in each country, the national level
is responsible for national strategic goals and plans; also responsible for the
implementation of (some) policies e.g. employment, in federal or decentralised
countries, the regional level is a key actor and should collaborate in setting national
strategic goals, and in the design and implementation of some policies. Finally, in the
majority of countries, the local level is responsible for the implementation of a range of
social inclusion policies such as allocation of minimal integration income or social
housing.
Vertical policy cooperation mechanisms exist in a majority of countries. These can be
formal (e.g. represented in committee in charge of planning NSRSPSI; usual
mechanisms cooperation), informal (e.g. circulation of drafts, ad hoc meetings) or
through a specific project (e.g. a campaign). However, it is impossible within the remit
of this study to say whether these mechanisms are really working to ensure policy
cooperation in all policy fields relating to social inclusion and across all levels.
Nevertheless, there are some interesting examples of how this policy cooperation has
been tried out.
Examples of good practices:
•

Social Reporting NRW – Regional cooperation project with local
municipalities, Germany: Implementation of a new concept of social
reporting on regional level, to conceptually and methodically link the local and
regional social (poverty) reporting to improve this instrument and finally to
improve and link policy planning on the regional and local levels. This new
concept has been introduced under the influence of the OMCincl.

•

Initiative to involve municipalities and regional governments in
planning social services, Czech Republic: An example of the introduction
of a new, participative, form of governance at the lower levels of public
administration. From the view of involvement of stakeholders in the OMC,
ideally, there would be an impact of community planning on the involvement of
local governments, NGOs, experts, and indirectly also on the involvement of
people at risk of social exclusion (“clients”) and the public at large. In such a way,
despite a relatively narrow focus on social services, a wide spectrum of key
stakeholders would be activated and involved.

•

Participation Summit, Netherlands: One off initiative organised by the
cabinet as an instrument for intensive consultation and for the involvement of
the local level (municipalities via the Association of Dutch Municipalities) – next
to other stakeholders (employers, trade unions)

Study on stakeholders’ involvement – Contract no VC/2008/0325
Inbas GmbH / Engender asbl

33

3.3. Broader stakeholder involvement in specific policy areas

It is striking that there have been stronger effects on broader stakeholder involvement
in the process in those areas where the OMC in social inclusion has thematic priorities
and where EU key networks are active, such as child poverty and homelessness.9
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Examples of good practices:
Child Poverty
•

In Bulgaria, after the broadcasting of a BBC documentary film entitled
"Bulgaria's Abandoned Children", some NGOs united into a National Children's
Network and an NGO Alliance. They developed a vision supported by over 90
NGOs in the country for closing down specialised children’s homes in Bulgaria
within a period of ten years. They also developed a proposal for implementing
the reform vision in the child care system in Bulgaria.

•

In Germany, the Land of North Rhine-Westphalia has implemented a Round
Table called “Help for children in need” (Hilfe für Kinder in Not) which forms a
mechanism for horizontal coordination of the issue through all regional
government resorts. In a second step vertical coordination with local level is
planned.

Housing/Homelessness

9 Under the PROGRESS programme the European Commission currently funds several European umbrella
NGO networks promoting social inclusion of vulnerable groups: Caritas Europe, CECOP, COFACE, EAPN,
EFSC, EMN, ESN, Eurochild, Eurocities, Eurodiaconia, European Think Tank Pour la Solidarité,
FEANTSA, MHE;
http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catId=330&langID=en
Several of the thematic EU key networks are also members of overarching networks like EAPN or the
Social Platform.
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•

In Portugal, the drafting of the first national homelessness strategy – publicly
launched in March 2009 – was a good example of a collaborative policy making
process, involving a wide range of stakeholders (public authorities from different
areas, NGO federations, local authorities, research).

•

In Sweden, seminars on the issue of homelessness have recently been organised
by the minister in charge of social inclusion, in cooperation with the committee
of users. These discussions have brought up new dimensions that have been
discussed at the round table organised by the Swedish Presidency in October
2009.

Inclusion of Roma
In Romania, as per the National Strategy for Improving the Situation of Roma
and the 2005-2015 National Action Plan for Roma inclusion, stakeholder
involvement and intersectoral coordination have been continuously improved
through a working group for Roma public policies; a Consultative Council;
Ministerial Commissions for Roma established within the ministries involved in
monitoring the implementation of the strategy to improve the Roma condition;
National Agency for Roma secured strategic partnerships with the institutions
implementing Roma policies; and signed Collaboration Memoranda with a large
number of social partners, including institutions, local authorities, church etc.

•

4. Degree or spectrum of involvement - Depth of stakeholders' involvement
4.1. Methods used to involve stakeholders

The range of approaches to stakeholder participation is large. Examples of interesting
practices to engage with relevant stakeholders in the countries, linked to the five main
degrees used within the study:
To inform:

•
-

-

In Lithuania, LaBAS awareness-rising project – raising awareness of the
population about Social OMC using national media campaigns and social
advertising.
In Germany, a series of seminars to inform a wider audience about the OMC
and relevant topics in the area of social inclusion (called FORTEIL – Forum
Teilhabe und soziale Integration), and the Infobörse project. Infobörse is a
web portal that provides information about the OMC, gives an overview of the
numerous poverty and social reports that exist at regional and local level, and
supports the exchange of good practice in the area of social inclusion.
To consult:

•
-

-

The internet portals in Finland include a consultation facility.
In Estonia, a Participation Website channelled several suggestions and
questions from the public at large, NGOs, etc., which were answered in detail
and if possible, included in the Plan. Due to the active involvement of
different stakeholders via oral consultations, the Participation Website, round
tables, etc., the plan went through several modifications to include a variety of
views and interests (according to an official of the Ministry of Social Affairs).
NAPSI together, Czech: A comprehensive project (financed under
PROGRESS) focused on the enhancement of stakeholders’ participation in the
OMC process as well as on increased quality and legitimacy of a social
Study on stakeholders’ involvement – Contract no VC/2008/0325
Inbas GmbH / Engender asbl

35

inclusion agenda in the Czech Republic. It also intends to increase public
awareness about issues of social inclusion and raise political commitment to
social inclusion. Its main focus is the participative creation of a new draft for
NAPSI (2010-12).
To involve:

•
-

-

The Regards Croisés project in France gathered 108 participants in 3 regions
to comments on the NAP 2006-2008. Reports on workshops were made
available on a website, and it was possible to amend it.
The Get Heard project in United Kingdom: 146 local workshops, involving a
wide range of beneficiary groups, were held to raise awareness of and
involvement in the OMC .
To collaborate:

•
-

-

Group Decision Room in Netherlands, which is an electronic meeting support
system providing a ‘safe’ way for all participants to give their own views. As a
result of the last consultation round (in 2008) a separate booklet has been
published with the input gathered but not directly or entirely used for the
NAP/NSR.
The Permanent Council of Advisors for Social Integration (Ständiger
Beraterkreis für soziale Integration) in Germany involves around 40
umbrella organisations representing the most diverse stakeholders (federal
government, regions, associations of local authorities, social partners,
Deutsche Bank, German statutory pension insurance scheme, statistical
office, service providers, churches, civil society including representatives of
people experiencing poverty). This Permanent Council deals with the National
Strategy Report.
To empower:

•
-

Partnership Working Group: In the United Kingdom, NGOs, both advocacy
organisations and service providers for vulnerable groups, have worked in
close partnership with the government. They were, via the Participation
Working Group, allowed to play a leading role in developing the partnership
methodology, which led to two large awareness-raising projects.

4.1.1. Methods used for involvement of specific groups
Some specific methods are used to gather the views of people experiencing poverty or
the views of specific groups:
•

Conferences organised by EAPN to involve people experiencing poverty have
proved to be successful, like the annual “Participative Meeting for Social
Inclusion” in Luxembourg. Similar events, or dialogue groups, have been
organised other Member States.

•

In Hungary half of the committee members and co-ordinators of EAPN are
people experiencing poverty

Other examples for gathering the views of specific groups have been reported:
•

The Council for Roma people: included practically all of the associations and
foundations and other civil society organisations representing the needs and
demands of the Roma population in Spain.
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Hearings, even specially organised to gather the view of children, in Finland.

•

4.1.2. Institutionalising stakeholder engagement
Generally, methods to gather views need resources in terms of time and budget. A
number of examples mentioned have been EU-financed projects or one-off events.
However a number of one-off projects that were successful are being further developed,
for example NAPSI together in Czech, a comprehensive (PROGRESS-financed) project
focusing on enhanced stakeholders’ participation in the OMC process generally, on
increasing the legitimacy of a social inclusion agenda and on increasing public
awareness of social inclusion issues. Another example is the Regards Croisés project in
France, in which three regions conducted a critical assessment of the NAP/incl. 20062008 by people experiencing poverty and organisations working with them, using
workshops, round tables and seminars. This approach is being continued via a project
currently running, Apprenons la MOC.
Examples of institutionalised forms of stakeholder involvement are:
•

In Germany, the Permanent Council of Advisers on Social Inclusion, which has
existed since 2001 and involves around 40 umbrella organisations representing
the most diverse stakeholders, involving also few people experiencing poverty;

•

In Belgium, organisations of people experiencing poverty, structured in
networks, are represented in the advisory committee of the department for
combating poverty, a permanent institution created in 1998 which involves both
political representatives and actors concerned;

4.2. Standards for consultation

Around a quarter of the Member States use formal minimal standards for stakeholder
consultation, set down either in law or in a code of practice, even if not specifically
developed for the use within the OMC process.
•

On one hand these regulate the who, the composition of stakeholders in certain
committees, like the Tri- or Quadripartite Committees in Poland and
Luxembourg and several sectoral committees in Spain.

•

On the other hand standards are used in the context of general good governance
setting out the how to consult stakeholders.
-

This is the case of legal provisions in Finland and Romania

-

Via softer forms of regulation, like the “Good Engagement Practice” in
Estonia and the “Code of Practice on Consultation” in the United Kingdom.
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Further interesting practices should be mentioned:
•

Quite comprehensive Standards of Participation, specifically for use by the
administrative staff of the federal government, have been developed in Austria.
The standards lay down both general principles for public participation as well
as detailed instructions for the different steps of public participation processes.
Their use is not laid down by law, but it is recommended at the federal level.

•

The Participation Working Group in the United Kingdom developed specific
principles for the facilitation of the participation of people in poverty.

4.3. Feedback mechanisms

Feedback on whether issues are taken on board, how priorities are set, and why and
which decisions are taken is an important issue for any stakeholder involvement and
indicates whether dialogue is taken seriously. Stakeholders often complained about the
non-existence of such mechanisms.
According to the experts, around a third of Member States have some form of feedback
mechanism in place. This can be via regular meetings and reporting in committees, or
multistakeholder groups involved in the OMC process, as is reported for Belgium and
France.
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An efficient and easy method has been taken in the Netherlands. As a by-product of the
NAP/incl. 2008-2010 process, which was supported by the Group Decision Room
method, the national government published a booklet with all input which was not
(fully) used for the NSR;
Participation websites, like the one used in Estonia for the development of the new
“Peoples’ Health Development Plan 2008-2020” also include feedback mechanisms:
suggestions and questions from the general public, NGOs, etc., are answered in detail
and all questions and answers, comments, descriptions, explanations etc. are published
on the website.
5. Impact of stakeholders’ involvement
Evidence of impact of stakeholders’ involvement on policy process or outcome is not
easy to prove. A number of experts expressed difficulties in presenting hard facts on
this. However, in most Member States elements or impressions expressed by the
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different stakeholders themselves illustrate the positive impact of stakeholders’
involvement in the OMC in social inclusion either in terms of:
•

Procedural shifts in governance and policy making processes. Examples relate to
improved capacity and/or ownership for the administration/government, NGOs
from advocacy groups, or NGOs and organisations delivering services.

•

Policy outcomes in terms of substantive policy change. Examples relate to a
better understanding of issues at stake and consequently better policies.10

Examples of involvement of stakeholders in terms of improved policy making
processes:
•

Learning between regions or decentralised level in federal state

•

Policies being focusing more on concrete practices

•

Increased cooperation of different actors because of their involvement in the
NAP process

•

Positive impacts on policy process, including: new links between partners, and
partners and decision-makers, and actors in same category (e.g.
administrations); improved working relationships; new knowledge esp. from
grassroots re implementation; influence of local experimentation generating
high potential for mainstreaming.

•

Small stakeholders use umbrella organisations to voice their standpoints.

•

Improved accountability of the administration through the OMC process
(preparation, reporting)

•

Consensus reached between NGOs and decision-makers on goals and measures
of the strategy

•

The hearing of organisations is considered very important. The organisations
provide closer connection to civil society and are strongly involved in policy
processes.

•

Introducing the concept of strategic planning, operationalised targets, use of
indicators, together with putting and keeping the issues of poverty and social
exclusion on the political agenda

•

The OMC on social inclusion had an impact in terms of putting the issue of
poverty on the political agenda and empowering NGOs representing excluded
people to participate in policy dialogue on social exclusion initiatives.

•

EU OMC has contributed more holistic view of inclusion, and showed
government ways of working with stakeholders.

10 Zeitlin, Jonathan, 2009. “The Open Method of Coordination and National Social and Employment Policy
Reforms: Influences, Mechanisms, Effects”, p. 217 in Heidenreich, Martin, and Zeitlin, Jonathan (eds.),
Changing European Welfare and Employment Regimes: The Influence of the Open Method of
Coordination on National Reforms. Routledge/EUI Studies in the Political Economy of Welfare, London:
Routledge.
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There is even a series of examples of positive impact on policy outcome in different
Member States:
•

In Belgium, a senior official from the ministry responsible for social inclusion
issues recognises a positive impact of stakeholder participation mainly through a
better understanding of the situation, problems and possible solution. This was
the case in the field of active inclusion and in the fight against illegal eviction.
For a representative of the anti-poverty network, there is a clear impact of their
dialogue into the NAP: some of their proposals were included in the draft plan
and accepted by the government. Others were taken out but are still on the table
of the action group.

•

In the Czech Republic, the “People in Need” programme developed by NGOs on
the basis of their field work and targeting Roma communities has significantly
influenced a governmental programme. This initiative was also addressed in a
peer review in the Czech Republic.

•

In Ireland, indebtedness, the Carer’s Allowance, Carer’s Benefit, policies on
disability and on the activation of lone parents have got onto the agenda thanks
to NGO input. More subtle influence comes e.g. from ministers meeting poor
people face-to-face at meetings.

•

In Luxembourg, the meetings’ main topics on costs for childcare (2006),
affordable health care (2007) and access to housing and basic services (2008)
generated focussed political attention on these aspects. The 2007 meeting, for
instance, criticised the reimbursement system in health care as discriminatory
for poor people who are not able to pay for medical services in advance, and
therefore dangerously omit or postpone necessary health visits. In the same year,
the National Ethical Committee took up the topic. And in 2009, the concept of
third-party payment for poor and vulnerable groups (tiers payant social) figures
in the election manifestos of all Luxembourg political parties. Similarly, the
2008 discussion on access to housing further pushed the initiative to set up the
“Social Estate Agency”.

•

In Malta, stakeholders now have direct access to policy formulation and as such
constitute an important lobby that affects policy outcomes

•

In Portugal, the national homelessness strategy is a good example of improved
involvement and ownership.

•

In Romania, the participation of a disabled person in a governance position has
had an impact on legislation and programmes.

•

In the United Kingdom NGOs claim specific outcomes on: housing benefit (First
NAP), child poverty (2003 NAP ), debt as a social inclusion issue (2006-8 NAP),
getting working poverty onto the Government agenda (2006-8 NAP), volunteer
expenses for people on state minimum income (2007), the cost of benefit advice
phone lines (2007).

An OECD report refers to an interesting “Made-to-measure” approach on impact taken
by the Dutch government. The issue of proving that the consultation process makes a
difference to the quality of the results of engagement has been made measurable
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through a specific research framework distinguishing four dimensions of the impact of
citizens engagement.11 (See section 3 Tools - Table “Mapping four dimensions of the
impact of citizens engagement”)
6. Remaining difficulties and potential actions to be taken
6.1. Remaining problems and difficulties in terms of involving relevant
stakeholders

The main challenges and obstacles for a sustainable involvement of stakeholders
referred to by the experts and people consulted through this study confirm the issues
highlighted in several other publications and reports dealing with stakeholder
involvement in the social OMC.12 Difficulties and problems highlighted for many
Member States are:
Lack of clarity and public invisibility of the OMC

•

The lack of clarity and public visibility of the OMC was mentioned to be still one of the
main obstacles for a sustainable stakeholder involvement in the process. It is still quite
unknown outside a closed circle of people working close to European policies. An ideal
way for operating within the OMC and an intensive stakeholder involvement would
mean a “breakdown” of the OMC to all policy levels (European, National, Regional,
Local) and systematic interlinkage between these. To operate fully, the OMC should be
known and operationalised at all levels which requires a proactive policy in all
countries.
-

-

•

11

The OMC language is highly bureaucratic. It uses jargon that varies according
to changing political priorities and strategies. It is therefore difficult for
people to understand concrete implications of the OMC on their policies,
practices and lives.
For previous reasons mentioned but in some countries also because of a
certain “EU-scepticism”, the OMC lacks visibility and recognition nationally
as being a driver for more coherent and sustainable policies in the social
sphere.
Lack of commitment and political engagement of decision makers, e.g.
government and parliament, in the process

OECD, Focus on Citizens: Public engagement for better policy and services. Paris, 2009, p. 181.

12

Zeitlin, Jonathan. The Open Method of Coordination and National Social and Employment Policy
Reforms: Influences, Mechanisms, Effects. London, 2009.
Caritas Europa. An Interim Assessment of NSRs 2008-2010: Process and Quality of Policy Design.
Summary Report. Brussels 2008
EAPN. Building Security, Giving Hope. Brussels, 2008
Social Inclusion Policy and Practice, CEPS/INSTEAD. Building a stronger EU Social Inclusion Process.
Brussels 2008
Social Inclusion Policy and Practice, CEPS/INSTEAD. “Feeding in” and “feeding out”. The extent of
synergies between growth and job policies and social inclusion policies across the EU. Synthesis Report.
Brussels 2008
Etat des Lieux. La gouvernance du PNAI. Paris 2007
See also: http://www.stakeholders-socialinclusion.eu
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-

-

-

An issue is that stakeholders are not involved that strongly that they can feel
being owners of the process and of the “products”. This fact discourages more
intensive engagement.
The lack of commitment of key stakeholders, e.g. Parliament and social and
economic councils or the responsible administrations, raises the issue of the
relevance and significance of OMC. The public demonstration of such
commitment, e.g. the attendance of high level officials in OMC events, is seen
by stakeholders as an important feature.
Even if a legislative and institutional framework exists in countries to ensure
stakeholder involvement, that is still no guarantee that this takes place in
practice
Insufficient resources for broader stakeholder involvement

•
-

-

-

One issue relates to the allocation of resources (in particular financial) to the
consultation process. The capacity of the administration in terms of human
and technical resources dedicated to the OMC process is clearly an indication
on whether this process is taken seriously. On the other hand, the possibility
for stakeholders, in particular NGOs with limited resources –also the local
level- , to get some compensation/financing for their participation in the OMC
is also a key issue in terms of their capacity to contribute actively and
regularly to consultations.
In some countries EU Structural Funds support was used to strengthen
stakeholders capacity, and improved their role as policy actors. But
unfortunately a recent decline of the use of these means was stated.
The availability of resources also influences the extent of direct involvement
of people experiencing poverty in the process. A more systematic involvement
of primary stakeholders also needs specific approaches, instruments and
techniques.
Lack of transparency and responsiveness within the process (priorities, decisions
taken)

•
-

-

Different stakeholders are involved in different steps, parts or instruments (eg
the National Plans and Strategies or Peer Reviews) of the OMC, but often do
not know about the whole process and their degree of input into it. This is
very much linked to the general lack of clarity and public visibility of the
OMC.
Stakeholders are often positive about the process of consultation, but
dissatisfied about the degree their input is taken on board, or the way the
input is finally translated. Feedback on whether issues are taken on board,
how priorities are set and why and which decisions are taken, emerge as an
important issue.
Reinforcing the integration of the OMC/National Action Plans process within
existing mechanisms

•
-

In many countries it is a real challenge to link the many ongoing national
programmes and strategies – and the timing of budget circles - to the OMC
process. Strategic Plans are asked for in autumn, but Budget Laws are
generally approved at a different time of the year. This means that Strategic
Reports cannot establish concrete objectives and actions because resources to
implement them are unknown or already allocated otherwise. This means that
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the strategic reports have no real power to shape planning as not allocating
resources, so it loses possibility to catalyse involvement of stakeholders.
-

-

Avoid consultation fatigue by getting existing plans and working groups more
integrated (on all territorial levels) to allow a serious dialogue, especially with
NGOs that give a voice to the poorest. Some express the concern that for the
moment, too many meetings are taking place on the same subject, at different
policy levels.
Another remaining issue is data and indicators: European, national and
territorial indicator systems are still not the same, which effects meaningful
interlinkage of processes and strategies – and involvement of stakeholders.
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6.2. Actions to be taken to improve stakeholders’ involvement in the social OMC

A number of practical recommendations emerge from the study on stakeholders’
involvement in the social OMC. These include recommendations to the European
Commission, Member States and all stakeholders involved in the process:

Recommendations to the European Commission

The European Commission should….
… enhance a new visibility of the OMC by assessing and disseminating positive impacts
of the process in different national settings. Stronger visibility could also be enhanced
regarding the links between the most well known instrument of the OMC, the National
Plans, and the other key elements of the OMC, eg Peer Reviews.
… continue requiring Member States to submit information on the governance aspects
within the OMC process
… spread good practice on stakeholder involvement and encourage Member States to
conduct peer reviews on the issue.
… encourage Member States to use European Social Funds to support for capacity
building and involvement of relevant stakeholders in the OMC process as well as other
relevant EU source of financing e.g. awareness raising type of projects.
… encourage common standards agreed by Member States regarding the involvement
of stakeholders in the social OMC.
… support networking among organisations and services with similar goals and target
groups by creating coordination committees.
… support capacity building e.g. through financial support to relevant EU Key
Networks.

Recommendations to the European Commission and Member States

The European Commission and Member States should
… increase awareness-raising on the OMC and enable easy access to information about
and documents of the OMC,
… improve the timing within the OMC process to enable broad stakeholder
involvement, e.g. installing feedback loops allowing stakeholders sufficient time to
react. The question of what is adequate timing has to be tackled,
… increase attention to the quality and continuity of stakeholder involvement in the
OMC,
… address the low public and media visibility of the OMC.
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Recommendations to Member States

Member States should…
… do a mapping of which stakeholders should be involved in the OMC. Special
attention should be paid to groups which are not so obvious at first sight, such as social
enterprises and banks,
… strengthen their efforts to stabilize the NGO sector and specifically organizations
representing vulnerable groups through financial support and capacity building,
… ensure the greater involvement of local authorities in the OMC,
… demonstrate political commitment to social inclusion and the social OMC e.g.
through participation of high level politicians in OMC events,
… give feedback on the effects of stakeholder engagement and inputs in the OMC
process.
… strengthen their efforts to involve primary stakeholders in the formulation of the
national indicators.

Recommendations to all stakeholders

All stakeholders should…
… reflect on when and how to involve primary stakeholders in the different elements of
the OMC,
… commit themselves to the process and take their engagement and tasks seriously.
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Section B: National Reports
Austria
By Elke Beneke

It is a big challenge to find out the areas in which the Open Method of Coordination has
been implemented in Austria and what the differences are between the OMC and other
established tools and strategies.
Austria has good experience in involving decision makers, social partners and the
federal Länder in the design of decision-making procedures such as preparing National
Action Plans and strategies. However the depth and breadth of the stakeholder
involvement depends on the political culture.
Austria has existing forms of participation, both informal and formal, which have an
impact on stakeholder involvement. In the formal processes, legal regulations prescribe
who is entitled to take part, what rights they have and what the binding decisions are:
some examples are the drafting of laws and land use planning. Informal forms of
participation do not use formalised procedures, but they may be structured to suit the
particular circumstances. However the decisions lie with the stakeholders involved.

These informal procedures are participatory processes for developing national
strategies, National Action Plans etc. The OMC is only used for the informal forms of
participation in Austria.
For example, in order to address new challenges and take advantage of opportunities
for continuous improvement, the Austrian strategy for social security and social
inclusion conforms to the overarching objectives of the Open Method of Coordination.
Austria strongly supports this convergence, which has been reaffirmed on various
occasions by the European Council, given that the social system must be regarded as a
productive factor, and that the OMC process is seen as a suitable way to involve all
stakeholders in a productive way.

Austria established standards of public participation in 2008. These were worked out
by an interministerial working group with the participation of relevant stakeholders
and agreed by the Council of Ministers. The Austrian National Strategic Report on
Social Protection and Social Integration 2008-2010 is also based on these process
guidelines. They envisage a five-step-process: Preparation, Information, Consultation,
Cooperation and Monitoring. However the standards have not been carried over into
the social OMC in their entirety; because of the limited time available it has not been
possible to include the co-operation phase.
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As an overall assessment of stakeholder involvement in the OMC process in the area of
social inclusion it can be reported that mutual learning and vertical coordination within
Austrian’s ministries (decision-makers) works very well and that the OMC process in
the social sphere has been integrated well within the ministries. It also conforms to the
Austrian tradition in decision-making.

A new aspect is the inclusion of NGOs as secondary stakeholders, normally
representing disadvantaged groups. These are often insufficiently involved in the OMC
process in the social sphere. The NGOs wish not just to be consulted, but to be partners
in a dialogue process among the various stakeholders – they see co-operation as part of
the process. However there is scarcely any opportunity for mutual exchange during the
phase of preparing strategies. This insufficient involvement of stakeholders can be seen
as an obstacle that should be resolved.

Primary stakeholders are not involved in any part of the process of preparing the NAPs.
Only on the local level are these groups involved in the processes that are relevant to
them (e.g. Child-Oriented Work in Vorarlberg – a Regional Strategy for a ChildFriendlier Society). As the current processes of the OMC are not suitable, other ways
must be found to accomplish this.

The new common objectives agreed for the OMC in 2006 have contributed to the better
involvement of stakeholders in the field of social inclusion. The convergence of a topdown with a bottom-up strategy has led to a better mutual understanding. But the
relevance, breadth, depth and impact all depend on the level one is working at and on
the position of the stakeholder concerned. The most important thing is that the actions
of all those involved are taken seriously. Each stakeholder’s contribution must be
treated transparently and comprehensively. It must be a constructive process, not a
mechanical one.

The example of the development of Austria’s strategy for lifelong learning (LLL) shows
how the OMC can be meaningfully and effectively applied in the longer term, in a
process that systematically involves a wide range of stakeholders in an intensive
process lasting several years. In this example consultation, compromise and consensus
are not only concepts, but are successfully practiced. Mutual learning is the ground rule
and forms the basis of the implementation of the OMC process.
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In the future the following challenges must be discussed and addressed:
•

The binding nature of the process: the process must take account of the
respective national conditions, such as the proven involvement of the social
partners in Austria.

•

Information about the OMC as a process and a method: information on the
OMC, including the various reference points, must be conveyed in a more
consistent way. The communications policy must be adapted to suit the various
stakeholders. At present in Austria, too few people see the OMC as an
instrument in itself.

•

The general conditions must be examined more clearly: for instance more
intensive communication with the stakeholders is prevented by the short
duration of the process.

•

Broadening the scope of action: there is a need to create more and more varied
methods of involving the stakeholders at different levels. The range of
stakeholder involvement methods used should be significantly widened and
agreed with the stakeholders.

•

Reflection on the process: in order to optimise the learning from and with each
other as a shared process, it is suggested that at the close of each cycle the
lessons learned should be reflected on.

•

Involvement of relevant stakeholders: how successful it would be to involve the
primary stakeholder in the development of strategic ideas during the process,
and how meaningful this would be, should be further discussed.

•

Equal value of stakeholders: an overall learning process is still needed in how to
perceive each stakeholder equally.

•

Role of the European Commission: the advisory role of the European
Commission is important. It should offer the OMS process as a support for the
creation of national strategies, and should promote international exchange. Best
practices could be a suitable instrument to broaden the range of actions and
methods.
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Belgium
By Nathalie Wuiame
At the start of the social inclusion OMC in 2000, Belgium was rather confident about
the way it organised stakeholder involvement in its social inclusion policies
(Hamel/Vanhercke, 2009). The tradition of involving people living in poverty started in
the early 1990s and led to a general report on poverty in 1996 that had a major impact
in terms both of raising the profile of poverty issues in Belgium, and on methods and
structures for involving the poorer in policy discussions. In 1998, a “cooperation
agreement13” organising the involvement of all stakeholders was signed and led to the
creation in 1999 of the Resource Centre for the Fight against Poverty, Precariousness,
and Social Exclusion. This is a permanent structure for dialogue between all
stakeholders and through the entire policy cycle. Since 2001 this Centre has produced
biennial reports on poverty trends in Belgium.
However, the first NAP inclusion was mainly an administrative process, without real
involvement of grassroots organisation or other key stakeholders. Following the critical
assessment of Belgium’s performance in 2001, a task force for the preparation and
follow-up of the NAP/inclusion was set up in 2003. It comprises two working groups,
one on indicators and one on actions. A smaller committee composed of decisionmakers (administration and government representatives) from the federal and
federated administrations coordinates the preparation of the plan and the functioning
of the “action” group . This group is composed of a wide range of stakeholders (political
and administration representatives from the different entities, service providers, NGOs,
experts), meets four times a year and holds a seminar every two years. There are no
formal criteria for participation in these groups. The idea is to have an open structure
for representatives of all interested parties that exchanges ideas and proposes solutions
– but does not take decisions. The decision-making is in the hands of the political level
through interministerial conferences. However, feedback on decisions taken is
organised within the action group so “issues that are taken out of the plan by the
government stay on the table” (NGO representative).
Methods used to engage with relevant stakeholders in Belgium are intergovernmental
conferences, regular reporting, round tables, working groups and seminars on specific
issues and dialogue groups.
There are no standards for consultation but there has been work on conditions for the
participation of people living in poverty in the political process. For example, the NAP
2003-2005 contains a description of a method and conditions for this participation.
The 2005 report from the Resource Centre for the Fight Against Poverty (10 years after
report on poverty) also presents the methods and conditions for participation of people
experiencing poverty. Conditions relate to processes such as a real embedding in the
lives of the poor, respect and recognition of the other, time and methods used for
dialogue.

13 A cooperation agreement is an agreement between the different federal and federated entities on a
specific issue to ensure coordination of policies that are decided and implemented at federal and regional
level.
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Financial grants to support the involvement of organisations representing the poor in
the policy process have been made since 2003 in Flanders14 and since more recently in
Brussels and Wallonia. However this was not the case at federal level for the Belgian
Anti-Poverty Network. This support is now also granted in the context of the
preparation of the 2010 European Anti-Poverty Year and the Belgian EU presidency
that will take place in the same year.
In terms of good practices, there are a number of interesting schemes to involve various
stakeholders in the different stages of the policy process, including the implementation
stage (mainly at regional level).
First to be mentioned is the involvement of the Federal Parliament. In June 2008, a
period of finalisation of the NAP inclusion, the representative of the federal
government (Secrétaire d’Etat) as well as other key stakeholders from the regions
(minister, representative from the administration and national and regional anti
poverty networks) took part in a Parliamentary session (involving both chambers)
where they presented their initiatives and positions (in the case of the networks) on the
fight against exclusion. This was an important event, enabling Parliament to discuss the
proposed plan on fighting poverty. Following the adoption of the plan in July 2008,
information sessions with specific committees of the Parliament were also organised
from July onwards.
Good practices to be mentioned in terms of linking with the implementation level are
local poverty plans that make the link with the NAP/inclusion and the appointment of
“experience experts” in administrations. At federal level, there is also the “poverty
impact assessment of policies” that will be included in the existing sustainability test.
Also in Flanders, the Flemish Poverty Decree (2003) stipulates that the Flemish
Minister of Wellbeing is also responsible for the coordination of the anti-poverty
policies of the different policy fields and different ministers. The consultation is both
vertical and horizontal. In each department, for each policy field, a special civil servant
is appointed to pay special attention to the fight against poverty, to examine policy and
proposed legislation as regards their effects on poverty and social exclusion, and to
consult people who live in poverty, who are organised in the Flemish Network of
Associations of People with Experience of Poverty (Vandermeerschen, 2008).
The Dialogue groups used to produce the Poverty Report in 1996 are an example of
good practice in terms of involving people experiencing poverty and their organisations
in a process of dialogue with policy-makers.
Step by step, the process of involving the different stakeholders within the OMC has
improved and continues to do so, in particular in terms of coordination within the
regions and between federal and federated authorities.
In Belgium, different stakeholders (including decision-makers) recognise the important
of involving the different interested groups and also organisations representing people
suffering from poverty and exclusion. Some mention a positive impact of these open
discussion forums in gaining a better understanding of the situation, problems and
14 The Flemish Decree on the Fight Against Poverty of March 2003 provides structural financial support for
the Flemish Network and its associations (approximately 50 in Flanders), which makes it possible to fulfil
the advisory role and to participate in policy making and evaluation.
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appropriate solutions, and refer to an impact on policies in active inclusion and the
fight against illegal home eviction.
The Social OMC and in particular the drafting of the NAP/inclusion has also led to a
process of learning between regions and improved policy cooperation between the
different entities as a consequence of the regular European reporting obligation.
However, some critical points have been pointed out by informants, such as the need to
strengthen the link between the NAP/employment and the NAP/inclusion at
administrative level and through an improved participation of social partners in the
social OMC process; to improve the participation of stakeholders in monitoring and
evaluation; to reinforce the direct participation of people experiencing poverty within
the OMC dialogue (in the preparation and implementation phases); to coordinate
better with the implementation level through providing better information to
CPAS/OCMWs and finally to avoid duplication of discussions forums between levels of
power and mechanisms such as the NAP process and the “poverty reports” process.
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Bulgaria
By George Bogdanov
It is difficult to estimate in what areas the Open Method of Coordination (OMC) has
been successful in Bulgaria since the method started to be applied only recently in the
country. The Bulgarian state administration has begun to understand the method more
comprehensively and to make efforts to design political documents related to it. Still it
is necessary to unite the efforts of all stakeholders so that they could understand the
essence of the OMC. At the institutional level of the policy making process in Bulgaria,
the concept of the OMC is well-known only in the Ministry of Labour and Social Policy
(MLSP) and especially among the experts coordinating the drafting of the JIMs and
NAPs. From this point of view, the specific problems concerning the functioning of the
OMC refer more or less to the inconsistencies of the method itself. For example, the
highly bureaucratic language of the OMC makes it quite unattractive to the media and
to vulnerable social groups.
In the period of Bulgaria’s pre-accession to the EU (2004–2006) the Bulgarian
government started to introduce the new Open Method of Coordination (OMC)
instruments in the field of social inclusion. The Joint Inclusion Memorandum (JIM)
was approved on February 3, 2005; it outlined the major challenges related to
overcoming poverty and social isolation in Bulgaria and was the first effort in that field
by the MLSP. In the years preceding Bulgaria’s accession to the EU, the process of
social inclusion gave the first lessons with regard to the importance of stakeholder
involvement. However, the lack of tradition in this area and some cultural
characteristics, such as the traditional belief that action is more important than
discussion, led to certain fundamental difficulties in understanding the nature and
philosophy of stakeholder involvement in the Social Inclusion OMC.
The application of the OMC is mainly concentrated within the structures of state
administration and primarily within the MLSP, and the latter is the key responsible
institution for implementing the method. In the field of social inclusion stakeholders
are considerably weaker in terms of lobbying, advocacy and active participation. This is
not the case in the economic sphere, where a number of economic researchers and
different economic organizations are supported by business and economic interests.
The activity of these organizations frequently influences Bulgarian social policy; an
example in this respect is the impact of such institutions on the introduction of the flat
tax rate and the recent campaign for reduction of social insurance rates.
One of the essential problems in Bulgaria is that most organizations are placed in a
dependent position when they participate in consultative forums since available
resources and power are concentrated basically in the hands of the public
administration. The NGO sector has become divided into two types of organizations –
first, organizations which are service providers and depend entirely on government
funding for projects and programmes for direct provision of services, and second,
organizations for the protection of human rights and various independent research
agencies which are funded from abroad and thus are not dependent on the government.
There is no clear system for involving stakeholders in discussions on issues regarding
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social inclusion. Currently, if certain NGOs are invited to take part in discussions and
they have interest in participating, then they do get involved, or they find other ways to
resolve problems by participating in discussions with MPs, ministries or different
government agencies.
The most active organizations in the process of stakeholder involvement are
representatives of different trade unions and employers’ organizations which
participate in the Council for Tripartite Cooperation and in other public discussion
forums on socio-economic policies. They are the most active because they have funding
from the state budget and they have sufficient capacity to participate fully at various
stages of involvement. However, the situation regarding representatives of
organizations of social service providers or organizations working with vulnerable
groups of people is quite different. Their participation is chaotic and unstructured and
in many cases it is based on the participants’ goodwill and cooperation. Moreover, the
lack of institutionalized networks of civil society organizations hinders their
involvement in the different phases of the process.
The NGO sector in Bulgaria has limited resources and capacity to conduct efficient
advocacy campaigns to improve social inclusion policies. There are insufficient
resources for promotion of human rights and encouragement of lobby functions of the
civil society sector which itself has limited access to adequate funding mechanisms.
However, organizations working within the same substantive area have different
visions on how to participate in the process of system reform and how to influence
policies related to social protection and social inclusion. Very often these differences
result in unstructured and ambiguous messages addressed to the state institutions. It is
a fact that not only the civil society sector but also the state officials in the country
underestimate the consultation process as such. This constitutes a major problem for
the successful implementation of the OMC in the country. There are many examples
that can be quoted in terms of lack of stakeholder discussions and how important
decisions were made at the sole discretion of the state administration.
In Bulgaria there are no established minimum standards, strategies or concepts of how
stakeholders should be involved, either in the process of social inclusion discussion or
in many other spheres too. However, representatives of the civil society sector take part
in almost all consultative bodies of the Council of Ministers and its subsidiary state
agencies working on the issues of social inclusion. A new consultative body is about to
be established – the National Council on Social Inclusion within the Council of
Ministers. However, only representatives of the NGO sector are invited to participate.
Besides NGOs, it is advisable that this national council should also involve
representatives of research agencies, universities, and trade unions, which also have a
stake in the process of social inclusion in Bulgaria.
The lack of critical analysis of social policies is a crucial problem for Bulgaria. However,
even when certain critical analyses are available, follow-up discussions are rarely
organized to draw out lessons learned and to outline the main trends in policy change.
Government institutions still avoid looking for critical and independent expert opinions
on different programmes. Critique is often considered a negative assessment of the
work of the administration and not an opportunity to promote discussion on specific
topics. Much more coordinated efforts are needed to promote dialogue and to outline
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the main critical areas, lessons learned and conclusions that can lead to changes in the
field of social inclusion. On the other hand, those who present critical analyses need to
be more moderate in their opinions so that they leave space for discussion.
Stakeholder involvement needs more legitimacy at the national level. It is necessary to
introduce a new institutional framework, which would enable equal participation not
only of non-governmental organizations but of all stakeholders, rights-protection
organizations and independent agencies. The government needs to make more effort to
stabilize the NGO sector and especially organizations that protect the rights of
vulnerable groups of people and even to encourage the establishment of organizations
that carry out research work and make analyses in the field of social inclusion.
Generally, the capacity of the NGO sector and of the public administration is
insufficient to conduct an effective dialogue in the social sphere. Therefore, it is
necessary to conduct a number of training programmes, experience exchange projects
and generally to make a structured effort to systematize the process of involvement and
its optimization. These training programmes should focus on skills for facilitating
meetings, summarizing information, encouraging participation in groups, analysing
texts, resolving conflicts, etc. Experience exchange should also be encouraged with
other countries where the process of stakeholder involvement is more developed. This
should include not only experience exchange between state officials of different
countries but should involve representatives of the civil society sector, trade unions,
etc. The process of experience exchange should conclude with internal discussions,
facilitated professionally, on what could be improved in the Bulgarian context of
stakeholder involvement.
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Cyprus
By Antonis Theocharous and Georgia Nathanail
To date the Cyprus Government has designed and implemented two National
Strategies/Reports for Social Protection and Social Inclusion (2006-2008 and 20082010). Based on these strategies two National Action Plans were devised to guide their
smooth and efficient implementation. The overall responsibility for the preparation of
these documents lies with the Social Welfare Services (Ministry of Interior).
In Cyprus there are no established minimum standards, strategies or concepts on how
stakeholders should be involved either in the process of social inclusion or in any other
related activities. The only noteworthy activity, so far, with regard to stakeholders’
involvement is their participation in the preparation phase of the National Strategy on
Social Protection/Inclusion, where they are given the opportunity to present their
priorities and submit their proposals. All stakeholders are informed about the meeting
and are asked to contribute by presenting their proposals based on the priorities of the
field within which are socially active. It is up to each stakeholder organization to decide
the extent of its involvement in this procedure.
In terms of implementation and monitoring, the stakeholders’ involvement appears to
have many deficits and shortcomings. We have no official information a) on how
stakeholders’ involvement is elaborated and expressed through the actual realization of
the targets set by the National Strategy and the evaluation process (if the National
Action Plan has reached its targets) or b) on specific practices applied for the
reinforcement of this involvement.
The majority of social services staff in Cyprus do not seem to have a high degree of
familiarity with the Open Method of Coordination (OMC). However, in their everyday
work, at an unofficial level they do use the practices suggested by the OMC. There is no
established procedure for the evaluation of stakeholders’ involvement in terms of
information, consultation, collaboration or empowerment. The view of the Social
Welfare Services is that the OMC should be treated and expressed more as a philosophy
rather than as a tool and for this reason it is not possible to present a clear view of the
communication channels and liaison links that have been formulated.
As the responsible coordinating body for the development of the National Strategy for
Social Protection and Inclusion, the Social Welfare Services have established a
committee to observe and assess the implementation of the strategy for 2008-2010 as a
way to ensure effective coordination among the ministries in charge and the
governmental services. This committee consists of governmental organisations,
volunteer organisations, local authorities, social partners and research organizations.
Concerning the main deficits and difficulties, it must be said that Cyprus is a small
island where political interests, correlations, relationships and networks have a very
significant role to play both politically and socially, restricting the opportunities for
independent and objective views. Hence, policy approaches and recommendations that
involve a broad spectrum of authorities and social organisations cannot be seen
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independently from this political and social context. Unfortunately it is not easy to
explore the function of the OMC in Cyprus without considering or at least being aware
of the importance of social networks and correlations (especially in terms of political
participation – being a member of a political party or being on the periphery of a
political party).
The Commission of the European Communities (Brussels, 2008) states that regional
and local authorities should increase their contribution regarding social protection
policies. Cyprus presents a deficiency in involving local authorities in the above
mentioned process. The level of their involvement, based on the existing legal
framework is minimal and inconsequential.
Given on the one hand the limited financial resources that local authorities have and on
the other hand the peculiar and demanding circumstances surrounding the area of
social protection and social inclusion, it is crucial to emphasize the need to expand their
involvement and to support it financially. Moreover the involvement of local authorities
is not homogenous. No general policy is in place and as a result each local authority
decides alone (based on the area’s needs) which programmes should be implemented.
There are cases of municipalities that are very active and effective in dealing with the
social problems of their area’s citizens, and other municipalities which are working on a
very basic scale.
As far as best practices go, having a governmental coordinating body in a pivotal role is
very important. This way it is possible to express the national targets directly and
ensure that these targets are adequately reflected through governmental and nongovernmental organisations.
Social Welfare Services organizes meetings for all the interested parties to attend and
private meetings with specific units when they want to look at more specialised issues
and the needs of a given population. These meetings create the basis for social forums
to be formed and an open dialogue to be promoted among all the interested bodies. It
has also established adequate communication with the Pancyprian Council of
Volunteerism, which is the leading coordination body of the non-governmental
organisations that are involved in social issues.
The promotion of good liaison practices between the governmental and nongovernmental sectors is also expressed through the cooperation initiated among local
authorities, as autonomous and politically involved bodies, and the voluntary
organisations in their area. This is a very promising opportunity for further expansion
and quality improvement of services provided to the public.
To date, people who are experiencing the dramatic effects of social exclusion cannot
represent themselves directly in the OMC process and it is crucial to make sure that
either they are invited to express their real life situations or that their needs and
priorities are well known and well represented. A good practice though, that is leading
in the right direction and the improvement of the situation on this matter, involves the
administration of patients’ participation through the formulation of patients’
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organizations which are activated to cover their actual needs and requests. The
Ministry of Health is maintaining an ongoing dialogue with these organizations
regarding the issues that worry their members and supports them by funding their
projects annually or when the need arises.
Suggestions to the European Commission to reinforce stakeholders’ involvement in the
OMC include:
•

Set specific criteria and discuss those criteria with all the interested bodies
(stakeholders) on how and to what extent they are going to be practically
involved in the OMC. Consider this a priority issue both for the governmental
and the non-governmental services.

•

Motivate organisations and services to increase their participation in the OMC.

•

Provide support to narrower scope organisations in terms of both human and
financial resources.

•

Enhance communication networks among services with similar goals and target
groups, creating coordinating committees.

•

Establish an independent committee (consisting of individuals who are highly
experienced and educated in the issues of social inclusion and protection) that
will continually monitor and evaluate the implementation of the OMC process.
This committee would report directly to the EU so as to remain independent and
objective to its evaluation.
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Czech Republic
By Miroslava Rákoczyová
In total, the involvement of stakeholders in the OMC social inclusion has been rather
low in the Czech Republic. In the phase of policy-making, the stakeholders are involved
in the process via their membership in the Commission for Social Inclusion, an
intergovernmental body responsible for the preparation of the NAPSI. The Commission
mainly involves civil servants from the central government, but the non-governmental
sector (including NGOs, social partners and academics) is also represented. The
Commission meets rarely (there was only one in relation to the preparation of the
NAPSI 2008-10). Within the subsequent e-mail correspondence related to the drafting
of the NAPSI, members of the Commission often invite more representatives to
comment on it. Their comments are then taken into account and, after examination by
the relevant ministry, included in the NAPSI.
However, several NGOs that are represented in the Commission assessed the process of
formulation of the latest NAPSI of the Czech Republic (2008-10) as an “administrative
act without sufficient participation of important actors from within NGOs or the
regional and professional public” (IQ Roma, 2008). Furthermore the Joint Report CZ
(2009:6) pointed out that there remained a problem in involving broader civic society
and people experiencing poverty and social exclusion. It is also significant that the
NAPSI has never been discussed in Parliament and has never attracted the major
attention of the media and has not penetrated into public discourse. The degree of
involvement of the central administration in the process of policy-making seems to be
higher than is the case of other members of the Commission, since it is the civil
servants who examine the suggestions and comments of their colleagues from outside
central government, and decide on their inclusion in the Plan.
Implementation of the NAPSI is predominantly under the competence of ministries
since most of the measures within the plan are formulated as tasks for them. However,
its objectives are fairly broad and, in addition, it puts a strong emphasis on projects
financed via the European Structural Funds. In this way NGOs (mainly those delivering
socially-inclusive services) and the lower levels of public administration are also
involved in the implementation of the plan. It is not quite clear to what extent these
organizations are implementing the NAPSI and to which extent they are simply
pursuing their agenda regardless of the official social inclusion agenda. Several workers
in NGOs who were interviewed for the purposes of the study have not identified any
connection between their activities and the official social inclusion agenda. The
availability of European funding supports stakeholders’ initiatives and facilitates the
implementation of the NAPSI. However, strong reliance on project funding may also
threaten the sustainability and continuity of the activities. This seems to be the case of
community planning of social services at the municipal level. It was a target of the
NAPSI 2006-8 to involve no less than 200 municipalities in planning social services at
the local level by 2008. While this target was almost achieved (186 municipal
governments were involved), currently the process is on hold in many towns after the
projects financed mainly by ESF and its Joint Regional Operational Programme
(SROP) finished. There was a similar development regarding a pilot initiative to
formulate regional and local action plans for social inclusion.
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Monitoring and evaluation is an underdeveloped part of the OMC process in the area of
social inclusion in the Czech Republic. A low willingness to monitor and evaluate the
NAPSI goes hand in hand with a long-term avoidance of setting ambitious objectives,
quantified targets and/or indicators within the agenda. According to the NAPSI 200810, its evaluation will be carried out by ministries responsible for implementation of the
measures and on the level of individual programmes. This in fact means that there will
not be any comprehensive and thorough evaluation of the agenda, since, as a
representative of MoLSA stated, “it is very difficult to obtain data from individual
projects which would allow one to conclude whether the project was truly beneficial
and to what extent it contributed to social inclusion”. The academic and research
community paid some attention to the evaluation of the national agenda for social
inclusion, including a comparison of its implementation in selected European countries
(see Sirovátka, Rákoczyová, 2009; Sirovátka, 2008; Sirovátka et al., 2006; Trbola,
Rákoczyová, 2006; Rákoczyová, 2007). MoLSA and the Research Institute for Labour
and Social Affairs have also taken part in an international project called The Evaluation
of Mainstreaming Social Inclusion.
In the initial stage of the implementation of the OMC social inclusion, the Ministry of
Labour and Social Affairs (MoLSA) made a significant effort to raise awareness of the
social inclusion agenda and to involve a wide spectrum of stakeholders in the process.
Apart from coordinating the Commission it has, for example, organized two
conferences on the NAPSI 2004-6, participated in the international project Developing
methods of formulation of Local and Regional Action Plans for Social Inclusion (where
local and regional offices worked together with MoLSA) and taken part in the
workshops and activities of NGOs in the area of social inclusion (mainly the project
STOP social exclusion). Therefore, the involvement of civil society organizations was
increasing in the process of social inclusion policy-making during the initial stage of the
OMC social inclusion in the Czech Republic (Trbola, Rákoczyová, 2006). Over time
MoLSA rather restricted its activities in developing a deeper and more sustained policy
community in the area of social inclusion. In fact, a representative of MoLSA assessed
the involvement of stakeholders in the OMC social inclusion process as decreasing.
Nonetheless, the NGOs have been activated, not least by the influence of European
funds and European networks (i.e. EAPN), and showed their willingness to participate
in the agenda of social inclusion. The “umbrella” organizations of NGOs together with
some well-established NGOs have carried out several important activities to support
the OMC process, for example awareness campaigns (STOP social exclusion), as well as
innovative projects (NAPSI together), and they have arranged meetings of people
experiencing poverty and social exclusion.
The project NAPSI together represents an interesting initiative of the nongovernmental sector (NGOs and academia). It is focused on the enhancement of
stakeholders’ participation in the OMC process as well as on increasing the quality and
legitimacy of the social inclusion agenda in the Czech Republic. The project includes a
number of activities aiming to:

•

raise public awareness and increase public support for processes of social
inclusion

•

increase public participation in the OMC in the area of social inclusion
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•

increase political commitment to social inclusion

•

identify efficient and inefficient measures in the area of social inclusion

•

enhance the potential of stakeholders (NGOs, local and regional authorities and
others) to promote and realize measures in the area of social inclusion

•

broaden the participation of the socially excluded in the formulation of needs
and tools for social inclusion

One of the expected results of the project should be a formulation of an “alternative”
NAPSI 2010-12. The organizers hope to communicate its content as much as possible
into the “official” NAPSI 2010-12, since several organizers of the project sit on the
Commission for Social Inclusion.
The main obstacle to full implementation of the OMC social inclusion, including full
participation of the stakeholders, lies in a low political commitment to social inclusion
and to the social OMC in general. As Sirovátka (2008) as well as the interviewees
representing various stakeholders mentioned, a low emphasis has been put on the OMC
and the agenda of social inclusion by politicians at all levels of governance in the Czech
Republic. Their attitude is in line with the dominant discourse on the individualization
of poverty and social exclusion, which prevails in mainstream policy and which is also
supported by the public (Sirovátka, Rákoczyová, 2009). The fact that social inclusion is
not a political priority is evident also in the resources, both human and financial,
allocated to the agenda. Although the section for “Social Services” at the MoLSA was
recently renamed the section for “Social Services and Social Inclusion”, the preparation
of the NAPSI 2008-10 was just one part of a broader agenda of one official (which is a
substantial reduction compared to the preparation on NAPSI 2004-6). The NAPSI
coordinator has reported the work overload of personnel involved in the social OMC
(also in relation to the Czech presidency of the EU). The lack of political commitment
was also a factor in the rejection of a multi-dimensional approach and the narrowing of
the agenda above all to social services, which is also the field in which a more intensive
involvement of the stakeholders has developed. Apart from low political commitment
and dominance of the discourse, which is not very supportive of the agenda of social
inclusion, there are additional limits on the participation of various stakeholders in the
OMC social inclusion. These include, for example, a problematic framework for the
functioning of NGOs in the Czech Republic (including legislation and finance), a
generally low level of public interest in public affairs and a consequent marginal
engagement in activities aiming to resolve public problems as well as the low level of
trust in Czech society.
Several studies (i.e. Sirovátka, 2008, Rákoczyová, Trbola, 2006) have identified the
positive impact of the European Structural Funds on the involvement and cooperation
of policy-makers, the public administration and non-governmental organizations. They
have also shown a potential to promote the agenda, strengthen institutional learning,
raise awareness and boost services delivered to the socially excluded. However, the
potential of the Structural Funds has not been fully utilized (as noted also in the Joint
Report CZ 2009). Therefore, it is important to complement the availability of European
resources with support for the competences of stakeholders in managing EU funds.
Taking into account the long-term reluctance of the Czech government to set quantified
targets, monitor and evaluate the strategy of social inclusion on the one hand, and
substantial reliance on EU funding in the implementation stage of the NAPSI on the
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other hand, it would be possible for the European Commission to promote a targetoriented approach and commitment by obliging national governments to assess the
effects of EU-funded activities as a whole (not on the level of individual projects). The
results of such assessments should then be made widely accessible to the public.
Activities to promote the values of solidarity and cohesion and awareness-raising
activities are also crucial.
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http://ec.europa.eu/employment_social/spsi/docs/social_inclusion/2009/cf_czech_r
ep_final_cz.pdf
Websites
Selected NGOs

Člověk v tísni (People in Need). NGO, member of the Commission for Social Inclusion.
Includes detailed information on Social Integration Programmes in English.
www.clovekvtisni.cz
IQ Roma Servis. NGO, co-ordinator of the project “NAPSI Together”. Information in
English. www.iqrs.cz
SKOK. Association of non-governmental, non-profit organizations active in Social
Assistance and Social Health Care; represented in the Commission for Social Inclusion.
www.skok.biz . Published a brochure on mainstreaming social inclusion in 2007
(available
at
http://www.skok.biz/download/mainstreaming-socialnihozaclenovani.pdf ; in Czech only).
Naděje (Hope). NGO that cooperated with the Commission for Social Inclusion and was
accepted later on as a full member. www.nadeje.cz . The web page is in Czech, but there
are documents on inclusion of the homeless available in English at
http://www.nadeje.cz/index.php?q=node/28
Národní rada zdravotně postižených (National Council of People with Disability).
Member of the Commission for Social Inclusion. www.nrzp.cz
Charita ČR (Caritas CR). Member of the Commission for Social Inclusion.
www.caritas.cz (available in English)
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Denmark
By Poul Thøis Madsen
The Social Inclusion OMC process in Denmark could be divided into two. The first
process is a rather narrow labour market oriented process in which the increased
employment of hitherto marginalized groups is expected to solve a significant part of
the problems of marginalization. This process is documented in Danish government
(2008b) and has been criticized for an insufficient inclusion of secondary stakeholders
representing marginalized groups (primary stakeholders) (Anker et al, 2008).
The second process, analyzed in this report, is one part of the whole process leading to
the National Report on Strategies for Social Protection and Social Inclusion 2008 –
2010 [NSR in the following]. The NSR also views the employment of marginalized
groups as a panacea to cure all problems of marginalization – a hallmark of the present
Danish government in power since 2001. This paper focuses on the compilation of this
recent report for two reasons: first, the OMC process in Denmark is essentially
constituted by the making of the NRS reports – the design phase of the OMC. Secondly,
according to civil servants the most visible changes between 2001 and 2008 are
reflected in the differences between the 2006 (and previous reports) and the 2008
report.
Concerning relevance and hence which stakeholders have been included in the OMC
process, one has to distinguish between different phases of the creation of the NSR. The
process was initiated by a conference held in April 2008. This conference was attended
by a number of secondary stakeholders and a few primary stakeholders.
The draft report went through a very brief hearing and revision process (a little less
than a month in total in which the report was also translated). The hearing statements
were formulated by professionals from the NGOs. The hearing process took partly place
on a website, which in theory ought to stimulate the debate but only resulted in two
hearing statements being placed at the website. Only 15 organizations out of 81 possible
hearing partners chose to make a hearing statement ranging from a few lines to five
pages. This is the normal response rate – without or with a website.
In general the government has been successful in involving a number of ministries and
NGOs in the process of writing the NSR. As a new method of including secondary
stakeholders compared to the NSR of 2006, the feedback from the NGOs at the
conference have been included in the NSR. However, only 20-30% of the relevant
NGOs decided to make a hearing statement and the local and regional level of the
public sector has been almost invisible in the whole process. The general impression is
of a top-down process between the state and the NGOs – an attempt to be open and
inclusive that did not completely succeed.
Seen in a longer time perspective the Danish government has been aware of the
importance of involving secondary stakeholders in the process of creating the reports
right from the beginning. In the 2001 report one finds indications of an actual
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collaboration with secondary stakeholders, while this seems to be less pronounced in
2008 – maybe because the process has become more of a routine.
Concerning breadth of involvement – that is in which phases of the compilation of the
report primary and secondary stakeholders have been involved in – the involvement of
secondary stakeholders has been most visible in the initial stages and in the final
hearing process.
As for depth of involvement (which kinds of involvement) one might distinguish
between two kinds of involvement: the stimulation of new ideas in the first phase and
commenting on the draft version of the NSR – some of which were actually taken into
account in the final version.
The last dimension related to the stakeholders – the impact – has been measured by
investigating how primary and especially secondary stakeholders have contributed to
the making of the 2008 NSR report. The early involvement seems to have resulted in an
important input to the draft version of the NSR. One indication of this is that the
conclusions of the conference are summarized by the government in two pages in the
NSR – a completely new feature in which explicit criticisms of government policy are
mentioned (which is not self-evident as the NSR is a government document). As for the
later involvement – the hearing process – despite the limited time it is estimated by a
civil servant that the response and reactions by the civil servants to the hearing
statements led to a significant extension of the report (by around 20%).
It has not been possible to identify projects or policy changes due to the OMC process
in Denmark. The impression is that the Danish government has chosen to use the OMC
process on social inclusion to report some of the successes in this field rather than to
change social policy. Primary stakeholders are either being taken care of by social
policy or they have got a job during the boom and the Danes have a tradition of
involving weak primary stakeholders through user groups and other democratic
mechanisms.
Instances of interesting practices are the early and substantial involvement of
secondary partners and later on actual changes in the report due to the feedback
gathered through the hearing process. Furthermore, a few primary stakeholders
actually participated in the conference. The use of a website as a platform for the
hearing is also an idea to be followed but it might be preferable to support it by more
traditional interaction through mail and telephone.
The most important lesson from the Danish case is, however, what not to do. The
Danish government could – with the benefit of hindsight – have taken a number of
steps that might have increased the involvement of secondary stakeholders markedly:

•

After the conference a summary of main conclusions could have been circulated
to participants, with a request for them to comment

Study on stakeholders’ involvement – Contract no VC/2008/0325
Inbas GmbH / Engender asbl

70

•

between the conference and the completion of the draft report (five months) the
relevant ministries could have kept up contact with the stakeholders

•

this could partly have been done by opening the website immediately after the
conference

•

this would also have facilitated a debate between NGOs

•

the hearing period should have been expanded to at least three weeks

•

and an additional week could have been reserved for reminding key NGOs that
had not responded (reminders are not part of common Danish practice in
hearings)

•

the hearing statements could have been posted on the website

•

the government could have made a brief comment to the statements indicating
which comments will they would take into account and how, and which not and
why

•

at least a month should have been set aside to revise the report in the light of the
hearing statements – which would also allow for interaction with stakeholders
about their comments

•

finally, it could have been reported back to all relevant partners how the hearing
statements had affected the final report and future policy. This – together with
the other changes – might stimulate future engagement in hearing processes.

In order to stimulate developments of this kind the Commission could insist on some
degree of quality assurance in the preparation of the national reports:

•

hearing processes should take at least three weeks – preferably longer

•

hearing partners should be actively stimulated to engage in the whole process

•

at least a month should be set aside for finishing the report, after the hearing
process is over

•

it should be required that some kind of feedback – besides the final report –
should be given to the secondary stakeholders

The primary stakeholders – the actual marginalized people – are almost invisible as
active subjects in the OMC process in Denmark. They are registered, counted, discussed
and helped – but besides their participation in the conference they are never really
questioned or included in the process. This is, however, also a very difficult task.
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‘The cause of elderly people’ – an organization lobbying for retired people
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Estonia
By Mari Mandel-Madise
The Open Method of Coordination (OMC) has been practiced in Estonia since the
country prepared its first National Action Plan for Social Inclusion (NAP/incl) in 2004,
recognising Estonia’s participation in the EU social inclusion process as a member of
the European Union. Prior to the NAP/incl in 2004, in 2003, Estonia worked with the
European Commission to prepare the Joint Inclusion Memorandum (JIM).17 Estonia’s
action plan for social inclusion proceeds from the targets set in the JIM. The JIM sets
long-term goals for complete solutions of issues related to social exclusion, while the
NAP/incl focuses mainly on goals and activities for 2004-2006.
The basis for stakeholder involvement in Estonia is set out in various documents: Good
Engagement Practice, Estonian Civil Society Development Concept, Regulations for
Standardised Techniques of Drafting Legislative Acts, draft Concept of Legal Act
Impact Assessment, etc. Area-specific development plans, organisational development
plans of ministries, national reports, legislative act drafting papers and policy
documents include an indication of the level and range of stakeholder involvement.
National Reports on Social Inclusion and Protection refer to various stakeholders’ level
and depth of involvement and to new activities included in development plans and
policy papers to be implemented as a result of stakeholder involvement.
Stakeholder involvement is in general implemented in the policy making processes in
Estonia. Involvement of decision makers in policy design and preparation is generally
carried out on collaboration level: mainly administration and local government
representatives are included. The role of parliament and government maintains low in
the design and preparation phase; they are more involved in decision making process
as collaboration partners. Secondary stakeholders and primary stakeholders participate
in policy design and preparation as collaboration partners and/or their involvement is
being looked for.
The decision making process involves stakeholders in the form of collaboration,
especially as concerns decision makers. Secondary stakeholders and primary
stakeholders participate at a consultative or involvement level in decision making.
However, in many cases stakeholder involvement is limited to information only, or to
involvement at a late stage. The media and the general public are less included in the
various stages of policy making. The analysis of involvement in different stages of
policy making also indicates that stakeholders are more involved in the early stages of
policy making (design) and less in later stages (decision making, implementation).
During the period 1998-2009 more than 55% of all legal acts prepared by Estonian

17

Social Inclusion Memorandum Estonia (draft) 2003
http://www2.sm.ee/kaasatus/failid%2FSotsiaalse%20kaasatuse%20%FChismemorandum%20%28inglise
%20keeles%29.pdf
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ministries indicated stakeholder involvement. This means that almost half the draft
acts have no indication of stakeholder involvement. This ratio can nevertheless be
considered as a “glass half full” – the engagement process in Estonia has evolved over
the years along with Good Engagement Practice and other engagement-focused action
papers introduced in Estonia. This allows one to estimate that the rate of stakeholder
involvement during 1998-2009 has gradually grown and references to written
indications of stakeholder involvement have also grown. In addition one may assume
that stakeholder engagement has taken place even there has been no written indication.
Engagement practices emphasise the importance of broad-based stakeholder
involvement, but it is in many cases limited to the search for specific expertise. And,
although there is increasing stakeholder involvement at different stages of the policy
making process, cooperation between stakeholder groups and stakeholders within
groups is lacking. In other words the secondary stakeholder group, consisting of
employers, trade unions, service provider organisations, media, experts etc., represent
themselves during consultations, but undertake no or limited consultations amongst
themselves to strengthen the representation of their common interest.
Stakeholder involvement has been considered more and more important during the
past few years. Evidence of this can be found in the form of Good Engagement Practice,
prepared by the Estonian State Chancellery in 2005, in the draft Concept of Legal Act
Impact Assessment etc. Being a “soft policy paper”, Good Engagement Practice has no
official legislative power, but is still followed by Estonian’s administration. It
underlines, when, who and why should be included in policy making and gives clear
guidance for implementing these directions. The Estonian Ministry of Justice has
prepared a draft Concept of Legal Act Impact Assessment which it is planned to submit
to Parliament for adoption. This concept will set out basic principles and structured
addenda for the decision makers to follow from preparation to drafting of a legislative
document. This also includes clear principles for stakeholder involvement. The Concept
clarifies the existing Good Engagement Practice and provides the engagement practice
with a legislative background.
In addition, in 2008 Estonia prepared its National Report on Strategies for Social
Protection and Inclusion (NRS) 2008-201018 under the OMC. The aforesaid
engagement principles were also considered in preparing the NRS. Having gained
valuable experience in the course of preparing previous national reports on social
protection and inclusion, Estonia carried out more consultations with social partners,
non-governmental organizations and representatives of non-profit organizations, while
preparing the report.
In promoting social protection and inclusion the Estonian government is guided by the
understanding that in order to solve problems and achieve the expected goals, it is
essential to ensure coherence between the policy measures in different fields and their
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National Report on Strategies for Social Protection and Inclusion (NRS) 2008-2010. 2008.
http://www2.sm.ee/kaasatus/failid%2FSotsiaalse%20kaitse%20ja%20kaasatuse%20riiklik%20aruanne%
202008-2010.pdf
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coordinated implementation. This can be achieved through close cooperation among all
stakeholders, including the active participation of local authorities. Such integrated
cooperation started with the compilation of the previous national report on social
protection and inclusion for the years 2006-2008, and the cooperation was followed up
during the preparation of the 2008-2010 report.
For the better implementation of stakeholder involvement practice, a participation
website was created by the State Chancellery in 2006. Its purpose is to promote the
participation of NGOs, the public and other interested parties in the preparation of
legislation and official documentation (development plans, concepts etc.) by the
Estonian ministries. The website allows the promoters of legislative bills to seek public
consultation (opinions, ideas, suggestions and criticisms).
Since that time, the participation website has been used by all Estonian ministries for
public consultation. Interested parties (individuals, NGOs, various institutions, etc.)
have in total submitted over 1,200 ideas and suggestions. The input from consultations
(new ideas, amendments to policy paper etc. agreed and approved by initiators) is
incorporated in draft acts. Once adopted (by parliament and/or government), the input
is incorporated in the national reports (NRS), prepared under the OMC.
Stakeholder involvement in Estonia is valued by different policy makers and has
become an everyday practice in policy making. However, stakeholder involvement in
the early stage of the policy making process could be developed. Also, broad-based
stakeholder engagement is an issue at every level of policy making; thus
acknowledgement of this issue by all groups of stakeholders could be supported.
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Finland
By Net Effect Ltd
Broad-based preparation concerning key issues has a long tradition in Finland. Cooperation between the national government, local authorities, and labour market
organisations has been close in the introduction of economic, employment, and social
policy solutions. The role of non-governmental organisations has strengthened,
especially in addressing issues of social welfare and health policy. In areas where
organisations provide support and services, there are usually only a few other actors. In
addition, special expertise has developed within the organisations.
The OMC process included a discussion at the EU Sub-Committee and a consultation
process was arranged with organizations and largest municipalities so that relevant
stakeholders are guaranteed a hearing during the OMC process. Experts in other
administrative sectors also take part in the OMC process. The transparency of the OMC
process is considered most important, although the form of the process differs between
2006 and 2008: due to inadequate staff and limited resources, a separate group for the
preparation of NSR was not organised in 2008. The hearing of organisations is
considered very important. In comparison to 2006, the Finnish National Strategy
Report (NSR) on Social Protection and Social Inclusion for the years 2008-201119 is
closer to the Government Programme.
Finland has adopted broad strategic approach. Stakeholder involvement has been
broad in all phases: design and preparation including agenda setting, decision-making,
implementation, monitoring and evaluation. For example, the organisations have also
participated in international work. However no detailed data are available about
stakeholder involvement in different phases. Broader stakeholder involvement has
been applied in all policy areas. According to the National Coordinator, the preparation
of the plan is considered to be the most important phase of the OMC process.
Good governance and legal framework are the minimal standards. The principles of
good governance are regulated by the Administrative Procedure Act. It is important to
guarantee that it is as easy as possible for a citizen to appeal to an administrative
authority. Most decisions affecting poverty are made at local level. In Finland,
implementation of citizens’ rights is monitored by special authorities such as social
ombudsmen appointed by the local authorities. Good practices such as internet portals
are available. For example, the internet portals provide a consultation function in
addition to information function. Furthermore, holding hearings has been recently
emphasized as a method. This has been even used to involve children: young people
can also take initiatives by using, for example, municipal portals.

19 National Strategy Report on Social Protection and Social Inclusion 2008-2011. Reports of the Ministry of
Social Affairs and Health 2008 :39. www.stm.fi
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There are challenges in combining the aims of the OMC process and the NSR. In
Finland, there are many ongoing national programmes with the specific aim of
improving social welfare in Finland. It is considered that the NSR should be separate
from the national programmes due to the differences between the objectives. Also the
indicator system is not the same for the NSR and the other national activities.
Good practices20 in stakeholder involvement in Finland are as follows:
•

City of Turku: social inclusion project. Intersectoral welfare policy programme
on children and youth. The project, founded on a strategic partnership between
the Social Services and Health Care Departments of the City of Turku and child
welfare organizations operating in Southwest Finland, brings dispersed services
for children and young people together in one service centre. Seamless service
chains are created across organizational, professional and administrative
borders. The project is implemented in parallel with the project aiming to
integrate the City’s social services and health care departments.

•

KAIKU programme21 to promote occupational wellbeing. The KAIKU
programme, started by the State Treasury, undertakes general and diversified
efforts to restructure the state administration and to enhance its productivity.
Since 2005 its activities have continued in the form of support services under the
KAIKU programme, and it has been more closely linked to the national
programme to develop working life and wellbeing at work. The promotional
activities have been successful. Furthermore, the KAIKU programme has
contributed to creating and disseminating the concept of wellbeing at work at the
national level. The KAIKU occupational wellbeing services team, the KAIKU
developer network trained for state administration and superiors employed in
the state administration are included in the implementing body. The material is
distributed through the open website www.kaiku-tyohyvinvointipalvelut.fi.

•

City of Tampere: promoting health and functional capacity. The core process
consists of the following service bodies: primary health care outpatient services,
specialized medical care services, substance abuse and mental health services,
social support services and services for the disabled. The core process of health
and welfare promotion provides citizens with adequate and high-quality social
and health services. As of the beginning of 2007, the City of Tampere reformed
the organization of its activities. Health promotion plays an important role in the
organization of services. The objectives of the new operational model of the City
of Tampere are citizen-oriented management and the provision of services by
means of intersectoral process thinking.

20

National Strategy Report on Social Protection and Social Inclusion 2008-2011. Reports of the Ministry of
Social Affairs and Health 2008 : 39. www.stm.fi.

21

www.kaiku-tyohyvinvointipalvelut.fi
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France
By Jean-Pierre Pellegrin
Stakeholders’ involvement in the OMC social inclusion in France mostly refers to their
involvement in the National Action Plan for Inclusion (NAPI). No new or specific form
of participation has been set up to deal with the Pensions and Health chapters of the
Strategic Report. In addition, a peer review referring to coordination and governance in
social inclusion policies was organised in 2006 and, by the end of 2009, NAPI
evaluation indicators will be the subject of another peer review.
This strictly NAPI-based involvement process takes place among other forms of
involvement of stakeholders within the social policy debate, leading to the design and
monitoring of policy measures, which may become part of NAPIs. This broad
consultation, the so-called “Grenelle de l’Insertion”, conducted in 2008, with direct
impacts on the content of the current NAPI, provides a good example of such
“upstream” stages of stakeholders’ involvement.
A key forum for participation is the CNLE, the National Council against Social
Exclusion and Poverty (Conseil National des politiques de Lutte contre la pauvreté et
l’Exclusion social). Stakeholders have been involved in NAPI design, monitoring and
evaluation within the CNLE, which has 54 members from seven categories and which
includes a large range of representatives of central administrations delivering social
services, social partners, specialised councils, associations and social organisations.22
Until 2006, this council was consulted for comments on the almost final version of the
NAPI report and involved in various events (national and regional forums, conferences
and seminars) where social inclusion policy measures were discussed. As a
consequence of the overarching objective set in 2006 for the OMC related to
stakeholder involvement, the conclusions of an ad hoc peer review on governance and a
strong request from several partners, a special working group was set up within the
CNLE for NAPI follow-up (24 members from the same seven categories) and this
Monitoring Group (Groupe de Suivi) became a major locus of active involvement in this
exercise.
The NAPI involvement process involves a broad audience. The NAPI is prepared by the
Directorate on Social Affairs and decisions on it are taken by three ministerial cabinets:
Social Affairs, Housing and Solidarities. Directorates from other ministries

Councils are official bodies set up by a law or a decree in which stakeholders are
represented in different categories. They can be consulted by the prime minister or
ministers, and can provide recommendations, comments on laws, regulations and
policy measures, and can formulate policy proposals in their specific field of
competence.

22
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(Employment, Education, Health, Justice, Interior, etc.) provide contributions and an
inter-administration coordination is carried out by an ad-hoc committee. Neither the
Parliament nor the Social and Economic Committee (where civil society is represented)
are involved in the process. Regional councils and local authorities are not involved
except for the Assembly of the 102 Départements (which have large responsibilities in
social policies) which is consulted as a member of the CNLE.
A large range of secondary stakeholders have been increasingly involved:
representatives of employers, trade unions, a national observatory on poverty and
exclusion, associations and organisations of service providers (social housing and
shelters, job seekers, integration into work, family allowance and social security, local
care centres, etc.) and members of other sector-based advisory councils.
On the other hand, primary stakeholders are not officially directly consulted but they
are represented via associations, some of them with a solid experience of involvement
of socially excluded persons. The constitution of a specific college of users is under
discussion.
Representatives of these organisations are either high-level managers or highly
qualified persons acting as experts.
The representativeness and legitimacy of these stakeholders are not questionable and
they are officially appointed within the CNLE.
The degree of dialogue is information and consultation and a little more. The process in
which secondary stakeholders are involved in NAPI design and monitoring is one of
intensive information and consultation.
•

They are permanently kept informed (degree 1) by the administration unit in
charge of the NAPIs, by researchers and observatory bodies and by a quantity of
information and policy proposals brought by stakeholders themselves, reporting
their experience and those of their members involved in the implementation of
policy measures.

•

Stakeholders are consulted (degree 2) during the preparatory phase of NAPI and
are asked to produce comments and recommendations. They express their policy
views and provide feedback on implementation mechanisms and outcomes.
During the implementation phase, they are also invited to share and comment
on monitoring and evaluation reports based on performance indicators.

•

Some form of participation (degree 3) may be identified as far as stakeholders’
concerns and advice are consistently understood and considered. But little or no
feedback is provided to them on how their views are reflected in the NAPI and
may have influenced the final decision.

The impacts are on policy processes more than on policy outcomes. Such an
involvement is seen as positive by most stakeholders, and they are satisfied with the
way the Monitoring Group operates (openness, constructiveness, mutual trust, richness
of information and learning, quality of the output produced, quality of dialogue and
understanding). The Monitoring Group has produced a broad, cross-cutting,
multidimensional comprehensive approach to the problems of social inclusion, giving
them a European perspective.
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In a nutshell, it can be pointed out that if impacts on policy processes are positive and
promising, impacts on policy contents are limited and somewhat discouraging…
Positive impacts on the policy process have been pointed out, such as:
•

new links have been set up i) between partners, ii) between decision makers and
other partners (administration and others) and iii) among actors belonging to
the same category (including between administrations);

•

new kinds of relationships, based on trust, networking and mutual learning, have
been forged.

•

new knowledge, based on grassroots experience of implementation, has been
produced and sent back to decision makers, feeding and improving the
monitoring and evaluation process as well as future policy design;

•

local experiments in which partners and beneficiaries have been involved result
from such a process, which generates a high potential for mainstreaming.

On the other hand, impacts on the content of the NAPI are considered as almost
invisible and very few of the numerous recommendations expressed by the Monitoring
Group have been taken into account in the final version of the NAPI.
Such a situation raises significant doubts about the aim of the NAPI exercise and its
long-term effects, and acts as a disincentive to become involved. This is all the more so
since the whole OMC exercise remains confidential, is not known about by most
national and local decision makers and is poorly disseminated. These weaknesses are
explained by the fact that the NAPI is, in the end, a catalogue of central government
policy measures, which ignores viewpoints and recommendations expressed by
partners as well as social policies designed and implemented at local level. In addition,
the calendar of the current NAPI, prepared at the beginning of a new Presidency, refers
to a long list of projects often not yet approved by the Parliament and subject to a broad
open national consultation (so-called Grenelle de l’Insertion).
As regards obstacles and remaining problems, stakeholders’ representatives who are
involved in the Monitoring Group and who have been interviewed point out:
•

the lack of commitment of some key stakeholders, such as the Parliament (both
Chamber and Senate), Social and Economic Councils (both national and
regional), some central administrations and local governments;

•

the lack of a formal mechanism of representation of primary stakeholders, even
if some of them have been consulted through their own organizations and a few
have been invited to participate in local forums or experimental projects. The
forms and conditions of their possible involvement have been the subject of
intense exchanges among the partners and within the CNLE.

•

The lack of time and human resources, especially for smaller associations;
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•

The need for methodological improvement, such as setting a proper timetable to
ensure that each partner is able to consult his or her organisation before
discussing a subject (cf. spontaneous discussions on points off the agenda).

Besides, the content of NAPIs is doubly questioned; it is seen as:
•

only reflecting central government policy views
underestimating more local government policy actions;

and

measures

•

poorly reflecting the views and proposals brought by the involved partners.

and

In addition, the NAPI lacks visibility and recognition, especially by the Parliament and
by most of the sub-national governments.
There are several good practices, mainly related to local actors and implementation
processes. They consist of:
•

Looking for innovative forms of involvement of beneficiaries and people living in
poverty who are not officially represented within the CNLE’s formal consultative
process (the experience of Regards Croisés provides a good example);

•

The attempt to involve local partners, professionals and beneficiaries within a
process combining information, consultation and experimental projects:
conferences, consultations, etc. leading to a process of empowerment, social
integration and citizenship;

•

The emergence of a feedback process from local practitioners (belonging to
stakeholders’ organisations) which improves the implementation mechanisms
and problem solving of the policy measures listed in the NAPI.

As regards expectations and recommendations for the future, most of the suggestions
made by stakeholders are aimed not at the European Commission, but at the national
authorities. The few suggestions for the EC refer to:
•

the setting up of a network of coordinators open to other stakeholders, in order
to learn from other experiences (good practices) and promote cooperation and
transferability;

•

the wish to better understand and be informed on the results of the OMC process
on inclusion.

Other recommendations are made to the national authorities, and they are to:
•

increase public awareness about social issues and inclusion policies,

•

disseminate information on the OMC and the NAPI in order to increase their
visibility, awareness and understanding and activate the preparation of the 2010
European year against poverty and social inclusion;

•

extend involvement of key decision makers, such as parliament and local
governments;
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•

increase the process of mutual learning among stakeholders and between public
administration and private partners;

•

design a process of consultation of beneficiaries based on the condition of their
involvement (e.g. a charter) with specific means;

•

improve the process of preparation and evaluation of the NAPI;

•

reinforce the process of on-going monitoring and evaluation,

•

decentralise the NAPI by incorporating local government policy measures and by
promoting experimentation at a local level as a way to test new policies while
involving professionals and beneficiaries;

•

increase the human and technical resources of the CNLE and its Secretariat.

A final concern expressed refers to the consequences of the economic recession and the
growing threat of unemployment and poverty. They may invalidate many objectives
and contents of the present NAPI and this would require its updating and revision.
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Germany
By Renate Fries
Germany is a classical example of the continental welfare state, based on the
corporatistic system of social insurance and shared decision making. It is a federal state
that has highly decentralized structures. In particular most policies addressed in the
framework of the Open Method of Coordination (OMC) in the social sphere are in the
hands of the regions (Länder) or local municipalities. Germany has strong
institutionalized negotiation processes, involving the regions via the Länder-Ministry
conferences and via specific advisory committees, involving civil society, e.g. welfare
organizations, churches and social partners – or in the area of social inclusion, the
National Antipoverty Conference (nak). The nak is a network of relevant NGOs, and is
also the national branch of the European Anti Poverty Network (EAPN). The
possibilities for stakeholder participation are highly formalized with regard to the
legislative procedures, the passing of implementing provisions, etc. This affects not
only the federal level, but the regions (Länder) and local authorities as well. Public
authorities and the main welfare associations (Spitzenverbände) have a central
structure, being organized on the federal as well as the regional level, and the majority
of other voluntary organizations are corporate members of these lead associations.
Having this special culture and federal set-up, the OMC, including the drafting of the
National Action Plans (NAPs) and the National Strategy Reports on Social Protection
and Social Inclusion (NSRSPSIs), is in principle open to the participation of a wide
range of stakeholder groups, at least via their representative bodies. This formalized
structure can in principle be seen as such as a good practice in involving different kinds
of stakeholders.
However, as far as the period from 2000 to 2005 is concerned, “the OMC/inclusion has
been regarded as a marginal process within the federal government and local
authorities”, in contrast to the European Employment Strategy, which was much more
prominent.23 OMC/inclusion and NAPs were – and the later National Strategy Report
on Social Protection and Social Inclusion still is – relatively little known in Germany –
which logically effects any deeper stakeholder involvement in the process.24
There are indications that the situation has slightly improved since 2005: The
politically motivated resistance to the OMC/inclusion seems to have declined over the
years. Secondly, social exclusion has become a more broadly recognized and discussed
problem in public and within the government. Finally, following the 2005 elections, the
responsible Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs became more open to European
debates.25

23

Preunkert, Jenny and Zirra, Sascha (2009). Europeanization of domestic employment and welfare
regimes. The German, French and Italian Experiences

24 Huster Ernst-Ulrich et al. Trends (2006), Recent Developments, Active Inclusion and Minimum
Ressources.
25

Preunkert, Jenny and Zirra, Sascha (2009). Europeanization of domestic employment and welfare
regimes. The German, French and Italian Experiences

Study on stakeholders’ involvement – Contract no VC/2008/0325
Inbas GmbH / Engender asbl

87

As early as 2001, in the context of the government’s official reporting on poverty and
wealth – which runs in parallel to the compilation of the NSRSPSI and which is much
more prominent in Germany – the federal government appointed a Permanent Council
of Advisors for Social Integration (Ständiger Beraterkreis für soziale Integration). As
well as academics, this involves around 40 umbrella organizations representing the
most diverse stakeholders (federal government, regions, associations of local
authorities, social partners, Deutsche Bank, German statutory pension insurance
scheme, statistical office, service providers, churches, civil society including
representatives of people experiencing poverty).26 The poverty and wealth reports have
become more and more linked to the European social inclusion process. The same
Permanent Council deals with the National Strategy Report.
From 2005 to 2008 the federal government held a series of seminars to inform a wider
audience about the OMC and relevant topics in the area of social inclusion (called
FORTEIL – Forum Teilhabe und soziale Integration), and financed the Infobörse
project. Infobörse is a web portal that provides information about the OMC, gives an
overview of the numerous poverty and social reports that exist at regional and local
level, and supports the exchange of good practice in the area of social inclusion. The
project ended in 2007. Similar awareness raising activities have been launched by
NGOs, e.g. NAPsens with a specific focus to reach the regional level and the media, and
ENSI and Lobby for Children with a specific focus on wider stakeholder involvement.
These projects have been partially financed by programmes of the European
Commission.27 The streamlining of the OMC seems to have led to a certain fall back, at
least concerning public awareness. There is the view that the preparation and
discussion of the National Reform Programme and the Implementation and Progress
Report 2007 received “even less attention among the public than was the case with the
NAPincl”.28 Concerning wider stakeholder involvement, the same expert judges that
“the 2008-2010 NRP confirms the institutionalised cooperation of the different levels
(federal government, federal states, municipalities) and of the stakeholders. No further
government approach is mentioned.”29
Owing to the legal provisions of the German federal system decision makers at federal
and regional level are involved or collaborate in most policy making and legal initiatives
– including the OMC process.
Also due to the specific German situation – the general government structure, the
delivery of social services by the welfare organisations, self-help and voluntary
organisations and local authorities, and the involvement of the (multi-stakeholder)
advisory committees throughout the process(es) – these groups are permanently
involved in shaping and implementation of social policies, at least potentially.

26

BMAS (2008). Lebenslagen in Deutschland. Der Dritte Armuts- und Reichtumsbericht der
Bundesregierung.
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BMAS (2008) Nationaler Strategiebericht Sozialschutz und soziale Eingliederung 2008-2010.

28

Huster Ernst-Ulrich et al. (2007) Trends, Recent Developments, «Feeding in» and «Feeding out».
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Secondary stakeholders (like NGOs, social partners, etc.) are consulted or involved: a
wide range of umbrella organisations are members of the Permanent Council of
Advisors for Social Integration, including the representative organisations of the local
municipalities. Also primary stakeholders (people experiencing poverty) are consulted
to some extent through single representatives on the committees and through the
National Poverty Conferences activities to involve people experiencing poverty. Media
and public at large are more or less unaware of the OMC process.30
Generally the awareness of the need for deeper involvement of all citizens seems to be
increasing: “it is now gradually becoming commonly understood that … sustainable
social cohesion can only be guaranteed provided that all citizens are involved in the
design and development of society … (and that) sustainable prevention of poverty and
the objective of social integration can only be achieved jointly with all players from civil
society”.31 In Germany a series of activities has been initiated, comprising programmes
aimed at social activities as a means of social integration, with a special focus on
disadvantaged youth and migrants, or by reforming the charity law to strengthen the
role and work of relevant organisations.32 However it should also be mentioned that the
spokesperson of the National Poverty Conference warned of a kind of misuse of civil
society in times of financial stringency.33
The main obstacles for further stakeholder involvement in the OMC in the social sphere
in Germany can be found in the fact that the OMC is still not very widely known, the
weak political commitment in general policy and the structural difficulties of a multiply
subdivided federal welfare state. A challenge in this context remains that the various
existing activities at all levels need to be further strengthened and systematically
interlinked, so extending and deepening the OMC to the regional and local levels.
However a member of the Anti Poverty Conference reports that approaches in this
direction are developing, for instance in the Land of Northrhine-Westfalia.
Even if generally the OMC in the social sphere does not seem to have a major influence
on German policies, there is evidence that it (and its accompanying programmes) have
had “considerable influence on the work and beliefs of the NGOs in Germany … and
(have) shaped the discourse among social NGOs.”34 “The implementation of this
process has also led to increased cooperation between the different actors at national
level … (and created) new possibilities for the active involvement of people
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http://www.nationale-armutskonferenz.de/index.htm. 22.06.2009

31

BMAS (2008) Life situations in Germany. The German Federal Government’s 3rd report on Poverty and
Wealth. Executive Summary
32

BMAS (2008). Lebenslagen in Deutschland. Der Dritte Armuts- und Reichtumsbericht der
Bundesregierung.
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NAPsens (2006). Abschlussbericht.

34 Preunkert Jenny and Zirra Sascha (2009). Europeanization of domestic employment and welfare
regimes. The German, French and Italian Experiences
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experiencing poverty”.35 The German government states that “Reporting as part of the
OMC has resulted in a clearer perception of this area of policy as an interdisciplinary
task in the field of social integration at national level”.36 A national conference of people
experiencing poverty has been organised by the National Antipoverty Conference for
the first time in 2006. Since then it has become a regular annual event, co-financed by
the federal Ministry, thereby strengthening the involvement of primary stakeholders.
The National Antipoverty Conference and the Permanent Council of Advisors for Social
Integration have proved to be important instruments for the permanent involvement of
stakeholders in analysing and shaping social policies, even if they were not created
within the framework of the OMC. For the specific situation of the German federal state
the awareness-raising measures on the OMC and on social inclusion have been
important, almost as a precondition for any further implementation of the process or of
stakeholder involvement. In this sense also the importance of the European Year to
combat Social Exclusion and Poverty in 2010 was emphasised by different interviewees.
Good examples of structured processes in coordination, mainstreaming and
involvement of different vertical and horizontal levels of stakeholders (regional and
local) in this context can be found in the Land of Northrhine-Westfalia: The “Social
reporting in NRW” (Sozialberichterstattung in NRW)37 initiative, encouraging and
linking social reporting of local municipalities in the region, and the establishment of
the round table “Help for Children in Need” (Hilfe für Kinder in Not) are to be
highlighted.38 Also the above- mentioned measures and programmes aimed at social
activities as a means of social integration, as well as the reform of the charity law to
strengthen the role and work of relevant individuals and organisations (tax relief,
insurance), are worth highlighting.39
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Greece
By Alexandros Delistathis, Matina Papayannopoulou, Maria Stratigaki
Overall, it may be argued that the growth of social dialogue in social policy in Greece
has not been accompanied by the active involvement of social groups that constitute the
users of public interventions. This is an important deficit, a result of the weak
structures of civic society and the absence of systematised structures and interventions
in the fields in which social cohesion is threatened.
Regarding the role of the groups of stakeholders, it can be noticed that they are
involved in different ways (as central or peripheral actors) in the four stages of the
policy process. Consequently, the impact of their involvement varies according to their
active participation in the process or its absence.
In general terms, the phases of the social OMC have not been based on a structured and
active involvement and participation of the various interested parties. Among decision
makers and with the exception of the parliament, both government and administration
are engaged in almost all the phases of the social OMC. The administration is involved
in the preparation of the National Strategy Report, takes part in committees and
working groups and provides the necessary input, but it is not part of the decision
making process and it is not clear if and how its views influence the final decisions.
Among secondary stakeholders, social partners and NGOs, in their majority service
providers, participate in OMC process in the phase of design and preparation. They are
not part of the decision making procedure and they do not have a decisive role in the
implementation, monitoring and evaluation phases. Finally, as it is concluded by the
NSR, primary stakeholders are excluded from the procedure of the social OMC. There
are no provisions or arrangements as regards the participation of people suffering
poverty and social exclusion in any stage of the OMC process at all. There is virtually no
media or public awareness of the social OMC and no political debate about the process.
This fact in combination with the non-participation of experts as well as the parliament
has led to the lack of any public debate or public promotion of the process that would
otherwise enhance the national strategy. Their engagement in the policy process
continues to remain limited.
It is hard to distinguish any significant changes that happened after 2006, when the
European Commission asked member states to ensure a more active participation of
stakeholders in the social OMC. There is a clear shift in the rhetoric of the formal texts
but not in reality.
A change/interesting practice that has occurred is the more active involvement of the
administration (not just the Ministry of Employment and Social Protection but also
other relevant public bodies) in the processes. Generally, the administrative staff of
relevant public and semi-public sector participates in the process and a dialogue
between the political leadership and those responsible for the implementation of the

Study on stakeholders’ involvement – Contract no VC/2008/0325
Inbas GmbH / Engender asbl

93

NSR is developing. This is enhancing the administration’s ability to address relevant
issues of policy design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation.
On the basis of stakeholder involvement on policy outcomes, it can be concluded that
the OMC process is currently not well developed and there is a lot of room for
improvement. The majority of the groups of stakeholders (e.g. NGOs and social
partners) are not actively engaged, and they do not directly influence the outcomes.
Although legal frameworks are in place, often too little is being done in practice, as
there is no comprehensive plan of arrangements for monitoring and evaluation of
policies. National indicators focus on social outcomes rather than the means by which
they are achieved, so there is no clear description of the influence and impact of
stakeholder involvement on policy outcomes.
Appropriate mechanisms and regulations of follow-up and evaluation/monitoring are
still required. The NSR has mentioned the constitution of a National Council of Social
Protection ([ESYKP]), which could be a positive step, but it is still pending. Moreover,
there are no improved mechanisms for coordination, monitoring and implementation,
especially at local level. A social dialogue and cooperation between relevant bodies is
missing.
In general, a list of normative and formal criteria which can be used to explore the
democratic quality of the OMC (e.g. transparency, public debate, participation, learning
and responsiveness) does not exist. Interested citizens, civil society organizations, the
media and local actors are all denied access to the relevant information and documents
at all stages of the process – from agreement on objectives to implementation.
Moreover, it is difficult to measure the exact impact of stakeholder involvement on the
policy process, as a number of conditions must be fulfilled to ensure successful impact
assessment, e.g. appropriate assessment methods, transparency of procedures,
availability of resources etc. Impact assessment needs hard evidence, appropriate data,
evaluation studies and monitoring mechanisms; these elements, however, are hard to
come by in Greece. Also, there is no evidence that a clear strategy exists to reinforce the
social OMC process and there seems to be a reluctance to ensure synergy and
cooperation.
In conclusion, in respect of the OMC process for the whole period there are no:
•

objectives and targets agreed by all stakeholders (primary, secondary, decision
makers)

•

proper institutional arrangements for the involvement of all actors

•

effective qualitative participation/consultation of all stakeholders

•

direct and broad consultation of people experiencing poverty and social
exclusion, which is considered to be necessary

•

comprehensive plan of arrangements for monitoring and evaluation of policies

•

necessary resources, appropriate data, tools, hard evidence and analytical
capacity regarding the outcomes of the OMC process
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•

methodological approach and monitoring mechanisms to be used for measuring
progress in the implementation of each measure

•

formal and transparent criteria to identify and involve stakeholders (e.g. NGOs)

It is argued that independent expertise is important and should be used to support the
process, but on the other hand policy-makers should have final responsibility
(accountability). A steering committee is needed – on the one hand, through its
members, to inform the ministries and other organisations about everything new in the
OMC process, and on the other hand to collect information about activities. It is
important that the steering committee continuing the work should be supplemented by
including all stakeholders, even in the form of representatives of the main NGOs and
local government unions that are concerned with social policy in their activity.
Parliament has a crucial role to play. It can insist that legislative proposals can only be
submitted if they are accompanied by a social dialogue. NGOs, non-profit
organisations, social partners and local agencies must be provided with information
about the OMC process via training, electronic channels, forums, contacts, preparatory
workshops and active participation in all of the stages of the policy process (agenda
setting, decision making, implementation and monitoring/evaluation). Also, the
interest of the media in the subject of inclusion must be aroused and transmitted to the
broader public.
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Hungary
By Fruzsina Albert
It seems that the situation of stakeholder involvement in the Social Inclusion OMC
process has not improved significantly over the past few years. By now there is at least a
formally institutionalised dialogue and the involvement of every relevant stakeholder.
However, it mostly does not exceed the limits of consultation: although representatives
of various stakeholder groups are invited to participate in either the strategic planning
or monitoring phases, this participation is rather formal, and the impact of their
opinions is hardly visible. That is why they increasingly consider such efforts quite
futile, and that is why it seems that the initial enthusiasm has faded away a bit, as no
real feedback is provided, nor can substantial impact be exerted on policy making.
Politicians and members of the Parliament are quite unaware of the social OMC, with
the exception of members of the government, who approve the documents, and
members of relevant special committees (social, employment). “Normal” MPs mostly
have no substantial knowledge of the social OMC (as they are not involved in the
process). The fact that the documents to be produced in the framework of the social
OMC in Hungary are government documents, and thus are not subject to approval by
MPs, seems to limit the circle of those who are involved in the social OMC to
politicians.
The social OMC has had most impact on the operation of ministries – even at the interministerial level. The Committee Against Social Exclusion (CASE), which
institutionalized the cooperation of various ministries and government offices, was
formed in 2004 as the coordination body in charge of making the preparations of the
NSRSPSI.
Regarding secondary stakeholders, one can observe limited substantial participation,
due to the lack of information, impact and feedback, and also little visibility, due to the
lack of awareness and media coverage. NGOs generally are not involved in, or even
aware of the OMC, only certain topics that it affects. Those who undertake lobby
activities, e.g. the Alliance of Social Professionals (3SZ) and the Hungarian AntiPoverty Network (HAPN)40 have substantial knowledge of the OMC. The delegate of the
Alliance of Social Professionals and from 2008 on the representative of the HAPN are
members of the CASE. On the other hand, NGOs are very active in implementing

The Hungarian Anti-Poverty Network – initiated by the Alliance of Social
Professionals – was founded in April 2004 and aims to be the most significant joint
effort and to serve as the lobby organization of Hungarian civil organizations involved
in the anti-poverty struggle. The Hungarian network of currently 62 members was
accepted as a full member of the European Anti-Poverty Network at its representative
assembly in November 2004.

40
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special programmes that contribute to the goals of the OMC (which comprise a
significant portion of activities described in the NAP/incl).
Experts are often invited to various consultative bodies, but again, the impact of their
contributions is less visible. As for the media, only journalists specialising in the field
are aware of the OMC. In the media, the coverage of the social OMC is weak and
inaccurate. The involvement of primary stakeholders is minimal; it is best exerted via
their representation in the Hungarian Anti-Poverty Network.
The 2008-2010 NAP has also been elaborated together with the CASE, which
guaranteed at least a formal integration and effective administrative co-ordination, and
that is what guaranteed the integration with key policy making processes. In 2008
there was an e-mail connection between members and also a number of committee
meetings. A positive phenomenon was that the unit of the Ministry of Social and
Labour Affairs responsible for the coordination of the NAP, together with the
Hungarian Anti-Poverty Network, organised a conference on the NAP, with the
participation of government officials, professionals, and people experiencing poverty,
but it was rather a discussion on the basically finalized report, than a common thinking
about how the strategy should be. However, this is certainly a practice that can be built
on/extended in the future. Otherwise there are no institutional guarantees presented
that those living in poverty can express their views, although some small steps have
recently been taken in this direction (see the conference mentioned).
As to various processes, the preparation/agenda setting phase seems to be the most
inclusive, but that is also limited to the level of consultation at most. The discussion
with key stakeholders could definitely be extended to more phases of the strategic
planning process, so that it should not be limited to the discussion of the almost final
version of documents. Also, the transparency on the content and results of these
discussions (feedback) should be enhanced.
The participation of all actors has been enhanced at a superficial level. The concept
itself is accepted, not debated, but the content of the contribution is not very
substantial. Usually a document is open for debate just before it is officially sent for
government approval. Often the period available for comments is quite short. The
Internet further limits the chances of participation in this process. Comments are rarely
(if ever) incorporated into the documents. Even if NGOs or social partners comment on
the document, as it has to be accepted by the government, the government’s opinion is
decisive. No visible minimal standards are set for consultation (or information,
involvement etc.) of stakeholders in the OMC process – it is mainly the principle that
relevant stakeholders have to be consulted and involved, which is well-known and
accepted. However, this expectation is seemingly most often satisfied by the fact that
relevant documents can be commented on for a certain period of time, or various
bodies invite some representatives of secondary stakeholder groups. But as argued
above, it is often not a substantial collaboration with real impact. Formally the
involvement of relevant stakeholder groups is realised in Hungary, but the influence
and impact of this is not visible on policy outcomes. The need for this is recognised, but
not yet realised.
Practices to achieve deep and sustained stakeholder engagement have been mostly
implemented as “one-off” projects. For example, apart from the conference in 2008
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mentioned above, the 2004-2006 NAP/incl was published by the Ministry of Social
Affairs in a book format in 500 copies and was distributed to a wider professional
audience. The NSR 2006-2008 was published and distributed in a CD-ROM format.
With the help of an 80% subsidy under the EU’s National Awareness Raising Actions
on Social Inclusion action programme, The Alliance of Social Professionals launched a
year-and-a-half long project "Awareness Raising and Mobilizing for a More Effective
Fight Against Poverty" in December 2004. It aimed to increase knowledge of those
European Union initiatives, strategies, and programmes which discuss the effectiveness
of fighting poverty and social exclusion, support social cohesion, and the national
action plans on social inclusion.
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Ireland
By Toby Johnson
Ireland has a very effective system for involving stakeholders in the formation of policy
on social issues, which is used to develop both national and European-level policy
documents. The two principal aspects of this are the formal Social Partnership and the
annual Social Inclusion Forum (see below).
Ireland has a very unified policy-making process in the social field, with inbuilt
stakeholder involvement. There is an institutionalised social partnership, through
which government involves five ‘pillars’: employers, trade unions, farmers, voluntary
organisations and environmental organisations. This partnership is also a mechanism
for policy co-ordination, as it deals with social and economic issues, being responsible
for compiling both the Lisbon NRP and the NAPinclusion. Furthermore, the process it
integrated over time: it works within a 10-year process defined in the national
partnership agreement Towards 2016. This is possible given that the country has a
relatively small and homogeneous population.
The Towards 2016 framework embraces a comprehensive and integrated set of
national strategies, including the National Reform Programme, the National
Development Plan 2007-2013, and the National Action Plan for Social Inclusion 20072016.
The process benefits from a clear strategic framework with realistic targets and a
realistic timeframe: there is a National Anti-Poverty Strategy (NAPS), the present
edition of which covers the same 10-year period and is set out in the National Action
Plan for Social Inclusion 2007-2016 (NAPinclusion). Its overall objective is “To reduce
the number of those experiencing consistent poverty to between 2% and 4% by 2012,
with the aim of eliminating consistent poverty by 2016, under the revised definition.”
The social partnership was instituted in the economic downturn of 1987 among the
government, employers, trade unions and farmers. The community and voluntary
sector was brought on board 10 years later, in 1997, and the environment sector added
in 2009. It is now organised on the basis of these five ‘pillars’. The community and
voluntary pillar is represented by 17 organisations which are active on the issues of
women, children, age, caring, disability, unemployment, housing and rural issues. Its
reach is enhanced by the fact that the Community Platform is itself an umbrella
organisation for social NGOs with 29 organisations in membership. In addition the
Wheel is a resource centre which serves 800 member organisations. Altogether there is
good coverage of social issues. There are no formal criteria for participation in the
Social Partnership, and members join by invitation of the existing members.
The Social Partnership is the mechanism through which the government formally
agrees with stakeholders the course that social policy is to take. The development of
that policy is supported by a cascade of institutions running from the Cabinet
Committee on Social Inclusion, Children and Integration via the Senior Officials Group
to the Office for Social Inclusion, which in 2009 has subsumed the Combat Poverty
Agency. Vertical policy co-ordination is assured locally through County and City
Development Boards and for the island of Ireland by the North-South Ministerial
Council.
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In terms of breadth and depth, stakeholders are consulted, involved and collaborated
with throughout the process. Whilst the empowerment remains in the hands of officials
and ministers, advocacy and service NGOs have a collaborative relationship from
design through to monitoring, supported by the social partners in the decision-making
phase. Parliament has oversight of the decisions. People experiencing poverty exercise
a monitoring function through their participation in the Social Inclusion Forum. There
are two interesting examples of participative processes in the preparation phase: (a) in
2007 the social partners including NGOs became members of the Technical Advisory
Group (TAG) which develops indicators; and (b) in 2008 an initial stakeholder
consultation phase was added to the preparation of the Poverty Impact Assessments
(PIAs) which are drawn up in respect of every significant policy proposal, although
stakeholders report that there is no evidence that this has been implemented.
Alongside the inclusion strand, there are separate stakeholder involvement processes
operating in pensions and health. Consultation is built into the operating method of the
Pensions Board, which regulates pensions. Its governance includes government,
providers (pensions companies), the social partners, consumers and end-users
(pensioners themselves). Health policy is made on the basis of wide-ranging national
consultation with service users and service providers as well as issue-specific
consultations.
Overall there is a good degree of consensus as to the value of stakeholder involvement
and the effectiveness of the process. Both the government and EAPN (Ireland) see
stakeholder involvement as a process that has been two-way all along, at both national
and European levels. The government gives financial technical assistance support for
the co-ordination of the sector, although in the past this has been interrupted for
political reasons, which has been seen as a restriction on NGOs’ necessary advocacy
role. However the broad consultation exercise undertaken for the 2006-08 NAP was
not repeated for the 2008-10. Rather than being accepted as an attempt to avoid
‘consultation fatigue’, this produced an adverse reaction from some stakeholders.
Conscious of the lost opportunity to review progress, and the need to place the
consultation process in the context of the economic crisis, EAPN Ireland published a
Shadow Report on Ireland’s NAP Inclusion 2008-2010. Since then, while informal
consultation continues, the formal social partnership process has been less visible.
The impact of stakeholder involvement derives in large part from the power of the
interaction it implies. Taking part in the Social Partnership process has helped the
community and voluntary sector organisations to structure themselves, balance the
interests of different groups, and put their case in an effective and united way. In terms
of content there are several issues that have been placed on the political agenda as a
result of this interaction. Such is the case with indebtedness, benefits for carers,
disability and the activation of lone parents.
The making of social policy at national level has become so closely linked with the
European social OMC process that it is difficult to attribute causality and to say in
which cases each one influences and is influenced by the other. It seems likely that
Ireland has learnt from practice elsewhere in Europe, but in many ways it has been in
the lead – in 1997 it was the first EU country to draw up a National Anti-Poverty
Strategy (NAPS), and aspects of its model have won approval at European level – for
instance the Social Inclusion Forum in 2007 was the subject of an EU peer review in
2007.
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Ireland provides a number of good practices. The first is the way in which the OMC
process is meshed within the national social partnership (see above).
The second is a particular tool to encourage grassroots participation in the creation of
social inclusion policy. The Social Inclusion Forum is an annual one-day event at which
around 300 people, including people experiencing poverty, gather to discuss trends and
policies. It is organised so as to encourage broad participation: capacity-building
workshops are held to prepare people experiencing poverty to play a full role, and
expenses are reclaimable by community representatives. Work is typically organised
into four parallel workshops, each one of which discusses a particular aspect of
inclusion policy – for instance in 2008 the topics were childhood care and
development, employment for those vulnerable to exclusion, integrated services for
older people, and housing. A key feature of the SIF is that it is a place where
government ministers and people experiencing poverty meet on an equal footing and
exchange views. It thus gives ministers a good feel for what being poor is really like, and
enriches the evidence base for policy. Its results are published, discussed at the Senior
Officials Group and fed into the NAP process – although direct policy linkage is loose.
The Office for Social Inclusion finds them useful not only in gaining feedback on the
way existing policy is working, but in identifying emerging issues.
The principle obstacle to a further deepening of stakeholder participation at the
moment seems to be the crisis that has hit the world’s financial services industry – and
has therefore had a severe impact on Ireland’s economy, which the government expects
to shrink by as much as 8% in 2009. The consequent public sector budget cuts are
being interpreted in some quarters as having an adverse effect on some of the
institutions connected with inclusion policy – for instance the merger of the Combat
Poverty Agency into the Office for Social Inclusion, though this was already on the
agenda for other reasons.
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Italy
By Yuri Kazepov (coordinator) and Tatiana Saruis
The definition of the Lisbon objectives on social inclusion, instituting the Open Method
of Coordination in 2000, coincided with two very important reforms of the Italian
welfare system, which have deeply affected the territorial organization of social policies
as well as the actors involved in the design, regulation, management and delivery of
social services and welfare provisions: a) the National Framework Law no. 328/2000
for the realization of an integrated services and interventions system, and b) the
Constitutional Law no. 3/2001, Modifications to the Vth title of the second part of the
Constitution.
Until that moment, a series of complex and not always consistent laws shaped the
rather centralized and traditionally passive measures characterizing the Italian welfare
system.
Starting from 2000, Italy has adopted a model designed according to the principle of
subsidiarity, which foresees simultaneously a territorial reorganization (mainly
decentralization) and a strong social participation of a multitude of actors at each
territorial level.
The framework law is the result of a long debate lasting some decades, but its objectives
and the organizational changes it defined are consistent with the European guidelines,
both as far as the kind of policies and interventions are concerned and the processes
they set in motion. In fact, it has reinforced the application of the principles of vertical
and horizontal subsidiarity, the decentralization of authority aimed at getting closer to
the citizens, the adoption of a governance perspective, and the reinforcement of the
involvement of NGOs and other private actors in planning and implementing social
policies.
However one year after the framework law’s promulgation, a constitutional law was
approved modifying the Fifth Title of the Constitution and creating a completely new
framework of competences from the territorial point of view, moving in the direction of
a more significant devolution: the regions were given regulatory autonomy in matters
of social policies. So after less than one year the national framework law lost its
regulatory capacity and implementation strength. Regions have become the main
actors in the field of social policies, acquiring legislative power over all aspects not
explicitly attributed to the national state, including social policies. The administrative
functions were attributed to the municipalities.
The central government has still kept some essential tasks: 1) the coordination of
implementation of the constitutional reform; 2) the definition of homogeneous criteria
in order to equalize services in the various regional systems; 3) the funding of the
system through taxation, widely barred for the regions.
However, in the last 10 years coordination and equalization have not taken place
adequately, above all because of a strong conflict between the national and regional
levels.
Considering this framework is relevant to understanding the way in which the OMC is
deployed in Italy. In fact, it can explain, at least partly, the declining interest in the
National Strategy Report, the decreasing stakeholder involvement in the Open Method
of Coordination process and their increasing role at the regional and local level.
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1) The state has lost the legal tools to plan social policies, due to the allocation of
exclusive competences to the regions. The European objectives and indications
concerning the OMC could be an opportunity and the OMC could be the right tool for
the state to reinforce its links with the stakeholders, in particular after the devolution
process, but so far nothing relevant has occurred.
2) The sharp conflict between the national and regional levels after the approval of the
constitutional reform in 2001 froze the possibility of establishing minimum levels for
services. Their definition could have been a relevant input for the application of the
OMC since they could have been common objectives to be realized in a co-ordinated
way nationally.
3) The application of the OMC implies a period of learning and a relevant cultural
change for all stakeholders. The institutional actors – traditionally oriented to a
government perspective – need to redefine and understand their role in the new
governance system. The fact that many reforms took place at the same time and the
conflict among institutional levels has complicated this process.
4) The resources to finance social policies are defined by the national Budget Law,
which catalyses all the interest of the stakeholders. This is a crucial decision point, for
social policies as well, and is where the main ‘struggle’ among the stakeholders occurs.
The timing of the process is an obstacle to giving muscle to the OMC at national level:
the National Strategy Reports are generally submitted in September, but the Budget
Law, allocating annual resources, is approved at the end of every December. Thus the
national debate and the pressure from stakeholders are concentrated on the last
document, and the Strategy Report cannot establish concrete objectives and actions,
because the availability of resources to implement them is unknown.
5) Furthermore, the inter-institutional conflict, which also affects vertical governance,
had lost attention and importance. The interest and pressure of non-institutional
stakeholders, mainly from the third sector, have been oriented to more relevant
planning panels: those at the regional and local levels. The more innovative and
important experiences initiated by the third sector, in particular within inclusion
policies, are often implemented autonomously. Considering the scarce institutional
activation, both in terms of resources and lack of coordination, the Italian model of
subsidiarity is in general considered as ‘passive’ – i.e. allocating responsibility without
targeting resources41– albeit with a considerable degree of territorial differentiation.
In short, the National Strategy Report has not the power to shape regional plans and it
does not allocate resources, so it loses the possibility to catalyze the attention of the
stakeholders. After the redefinition of the Lisbon objectives in 2005-2006, the Italian
political situation underwent a remarkable discontinuity with the centre-left
government giving way to a centre-right one in 2006, its rapid fall and turning over of
the centre-right in 2008. These political changes further delayed the implementation of
the OMC.
In the search to identify interesting practices, we may say that, despite this problematic
situation, some very recent innovations point to a renewed interest at the national level
in the involvement of stakeholders. Attempts to involve stakeholders in planning social
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Kazepov Y. (ed), 2009, La dimensione territoriale delle politiche sociali in Italia, Carocci, Roma.
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policies have been activated at national level. They are not directly connected to the
National Strategy Report, but they address poverty and social exclusion.
a) Stakeholders have been involved at the national level in drafting the White Paper on
the future of the social model. Certainly being asked to contribute by e-mail is not
particularly innovative per se, and the document does not represent a real planning
document, as it does not provide concrete declarations, nor correlated objectives, nor
established resources... but it is the first time it has happened in Italy. All proposals
(about one hundred e-mails, formulated by associations, unions, etc.) were published
on the Ministry’s website42 and taken into consideration in drawing up the White
Paper. It is difficult to assess how much of their content has been included in this
document and how many ideas will be translated into real policies, or whether the
document is just rhetoric aimed at consensus building. In fact, the document
subordinates every kind of innovation within the field of social policies to the
availability of (scarce) resources.
b) The regions were recently involved in a wider discussion about the Piano per
l'edilizia residenziale pubblica43 (Public Housing Plan). The Plan tries to strengthen
public housing policies, by financing, over the next five years, interventions in favour of
low income families, young couples, poor elderly people, legal immigrants resident in
Italy for a long time, evicted people, etc.
c) A new national panel on social exclusion and absolute poverty has recently been
created. It is composed of institutional and non-institutional representatives: officials
from the ministry and representatives of the national association of municipalities, the
National Institute of Statistics, and third sector organisations working with the poor
(Caritas, Fio.psd,44 Cilap-Eapn etc.). The Italian programme for the European year for
combating poverty and social exclusion was also drafted by this panel using a joint
method, collecting the contributions of all stakeholders.
d) An important step forward in the involvement of stakeholders can be expected in the
near future and is connected with horizontal governance. In fact, the very recent reform
introduced by Law no. 42/2009 on so-called 'fiscal federalism' has among its aims the
improvement of coordination between expense centres and fiscal centres and the
creation of a more efficient and effective responsibility in the management of resources.
The law provides, in the first place, for the institution of a propaedeutic joint committee
to define implementation guidelines and to create a permanent committee for the
coordination of public finance, which will be constituted in the wake to the activities of
the Unified State-Regions Conference. Funding functions will be shifted to the regions
and national allocations will be stopped. A non-earmarked equalizing fund aiming at
helping territories with a weaker fiscal capacity and a system of rewards and sanctions
will be established in order to stimulate virtuous behaviour and competition among
regions. Certainly, the magnitude and the criteria underlying the equalizing fund are
crucial variables which will impact on the real possibility to compensate for the
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The contributions to the White Paper can be found on the department’s website:

http://www.lavoro.gov.it/Lavoro/LibroBianco/contributi_LibroVerde.htm
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The Piano Casa per l’edilizia residenziale publica was established by DL no.112 (art.11), converted into
Law 133/2008 and signed by regional authorities on 13 March 2009.

44 The Fio.psd – Federazione italiana organismi persone senza dimora, was set up in 1985 as a informal
association of organizations working for homeless people. It was formalized in 1990 and is now composed
of around 80 associations, institutions, social cooperatives and foundations. See: http://www.fiopsd.org/.
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structural differences between the economically stronger and richer regions and the
weaker ones.
To make an assessment, the impact of the OMC in Italy is certainly slow and is felt
mainly at the sub-national level. It is connected with the cultural change entailed in the
spread of the new governance arrangements within social policies involving an
increasing multitude of stakeholders. Despite the low pace, many new participatory
experiences have been activated since 2000, often implicitly connected with the
principles underlying the OMC which are also characteristic of the main social policy
reform which took place in 2000 (328/00). The principle of subsidiarity, the new
governance arrangements and the spread of participatory practices, promoted at the
European level, are also the keywords of the new welfare system in Italy.
By way of recommendations, the main problem and critical issue which is particularly
distinctive in Italy is the lack of coordination of all positive experiences that have been
realized. What should be aimed at is to contrast the extreme fragmentation of social
policies, the differentiation between the North and the South of the country and the so
called ‘passive subsidiarity’ and ‘localism of rights’ which involve delegation of
responsibility without much support in meeting this responsibility. The OMC should
actually be part of the solution to these problems as it aims to bring out the fact that the
same need is addressed in different ways, with different resources, involving different
stakeholders, providing different rights and obligations. The Italian case provides an
interesting laboratory with highly innovative ideas of how stakeholders might be
involved in designing, planning, managing and implementing social policies. It is also
an interesting case for assessing the risks of a lack of coordination and the (in)capacity
of social policies to change the structure of inequality given specific institutional preconditions.
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Latvia
By Tana Lace
Although Latvia has been a European Union member state for 5 years and since the
moment of accession it has got involved in the Open Method of Coordination (OMC),
the general public in Latvia still lacks knowledge and understanding of the essence of
this method and the principles of its application at the EU level. Moreover, the
population of Latvia does not link this method with processes currently underway in
Latvia concerning the implementation of the social inclusion policy and which are, in
their essence, related to the OMC.
As regards the assessment of the phases of stakeholder involvement in the design and
preparation including agenda setting, it must be pointed out that the policy agenda is
set, in most part, only at the government level. Secondary and in particular primary
stakeholders cannot in practice have any influence on the agenda setting process. In
isolated cases secondary stakeholders may develop a discussion with decision makers
on specific policy measures within a sectoral context; however in practice the
formulation of the government declaration and the plan of action for its
implementation, that is the basis for sector policy, is in the hands of ministers and civil
servants.
Employers, trade unions and the Latvian Union of Local Governments are those
entities from the range of secondary stakeholders that are most of all involved in the
decision making process. This can be explained by the cooperation mechanisms
established at the national level that have been incorporated in various legal acts
prescribing the participation of representatives of these stakeholders in decision
making.45
Of the whole range of stakeholders it is the involvement level of primary stakeholders
in the whole policy cycle that is the lowest and least sufficient. This can be explained by
current cooperation practice in policy planning and implementation, lack of interest
among decision makers in involving this particular group, and this target group’s
passivity and insufficient knowledge or experience in such participation.
In the implementation phase local governments and service providers should be
mentioned as the most involved stakeholders from the secondary stakeholders group,
taking into consideration functions in the social assistance area delegated to local

45 The Tripartite Agreement of 1 October 2004 on the Social Economic Partnership between the
Government, the Latvian Employers’ Confederation and the Latvian Union of Free Trade Unions ; Cabinet
Regulation No. 300 of 7 April 2009 “On Rules of Order of the Cabinet of Ministers”; Cabinet Regulation
No. 585 of 6 July 2004 “On Procedure for the Coordination of Issues Concerning Local Governments
Interests between the Cabinet of Ministers and Local Governments»
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governments as well as the necessity to provide social policy measures to the
population as close as possible to their domicile. However, it must be pointed out that
even in this policy phase the stakeholder involvement level is more of a consultative
character as their activities are undertaken in line with priorities identified at the
national level and terms and standards of service provision.
In the monitoring and evaluation phase decision makers – civil servants – are the main
people who are engaged in this process, but secondary stakeholders are much more
passive.
Decision makers benefit from the highest level of stakeholder involvement – the level of
collaboration. This is determined, in most part, by the authority legally delegated at
national level to policy planners (more specifically – sectoral ministries/ministers) in
channelling draft policy documents, legal acts and other sector-related issues for review
and approval by the government. An assessment of the degree of involvement of
secondary stakeholders shows that mechanisms established for expressing the interests
of involved parties (the National Tripartite Council, the Latvian Union of Local
Governments and Cooperation Commissions of Planning Regions, the Council of the
National Memorandum, advisory councils at various levels) ensure their involvement at
the level of consultation and involvement. Unfortunately, the degree of involvement of
primary stakeholders is the least sufficient and is practically limited to information,
mostly after the decision has been taken.
A positive example to be mentioned is the public discussion organised by decision
makers at the national, regional and local levels that enables primary stakeholders to
get involved in the decision formulation process and discussions on possible solutions
prior to the final decision-making.
Although in actual fact, there are no formally developed and unified criteria in Latvia
for the involvement of stakeholders, there are grounds for speaking of significant
formal obstacles or restrictions to the participation of secondary stakeholders in policy
planning and monitoring if any organisation shows such an initiative. The main
obstacles that should be mentioned in this case are resources, knowledge of the
organisation itself and access to information.
The main problem is that people experiencing poverty and social exclusion, i.e. primary
stakeholders, are not involved in the social OMC process. Likewise the involvement of
researchers and academia in the social inclusion OMC process in Latvia must also be
assessed as insufficient.
The practice that has developed in Latvia concerning the involvement of stakeholders
is, in actual fact, based on the involvement of decision makers and those secondary
stakeholders with whom sector ministries have already acquired an earlier cooperation
experience. In their turn, target group problems, needs and views are, in most part,
acquired “indirectly”, through research studies (if such studies exist).
It must be pointed out that over the recent years the situation with involving relevant
stakeholders throughout the OMC policy process has become worse. If during the
drafting of the NAPincl 2004-2006 the Ministry of Welfare developed positive
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cooperation with the parliament (Saeima), presenting the draft NAPincl 2004-2006 as
well as providing information about the procedure of the implementation of the
NAPincl Latvia and problems encountered, such cooperation has not continued in
respect of the NSR (for periods 2006-2008 and 2008-2010).
After the refocusing of the Lisbon Strategy on growth and jobs the emphasising of
economic growth factors at the EU level diminished the relevance of poverty issues at
the national level. Following the Revision of the Lisbon Strategy in Latvian politics a
pronounced priority was accorded to the area of economics, devoting more attention of
issues of economic growth and employment, while the importance of social policy
issues in the work of the government declined. In actual fact, such changes in EU policy
have created a situation that was characteristic for Latvia at the beginning of the 90s –
an orientation to economic issues, paying only secondary attention to social matters.
Upon assessing the impact of the OMC on the Latvian policy planning system and the
policy implementation process as a whole, it must be pointed out that although the
OMC implementation has not been a policy agenda issue, a legal and institutional
framework has been developed at the national and regional level that formally ensures
the implementation of OMC aspects.
However, the financial and economic crisis becoming more aggravating in 2008 and
2009, the involvement of secondary and primary stakeholders in introducing changes
in policy measures and their implementation in addressing poverty and social exclusion
problems, and in taking decisions on significant cuts in the social sector, becomes
increasingly more topical.
A new and perspective approach for Latvia was applied in projects implemented by the
EQUAL Programme where considerable attention was focused on the involvement of
target groups (in the context of the present study: primary stakeholders) in all cycles of
EQUAL projects. Unfortunately, owing to the crisis positive initiatives have ceased;
thus also the stakeholders’ involvement level is lower than could have been expected
after the conclusion of the EQUAL Programme in Latvia.
There are some positive initiatives towards better cooperation of different stakeholders
at local level. The establishment of consultative councils at every branch office of the
State Employment Agency (SEA) can be assessed as a positive and significant step. In
order to promote inter-sectoral cooperation (among state, municipalities, private
sector, NGOs) every regional branch office has a consultative council. It brings together
representatives from municipalities, regional NGOs, local entrepreneurs etc. The main
task of these councils is to develop suggestions for promoting employability that are
best suited to the local territory.
It cannot be maintained that until now the OMC has had a positive impact on the
quality of policy assessment and policy monitoring in Latvia.
In the case of Latvia it is possible to speak more of the implementation of specific policy
monitoring mechanisms (the development of reports, the establishment of the
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Committee on Coordination of the Social Inclusion Policy) and a certain regularity of
these processes.
The current monitoring model provides for the development of implementation reports
based on the information given by the ministries, so the process is based only on
reporting and sharing information. In actual fact, such an institutional arrangement
serves more as an information distribution channel within the public administration
and among the other stakeholders (secondary and primary), and it presupposes more
of an observer status than the role of an active co-participant in the process. It can be
concluded that it will not be possible to influence or to change the implementation of
the NSR with the current institutional and monitoring mechanism – it will be possible
only to make an assessment of the current situation.
It is influenced also by certain failings in the OMC process at EU level – although there
is the requirement for the Member States to report regularly to the European
Commission about the implemented policy and to present an assessment, still there
have been no significant consequences for Member States that have provided low
quality information or failed to show the involvement and role of stakeholders (in
particular secondary and primary stakeholders) in the social inclusion OMC process. It
would be advisable for the European Commission to identify more explicit criteria for
the assessment of the degree of stakeholder involvement in all phases of the policy
development cycle.
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Websites

European Commission, Social Inclusion Portal
http://ec.europa.eu/employment_social/spsi/poverty_social_exclusion_en.htm
European Commission, The process: the Open Method of Coordination
http://ec.europa.eu/employment_social/spsi/the_process_en.htm

Latvia

There are no websites presenting the social OMC process or involvement of
stakeholders as part of this process in Latvia.
Ministry of Welfare of the Republic of Latvia: information on the Committee on
Coordination of the Social Inclusion Policy and meeting minutes:
http://www.lm.gov.lv/text/706
Many research studies dedicated to social exclusion problems have been undertaken as
part
of
the
Latvian
EQUAL
Programme:
http://sf.lm.gov.lv/equal/?main_page_id=1&page_type=d_cat&second_page_id=13
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Lithuania
By Arunas Poviliunas
The Social OMC includes two relatively different fields of the social policy that are
separated in accordance with how the principles of Social OMC are applied. The first
field comprises the direct implementation of the Social OMC. It includes the social
policy that is drafted and implemented deliberately as a part of the official OMC
process. The key point of the deliberate implementation of the direct social OMC is
drafting and implementing the National Action Plans against Poverty and Social
Exclusion.
The second field comprises current social policy processes at different levels that are
compatible with or similar to with the OMC approach. These social policy
developments range from legislative initiatives to grassroots level projects (for example,
EQUAL and LEADER+ projects) that are intended to improve public administration
and require social partnerships, participation of stakeholders, inclusion of the socially
excluded from the very beginning of the activities, decentralization, a bottom-up
approach, and mutual learning.
In these relatively separate fields the relevance, breadth, depth and impact of
stakeholders’ involvement are different. In the field of the direct or official Social OMC
the inclusion of stakeholders lacks transparency in the procedure of stakeholders’
selection, representation of the different interests, especially socially excluded groups,
is insufficient and stakeholders are not deeply involved. Therefore the stakeholders’
participation is superficial; it is limited to the levels of information and consultation
and rarely reaches the levels of involvement or cooperation, not to speak of
empowerment. In the field of social policy developments which are similar to the Social
OMC the level of stakeholders’ involvement differs. In the successful projects of the
EQUAL Development Partnerships and LEADER+ Local Action Groups different
stakeholders are involved and collaborate in order to empower socially excluded people
who are sometimes represented in social partnerships.
Unfortunately communication between the fields of direct implementation of the Social
OMC and social policy processes that are similar to the Social OMC is poor. For
example, 28 Development Partnerships of the EQUAL initiative have elaborated 38
innovations that encompass 115 concrete measures in the different fields of social
policy. Among them are proposals for legislation, introduction of mediation services for
effective social inclusion, destigmatization campaigns, etc. In general, EQUAL has
introduced the new approach in the field of social inclusion which is based on the
principles of empowerment, social partnership, mutual learning, bottom-up approach,
etc. The projects of EQUAL have testimonies of effective involvement of stakeholders.
Unfortunately, the experience of EQUAL initiative was not included into the list of the
measures of the NSRSPSI 2006-2008. At the same time the Social OMC process lacks
political recognition.
Since different sources demonstrate the lack of political interest in the OMC process,
strengthening the impact of the social OMC at the national level requires more
engagement of political will. National parliamentarians are excluded from the process
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of shaping the European Inclusion Strategy and its implementation via the OMC. For
example, in Lithuania members of Parliament do not participate even in the activities
of the NAP/inclusion Monitoring Committee.
In order to strengthen the role of the OMC it is necessary to include national
parliamentarians in the OMC. Their active participation would not only embed the
principles of the OMC but would also raise awareness of its existence and stimulate
public and political debate. The inclusion of the Parliament would motivate the political
parties to take more active role in the social inclusion policy and OMC.
National or international teams of academics could be involved in critical discussions
on the OMC and in the elaboration of the models of the application of the OMC at
national and local levels (for example, samples of national and local indicators,
methodologies of elaboration of the common objectives at municipality level, etc.).
In Lithuania the level of public awareness of the OMC in general and the
NAP/inclusion in particular is low. There is a lack of information and consultation
between different levels of the government and between the government and the
public. It is necessary to allocate the resources for the improvement of the processes of
information and consultation and to increase the capacities of the different actors
(politicians and practitioners at different levels including parliamentary level).
In order to empower social policy actors at the grassroots level efforts should be made
to develop the skills and knowledge of local actors and representatives of vulnerable
groups. This knowledge and these skills are necessary for their efficient participation in
decision-making processes related to social policy.
Discussing information which is crucial for the mobilization of various stakeholders it is
important to give consideration to some systemic obstacles that limit the role of the
media in the field. First, in Lithuania, journalists pay too little attention to issues of
poverty and social exclusion. Representing the public interest as a value is weak in
Lithuania‘s media. Second, Lithuanian journalists lack the skills and knowledge to
write about social policy issues. Efforts should be made to strengthen the capacities of
regional and local media to provide information for the population on social policy
issues by developing the skills and knowledge of journalists to prepare information for
the public about systemic problems and to interpret statistical data related to problems
of poverty and social exclusion.
Since the national and local authorities are not very interested in the social OMC, the
European Commission could make more effort to recognize and activate potential
stakeholders in the Social OMC. The experience of the project “Lithuania without Social
Exclusion and Poverty” (LaBAS) http://www.skurdas.lt/labas demonstrated the
effectiveness of the Community Action Programme to Combat Social Exclusion 20022006: National Awareness Raising Actions on Social Inclusion and Social Protection
VP/2006/012.
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EAPN Lithuania
http://www.skurdas.lt/lt/index.php
EQUAL in Lithuania
http://www.equal.lt/lt/; http://www.socmin.lt/index.php?879686114
Portal of Implementation of Lisbon Strategy in Lithuania
http://www.ukmin.lt/lisabona/lt; http://www.ukmin.lt/lisabona/en/node/8;
Portal of the Project LaBAS
http://www.skurdas.lt/labas/index.php?id=1
Portal of LEADER+
http://www.leaderplius.lt/lt/
Social Map of Lithuania
http://www.socialmap.lt/index.php?489919366; http://www.socialiniszemelapis.lt/
The Department of Statistics to the Government of the Republic of Lithuania (Statistics
Lithuania)
http://www.stat.gov.lt/en/
The Ministry of Social Affairs and Labour
http://www.socmin.lt/; http://www.socmin.lt/index.php?879686114
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Luxembourg
By Jürgen Hohmann
In Luxembourg, stakeholder involvement is a fundamental element of the political
system. Consultation and consensus dominate in policy-making as well as in
parliamentary and formal extra-parliamentary settings. The avoidance of major
political conflicts is guaranteed by a distinctive system of consensus democracy, which
encompasses not only the political parties, but also secondary stakeholder associations
through strong corporatist structures, which are particularly dominant in the Open
Method of Coordination (OMC) areas of labour and social policy. The permanent
“tripartite committee”, composed of representatives of government, employers’
organizations and trade unions, is characteristic of this exceptional extra-parliamentary
consensus building. By virtue of its composition, the tripartite committee allows wellconciliated negotiations to take place in order to endorse the government in taking
measures to stimulate economic growth and guarantee full employment. In the same
light, however, it clearly limits the government’s decision-making power, as the parties
can barely reach consensus among themselves in favour of strong reforms. With regard
to health and long-term care, this predominant coordination mechanism is enlarged to
a “quadripartite coordination”, in which care providers are additionally given a stake.
In contrast, the involvement of social service providers is much weaker. Admittedly,
during the last few years more and more arrangements have been established to involve
stakeholders in the OMC processes. Thus, every two years the Ministry of Family and
Integration involves social sector representatives in a two-step process to prepare the
National Action Plan on Social Inclusion (NAP-Inclusion), and people experiencing
poverty and exclusion are given a voice to publicly comment on social policy through
annual participatory meetings on social inclusion, organized by the Luxembourg
branch of the European Anti-Poverty Network (EAPN). However, these appreciable
efforts do not have anything like the quality of the statutory formal participation
achieved in the health care sector. By comparison, the social service sector is not only
less powerful and financially weak, but its biennial involvement in preparing the NAPinclusion is perceived as an insufficient sequence of formal exchange with the
responsible authorities. In social policy, apart from the consultative committee on the
Guaranteed Minimum Revenue (RMG),46 formal concertation remains a closed shop of
privileged cross-sectoral corporatist actors.
Through the above-mentioned annual “Participative Meeting for Social Inclusion”, the
EAPN has established an exemplary event to actively involve people experiencing
poverty and exclusion in the OMC process, and stands a real chance of driving further
developments on social inclusion from the bottom up. The meetings’ main topics on

46 Solely with regard to the Guaranteed Minimum Revenue (RMG), an institutionalized committee
involving social sector representatives exists by virtue of the Law of 29 April 1999. The Superior Council for
Social Affairs (Conseil supérieure de l’action sociale), composed of 31 members, regularly analyses the
country’s needs for social benefits and, every three years, submits a progress report to parliament
(http://www.snas.etat.lu).
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costs for childcare (2006), affordable health care (2007) and access to housing and
basic services (2008) focussed political attention on these issues. At each meeting,
achievements are analysed in relation to the previous year’s recommendations.
The 2007 meeting, for instance, criticized the reimbursement system in health care as
discriminatory against poor people, who are not able to pay for medical services in
advance and therefore dangerously omit or postpone necessary health visits. In the
same year, the National Ethical Committee took up the topic. And in 2009, the concept
of third-party payment for poor and vulnerable groups (tiers payant social) figures in
the election manifestos of all Luxembourg political parties. Comparably, the 2008
discussion on access to housing further pushed the initiative to set up the “Social Estate
Agency”, which will act as an intermediary between the owner and the final tenant. It
will guarantee the regular payment of rents, appropriate maintenance above the level of
a normal contract and supervision that flats are kept clean. Where necessary, it will also
coordinate the continuity of social services in the new environment. The concept was
also the subject of a special symposium on “World Habitat Day” in 2008.
Financial benefits to combat poverty and exclusion are generous and are increasingly
being linked with activation measures. Fiscal reforms benefit poor and low-income
groups in particular. Since 2008, former tax deductibles have increasingly been
replaced by bonuses and tax credits paid in accordance with the measure to all parents,
single parents or pensioners. As of 2009, the government further followed a proposal of
the EAPN network to reduce the cost of childcare for the poor and vulnerable, and thus
to ease the orchestration of the employment requirement with private challenges for
poorer tiers of society as well.
In the field of professional and social reintegration of job-seekers, particularly young
people and those above the age of 50, social NGOs and trade unions play a role. Various
networks provide persons in precarious situations and remote from the labour market
and society with professional training and short and medium-term job placements, to
help them escape from their isolation and rejoin the active labour market. A first series
of “National Employment Days in July 2008”47 underpinned these multi-partnership
initiatives and consultations between actors from civil society and the public
authorities, which mark a positive advance in the implementation of the Social OMC.48
The Luxembourg authorities and social partners put considerable effort into
monitoring and analysing the policies and programmes related to the OMC and the
Lisbon process. In addition to the Economic and Social Committee, a high level
advisory body to both government and parliament, which undertakes an annual
examination of selected areas of the “Social OMC”, the “Observatory for
Competitiveness” analyses the achievements of Luxembourg in relation to the EU
average through a scoreboard of 79 structural Lisbon and national indicators in 10
different areas including social cohesion.

47

NSR 2008, 42-43

48

Frazer, Malier (2009), 64
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Valuable statistical information is another means of taking the situation of primary
stakeholders into account. Since 2005, a research project on Social Surveying in
collaboration with 14 municipalities in the northern regions (RESONORD) has been
gathering and analysing social data in order to prepare for a more accessible and
efficient inter-municipal organization of social services in rural areas. A new statistical
method to include the perspective of primary stakeholders is being piloted by the
General Inspection of Social Security (IGSS) to better analyse the impact on individual
households and thus the adequacy of policy measures by using case models and
microdata.
Despite the admittedly wide-ranging stakeholder participation in Luxembourg,
especially by the social partners, and various good practice examples, there still
remains room for improvements. Thus, the parliament plays only a negligible role in
the Social OMC processes compared to the National Reform Programme of the Lisbon
Strategy, which requires legal provisions to be authorized with parliamentary
approval.49 The health-care sector makes it particularly obvious that factual
participation in policy processes requires, at best, a legally stipulated permanent
approach which places the stakeholders at a level of collaboration and shared
accountability. For health service providers, quality management measures have
proved to be particularly effective in improving participation in the form of primary
stakeholder involvement. For both aspects, the actors of the social service sector lag far
behind.
In the multidimensional concept of social inclusion, the fuzzy OMC seems to be
completely out of place. Definitely, at national level the various spheres of living and
social life are subject to discussion among stakeholders of different levels. However, the
debate is considered in purely national terms without a perceptible link to the OMC. As
a mainly artificial supranational framework, the OMC conveys neither clear messages
nor objectives and targets to which the national policy is perceptibly committed. Nor is
it challenged by regular monitoring requirements to track performance and progress.50
It might also trigger accelerated “tripartite” consensus building. In Luxembourg, only a
small number of administrative officials, corporatist bodies and some representative
groups are directly and less directly involved in the OMC processes. This again makes
the OMC appear to be detached from reality, but also limits stakeholder and media
interest in becoming more actively involved or fully informed, without which a more
appropriate public awareness is difficult to achieve.

49

Hirsch 2008, 190

50

Frazer, Malier (2008b), 6
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Malta
By Professor Mario Vassallo
EU membership by Malta resulted in a strong intention to implement the Open Method
of Co-ordination. Gradually information about the OMC and how it is to be
implemented began to be widely disseminated among politicians and understood by
policy makers. OMC documents were presented to Parliament, and the Social Affairs
Committee of the House of Representatives dedicated a whole session to OMC and,
even in those early days, the Minister for Social Security and Solidarity until 2008, Ms
Dolores Cristina, committed herself to the implementation of the OMC in a very strong
manner. The OMC approach emphasises three principal objectives to be attained by
pension systems, namely, the adequacy of pensions, the sustainability of pensions, and
the modernisation of pension systems. The OMC was endorsed by the Ministry as the
tool whereby the Welfare Reform Commission was to attain these three objectives,
which are considered essential for Malta.
Despite this, however, the OMC did not strike a chord among the Maltese media, which
did not pay it much attention. The only references found in local newspapers are
limited to three, dated May 2003, June 2004, and January 2006. In two instances, the
coverage was limited to events that provided little information on the concepts
underlying OMC. On one occasion the concepts underlying the OMC were summarised
in the form of a report of a major speech on the subject by the Minister.
At the implementation level, however, the application of the OMC can, at best, be said
to have been steadily on the increase, if very often not specifically labelled as OMC. The
Social OMC is considered to have led to a number of main elements of added value for
Malta. The Social OMC has strongly helped to enhance governance of social policies in
Malta. Apart from relating input as regards common objectives, common indicators
and assistance in the preparation of NSRs and the evaluation of strategies through the
Joint Report and exchange of good practices, it has also helped to bring about more
effective mutual interaction between the Lisbon objectives (of greater economic growth,
more and better jobs) and social cohesion. Furthermore, it has helped to enhance
governance of social policies through more transparency and involvement of
stakeholders in design, implementation and monitoring of policies. The OMC has
provided an opportunity for the Maltese voluntary sector and civil society as well as
people experiencing poverty and social exclusion to be actively involved and participate
in planning the development of the NSR. Another important aspect of the Social OMC
which has brought added value includes providing a framework for mutual learning
and exchange of good practices. Furthermore, the OMC has provided a mechanism for
maintaining social protection and inclusion issues high on the national agenda.
The OMC also contributed towards progress as regards horizontal coordination across
social policies. The social inclusion process converges on other important related social
contexts, namely, health, education, and employment. As a result, coordination
between these contexts on a national level is perceived to be vital for social inclusion
and protection.
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As a result of the restructuring of Ministries, the Ministry for Social Policy now
incorporates all Public Service entities responsible for developing and implementing
policy as well as delivering services in the social security, social welfare and health and
long-term care areas. This amalgamation augurs well for a more holistic approach that
should render the delivery of such services more effective and timely. This inherently
means looking at social protection and social inclusion challenges and opportunities
from a new perspective. Malta is therefore at a crucial stage in determining what
changes are needed to achieve a more integrated approach. In this context, it is
important to continue the consolidation process of structures and systems, to
strengthen the institutional framework with the aim of setting priorities and
overcoming policy gaps within available resources. More effort shall be made on
research, monitoring and evaluation of services to facilitate the development of a
concerted, knowledge-based policy approach. This will improve the nexus between
resource deployment and client group needs.
The OMC also contributed on a local level towards mainstreaming social protection
issues into non-social policies. Presently, in order to mainstream such issues, the Policy
Development and Programme Implementation Directorates within the Ministry for
Social Policy, (the bodies responsible for overseeing the compilation of the National
Report on Strategies for Social Protection and Social Inclusion 2008-2010), regularly
seeks feedback on the development of other National Policy Documents and strategies.
Furthermore, the Directorates are responsible for the development of policies in the
area of social welfare and protection. This facilitates the co-ordination and
mainstreaming of social inclusion policies across all relevant policy domains.
To further enhance horizontal coordination across social policies a permanent
Committee responsible for the compilation of the National Report on Strategies for
Social Protection and Social Inclusion has been set up within the Strategy and
Sustainable Division of the Ministry for Social Policy. This will help in the planning,
implementation, monitoring and evaluation of the social protection process on the
national level. This Committee should be a constant reference point for action plan
development and evaluation. Furthermore, to ensure representation by civil society in
the development process of the National Report on Strategies for Social Protection and
Social Inclusion, the Commissioner for Voluntary Organisations is a member of this
Committee.
Throughout these last years, Malta has participated actively in EU-level Mutual
Learning Programmes through peer and in-depth review exercises. Such experiences
have given Maltese (both national and independent) social protection experts the
opportunity to learn and share their views and experiences with colleagues from
different member states on various social protection initiatives and work practices. This
process is perceived to be highly useful for improving and modernising the local social
protection system through the adoption and adaptation of good practices identified and
tested in other Member States.
The OMC, particularly on the basis of the overarching objective set in 2006 is
considered to have contributed and enhanced processes of stakeholder involvement.
Furthermore, the consultation and involvement of stakeholders are increasingly being
undertaken in a more formalised and structured approach.
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Most often, consultation practices with stakeholders have to be carried out within a
framework of tight deadlines. The European Commission could help to reinforce
stakeholder involvement by allocating due time frames for enabling such stakeholder
involvement. Such time frames should help to facilitate more wider and in-depth
stakeholder involvement as well as due evaluation of such consultation practices.
The Commission could help to reinforce the OMC through the sustaining of incentives
and the allocation of resources to independent experts of Member States for promoting
their participation in peer review exercises. This is extremely important for a small
member state such as Malta, where resources, both human and otherwise, are very
limited.
As regards the issue of modalities utilised for the selection of policy areas/specific
themes for ensuring maximum relevance of peer reviews in relation to agreed OMC
priorities, Malta is of the opinion that the selection of such policy areas should be
guided through the evaluation of national priorities identified in the National Reports
on Strategies for Social Protection and Social Inclusion as well as through overarching
challenges across the whole EU member states.
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Netherlands
By Dominique Danau
Consultation, compromise and consensus are key words in Dutch policy making
processes (Eshuis, 2006).51 Drafting the NAP/incl. and the OMC process in the social
domain has from the outset been open to the participation of different stakeholders.
The model implemented since 2002 to gather views and opinions brings together
NGOs, municipalities, social partners and other organisations active in the domain of
combating social exclusion and poverty.
While the model of involving the different kinds of stakeholders in itself can be
considered as good practice, there are various points of interest.
Formal criteria for identifying and involving stakeholders in the process are missing;
this is especially an issue in relation to the involvement of NGOs, other non-profit
organisations and experts, since these stakeholders are less formally organised
compared to social partners. People experiencing poverty or social inclusion are only to
a minimum involved in the whole process, as well as ethnic minorities.
Over the years there has been improvement in terms of the methodology used. In the
last two rounds of NAPs/incl. a computer supported meeting system (the Group
Decision Room) has been used, providing a ‘safe’ way for all participants to give their
own views. The process of the meeting is divided into several steps: brainstorming,
commenting, analysing relationships and patterns, and prioritising. In practice, the last
step has been shown to be the most difficult one, taking into account the amount of
input gathered throughout the process. As a result of the last consultation round (in
2008) a separate booklet has been published with the input gathered but not directly or
entirely used for the NAP/NSR. This booklet serves as an inspiration source for the
different players involved in social inclusion and participation.
The involvement of stakeholders has been so far mainly limited to informing and
consulting secondary stakeholders, while the direct consultation of primary
stakeholders needs further attention. Existing good initiatives to involve people
experiencing poverty in policy processes, like the local conferences on poverty or the
local client councils set up in the context of the law on social participation, miss a link
with higher levels of governance, and a clear link with the OMC process is absent. There
is a deficiency in the link between the implementation at local level and the feedback to
and monitoring at national level.
Furthermore, there are different degrees of consultation, according to the group of
stakeholders: the social partners are consulted in a more systematic way (a more clear
selection of actors and three rounds of consultation within one process) compared to
NGOs, local municipalities and other stakeholders like experts (one one-off
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consultation per process and no clear criteria for identifying and selecting
NGOs/experts/…).
Progress has taken place in involving civil society and other relevant secondary
stakeholders in the policy design and preparation process, but it does not continue in
the decision making and implementation phases. The decision making phase is
dominated by the central government, while the implementation of social policy is
mainly happening at local level. The role of the Parliament is limited to information
and confirmation, but this is considered to be illustrative of the limited politicisation of
the OMC.
Efforts have been made to have an integrated approach to the OMC process in the
Netherlands, through e.g. the setting up and involvement of an interdepartmental
commission bringing different policy fields into the OMC in the social sphere.
Mainly existing consultation opportunities and models are used for NSR purposes,
though extra occasions for consultations are built in once the NSR has to be prepared.
The basic approach to stakeholder involvement in the social OMC process in the
Netherlands has not been thoroughly changed since 2006. While more attention has
been paid to the methodology of involving stakeholders, the formal interdepartmental
links through a dedicated commission have been reduced to an informal network of
contacts, which is nevertheless considered to be very valuable.
The way that stakeholders are involved in policy processes, like the OMC process, or the
Participation Summit in the domain of employment participation organised in 2007, is
considered to be successful. A similar line is followed for the preparation of an action
plan on tackling youth unemployment: the involvement of the different primary and
secondary stakeholders via a structured approach. However, as practice shows, it is
clear that the whole process can be optimised, especially in relation to:
•

Identifying criteria for groups to be involved;

•

Installing feedback loops allowing stakeholders sufficient time to react;

•

Making clear which input is used and why other input is not used;

•

Taking the involvement process a step further by not only involving stakeholders
mainly in the first phase of the decision making process (design and preparation)
and by not only informing and consulting stakeholders, but going into the
direction of real involvement and cooperation throughout the policy
development and implementation cycle. Furthermore, political commitment is
necessary to give the OMC process higher political importance.

On the basis of these findings, the following recommendations can be formulated for
the European Commission to reinforce stakeholder involvement in the OMC:
•

The peer review approach could be promoted by the European Commission to be
used more extensively and more strategically to link the different levels of
governance (local, regional, national and eventually cross-national). Peer reviews
are an excellent method for exchange and mutual learning between the different
levels.

•

Furthermore, the European Commission could stimulate more political debates
and discussions in relation to social inclusion by encouraging Member States to
commit to holding regular debates at national and sub-national levels in relation
to preparing and implementing the NSR.
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Poland
By Irena Wóycicka and Marianna Zieleńska
The introduction of the OMC in Poland triggered significant changes in the area of
social policy. First of all, the legal framework necessary to implement it – the Act on
Public Benefit and Volunteer Work (which came into force in 2004) – allowed the
public administration to contract services out to the third sector. Second (also in 2004)
several strategic documents related to the OMC that shaped new directions in social
policy were prepared: the Joint Inclusion Memorandum (JIM), the National Strategy
for Social Integration (NSSI) and the National Action Plan for Social Inclusion 20042006 (NAP 2004-2006). These documents emphasize the role of secondary
stakeholders not only in the implementation of social policy in Poland but also to some
extent in programming, though the process of consultation. Previously, programming
was the task of public actors while involvement in implementation was only occasional,
and mostly concerned trade unions and employers.
The involvement of stakeholders in the social OMC varies in intensity and continues
more on the level of consultation. It is representatives of central administration and
government who exert real impact on measures taken as part of the OMC process. The
OMC process is managed by the Ministry of Labour and Social Policy, which is
responsible for drafting the National Strategy Report on Social Protection and Social
Inclusion, distributing information about peer reviews to the respective government
ministries and departments, and filling in the questionnaires relating to specific fields
that are received by Poland from the European Commission. A significant role is played
also by Ministry of Health, which is responsible for the NSRSPSI portion relating to
health questions. Other ministries contribute by filling in the information falling within
their statutory terms of reference and the questionnaires addressed to them. Strategic
documents are formally endorsed by Council of Ministers following a process of
consultations to secure acceptance by all ministries.
Even though central administration and Government stakeholders hold the strongest
position in the process of OMC planning, they use it only to influence the shape of
specific solutions and provisions. What dominates is the department-centred approach,
and there is still no room for broader discussion of common strategic goals.
Take-up of the OMC process by territorial self-governments also varies widely. This is
partly due to the highly decentralized structure of Poland – voivodship (regional),
poviat (district) and gmina (commune) level self-governments52 are formally
autonomous of the government, and their range of responsibilities is defined by
legislation. In effect, there is no official way of obliging them to co-operate in actions
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In Poland there are three levels of the self-government administration with full autonomy and elected
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not defined by statutes. This has two types of consequences. On the one hand, selfgovernments are not formally required to involve themselves in the social OMC
process, and on the other hand, central administration does not have clear guiding
provisions which would govern relations with self-governments in the social OMC
process. In practice, it is the regional and local level institutions who are the main
actors implementing the OMC, particularly in the field of social inclusion.
Notwithstanding that, their role in planning is limited to consultation; they are kept out
from co-deciding about directions of actions. The very criteria for selecting the selfgovernment institutions to take part in consultations are not at all clear.
Social partners and non-government organizations take part in the social OMC process
only to a limited degree. Trade unions, employers’ organizations and NGOs are only
informed about the ongoing work in drafting the NSRSPSI and invited to take part in
social consultations. Information about work on the report and social consultations
taking place as part of the process is also posted in the web. Non-government
organizations are also involved in the process of implementing social OMC. In addition,
umbrella organizations at times also receive the questionnaires sent by the EC to
member states (when instructions clearly specify this as a requirement).
Stakeholders have the least share in the process of monitoring. This is the sole
prerogative of Ministry of Labour ad Social Policy. This process is not always
transparent to the various actors involved, and for that reason during the preliminary
consultations on the NSRSPSI 2008-2010 the ministry was asked to present the state
of implementation of the previous programme. Information on this was annexed to the
document. The fact that this question required special intervention is indicative of the
non-transparency of the process.
The recommendation concerning more involvement of stakeholders in the OMC
process has not yielded significant change. Representatives of regional administrations
in charge of social policy were involved in the process of shaping the NSRSPSI 20082010, yet the overall planning and implementation process was not altered as regards
the role of stakeholders. The social OMC is carried into effect in Poland to a limited
degree. It ranks low in political terms – planning the process is relegated to officials of
middle and lowest rank, plus an Undersecretary of State. None of the key political
figures champions the process as his or her own. In consequence, it never becomes the
subject of more extensive debate. On the one hand there is no pressure to involve
various central administration departments in discussions about the general objectives
and directions in the field of social inclusion – which results in having them focus
exclusively on details of provisions in their own area of responsibility. There are also no
ideas about how to strive consistently to involve territorial self-governments at all levels
not just in implementing, but also in co-deciding on the shape of OMC, and what
criteria should be used in selecting their representatives. Nor are any steps are taken to
reshape the participation of social partners and non-government organisations in the
whole process – allowing them to join in shaping the OMC, rather than just modifying
what has been clearly set out. Some difficulty is presented also by the selection of the
non-government organisations – as the smaller NGOs remain practically unheard, and
those active in the field of social inclusion on local level are absent altogether from the
process.
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The greatest concern is raised by the absence of primary stakeholders; these are
represented only indirectly, through umbrella organisations similar to EAPN or the Age
Platform. It seems that people experiencing poverty or social exclusion, not to mention
the public at large, do not function in Poland even as a potential stakeholder group.
As an interesting practice one should mention the Social Integration Programme
pursued as part of the Post-Accession Programme of Support for Rural Areas, funded
with a World Bank loan. This marks the first attempt at introducing participative
shaping of strategic documents and entrusting social inclusion efforts to local
communities, applied on such an extensive scale.
In this programme, some 500 gminas were charged with updating or rewriting the
Gmina Strategies for Addressing Social Problems with participation from local
inhabitants. The whole process started with workshops designed to generate a
diagnosis of social problems and a SWOT analysis. Participating in these were the local
leaders53 and gmina officials. On the basis of their intellectual input, strategies are
drafted, then endorsed by Regional Social Assistance Centres and voted on by Gmina
Councils.
At this stage it has already become evident that the task proved a difficult one. Not all
gminas were successful in involving a wider sample of local residents in the diagnosis of
the local situation, while some deliberately narrowed down this group to just
representatives of various gmina institutions. Difficulties also appeared on the level of
commissioning services – numerous gminas suffer (and this state is continuing) from a
shortage of service providers, due to the fear inhabitants and organisations have of
taking financial responsibility.
Irrespective of the reservations outlined above, it is worth mentioning this programme
in the context of good practices. This is the first attempt ever in Poland on such a scale
to allow not just the non-government sector, but also citizens themselves, to work
together on taking strategic decisions implementing measures in the field of social
inclusion. This could become the first step along the way to changing the approach
regarding involvement of stakeholders in the OMC.
Consideration should be given to introducing the standards agreed by Member States
regarding the involvement of stakeholders in the social OMC. The work on standards
itself could be a good example of stakeholder involvement, provided it takes place as a
social, and not just an inter-governmental, process. Such standards, once broadly
disseminated, could accelerate the process of change in Member States. Particularly
important from this perspective would be reaching the stakeholders with information,
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Every inhabitant of the gmina who decided to take part in the workshops was defined as a local leader (in
most of the cases the information about workshops was public, so everyone who read the notice boards and
visited the gmina’s official website had access to it). However, in many cases the authorities sent invitations
to those whom they considered the most active.
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and also introducing a systematic review of the stakeholders' involvement in the social
OMC process from country to country.
There should also be more intensive dissemination of expertise and exchange of
experience on possible approaches regarding stakeholder involvement in the OMC
process. It is crucial to hold conferences, seminars and peer reviews devoted to issues
of participation involving representatives from domestic non-governmental
organisations, territorial self-governments or their associations and other stakeholders.
Better awareness of the social OMC might accelerate the political process resulting in
an increased commitment by different stakeholders to tackle poverty and social
exclusion. The Polish government should pay more attention to the dissemination of
information on the social OMC process. Also the Commission could strengthen public
awareness of the OMC process through more active dissemination of its reports (such
as the Joint Reports and reports on specific social issues) to the main actors (regional
governments, NGOs, networks of public debates and scientific and analytical
institutions). Brief press releases provided directly to the main newspapers and
weeklies, TV and radio broadcasters and websites might be also very useful.
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Portugal
By Isabel Baptista
The scope and depth of stakeholder involvement in the OMC process in the national
context assume a particular importance given the fact that the OMC represented the
opportunity for Portugal to conceive and develop the first national strategic plan to
tackle and prevent poverty and social exclusion.
The evolving context under which one should assess stakeholder involvement in the
OMC process in Portugal is clearly marked by the adoption in recent years of a
mobilising approach to eradicating poverty and exclusion reflected in the involvement
of the most varied bodies, particularly at the local level. This evolving pattern of
involvement of stakeholders has also been influenced directly by the EU discourse on
the modernisation of policies to promote social inclusion, through the enhancement of
governance networks at different levels (Klijn, 2008).
It is possible to identify a positive evolution in the creation of mechanisms – at both
local and national levels – that increase the potential for a wider and deeper
engagement of stakeholders. Such mechanisms have enabled a stronger participation of
NGO representatives in the OMC process, namely in the NAPincl process, a higher local
visibility of the OMC principles at the local level and a sustained involvement of public
inter-departmental structures in the conception and monitoring of the NAPincl. It is
important to stress that such evolution has also benefited from a higher political
visibility and enhancement of the social inclusion process in latest years.
Nevertheless, some challenges remain to be addressed in order to consolidate and
deepen stakeholder involvement in the OMC process, beginning with the promotion of
self-assessment of the successes and failures of the mechanisms put in place, in order
to learn from that progress and overcome the remaining obstacles. The involvement of
social partners (e.g. employers, trade unions, social and economic council) should be
seriously addressed by promoting the conditions of actual participation that go beyond
the information stage. Portugal’s participation in the peer review exercise could also
benefit from a different approach, particularly at the level of the pre and postpreparatory stages and the profile of the Portuguese participants in this mutuallearning exchange in order to fully profit from those opportunities. The potential for
improving the mutual feeding between central level participation mechanisms and local
level planning structures should be enhanced, namely by closer co-ordination enabling
a mutual feeding between respective outputs (e.g. NAPincl and local development
plans) from both structures. It is important to improve the operational capacity of
mechanisms created to promote the mainstreaming of social inclusion (e.g. focal
points) within institutional settings, particularly at the central administration level. The
public visibility of the OMC process should be given more attention through closer cooperation with the media, aiming to enhance the visibility of the OMC by reinforcing
the results dimension (e.g. impacts), rather than the procedures (e.g. delivery of
national reports).
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The OMC has been an important driver of stakeholder involvement, by opening up
opportunities for the creation of mechanisms – specifically at the national level – to
accompany the whole NAPincl process. This process enhanced the involvement of wide
range of public stakeholders around the specific aim of preparing and monitoring a
national strategy for social inclusion which, in spite of the difficulties and obstacles
faced along the way, was a very positive development in the social policy arena in
Portugal. On the other hand, the OMC process also fostered the appearance of the first
NGO Forum specifically aiming at closely accompanying the NAP process, from its
conception to evaluation stage. In terms of relevance of the stakeholders involved it is
important to stress the marginal role played until now by both social partners and
experts and the lack of involvement of the Parliament in the process. The direct
participation of people experiencing poverty and social exclusion is yet to be achieved.
However, the very recent creation of a Forum of Guaranteed Minimum Income Present
and Former Beneficiaries may be an important development in fostering the
participation of the people directly addressed at the level of policy design,
implementation and evaluation.
Areas such as immigration and homelessness are the ones where it has been possible to
observe the involvement of a wider range of stakeholders in spite of the different stages
of development achieved in both domains. But it is at the local level that it is possible
have strongest evidence of good achievements regarding the implementation stage of
the OMC, particularly through the operation of the Local Social Networks, which are
collaborative structures involving a wide range of stakeholders relevant to fostering
social inclusion and combat poverty.
Consultation and information are the two main methods for stakeholder involvement
particularly regarding policy formulation at a national level, although there is evidence
that some national structures do move on to deeper involvement of stakeholders, by
ensuring that their concerns and views are considered. At the local level a wider range
of methods for the involvement of stakeholders has been used according to the nature
and objectives of the activities developed by the local networks.
Particularly interesting at the European level was the recent experience of the drafting
of the first Portuguese Strategy on Homelessness. It represents an interesting practice
with the aim of achieving a deeper and sustained stakeholder involvement at the level
of policy making, implementation and monitoring and evaluation. The process leading
to the conception of this new policy instrument has managed to promote the
involvement of a wide range of different stakeholders (public and private) and different
organisational structures (individual organisations and their national representatives),
and it has contributed to opening up an opportunity for change in the homelessness
policy arena. At the same time, this approach represents a breakthrough in the
Southern European approach to tackling homelessness and can provide an opportunity
for other EU countries to reflect and analyse their own national processes of framing
and implementing new policy instruments.
Given the achievements and the challenges facing the involvement of stakeholders in
the OMC process at the national level it is important that the Commission enhances a
new visibility of the OMC by assessing and disseminating positive impacts of the
process in different national settings. Preserving and strengthening the social inclusion
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identity of the Lisbon Strategy is vital in increasing the public visibility of a process that
has been moving away from the social inclusion sphere towards growth and
employment. Further efforts by the Commission regarding the peer review exercise
would also be welcomed in order to ensure that there are focused guidelines on the
mutual learning potential to be achieved, namely by actively recommending countries
to engage in serious preparatory work regarding their participation. Stronger visibility
could also be enhanced by the Commission regarding the links between the best-known
instrument of the OMC, i.e. the NAPincl, and the other key components on which there
is evidence that there is, at most, only a very vague perception among the public in
general and even other more engaged stakeholders.
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Romania
By Marieta Radu
Romania adopted and made use of the instruments and principles promoted by the
Open Method of Coordination prior to its accession to the European Union (in January
2007). With regard to eradicating poverty and social exclusion, government action is to
ensure ‘that social inclusion policies are well-coordinated and involve all levels and
relevant actors, including people experiencing poverty and social exclusion’.
A number of mechanisms have been created / strengthened for consulting individuals
and communities (i.e. Economic and Social Council, Social Dialogue Commissions,
Social Inclusion Commissions). In line with the European Union directions,
Government Decision no. 1217/2006 approved the national mechanism promoting
social inclusion in Romania. The coordination mechanism is to involve social actors at
county level through the setting up of social inclusion departments within each
territorial directorate.
Awareness of the OMC concept among social actors remains quite limited to policy
makers/central authorities and academics (or rather to those directly involved in
specific activities) and the OMC process in Romania has a low public and media
visibility with little involvement of the national parliament, limited/variable
involvement of social partners, little involvement of sub-national & civil society actors.
The principles at the basis of the Open Method of Coordination (common objectives
and benchmarks, mutual learning, transferability of good practices) are being used in
day-to-day practice by professionals working in the central and local administration or
NGOs. Still, the OMC is very little known as such to the general public, or to many
professionals working in the social sector, as the name itself only appears in official
documents, being cited by specialists involved in policy making or academic circles.
Yet, the mechanisms and principles of the social Open Method of Coordination are
gradually becoming part of day-to-day practice in Romania, and the adoption of the
OMC concept marked important steps in fostering convergence in the development of
social inclusion policy, thereby clarifying the roles of different actors, and
administratively, contributing to the complementarity and coordination of
programmes. Stakeholders are mostly involved in the social inclusion process and also,
in the pensions and the newer health and long-term care OMC.
The development of the public policies in Romania is gradually making the transition
from a rather top-down exercise that, despite a public consultation exercise, did not
mobilise all relevant actors towards a bottom-up needs-based approach, where those
affected by poverty and social exclusion are making their voice heard.
All the same, grassroots participation needs to be further promoted within the context
of a broader OMC bottom-up approach as much as the systematic participation of
NGOs and business organisations may enhance the effectiveness of policy formation
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and its implementation. Moreover, participation can imbue development policies with
additional legitimacy and can create a supportive political lobby.
The participation of civil society structures in the decision-making process at all levels
has improved, though it needs further support and encouragement and especially
training/practice for exercising the rights and responsibilities related to citizen
participation. As concerns advocacy and capacity-building for the protection of the
rights of vulnerable groups, progress is being made too (including various successful
campaigns), but many non-governmental organisations need further support in terms
of policy formulation and implementation.
The elaboration of Romania’s Joint Inclusion Memorandum (2005) and subsequent
national strategy reports and action plans for social inclusion has enabled the launch of
innovative developments in dialogue and lobbying and stakeholders are engaged in
trying to strengthen these, especially as regards the participation of people in poverty
and increasing accountability.
The elaboration of important planning and reporting documents marked progress in
policy development and implementation activities where government collaborates with
non-governmental partners, and are designed to detail how the common objectives that
streamline the Open Method of Coordination will be translated into practice.
The National Strategy for Child Protection and the Promotion of Children’s Rights
(2006–2013) and the National Strategy for Improving the Roma Condition with the
2005–2015 National Action Plan are examples of establishing a unitary framework for
intervention and promoting broader stakeholder involvement through collaboration
between the relevant public institutions, non-governmental organisations,
professionals and beneficiaries. The respective National Authorities coordinate and
monitor the implementation of the strategies, while numerous institutions are
responsible for the implementation.
In addition, stakeholder involvement and intersectoral coordination have been
continuously improved. Local development programmes specifically target the
involvement, active participation and empowerment of local communities so that,
together with the local authorities, they can prepare projects for further community
development.
‘Good governance, transparency and the involvement of stakeholders in the design,
implementation and monitoring of policy’ is one of the three overarching objectives of
the streamlined OMC on Social Protection and Social Inclusion (2006).
The Romanian government’s action is to ensure the participation of civil society
structures in the decision-making process at all levels. Mobilising all stakeholders is
more and more seen as a means towards reaching the social inclusion and social
protection objectives.
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Representative structures of the central and local authorities, NGOs, trade unions,
employers and academics are brought together through specific mechanisms that have
been created (Economic and Social Council, Social Dialog Commissions, Social
Inclusion Commissions etc.) to consult individuals and communities (via consultative
councils, public meetings and debates, public opinion surveys, referenda, forums, etc.),
the existence of which can facilitate a more equitable approach to particular issues.
Effective links between the Government and local government have been developed in
the context of the National Plan Antipoverty and Promoting Social Inclusion even since
2002. The subsequent programming documents elaborated within the OMC process
have enabled the Romanian strategy to respond to local issues and to build on local
innovations. A focus on engagement with civil society and people experiencing poverty
has led to an increasing engagement with grassroots organisations over the past years
through the process.
However, the OMC process in Romania has a low public and media visibility and little
involvement of the national parliament, limited/variable involvement of social
partners, and little involvement of sub-national/civil society actors. Despite some
improvements, participation of various stakeholder structures throughout the OMC
process remains uneven with central authorities holding the coordination role whilst
various social actors are involved in specific policy development stages (i.e. local
authorities and NGOs are mainly involved in the implementation phase and
parliamentary structures hold responsibilities concerning the approval of the draft
polices). Contacts with various stakeholders, especially NGOs, do take place, though
many times on an informal basis, with a strong interpersonal dimension.
In terms of sharing and spreading of best practices through the peer review
programme, the transfer of measures or policy components in Romania confirms the
positive impact of the Open Method of Coordination. Yet, the outreach of the peer
review process in Romania and especially in the ministries involved remains limited to
the relatively small number of officials and experts directly participating in the
meetings.
Availability of impact assessment of policies targeting poverty and social exclusion is
quite limited and needs further attention as much as the contribution of stakeholders
towards the process has already gained recognition and proved to be significant in
shaping and implementing social policies as well as in setting the agenda for future
action.
Various projects targeting stakeholder participation proved to be success stories with
remarkable results (i.e. an EU-funded cross-sectoral project targeting community and
stakeholder participation that won the European Public Sector Award in 2007 ‘to help
build a community for political debate’), though most of them are pilot projects and
more time is needed for them to reach the status of a best practice and be replicated on
a larger scale.
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Challenges ahead for improving communication, co-operation, maintaining and
improving information and the general awareness of the OMC process in order to
reinforce the stakeholder involvement in terms of relevance, breath, depth and impact
include:
•

The closer involvement of service providers and policy implementers (e.g. local
authorities and NGOs) including representatives of vulnerable groups in the
decision making process so that policies focus on real needs;

•

Regular interaction that enables the government, the local administration and
civil society to learning from each other’s experiences;

•

Improving inter-institutional cooperation throughout the process from policy
formulation to implementation and evaluation stages;

•

Increasing transparency and stakeholder balance, as there is a lack of clarity and
transparency in the way that stakeholders are selected for involvement in
dialogue, and there is typically limited feedback on the effects of NGOs’
engagement in dialogue, on whether the institution involved accepts or rejects
NGO input and the reasons behind such a decision;

•

Addressing the low public and media visibility of the OMC process.

Study on stakeholders’ involvement – Contract no VC/2008/0325
Inbas GmbH / Engender asbl

148

LIST OF REFERENCES AND WEBSITES
References

Assessment of the social impact of policies in Romania - Irina Badea - Ministry of
Labour, Family and Equal Opportunities, George Poede - “Alexandru Ioan Cuza”
University
of
Iasi,
http://www.peer-review-social-inclusion.eu/peerreviews/2008/social-impact-assessment/pr-sk08-romania
The
Attitude
makes
differences
by
Dow
Media,
http://www.atitudinea.ro/articole/politica/reformele+dau+rezultate,+dar+nu+trebuie
+sa-i+uitam+pe+cei+mai+vulnerabili
Capacity building for social dialogue in Romania - European Foundation for the
Improvement of Living and Working Conditions, 2006
http://www.eurofound.europa.eu/publications/htmlfiles/ef065110.htm
CASPIS - National Monitoring Report on the Implementation of the National Action
Plan Antipoverty – 2004
http://www.caspis.ro/pagini/ro/monitorizare.php
Evaluation Report (elaborated within the EU-funded project Social Services Institution
Building – RO 0108.02 – Europeaid/114101/D/SV/RO) - Social Services Institution
Building in Romania – 2005
(http://sas.mmssf.ro/temp/Manual_foramre_servicii_sociale_integrate_II.doc.)
“Improving research policies in Europe through the Open Method of Coordination” 18
May
2006,
Brussels
ftp://ftp.cordis.europa.eu/pub/austria/docs/18052006_predescu_en.pdf.
National strategy report on social protection and social inclusion
http://ec.europa.eu/employment_social/spsi/strategy_reports_en.htm
Partners assignment in the consultation process and results of the consultation on the
National Rural Development Program PNDR
http://www.fonduri-structurale-europene.ro/pndr/rezultatele-consultarii-pndr.htm
Petre Prisecaru – The European Union Governance – Bucharest, 2004 (Chapter 3.2 –
the Open Method of Coordination)
Petre Prisecaru – Common Policies of the European Union (Chapter 9: Social and
Employment Policy) - 2004
Promotion of Debates on Social Inclusion in Support of the Reinforcement of the OMC
on Social Protection & Social Inclusion VP/2008/015/176
http://www.fundatiapact.ro/english/projects/ongoing-projects/omc-promotion-ofdebates-on-social-inclusion
Romanian Kick-off meeting of the European project: Raising awareness campaign on
social inclusion and social protection in Belgium, Romania and Bulgaria Bucharest, the
7th of April 2009
http://www.inclusion
participation.eu/content/File/RO_activities/Kickoffmeeting_minutes_ro_EN.pdf
Social dialogue in Romania: from a forgotten tradition to a renewed practice by
Georgeta Ghebrea; Central and Eastern European Library (SEER South
Study on stakeholders’ involvement – Contract no VC/2008/0325
Inbas GmbH / Engender asbl

149

East Europe Review
for Labour and Social Affairs), issue: 03 / 2005, pages: 4161, on www.ceeol.com.
Widening participation in technical and vocational education and training: experiences
from Romania
http://www2.trainingvillage.gr/download/journal/bull-36/36_en_serban.pdf.

Websites

The Academy for Economic Sciences
http://www.ase.ro/biblioteca/carte2.asp?id=453
Centre for European Studies – Ioan Cuza University, Iasi
http://www.cse.uaic.ro/members.htm
The Department for European Affairs – Government of
http://www.dae.gov.ro/index.php?pag=arhiva&tip=2&sid=35&pagina=4

Romania

The European Institute of Romania – Social policy (2003)
(http://www.ier.ro/index.html)
http://www.ier.ro/Proiecte/Brosuri/Politica%20sociala.pdf
European Parliament
http://www.futureofeurope.parlament.gv.at/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=//EP//TEXT+TA+P6-TA-2007-0366+0+DOC+XML+V0//RO
Euractiv.ro – News, European policies & EU actors online
http://www.euractiv.ro/uniuneaeuropeana/articles%7CdisplayArticle/articleID_9234/Invatamantul-romanesc-fata-cuUniunea-Europeana.html
Government of Romania
http://www.gov.ro/presa/integrare/afis-doc.php?idpresa=380
The Institute for the Quality of Life
http://www.iccv.ro/romana/revista/rcalvit/pdf/cv2004.1-2.a15.pdf
Local County Council - Botosani
http://www.cjbotosani.ro/portal/files/PROGRESS.pdf
Ministry of Labour, Family and Equal Opportunities
http://sas.mmssf.ro/compendiumLegislativ.php?id=240
National Authority for Youth
http://www.e-tineret.ro/european.php?id=1
The National Confederation of Free Trade Unions in Romania, ‘Brotherhood’
http://www.cnslr-fratia.ro/default.asp?nod=16&info=47014

Study on stakeholders’ involvement – Contract no VC/2008/0325
Inbas GmbH / Engender asbl

150

The National House of Pensions and Social Insurance
http://www.cnpas.org/portal/mediatype/html/language/ro/user/anon/page/integration.psml;jsessionid=2AE5FD3F9CD3
BEC7B671294AB53C7885?mode=article&container=eu_integration_ro&article=27
Romania Eurodesk
http://www.eurodesk.ro/politica_eu_tineret.php
Social Assistance Internet site
http://www.asistentasociala.ro/news.php?page=38
UNICEF – Romania
http://www.unicef.org/romania/ro/about_7103.html

Study on stakeholders’ involvement – Contract no VC/2008/0325
Inbas GmbH / Engender asbl

151

Slovakia
By Zuzana Kusá
The involvement of stakeholders in the process of the OMC in social inclusion is
important mainly in the introductory phases of policy-making. In the whole, it is rather
episodic and without clear rules.
A positive aspect is that communication with primary and secondary stakeholders at
the lower levels of the Ministry of Labour, Social Affairs and Family, the coordinating
institution, has a longer tradition in Slovakia and there is also stability of expertise.
Another positive feature is recent digitalisation of the commenting procedure which
has made this phase of the OMC process (as well as all legislative process) more
democratic.
A pertinent problem is that not enough attention is given to the OMC’s monitoring and
evaluation phases. A chronic problem is the lack of organizational and material support
for stakeholder involvement.
Since 2006 some steps have been made to improve stakeholder involvement. For
instance, in addition to the existing Council of the Government for Persons with Health
Disabilities, the Council of the Government for Seniors has been established with
ambitious plans to have an impact on social policy developments – but it has not been
involved in the OMC process up till now. Since spring 2009 the Association of towns
and villages of Slovakia has been collaborating with the Ministry of Labour and Social
Affairs to monitor the effects of the new Act on Social Services. The idea of monitoring
was however brought up and justified by the economic and financial crisis as well as by
protests of NGO service providers. Beside these steps there has been no visible
improvement. Setting up the website for the OMC in social inclusion (2008) did not
boost communication with stakeholders during the preparatory work on the last Social
Inclusion and Social Protection National Strategy Report. On the contrary: it was more
restricted than in the previous periods. Decline can be attributed to the savings in
public administration (staff and resources are reduced) and to the fact that financial
resources from European Structural Funds (technical assistance and other) are not
used for development of stakeholders’ capacities to take part in the OMC process.
Unfortunately, it is difficult to name an example of good practice that could usefully be
highlighted at European level.
The European Commission could reinforce stakeholder involvement in the OMC by
insisting on the more extensive and intensive use of the Structural Funds to develop the
capacity of stakeholders, mainly those representing people experiencing poverty and
social exclusion, to take part in the OMC process, and by putting more emphasis on
regular and transparent monitoring and evaluation of the OMC process.
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Slovenia
By Liljana Rihter
A detailed analysis of the national documents in the field of social inclusion (plans,
programmes, strategies, reports) reveals that stakeholder involvement in the social
inclusion OMC process in Slovenia has its declared place and it seems that between the
years of 2004 and 2008 the role of stakeholders became more important. The
improvement can be noticed in the sense of more transparent descriptions of activities
in which stakeholders have participated and in the sense of information given on which
groups of the stakeholders have participated in the OMC policy process. The same
impression of slight improvement of quantity and quality of stakeholder involvement
could be noticed from interviews with representatives of various stakeholders. As the
main reason for such a state of affairs they mentioned a broadening of the concept of
the OMC in the year 2006, when pensions, health care and long-term care were added,
which brought with it the need to involve at least various ministries and service
providers. Representatives of various stakeholders are of the opinion that in the last
few years they have been encouraged to make suggestions on policy and strategies.
Some of them do not perceive that their suggestions are taken into consideration.
We can estimate that all relevant stakeholders are involved in the OMC policy process
at least as recipients of information. When estimating the breadth of involvement it is
evident54 that the decision makers – to be precise the administration – are involved in
all phases of the OMC process, and that other groups of stakeholders are involved
merely in some of them (mainly design and preparation and it is planned to involve
them more in the monitoring and evaluation). Analysis of the report reveals that social
partners (trade unions, employers and government) cooperate in all phases
(cooperation in the phase of monitoring and evaluation is only planned). Other
secondary stakeholders mainly participate in the phase of design and preparation and it
is planned to have them cooperate in monitoring and evaluation. Primary stakeholders
are involved only as recipients of information.
Depth of involvement also varies among various stakeholders. The methods used to
engage with the majority of relevant stakeholders in Slovenia are mainly to inform or to
consult. While the engagement of decision makers in various phases (not in all) of OMC
process could be estimated as collaboration, there is low degree of engagement of
secondary stakeholders and even lower of groups of primary stakeholders. The group of
secondary stakeholders is very heterogeneous with regard to engagement. While the
trade unions, employers and some representative organizations of service providers can
collaborate at least in some phases (social partners in the Economic and Social Council
examine the report) other are mostly informed solely through the websites and
information days.

Ministry of Labour, Family and Social Affairs (2008), National Report on Strategies
for
Social
Protection
and
Social
Inclusion
2008–2010,
Ljubljana.
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When estimating the impact of stakeholder involvement on the policy process we
should consider the level of participation. The fact that the majority of the working
group preparing national reports and strategies consists of representatives of ministries
and administration could be accepted as reasonable since the ministries have the role of
lending administrative support to the process and the state finances the
implementation of the programme. But on the other hand the fact that the primary
stakeholders (people experiencing poverty and social exclusion, public at large) do not
directly participate (their engagement is only mediated by non-governmental
organizations providing services for people experiencing poverty) or do not participate
at all, or only as recipients of information, demands urgent measures to improve
engagement. The participation of various stakeholders in the working group enables
them to present their opinions and suggestions and this process improves the
accountability and responsibility of policy. Yet the impact of stakeholders involved on
the policy process depends to a great extent on their activity. Some of them are very
active in the preparation of the report yet others do not even respond to the ministry’s
invitation. As the process is two-way – first, stakeholders are invited to participate and
second, they respond according to their perception of the possibility to impact on
policies – all stakeholders should be given equal opportunity to participate.
If we are very sensitive with regard to identifying any existing specific or interesting
practice aiming at improving stakeholders involvement we could notice that one
important step was the involvement of media covering the information days which also
gave an opportunity to primary stakeholders to be at least informed of activities.
Nevertheless this is only a first level of involvement. As a possibility of improvement of
existing practices the planned specific group for monitoring and evaluation,
approximately 1/3 of whose members will be decision makers and the others mainly
secondary stakeholders, could be pointed out. To guarantee that this planned specific
group will be an improvement of the process it is necessary that representatives of
primary stakeholders are involved. The advantages of such a group could be in the
timely response to any information or data showing discrepancies between the planned
and implemented measures and goals.
The question of how to assure the deepest involvement of primary stakeholders
remains without a clear answer. Yet some possible solutions to reinforce stakeholder
involvement in the OMC process could be the following:
A more systematic plan of inviting all stakeholders to participate in the OMC process
(invitations should be sent according to the list of all organizations representing service
providers, vulnerable groups, people experiencing poverty and social exclusion,
employers, trade unions, other civil society organizations; among organizations who
decide to respond, a balanced number of representatives should be selected on the
basis of consensus) instead of the existing practice of inviting only those organizations
that the ministry is acquainted with.
Representatives of organizations that have decided to participate and are selected to
actively participate in the OMC policy process should sign a formal agreement with
specified tasks and deadlines to perform the task, in order to avoid existing practice of a
very heterogeneous group in which some representatives perform almost all tasks while
others play no active role.

Study on stakeholders’ involvement – Contract no VC/2008/0325
Inbas GmbH / Engender asbl

156

Government should participate in a more collaborative and empowering way in all
phases of the process (it is already active in the decision making and implementation
phases), yet the same is expected also for the other stakeholders, especially those who
till now have participated only at a low degree of involvement.
It is urgent that methods to gather the views and articulate the priorities of the people
experiencing poverty and social exclusion are applied. In various researches in Slovenia
performed by the Faculty of Social Work55 in Ljubljana the method of needs assessment
was adopted and proved to be efficient.
Urgent measures should be taken with regard to establishing the planned special group
for monitoring and evaluation. This task cannot be left to the administration alone and
should serve as a source of valid and reliable feedback information for all stakeholders.
In Slovenia a group of researchers, with the cooperation of the Ministry for Labour,
Family and Social Affairs and social services providers, has developed a model for the
evaluation of social protection programmes (Rode, Rihter, Kobal 2006)56 which with
slight adjustments could serve also as a basis for monitoring and evaluation in this
field.

55 Flaker, V., Grebenc, V., Rihter, L., Rode, N., Miloševič-Arnold, V., Videmšek, P.,
Dajčman, B. & Žagar, A. (2005). Oblikovanje sistema indikatorjev za ugotavljanje
potreb ljudi po vrsti in količini posameznih storitev in razvoja novih oblik
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[Developing the indicators for assessing the needs for type and quantity of services and
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report]. Ljubljana: Faculty of Social Work.

Flaker, V., Kobal, L., Rihter, L., Škerjanc, J., Grebenc, V., Krtelj, B., Cink, T. & Perše, B.
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the needs for social care and health care services and possible solutions to develop
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delovanje v socialnem delu: doktorska disertacija [Needs assessment and researching
of local knowledge as a standpoint for social work activities: doctoral disertation].
Ljubljana: Faculty of Social Work.
56

Rode, N., Rihter, L., Kobal, B. (2006), Evalvacija programov v socialnem varstvu: model in postopek
izvedbe [Evaluation of social protection programmes: model and process of implementation], Ljubljana:
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Spain
By Dr. Elizabeth Villagómez, with support from Emma Oteo and Domingo Carbonell
There has been a clear increase of stakeholder involvement in recent years in the OMC
process for social inclusion in Spain. One of the most interesting and positive practices
has been the growing involvement of primary stakeholders throughout the phases of
NAPincl and NSRSPSI document preparation processes. This increase is directly linked
to the calls from the European Commission (EC) on Member States (MS) through the
OMC process to strengthen governance including increasing participation of
stakeholders since 2001 and also on the agreed overarching objective of involvement of
stakeholders since 2006. However, this has not necessarily meant an increase in the
influence on policy implementation, monitoring and decision making in areas directly
relevant to the fight against social exclusion and poverty.
Although the central government in Spain lacks policy making powers in the area of
social services, it has the power to set incomes policy (through the fiscal system as well
as minimum wages) and social protection benefits levels and policies. It can also pass
legislation on issues of national concern. Thus central government legislation, as well as
coordination and cooperation with regional governments, who have the competencies
in social services, are all very important elements in achieving the goals of the OMC
social inclusion process. This also affects the involvement of other stakeholders in the
OMC process as they must have national representation in order to engage with central
government. Again, in this sense, the OMC process has strengthened the participation
of stakeholders, in particular NGOs representing various groups in a situation or at risk
of social exclusion who in 2001-2006 were only consulted once the main document
(NAPincl) had been drawn up. It has also opened up new spaces for cooperation and
coordination with local and regional governments.
The various mechanisms set up in Spain to address coordination and cooperation at
public administration level have also been affected by the OMC process. Thus in Spain
the national plan has also served to expand the practice of regional and even local
NAPincls (although regional and local social inclusion plans existed prior to the
national one, spurred by the OMC process back in 2001). A specific commission in the
coordinating body for social policies of all regions (the Special Commission for the
NAPincl within the Sectoral Conference for Social Affairs57) was also set up for cofinanced programmes with the central administration, as well as an indicators working
group. There are also bilateral contacts and tools for gathering information on the work
the regions carry out in areas outside the co-financed programmes. One of the concrete
outputs has been a study on regional and local government action plans that establish
great homogeneity in the strategy followed with the NAPincl.

57

These sectoral conferences in Spain are a mechanism of coordination both within ministries and in
different areas with the regional government counterparts and the national federation of local
governments (FEMP).
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The new NSRSPSI is in fact a political document in which the central government
reflects a number of measures that come from other national plans for specific groups
of the population (disabled, Roma, children etc.) or issues (drugs, HIV/AIDS, violence
against women) that have had varying degrees of stakeholder involvement and varying
degrees of agreed objectives and goals for all the regions in Spain, or measures cofinanced with the regional and/or local governments. However, the participation in
more concrete policies relevant to social inclusion and the reduction of poverty such as
fiscal policy, housing, health, etc. is not always opened up to participatory processes
and this is where a good mainstreaming strategy would make the difference. One area
where there is direct participation is in active inclusion. Many of the NGOs belonging to
the main coordination mechanisms as well as others that receive public funding use
employment as a tool and as part of social insertion itineraries for their beneficiaries.
The national law regulating social insertion enterprises is witness to that effort.
The involvement of relevant stakeholders as per the overarching objective set in 2006
has improved in terms of relevance, breadth, depth and impact. However each of these
features must be nuanced depending on the type of stakeholder. With regard to
relevance, the stakeholders have been engaging at senior levels, and perhaps the
weakest link is that of people directly affected by poverty and social exclusion as well as
experts. The organisations which are involved belong to existing councils that are
respected for their social prestige – however, there is no public information about their
proceedings. As to the breadth, most competencies related to housing, health,
education, active inclusion, etc. are exercised at the regional and local levels in Spain,
and that other stakeholders (apart from the various levels of government) are involved
to varying degrees at these levels. Nevertheless, the NGOs clearly have the most active
and knowledgeable influence in active inclusion implementation, although not in the
design of policy or financing. Although at central level the involvement of stakeholders
in all phases of the NAPincl and now national strategy has been much improved, there
is no direct influence on the policies of those areas (weak mainstreaming approach). As
to depth, there has also been a gradual move from informing to collaborating, although
not fully in the case of the people directly affected by poverty and social exclusion.
There is still work to be done to move towards empowerment.
Given the nature of the NAPincl as a myriad of measures existing in other plans that
have had a more structured and formal input by stakeholders, the practice highlighted
in this report is that of the Consejo del Pueblo Gitano (Council for the Roma People).
This council was created in 2005 by Royal Decree and includes practically all the
associations, foundations and other civil society organisations representing the needs
and demands of the Roma population in Spain.
One of the ways in which the European Commission could strengthen stakeholder
involvement in the OMC is to continue requiring MS to submit information on the
governance aspects of the now Strategies for Social Inclusion. Another is to set up a
qualitative grid which could give a quantitative reading of the efforts made by the
different MS to increase participation and also influence by relevant stakeholders in the
planning, implementation and evaluation of the measures of the Strategy. The four
different areas of relevance, breadth, depth and impact could be used to do this. Also,
there needs to be better guidance and more good practice examples of mainstreaming.
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Sweden
By Nathalie Wuiame
In Sweden, the OMC process is of primary interest to a small number of bureaucrats in
charge of drafting the reports. However, Jacobsen and Johansson argue that as a direct
result of the OMC on social inclusion, a network of social NGOs was mobilised in 2000
which provides an avenue for social NGOs to enter into dialogue with government
officials and legitimize its claims to participation in social policy making.58
In autumn 2003, a new minister was appointed with formal responsibility for social
inclusion policies. This new minister established a “Committee for User Influence in
Social Development” (User Committee) alongside the regular consultation undertaken
by the Ministry of Health and Social Affairs. This Committee was based on the model of
“Users’ Councils” that already existed in Denmark.
Since 2003, a dialogue with the different stakeholders takes place within this
“Committee of Users”, which in fact includes service providers as well as users. It
comprises representatives from the government (minister), relevant departments of the
administration, local and regional authorities, and users’ organisations such as
churches and groups of disabled people, drug addicts, battered women, Roma,
migrants etc. This dialogue group is organised by the Minister of Social Affairs and is
attended by senior members of the administration, the director of the National Board
of health, a higher official from the Swedish Association of Local Authorities and key
figures from NGOs working with socially excluded groups.
Social partners traditionally consulted in policy drafting are also invited to participate
in this specific dialogue on social inclusion issues. However, they do not attend or
participate in these specific initiatives.
Another stakeholder absent from the OMC process is the parliament. This can be
explained by the fact that the drafting of report is parallel to the policy process, and
consists therefore mainly of a compilation of existing measures decided by laws.
People excluded, while represented through users’ organisations, are not involved in
any way in the process and no feedback mechanisms exist.
The citizens and the media are not involved either, as traditionally in Sweden,
European affairs have not a high profile in policy debate.
The discussions around the OMC are principally organised during the preparation
phase through round tables, seminars, hearings.
One interesting practice is the fact that since 2003 the National Network against Social
Exclusion makes a separate assessment of social inclusion issues, which forms an

58 K. Jacobsen and H. Johansson, ‘NGOs and the social inclusion process in Sweden’, in Changing
European Employment and Welfare Regimes: the influence of the open method of coordination on
national reforms, Editors M. Heidenreich and J. Zeitlin, Routledge/EUI, 2009, page 187
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annex to the Swedish NAP. However, as pointed in exactly this annex to the NSR
2008/2010, NGOs are looking for a stronger dialogue:
“It is not just a matter of the Government having to listen to us but also of us having a
real opportunity to influence the priorities and contents of the Swedish action plan. It is
important at the same time that the Government coordinates different policy areas so
that all affected authorities are committed to reducing exclusion.”
The implementation of social policy is primarily the responsibility of public authorities
at local level. Stakeholder involvement happens within the general framework of policy
preparation and implementation and is limited to a dialogue with local and regional
authorities. Until recently, NGOs were not really part of this dialogue. This is now
changing and in the social inclusion field (as in others such as gender equality policies)
discussions are under way to arrive at individual agreements between the state and
NGOs (as service providers) to involve them in the implementation of policies.
Monitoring and evaluation of policies are done through traditional methods of data
collection and reporting by public agencies. There is no stakeholder dialogue in these
phases and the OMC (e.g. NSR plan) as such is neither monitored nor evaluated.
Little information could be gathered on the content and particularities of methods for
involving the different stakeholders, and in particular the most excluded. It seems that
the involvement of secondary stakeholders is sufficient and that involving people
suffering from exclusion seems not to be considered as possible in such a process.
Discussion focuses more on institutional aspects such as who should be involved in
existing consultation mechanisms and how to reinforce dialogue with public
authorities. Informants consider that Sweden is a country of dialogue with a very easy
access to politicians and good and numerous structures for dialogue at the different
levels.
The OMC as such is therefore not considered as adding value to the issue of stakeholder
involvement. However, a study on the involvement of stakeholders in the social OMC
argues that “the EU has broken the ground for institutionalised partnerships, including
not only employer and employee interests but also social NGOs, first through the ESF
and later through the OMC.”59
Finally, guidelines and recommendations to the EC on this issue seem not to be
welcomed in Sweden or run the risk of being known only by a few Swedish bureaucrats.
What is very welcome are initiatives which are linked to practices such as Equal
projects, in particular the national network “Social enterprises – a way into the labour
market” which has discussed issues of empowerment and social mobilisation of
excluded people.

59

idem page 188
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United Kingdom
By Toby Johnson
The change of government in 1997, just before the social OMC came into being,
signalled a revolution in the style of policy-making in Britain, and a new emphasis on
the issue of social exclusion. This was signalled by the creation of the Social Exclusion
Unit, which adopted a task-force approach to tackling problems that fell within the
responsibility of several different ministries, and a new openness to stakeholders. Since
2000, as the OMC process has become more entrenched, consultation practices have
become steadily more entrenched, with a consistent trend towards their formalisation.
The main stages in this process are:
•

A fairly close working relationship has been built up with NGOs, at their
initiative, who have banded together to create the Social Policy Task Force
(SPTF);

•

Also at the initiative of the social NGOs, Participation Working Group was
formed, and this group developed a plan for raising the level of stakeholder
involvement;

•

The plan led to the carrying out of two EU-funded projects, Get Heard and
Bridging the Policy Gap;

•

In 2006, a formal NAP Stakeholder Group was created;

•

Several public consultation events have been organised;

•

In 2009, plans are afoot to further formalise the stakeholder involvement
process by creating a NAP Advisory Group with a two-tier structure.

The NAP is written by officials of the Department of Work and Pensions (DWP), signed
off by the appropriate minister, and forwarded to the cabinet and parliament.
Parliamentary accountability is assured via the European Scrutiny Committee, which
reviews not the NAP, but the Joint Reports.
The principal instrument of stakeholder involvement in the social OMC is the NAP
Stakeholder Group, which currently was set up in 2006 and has an invitation list of 53
people. These include ministries, institutes, devolved and local authorities, and NGOs
representing people experiencing poverty. As regards the social partners, the trade
unions send a delegate, but there is no interest from the side of employers (with the
exception of social firms).
Though a Joint Ministerial Committee on Poverty was set up to accompany the process
of devolution in 2000, it was wound up quite soon afterwards. Currently,
interdepartmental co-ordination is carried out by the Social Exclusion Task Force, part
of the Cabinet Office (the Prime Minister’s department) within the framework of Public
Service Agreements (see below).
The more hands-on collaboration with NGOs takes place at frequent bilateral meetings
between the DWP and the Social Policy Task Force. This is a self-appointed body, but
represents most categories of people at risk of exclusion. It contributes on a voluntary
basis, though its travel expenses are refunded.
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A number of national events have been held as a way of involving a wider range of
stakeholders. These include Child Poverty Matters and the launch of the NAP in 2006,
the first UK conference of people experiencing poverty in 2007 and a NAP annual event
in 2008.
The Independent Experts agree that “there has been fairly systematic development of
stakeholders’ involvement in the social protection and inclusion agenda.” However they
feel that the methods are often formalistic, for instance a web-based consultation,
which comes to few stakeholders’ notice. What is lacking is a higher-level dialogue over
objectives and policy options.60
Stakeholder engagement as part of the social OMC takes place in parallel with other
ongoing consultation processes, such as those for older people and ethnic minorities.
The three strands of the social OMC – inclusion, pensions and care – are subject to
separate processes of stakeholder engagement. The pensions and care strands rely
predominantly on consultation with professional interests. The Pensions Advisory
Group includes actuaries, pension funds, employers and trade unions – but not NGOs
concerned with older people’s welfare, or pensioners themselves. Care is devolved to
the ‘nations’, each of which has consultation arrangements involving stakeholders such
as local authorities. Pensioners and patients seem to take little advantage of written
consultation procedures.
As regards the depth of involvement, the power is held by government officials and
ministers. NGOs and trade unions may be said to collaborate in the design phase, and
to be consulted thereafter – although they are of course intimately involved in the
implementation of social programmes relevant to the OMC. People experiencing
poverty are involved via the advocacy NGOs.
The involvement of stakeholders appears to have had an impact on both process and
content of inclusion policy. In terms of process, the custom of informal consultation
has, through the voluntary commitment of the NGO representatives involved, shown
itself so valuable that it is shortly to be institutionalised. In terms of content, the NGOs
involved mention a significant number of issues which are on the policy agenda as a
result of this collaboration. These include indebtedness, housing benefit, child poverty,
the working poor, volunteer expenses for people on state minimum income and the cost
of benefit advice phone lines.
The OMC has contributed to the greater involvement of stakeholders in the social OMC
in the UK, in two ways. The first is that the government, notwithstanding the long and
fruitful partnership relations between the public and voluntary sectors that are taken
for granted in Britain, was sceptical of engaging directly with people experiencing
poverty and their advocacy organisations – partially on the grounds that institutions of
participative democracy should not be allowed to override representative democracy. It
preferred to work informally, building up a relationship of trust with NGO
representatives constituted into the Social Policy Task Force (SPTF).
However the exposure to the more formal social partnership structures that exist in
some other EU countries demonstrated the benefits that can flow from more formal
engagement with stakeholders. Accordingly, the hitherto informal NAP Stakeholder

60

Bradshaw & Bennett (2007), p. 16
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Group is now to be institutionalised into a formal NAP stakeholder Advisory Group.
This will operate at two levels, comprising a strategy group, made up of representatives
of central and devolved administrations and attended by ministers, and a working
group, including the broader stakeholder community. It will have an independent chair
and its members will be appointed by the government following a process of open
advertisement and selection according to criteria of representativeness and experience.
The second way that the OMC has contributed is by providing the theoretical stimulus
and the majority of the finance for awareness-raising projects that have significantly
deepened stakeholder involvement, such as Get Heard and Bridging the Policy Gap.
There is a relatively large number of examples of good practices that can be found in
UK regarding the social OMC. These start with the transparent structure of public
policy-making that has been built up over the last decade. This emphasises the practice
of working from an evidence base, of joining up policies that interact with each other to
achieve a holistic approach, and of measuring the results. These principles are
expressed in the system of Public Service Agreements (PSAs), which set targets and
indicators for areas of service delivery, and allow the departments that are responsible
for them to be held accountable. They open up the effectiveness of policy for all to see,
and thus provide the information upon which broad stakeholder engagement relies.
Most of the responsibility for social inclusion has been devolved to the UK’s four
constituent ‘nations’, and the PSA model is echoed at local level by Local Areas
Agreements. In the context of the social OMC, engagement with people experiencing
poverty is a means of improving the evidence upon which effective policy can be based.
The government has also established transparent procedures for consultation and
partnership working, both with devolved and local authorities and with the voluntary
and community sector. These are expressed in a Code of Practice on Consultation and
in agreements which set out reciprocal rights and responsibilities, called the Concordat
in case of local authorities and the Compact in the case of voluntary organisations.
The second area of good practice is the way in which the government handed over to
people experiencing poverty and their representatives the task of designing a process to
improve participation. This was expressed in the form of the Participation Working
Group, which was set up in 2003, and roughly half of whose members were from this
target group. It agreed a set of principles for participation. With the stimulus of EU
support, its members went on to create the Get Heard toolkit. As part of the Get Heard
project, 146 local workshops, involving a wide range of beneficiary groups, were held to
raise awareness of and involvement in the OMC. This was followed by the Bridging the
Policy Gap project, which piloted stakeholder involvement in three local projects.
The main obstacles to further stakeholder involvement seem to be:
•

time: the European Social Inclusion Unit of the Department of Work and
Pensions, which is responsible for the social OMC, has limited staff resources;

•

resources: while the UK government has match-funded the awareness raising
projects mentioned above, it is noteworthy that this was only undertaken
following the initiative of the EU, which bore 80% of the cost. In a similar way, it
plans to match fund a programme of events to mark the 2010 European Year for
Combating Poverty and Social Exclusion;

•

scepticism about the value of EU processes: there is a high level of concern for
subsidiarity in Britain, and the European OMC process is largely seen as an
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adjunct to the existing British policy-making process rather than the other way
round. Participation is quite as likely to be felt as a reporting burden rather than
a source of improved practice. It is noteworthy that the European Scrutiny Select
Committee of Parliament approved the 2009 joint Report upon being assured
that it has no direct policy, legislative or financial implications;
•

lack of social partnership tradition: it is to be hoped that employers will play a
more active role in a formal stakeholder advisory group than they have done in
the present informal arrangements.
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gap on social inclusion, Glasgow, Poverty Alliance
Mackenzie, S (2008), Bridging the Policy Gap. Report of the Glasgow Peer Review:
Working
for
Families
Fund
–
http://www.povertyalliance.org/btpg/html/reports/glasgowReport.pdf
Social Policy Task Force (2008), Response to the EU Commission consultation on
“Modernising social protection for greater social justice and economic cohesion: taking
forward the active inclusion of people furthest from the labour market.” –
http://ec.europa.eu/employment_social/spsi/docs/social_inclusion/2008/active_incl
usion/national_ngos/social_policy_task_force_uk_en.pdf
UK
Coalition
Against
Poverty
http://www.ukcap.org/getheard

(2006:1),

Get

Heard

website

–

UK Coalition Against Poverty (2006:2), Get Heard submission to 2006 NAP –
http://www.ukcap.org/getheard/pdf/Get%20Heard%20report%202nd%20print.pdf
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Section C. Interesting Practices
Involvement of relevant stakeholders in different phases of the OMC
process
1.1. Involvement of beneficiaries in a structured process
Technical Advisory Group, Ireland

An example of the involvement of people experiencing poverty in institutions
responsible for official statistics. In 2007 the Technical Advisory Group (TAG), which
develops statistical indicators of poverty and exclusion, extended its membership from
originally comprising only government departments and agencies to bring in social
partners and the community and voluntary sector. The TAG also developed a data
matrix to monitor progress.
Weblink: http://www.socialinclusion.ie/about_work.html#te
Elaborated version is attached.
NAPSI together, Czech Republic

A comprehensive project (financed under PROGRESS) focused on enhancing
stakeholders’ participation in the OMC process as well as on increasing the quality and
legitimacy of a social inclusion agenda in the Czech Republic. It also intends to increase
public awareness of social inclusion issues and raise political commitment to social
inclusion. Its main focus is the participative creation of a new draft for the NAPSI
(2010-12).
Weblink: http://www.iqrs.cz/verze/en/download.php?soubor=31
Elaborated version is attached.
People’s Health Development Plan, Estonia

A comprehensive participative process for the drafting of the Estonian People’s Health
Development Plan for 2009-2020, which forms part of the National Report on
Strategies for Social Protection and Inclusion (NRS) 2008-2010, prepared under the
OMC. Stakeholder involvement was based on the Good Engagement Practice guidelines
and a Participation Website was used for consultation.
Elaborated version is attached.

Other potential interesting practices:
Permanent Council of Advisors for Social Integration, Germany

A permanent structure for stakeholder involvement in the national reporting on
poverty and wealth and the OMC in the social sphere. It has existed since 2001 and
involves a broad range of stakeholders, including around 40 umbrella organisations
and 40 scientific experts.
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State Council for Social Action NGOs, Spain

Multistakeholder consultative organ set up by the General State Administration, which
allows social action organisations to participate in the development of public policies in
the social area through consultation in the initial phases and later during their
implementation. Consultation is not obligatory but has proved to be effective.
Involvement of stakeholders in the development of statistical information,
Luxembourg

Since 2005, a research project on Social Surveying in collaboration with 14
municipalities in the northern regions (RESONORD) has been gathering and analysing
social data in order to prepare for a more accessible and efficient inter-municipal
organisation of social services in rural areas. The General Inspection of Social Security
(IGSS) is piloting a new statistical method, which uses case models and microdata, to
include the perspective of primary stakeholders, yielding a better analysis of the impact
on individual households and thus the adequacy of policy measures.
Weblink: http://resonord.csse.lu/
Another approach to poverty indicators: a dialogue between people living in
poverty and other key stakeholders, Belgium

In 2002-2003, an action-research project dedicated to updating qualitative and
quantitative indicators relating to poverty was conducted in Belgium. There were 23
programme participants, 12 of whom live in poverty.
The goals were to find parameters which best take into account reality as experienced
by the poor when drawing up such indicators, and to enable the very poor to participate
directly in this research, along with scientists and representatives of the various
governments and institutions concerned by the problem of poverty. As a result, the
participants have exposed certain essential elements of poverty which are hardly, or
not, taken into account by current indicators.
Weblink: http://www.luttepauvrete.be/publicationsserviceindicateurs.htm
Agreement to involve NGOs at implementation level, Sweden

A new method of involving key stakeholders during the implementation phase through
“agreements” between the state and individual NGOs. These agreements formalise the
tasks of the individual organisation in implementing the policy, and give the NGO state
recognition including support (e.g. financial) and a formalised agreement on the role
and responsibilities of both sides in terms of service delivery to the excluded groups.
The system allows NGOs to deliver “targeted and innovative services to socially
excluded groups”.
Involving PEP in the structure of the organisation, Hungary

In 2006, the General Assembly of EAPN Hungary doubled the size of its Coordinating
Committee, half of which is now made up of people experiencing poverty. Work at the
regional level has ever since been coordinated by a pair of one person living in poverty
and one expert. From that date on, in accordance with the same principle, half of the
coordinators supporting the work at the national level have been people living in
poverty and the other half professionals.
Weblink: www.eapn.hu (in Hungarian)
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Involving people experiencing poverty in the OMC (Regards croisés project),
France

In three French regions, critical assessment of the NAPinc 2006-2008 by people
experiencing poverty and organisations working with them through workshops, round
tables, and regional and national seminars. Use of a specific web portal for consultation
on workshop results and proposing amendments. End product: proposals under the
three areas of the NAP to a large audience of stakeholders. One-off project in 2007 but
experience continued and reinforced under a project currently running (Apprenons la
MOC).
Weblink: http://www.armeedusalut.fr/pdf/regards_croises_061207.pdf (in French)

Breath of involvement: policy coordination at national, regional and local
2.1. Regional/local involvement: vertical policy cooperation
Participation Summit, Netherlands

One-off initiative organised by the cabinet as an instrument for intensive consultation
and for the involvement of the local level (municipalities via the Association of Dutch
Municipalities) as well as other stakeholders (employers, trade unions).
Weblink:
http://www.stvda.nl/nl/thema/participatietop%20in%20uitvoering/participatiebeleid.
aspx
http://www.stvda.nl/en/publication/~/media/Files/Stvda/Convenanten_Verklaringe
n/2000_2009/2008/20081007_en_appendix.ashx
Elaborated version is attached.
Governance process of a regional plan for social inclusion, Spain

Example of participatory process for the involvement of NGOs in the planning,
implementation and evaluation of a regional plan for social inclusion (II PRIS) in
Castilla-La Mancha through the European Anti-Poverty Network of Castilla-La Mancha
(Red EAPN-CLM).
Weblink: http://www.eapn-clm.org/noticias/noticia-5550.html (in Spanish)
Elaborated version is attached.
Other potential interesting practices:
Social Reporting NRW – Regional cooperation project with local municipalities,
Germany

Implementation of a new concept of social reporting on regional level, to conceptually
and methodically link the local and regional social (poverty) reporting to improve this
instrument and finally to improve and link policy planning on the regional and local
levels. This new concept has been introduced under the influence of the OMCincl.
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Initiative to involve municipalities and regional governments in planning social
services, Czech Republic

An example of the introduction of a new, participative form of governance at the lower
levels of public administration. From the view of involvement of stakeholders in the
OMC, ideally, there would be an impact of community planning on the involvement of
local governments, NGOs, experts, and indirectly also on the involvement of people at
risk of social exclusion (“clients”) and the public at large. In such a way, despite a
relatively narrow focus on social services, a wide spectrum of key stakeholders would be
activated and involved.
Involvement of all relevant actors in regional planning, Italy

An interesting experience is the Venetian panel for social policies activated in 2004
with the aim of involving public and private actors, profit and non-profit, in designing
the future regional welfare model. The panel set up a Regional Social Workshop to
involve all stakeholders in the definition of minimal levels of assistance rights, valid at
regional level (in an attempt to compensate for the lack of national minima),
considered by the panel as 'indispensable elements for the realisation of equal and
sustainable local welfare systems'
Law on horizontal policy coordination at regional level, Belgium

The Flemish Poverty Decree (2003) stipulates that the Flemish Minister of Wellbeing is
also responsible for the coordination of the anti-poverty policy of the different policy
fields and different ministers. The consultation is both vertical and horizontal. In each
department, for each policy field a special civil servant is appointed to pay special
attention to fight against poverty. He examines policy and legislative proposals as
regards their effects on poverty and social exclusion, and consults people who live in
poverty, who are organised in the Flemish Network of Associations of People with
Experience of Poverty. For example the official responsible at the Department of Work
and Social Economy meets with the Employment and Social Economy working group
very regularly (approximately every six weeks). Twice a year, there is a meeting with the
competent minister.

2.3 Policy Coordination on specific issues or specific groups
State Council for the Roma People, Spain

A permanent structure under the responsibility of the Ministry of Health and Social
Policy which ensures that the needs of a certain ethnic group, the Roma population, are
taken into account via an interministerial organ with consultative and advisory powers.
It provides an institutional channel for collaboration and cooperation between the
General State Administration and the Roma NGOs in developing social policies. Almost
all ministries are represented in the Council, so that the contacts of the Roma NGO
movement are not limited to the responsible social ministry.
Elaborated version is attached.
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Lifelong Learning (LLL) Strategy development process, Austria

Comprehensive process with intensive stakeholder involvement to design the Austrian
strategy for LLL, facilitated by external experts and involving all ministries, as well as
other stakeholders. The strategy development forms part of the OMC in LLL.
Weblink:
http://l3lab.erwachsenenbildung.at/wp-content/uploads/lllexpertinnenpapier_end.pdf (lll-strategy-expertpaper_end.pdf)
http://wwwg.uni-klu.ac.at/ifeb/eb/eu-strategie_lll.pdf
implementation_austria.pdf)

(lll-strategy

Elaborated version is attached.
Depth of stakeholder involvement: minimal standards of participation,
methods and tools used
3.1. Standards of Participation
Standards of Public Participation, Austria

Standards adopted by the Council of Ministers in 2008, to improve public participation
in policy making. The process has not been brought within the OMC but reflects the
principles of the OMC. The standards lay down both general principles for public
participation and detailed instructions for the different steps of public participation
processes: preparation, implementation, monitoring and evaluation. Their use is not
determined by law, but it is recommended at the federal level. For autumn 2009 the
establishment of an electronic platform to facilitate stakeholder involvement is
planned.
Elaborated version is attached
The Participation Working Group’s Principles for Participation, UK

The multistakeholder Participation Working Group developed principles for the
facilitation of the participation of people in poverty. The group met during the early
part of 2003 to devise ways of increasing citizen participation in the preparation of the
2005 and subsequent NAPs. The resulting plan recognises that the process of
stimulating participation must be a slow and steady one. Appropriately, the 11-member
working group included five ‘grassroots’ members. The plan’s indicators of success
included a better understanding of poverty and its complexity, a better reflection of
poverty as it is experienced, a clearly co-ordinated approach that people understand
with clear accountability, a meaningful NAP, cross-departmental government commitment, accessible public material in a variety of media, and sequenced local events.
Interestingly, one barrier to participation it identified was “consultation fatigue” – and
the suggested remedy was accountability and demonstrable results.
Elaborated version is attached.
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Other potential interesting practices

3.2. Innovative methods, tools and techniques
Client Councils, Netherlands

Instrument based on a legal act of 1996 to stimulate the involvement of clients –
primary stakeholders – in organisations in the social domain to realise good quality
services. “As 88% of local authorities in the Netherlands have a client council in the
field of social policy, these councils could and should be used as partners in policy
debates at different levels of governance” – e.g. within the OMC process
Social Support Act, Netherlands

A legal act which came into force on 1st January 2007, aiming to encourage all citizens
to participate in society and to improve service provision to citizens. The act lays down
four obligations for local authorities: the involvement of citizens in policy making, the
developing of a four-year plan for implementation, adopting by-laws for individual
services, and a duty of accountability by publishing what has been accomplished
including the results of a yearly client satisfaction survey.
Group Decision Room, Netherlands

An instrument/technique to accelerate discussion and decision making processes. It
has been used during the last two rounds of preparation of the NAPs/incl. It enables
wide stakeholder input (via electronic facilities/laptop). Everything that is introduced
can be immediately read on a central screen and can be used as inspiration. Also input
can be given in an anonymous way.
Data Matrix – Office for Social Inclusion (OSI), Ireland

A monitoring instrument to determine outcomes of a policy effort and the extent of the
success of that policy effort or intervention: To progress the work on identifying current
data availability and gaps, the OSI has developed a data matrix, which will inform the
work of the Technical Advisory Group. This tool sets out each goal, target or action
contained in the NAPinclusion (broken down by each lifecycle stage: children, people of
working age, older people, people with disabilities and communities) and the
government department responsible for each of these. Aligned with each of these goals,
targets or actions are the indicators needed for monitoring and evaluation purposes.
These indicators have been disaggregated into input, output and impact indicators.
This will assist in determining not only the outcomes of the policy effort but also the
extent of its success.
Participation Website, Estonia

An electronic web-based environment to engage various stakeholders by informing,
consulting with and involving them in draft act preparation processes. Once the
Concept of Legal Act Impact Assessment is adopted by the Estonian Parliament, the
Participation Website will become an official and compulsory tool for stakeholder
involvement in policy making processes.
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Section D: Case Studies – Elaborated versions
Case Study – Lifelong-Learning (LLL) Strategy (Austria)
By Elke Beneke

1. Title of initiative and year of implementation:
LLL - strategy development in Austria – process design started in 2006
2. Purpose of this initiative (link with study objectives):
The initiative/process aims to develop a coherent LLL strategy for Austria, defining
political priorities and institutional responsibilities, as well as linking the strategy to
major European projects, challenges, and other strategies like the Austrian Strategy for
Sustainable Development and the Strategy of “Lifelong Guidance”.
3. Description of approach
In 2006, via a broadly based consultation procedure, an expert paper was written
setting out guidelines for the process of drawing up the Austrian LLL Strategy Paper
2010. The former Ministry of Education, Science and Culture (BMBWK,
Bundesministerium für Bildung, Wissenschaft und Kultur), now Ministry of Education,
Arts and Culture, was responsible for the process. However external experts conducted
the process autonomously, owing to the European and national planning policy
guidelines. Various stakeholders in tertiary education (schools, adult education, tertiary
field, social partners, independent academics) were already involved in the definition of
the guidelines with regard to content as well as procedure.
The suggestions of the experts were discussed by more than 10 round tables – events
with actors from various ministries, social partners, Land (region) representatives,
public employment service, universities, colleges of higher education and adult
education organisations. Furthermore 42 written statements were considered in the
phase of writing the expert paper. The final version of “guidelines for a coherent LLL
Strategy for Austria for 2010” was submitted in January 2007.
In autumn 2007 several aspects of the LLL Strategy were discussed in depth at six
workshops. Three of these workshops, entitled “LLL and further education in the
tertiary field” concerned colleges of higher education and three worked on specific
questions concerning adult education.
In December 2007 a conference to place in Vienna, involving more than 200 experts
from different education divisions, scientists, representatives of the Austrian regions,
federal ministries as well as social partners and NGOs. At this conference the
challenges of the guidelines were thoroughly discussed.
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Further strategic information from the Industriellenvereinigung (Industrialists’
Association) was incorporated, as well as a contribution of the social partners. In
October 2007 all papers including Chance Bildung. Konzept der österreichischen
Sozialpartner zum lebensbegleitenden Lernen als Beitrag zur Lissabon Strategie were
submitted at the Bad Ischler conference.
By May 2008 the paper had undergone the whole consultation process.
The initial approach of the Austrian strategy was based on an analysis of existing
international LLL strategy papers and processes in which the Scottish, Danish, German
and Hungarian LLL strategies were intensively discussed. The structure was based
mainly on the Scottish LLL strategy.
All in all about 70 institutions took the opportunity to make a written input. A lot of
these umbrella organizations had coordinated a consultation process with their
members beforehand. Thirty associations and NGOs contributed their views within the
process.
The results were analyzed by a differently composed group of scientists and
recommendations for the further strategy process were established in June 2009. The
rough draft was submitted and the final version will be ready in September 2009.
For autumn a dissemination workshop is planned in which the results of the scientific
analysis will be released and the next steps of the strategy process will be discussed.
Several working groups have been established. One of them is focusing on sharing the
competences and the budget concerning implementation of the LLL between the
ministries and the federal Länder. The necessary rules and regulations will be laid
down in 2011.
4. Specific features:
Promoter(s): The Federal Ministry of Education, Arts and Culture
Stakeholders involved:
a)
Interministerial
working
group:
Federal Ministry of Education, Arts and Culture, Federal Chancellery, Federal Ministry
for European and International Affairs ,Federal Ministry of Finance, Federal Ministry
for Agriculture, Forestry, Environment and Water Management, Federal Ministry of
the Interior, Federal Ministry of Health, Federal Ministry of Defence and Sports,
Federal Ministry of Labour, Social Affairs and Consumer Protection, Federal Ministry
of Economy, Family and Youth, Federal Ministry of Science and Research;
Chamber of Labour, Chamber of Commerce, Chamber of Agriculture, Trade union,
Industrialists’ union, Public employment services
b) Stakeholder involvement during the process:
Interministerial working group, Members of Austrian adult education association (bfi
Österreich)
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Forum
katholischer
Erwachsenenbildung
in
Österreich,
Ländliches
Fortbildungsinstitut (LFI), Ring Österreichischer Bildungswerke (RÖBW),
Volkswirtschaftliche
Gesellschaft
Österreich,
Verband
Österreichischer
Volkshochschulen, Länder education network, the Länder (regions), regional adult
education networks, state education authority of the Länder, University level
institutions, interest groups, NGO
Territorial level: national
Stage of the process: design of the strategy

5. Why is it considered as a good practice (breaking new grounds)?
Through the interplay of many different stakeholders in this comprehensive planning
process, a multitude of opinions and approaches are pulled together, which enables the
government to break new ground in shaping policies.61
6. Results/impact (at least expected) in terms of:
Quality of policy:
The development of the strategy is still in process. However it is expected that the
results of this broadly based process will meet the challenges of the Austrian education
and training system: “The objective of the Austrian education and training system is an
orientation on the principle of lifelong learning. This makes it necessary to question
traditional structures of education funding and if necessary adapt them” (Lassnigg /
Pechar, 2003).62 The aim is to create a financing system that is logical and follows
clear principles.63
The quality of counselling services has been improved owing to the professionalism of
the consultants and will be taken forward.
An important development is the opening up of widespread access to advice.
7. Sustainability of this initiative (one-off initiative, built-in institutional
process etc):
“To ensure medium and long-term economic prosperity and social inclusion there is a
need for new budget priorities for future investment, particularly in education. Any
approach to financing lifelong learning must be considered from a general perspective,
including the consequences for society, including the lack of or poor approaches to
education, the lack of skills or social skills. Therefore, the early intervention
programmes are a significant aspect of the whole process. (Wößmann / Schütz,
2006).64

61

http://l3lab.erwachsenenbildung.at/wp-content/uploads/lll-expertinnenpapier_end.pdf, page 28-31

63

http://l3lab.erwachsenenbildung.at/wp-content/uploads/lll-expertinnenpapier_end.pdf, page 21,
Lassnigg (2000) und Timmermann (1993, 2003).

64 http://l3lab.erwachsenenbildung.at/wp-content/uploads/lll-expertinnenpapier_end.pdf, page 22,
Wößmann/ Schütz (2006)
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There is the willingness to implement the LLL strategy in Austria.

References:

Lassnigg, L., Zur Finanzierung der Erwachsenenbildung – Expertise zum
Hintergrundbericht für das OECD Projekt "Thematic review on adult learning", Wien
equi-IHS, 2003.
Timmermann, D., ‘Financing mechanisms. Their impact on post compulsory
education’, In: Levin, H. M., Schütze, H. G. (Hrsg), Financing recurrent education,
Beverly Hills, 1993, S. 99-129.
Wößmann, L., Schütz, G., Efficiency and Equity in European Education and Training
Systems, Analytical Report accompanying the Communication by the European
Commission, Brussels, 2006.

Links:

http://l3lab.erwachsenenbildung.at/wp-content/uploads/lllexpertinnenpapier_end.pdf (lll-strategy-expertpaper_end.pdf)
http://wwwg.uni-klu.ac.at/ifeb/eb/eu-strategie_lll.pdf
(lll-strategy implementation_austria.pdf)

Contact:

Netzer Martin - Martin.Netzer@bmukk.gv.at
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Case Study – Standards of Public Participation (Austria)
By Elke Beneke and Renate Fries

1. Title of initiative and year of implementation
Standards of Public Participation, April 2008
2. Purpose of this initiative (link with study objectives)
Public participation in policy making is becoming more and more acknowledged and
considered to be important. Public, policy and administration gain most if the
participation process is of high quality. The Standards of Public Participation should
support the national administration in implementing public participation processes of
high quality. They form a contribution to good governance in Austria.
3. Description of approach
The Standards of Public Participation were prepared by an interministerial working
group with the participation of different interest groups, NGOs and external experts as
part of a project commissioned by the Austrian Federal Chancellery and the Austrian
Federal Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry, Environment and Water Management. The
process was organized by an external facilitator and all in all 41 institutions have been
consulted within the project. The process has not been taken within the OMC, but
reflects the OMC principles.
On 2 July 2008 the Standards of Public Participation were adopted by the Austrian
Council of Ministers and recommended for use at the Austrian federal level.
In autumn 2009, an electronic platform will be established, on which stakeholders can
exchange their experiences and offer mutual learning. The standards will be provided
to all federal agencies and many activities concerning further distribution are currently
in preparation.
The Standards are published as a 15-page paper, laying down both general principles
for public participation (e.g. transparency, common responsibility, equal opportunities,
fairness and respect, understandable language, organization, timing, feedback) and
very detailed standards for the different steps of public participation processes:
preparation, implementation (for informative, consultative and cooperative
participation processes), monitoring and evaluation.65
4. Specific features:
Promoter(s): Federal Chancellery and Federal Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry,
Environment and Water Management

65

Standards of Public Participation. April 2008
http://www.partizipation.at/fileadmin/media_data/Downloads/Standards_OeB/Standards_of_public_p
articipation2008en.pdf
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Stakeholders involved: interministerial working group comprising all federal ministries
and the federal chancellery, social partners, regional administrations, NGOs, scientific
experts. For detailed list see Standards of Public Participation.66
Territorial
level:
national,
can
be
used
on
Tools,
guidelines,
strategies
used
to
involve
The standards are to be considered as a tool as such

all
levels
stakeholders:

Stage of process: The Standards of Public Participation contain standards for all
process steps.
5. Why is it considered as a good practice (breaking new grounds)?
Even if it is probably not the one and only existing standard, it forms a comprehensive
approach, covering all process steps and different participation purposes (inform,
consult, cooperate). The “high level approach” – involving chancellery and all
ministries – might give it the necessary weight to be promoted and used, thereby
contributing to good governance.
6. Results/impact (at least expected) in terms of quality and ownership and
empowerment of stakeholders
If used, it might contribute to better policy as well as to the empowerment of
stakeholders involved in the various public participation processes.
7. Sustainability of this initiative
The Standards of Public Participation have only been adopted in April 2008. The
standards do not form a “hard law”, however their adoption and recommendation by
the Council of Ministers should lend them a certain sustainability.
Reference:

Standards of Public Participation
http://www.partizipation.at/fileadmin/media_data/Downloads/Standards_OeB/Stan
dards_of_public_participation2008en.pdf
Website:

Partizipation & Nachhaltige Entwicklung in Europa
http://www.partizipation.at/index.php?home

66

ibid.
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Case Study – NAPSI Together (Czech Republic)
By Miroslava Rákoczyová

1. Title of initiative and year of implementation:
Promotion of informative and participative approaches towards understanding,
assessment and formation of national action plan for social inclusion in the Czech
Republic (2009-10)
For the sake of simplicity, the project coordinator and its partners use “NAPSI
together!” when they refer to the project.
2. Purpose of this initiative (link with study objectives)
The project “NAPSI together!” is focused on enhancing stakeholders’ participation in
the OMC process as well as on increasing the quality and legitimacy of the social
inclusion agenda in the Czech Republic. It also intends to increase public awareness of
issues of social inclusion and raise political commitment to social inclusion.
3. Description of approach
The activities within “NAPSI together!” are predominantly aimed at participative
creation of a new draft for the NAPSI (2010-12). The organizers hope to communicate
its content as much as possible into the “official” NAPSI 2010-12, since several
organizers of the project are also members of the Commission for Social Inclusion.
Their draft of the NAPSI should be based on research in the area and the involvement
of a broad range of stakeholders (including regional and local authorities and members
of relevant target groups).
The main activities (as stated in the project description) are:
•

An analysis of individual instruments and valid concepts of social inclusion
policy in the Czech Republic with a focus on groups with multiple disadvantages.
Monitoring the implementation of measures contained in NAPSI;

•

An analysis of local policies for social inclusion (in 12 municipalities);

•

Promotion and media presentation of the subject through regular articles on the
topic of poverty, social exclusion and social inclusion published in mainstream
media. A campaign on social exclusion issues. Information newsletter,
publications, conference;

•

Seminars for university students. Seminars, workshops and round-tables for
stakeholders at regional and local levels. A round table at the level of relevant
ministries. Training of relevant stakeholders in social inclusion policy;

•

Elaboration of an underlying proposal for the creation of the NAPSI for the next
period – with an emphasis on social services, education, housing and nondiscrimination. The organizers of “NAPSI together” will address all stakeholders
that took part in the previous activities, acquaint them with the proposal and,
with their assistance, develop a system for creating the NAPSI for the next
period. They will then promote this document at the level of relevant public
bodies responsible for the creation of NAPSI;
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A draft system for continuous monitoring of NAPSI implementation in the next
period.

•

4. Specific features:
Promoter(s):

•

The project is carried out by five NGOs:
-

IQ Roma service (service provider to the socially excluded and to people at
risk of social exclusion, mainly within the Roma community)

-

People in Need (large, nationwide organisation, which has been running
programmes for social inclusion for several years)

-

SKOK (a network of over 70 organizations working in the field of social
inclusion)

-

EAPN CZ (a network of 15 NGOs working for and with people living in
poverty)

-

Socioklub (a research organization)

The Department of Social Studies at Masaryk University is also cooperating
(especially in relation to seminars for students).
Stakeholders involved

•

During the activities, all key actors will be involved:
-

persons with multiple disadvantages and socially excluded persons
(discriminated against on the basis of their ethnic origin, social status and
state of health)

-

government officials from relevant departments

-

representatives of self-governments – officials and politicians

-

non-profit organisations working in the social inclusion area

-

media

The general public is also targeted and, if successful, it should increase their awareness
as well as their involvement in the process of social inclusion.
Territorial level:

•

The project as such is nationwide, but there are a number of regional and local
activities.
Tools, guidelines, strategies used to involve stakeholders:

•

There are several activities aiming to involve stakeholders in formulating a new draft of
the NAPSI 2010-12 and to activate them in the process of social inclusion in general.
They involve:
-

-

questionnaire survey on the effectiveness of instruments, conducted among
civil servants, including authorised public services, self-government, local
politicians and staff of relevant NGOs. Based on the questionnaires returned,
a network of respondents for assessing the effectiveness of measures (in the
NAPSI) will be formed;
survey of municipalities and their interest in taking part in the project.
According to the coordinator of “NAPSI together!” the project’s intention is to
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involve at least 12 municipalities. The promoters have gained the support of
the Union of Towns and Municipalities of the Czech Republic, through a letter
attached to the survey questionnaires in order to boost the interest of
municipalities;
-

-

•

educational activities: creation of a training course in social inclusion policies
for relevant stakeholders and implementation of four pilot courses;
preparation of the seminar for university students (4-6 classes);
steering dialogue and communication: seminars, workshops and round tables
for stakeholders at regional and local levels; a round table at the level of
relevant ministries; organization of two meetings of people living in social
exclusion;
awareness raising activities (see above).
Stage of the process (design, decision, implementation, monitoring/evaluation):

design and monitoring/evaluation
•

Financing?

It is financed within the PROGRESS community action programme under call
VP/2008/015 – Promotion of Debates on Social Inclusion in Support of the
Reinforcement of the OMC in Social Protection and Social Inclusion.
5. Why is it considered as a good practice (breaking new ground)?
In the Czech Republic, stakeholders have been involved in policy-making in the area of
social inclusion mainly through an intergovernmental body named the Commission for
Social Inclusion. Representatives of stakeholders (such as NGOs, employers’
organisation, labour unions, regions and municipalities) have participated in the
process together with the central government. However, mainly due to low political
support, the NAPSI has remained a very broad (“vague”) document lacking precisely
formulated targets, hard to monitor and evaluate. Participation of the lower levels of
government in the strategy for social inclusion has been low; the political as well as the
public discourse on social inclusion has been markedly underdeveloped.
The “NAPSI together” initiative was a response of NGOs dealing with social exclusion
to this state of affairs. The main initiators are represented in the Commission for Social
Inclusion and, at the same time, they are dissatisfied with the shape of the policy of
social inclusion in the Czech Republic. Their initiative is an effort to give the policy of
social inclusion real content (substance) and fulfil the principles of the OMC in
practice. It is also evidence of the empowerment of NGOs in the Czech Republic.
6. Results/impact (at least expected) in terms of:
•

Quality of policy:

If the project is a success, it will lead to a higher-quality NAPSI and, in general, better
implementation of the principles of the OMC in the area of social inclusion (in
particular, it is expected to increase the involvement of stakeholders, improve the
relevance of measures to the needs and enable monitoring and evaluation). It can have
an overall effect on the shape of the policy. However, this very much depends on the
approach of the central government and political representation. While the coordinator
of the NAPSI welcomes this initiative, it may still be difficult to make progress on some
issues (such as quantification of targets or evaluation), which are not supported by
politicians. The activities to raise public awareness and to steer public discourse are
Study on stakeholders’ involvement – Contract no VC/2008/0325
Inbas GmbH / Engender asbl

185

important factors to enhance the political will to adopt the OMC and implement the
NAPSI at all levels of public administration. Nonetheless, this is a long-term process
and it is not clear whether this initiative will be able to counteract deeply-rooted habits,
approaches, stereotypes etc. in society.
•

Ownership and empowerment of stakeholders:

The project has the potential to motivate and empower a wide range of stakeholders
through its information campaign, educational activities and support for mutual
communication.
Sustainability of this initiative (one off initiative, built-in institutional process etc):
As such the project is a one-off initiative. However, it may develop into long-term
cooperation among a wide(r) spectrum of stakeholders.
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Case Study – Peoples’ Health Development Plan (Estonia)
By Mari Mandel-Madise

1. Title of initiative and year of implementation:
The Estonian Peoples’ Health Development Plan for 2009-202067 was adopted by the
Estonian Government by its order of 17 July 2008.
2. Purpose of this initiative (link with study objectives)
The purpose of stakeholders’ engagement in drafting the People’s National Health
Development Plan was to advocate and make people aware of the new “Health in every
field of life” approach and to identify health indicators.
3. Description of approach
The Peoples’ Health Development Plan 2009-2020 can be considered a good example
of deep stakeholders’ engagement. It received recognition at the end of 2008 from the
State Chancellery for good engagement activities during the Development Plan
preparation process.
The main stakeholders involved in the preparation and decision making were decision
makers (administration, local government), secondary stakeholders (representative
organizations of vulnerable groups and service providers, academic institutions,
experts, other civil society groups). Media and private sector were engaged at the
information stage. Engagement methods included information published on the Social
Ministry’s website and on the Participation Website. Radio programmes (in both the
Estonian and Russian languages), press conferences and press releases were initiated.
Meetings with various stakeholders (parliamentary committees, employers’ unions,
other civil society organizations) were held, and information days were organized in
different counties. The development plan was introduced via various strategy papers
including cancer and HIV strategies. There is a plan to add a health-related component
to university curricula proceeding from the principles of the People’s Health
Development Plan. The People’s Health development Plan contributed to the
preparation of the National Report on Strategies for Social Protection and Inclusion
(NRS) 2008-2010.68 The latter was prepared under the OMC.
The Participation Website channelled several suggestions and questions from the
general public, NGOs, etc., which were answered in detail and if possible, included in
the plan. Owing to the active involvement of different stakeholders via oral
consultations, the Participation Website, round tables etc., the plan went through

67

Rahvastiku tervise arengukava 2009-2020
http://www.sm.ee/fileadmin/meedia/Dokumendid/ASO/RTA/Rahvastiku_tervise_arengukava_20092020.pdf
68

National Report on Strategies for Social Protection and Inclusion (NRS) 2008-2010. 2008.
http://www2.sm.ee/kaasatus/failid%2FSotsiaalse%20kaitse%20ja%20kaasatuse%20riiklik%20aruanne%
202008-2010.pdf
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several modifications to include the variety of views and interests, according to an
official of the Ministry of Social Affairs.
The Development Plan is followed by an Implementation Plan. The Implementation
Plan will be prepared by the executive group, including representatives of ministries,
local governments, representative organizations of service providers and vulnerable
groups, and other NGOs. The consultation process includes experts and parliament
committees.
4. Specific features:
Promoter(s): The initiator of the Development Plan is the Estonian Ministry of Social
Affairs.
Stakeholders involved: Drafting of the People’s Health Development Plan included
a wide range of representatives from international organisations, ministries, county
governments, local governments, NGOs, the private sector and different interest groups
via
public
consultations
and
various
working
groups.
The particular stakeholders are as follows:
-

Estonian Health Insurance Fund

-

Office of Minister Mrs Urve Palo (Minister without portfolio in charge of
integration and population policy)69

-

Estonian Towns Association

-

Prime Minister’s Office

-

Ministry of Science and Education

-

Ministry of Agriculture

-

Ministry of Justice

-

Ministry of Finance

-

Ministry of Defence

-

Ministry of Internal Affairs

-

Ministry of Environment

-

Ministry of Culture

-

Ministry of Economics and Communications

-

Department of Public Health, University of Tartu

-

Office of the Chancellor of Justice

69

The powers of Minister Urve Palo ended on 21 May this year and on 11 June 2009, the government
decided to transfer the duties of the Minister related to population policy to the Ministry of Social Affairs,
the duties related to integration policy to the Ministry of Culture, the duties related to Estonian expatriates
to the Ministry of Education and Research, and the duties related to repressed persons and persons treated
as repressed persons to the Minister of Regional Affairs.
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Territorial level: The People’s Health Development Plan is a national level
development
plan
to
be
implemented
in
Estonia.
It is part of the National Report on Strategies for Social Protection and Inclusion (NRS)
2008-2010,70 prepared under the OMC.
Tools, guidelines, strategies used to involve stakeholders:
Stakeholder involvement was based on the Good Engagement Practice guidelines.
The Plan was published on the Participation Website for consultation and made
available on E-legislation – an official website at http://eoigus.just.ee where all legal
acts to be sent to the parliament and government for adoption/approval are published.
For information on the overall process see Annex.
Stage of the process: design
5. Why is it considered as a good practice (breaking new ground)?
The preparation of the People’s Health Development plan was based on wide
stakeholder engagement. Although several other development plans, strategies, policy
papers etc. refer to the involvement of stakeholders, it very often takes place at a stage
which is too late for possible amendments. This results only in informing and
consulting the interested parties and not in involving and collaborating with them. The
preparation of the People’s Health Development Plan was at first advertised broadly
throughout Estonia and within the interest groups, followed by active consultation,
involvement and collaboration.
6. Results/impact (at least expected) in terms of:
Quality of policy: according to a government official, the active involvement of
stakeholders at various levels and to various degrees (information, involvement,
collaboration) led to several amendments being made to the draft development plan to
incorporate the views of different stakeholders.
Ownership and empowerment of stakeholders: the stakeholders feel that the initiators
have valued their input and collaboration. Stakeholder participation in workshops,
meetings etc. has been high. The input in forms of comments, suggestions and ideas
has been constructive, representing the field of their activity (not representing
individual endeavour but interest groups). Stakeholder ownership can be seen in the
fact that they are involved in preparing the implementation plan for the development
plan.
7. Sustainability of this initiative (one-off initiative, built-in institutional
process etc.):
The initiative can be considered as a built-in institutional process as it is a proof of
considering the Good Engagement Practice guidelines as a useful tool for achieving
better results in policy making. The Ministry of Social Affairs, the initiator of the
People’s Health Development Plan, is following the principles of Good Engagement

70

National Report on Strategies for Social Protection and Inclusion (NRS) 2008-2010. 2008.
http://www2.sm.ee/kaasatus/failid%2FSotsiaalse%20kaitse%20ja%20kaasatuse%20riiklik%20aruanne%
202008-2010.pdf
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Practice in drafting other policy papers. As referred to in the draft Concept of Legal Act
Impact Assessment, prepared by the Estonian Ministry of Justice and planned to be
sent to Parliament for adoption, the Good Engagement procedures will be made
compulsory for the initiators to follow.
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Annex:
Description of the overall process and tools used
The purpose of stakeholder engagement in drafting the People’s National Health
Development Plan was to advocate and make people aware of the new “Health in every
field of life” approach and to identify health indicators, to show what can be done for
good
health
and
what
is
currently
being
done.
The stakeholder engagement process was carried out in the first half of 2008.
Engagement was practiced based on the Good Engagement Practice guidelines.
Engagement was started with relevant information being published on the Interior
Ministry’s website and on the Participation Website. In order to provoke public
attention, radio interviews were held on the subject. Press releases and press
conferences were organised. Both Estonian and Russian language media published
introductory pieces by the Minister of Social Affairs. The initiators of the development
plan met with several members of parliament to introduce and discuss the plan. The
ministry organised information days and county governments held European Social
Fund Health Programme information days.
The development plan ideas were introduced within the framework of various policy
strategies – the cardiovascular, cancer and HIV strategies. Altogether more than 50
meetings and workshops were held to introduce, consult and inform various
stakeholders about the Development Plan. After this stakeholder consultation, the plan
followed the usual official coordination process between relevant ministries and
interest groups. The plan was published on the Participation Website for consultation
and made available on E-legislation – an official website at http://eoigus.just.ee where
all legal acts to be sent to the parliament and government for adoption or approval are
published. Many comments and suggestions were collected via the Participation
Website. The development plan went through several changes during the drafting
process and according to a government official currently expresses the standpoints of
various stakeholders.
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Case Study – Technical Advisory Group + Data Matrix,
Ireland
By Toby Johnson

1. Title of initiative and year of implementation:
Technical Advisory Group (TAG) and Data Matrix (Ireland, 2007) – extension of
membership to include social partners and community and voluntary sector
2. Purpose of this initiative (link with study objectives)
To involve stakeholders in the design of indicators on poverty and exclusion
3. Description of approach
In Ireland, stakeholder consultation on social policy extends to technical matters such
as the development of statistical indicators of poverty and exclusion. The Technical
Advisory Group, which advises the Office for Social Inclusion (OSI), originally
comprised only government departments and agencies. However in 2007 membership
was extended to the social partners, including the community and voluntary sector. The
group meets twice a year and, in that it discusses not only measurement methods but
areas where more research is needed, performs something of an agenda-setting
function.
4. Specific features:
Promoter(s): Office for Social Inclusion (OSI)
Stakeholders involved: Relevant government departments, Central Statistics Office
(CSO), Combat Poverty Agency (CPA) (now part of OSI), Economic and Social Research
Institute (ESRI) Equality Authority (EA), employers, farmers, trade unions, community
and voluntary organisations
Territorial level: National
Tools, guidelines, strategies used to involve stakeholders: The TAG’s data
matrix allows the quantitative impact of policies to be measured. It sets out:
-

each goal, target or action contained in the NAPinclusion (broken down by
each lifecycle stage: children, people of working age, older people, people with
disabilities and communities)

-

the indicators by which it is measured (broken down into input, output and
impact indicators)

-

the government department responsible for each of these

Stage of the process (design, decision, implementation, monitoring/evaluation):
The 2008-10 NSR describes this as follows: Technical Advisory Group and Data Matrix:
Arising from the publication of the revised National Anti-Poverty Strategy in 2002, a
Technical Advisory Group (TAG) was created to advise and support the Office for Social
Inclusion (OSI) in the development of relevant data and indicators on poverty and
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social exclusion. The membership of the group includes representatives from key
Government Departments, as well as technical experts from the Central Statistics Office
(CSO), the Combat Poverty Agency (CPA), the Economic and Social Research Institute
(ESRI) and the Equality Authority (EA).
In 2007 membership of this group was expanded to include technical experts from the
social partners in line with the commitments contained in the social partnership
agreement Towards 2016 and the National Action Plan for Social Inclusion
(NAPinclusion 2007-2016). In addition to the original members of the Group, the
reconstituted TAG now contains representatives from the Employers, Farmers, Trade
Unions and Community and Voluntary pillars, as well as representatives from agencies
and organisations who represent various lifecycle groups.
Terms of reference

The terms of reference of the Group include advising OSI on:
(i) identifying current data availability and gaps in the data required for the effective
monitoring and evaluation of the NAPinclusion;
(ii) reviewing the data requirements for the application of appropriate indicators, with
particular reference to the measurement of policy outcomes, drawing on national,
regional, EU and other relevant indicators;
(iii) the most effective approaches for poverty measurement, particularly in the light of
the data available from the EU Survey on Income and Living Conditions (EU-SILC);
(iv) the potential for policy development and research on poverty and social exclusion
in Ireland, taking account of increased utilisation of existing data sources and of the
development of new data sources; and
(v) addressing the data requirements of the enhanced poverty impact assessment
process.
The Group formally meets once every six months and provides a forum for stakeholders
to exchange information on developments in the area of data and indicators. The TAG
facilitates in a structured format the exchange of information relating to the collection
and dissemination of data at local, national, EU and international level. The Group can
also be seen to play a useful role as a mechanism for discussing those areas where value
can be added and synergies can be achieved, avoiding unnecessary overlaps and
assisting in identifying gaps in data sources.
Data matrix

To progress the work on identifying current data availability and gaps, the OSI has
developed a data matrix, which will inform the work of the TAG. This tool sets out each
goal, target or action contained in the NAPinclusion (broken down by each lifecycle
stage: children, people of working age, older people, people with disabilities and
communities) and the Government Department responsible for each of these.
Aligned with each of these goals, targets or actions are the indicators needed for
monitoring and evaluation purposes. These indicators have been disaggregated into
input, output and impact indicators. This will assist in helping to determine not only
the outcomes of the policy effort but also the extent of the success of that policy effort
or intervention.
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5. Why is it considered as a good practice (breaking new ground)?
It is a rare example of the involvement of people experiencing poverty in institutions
responsible for official statistics.
The 2009 Joint Report cites the TAG as a good practice in the governance field.
6. Results/impact (at least expected) in terms of:
•

Quality of policy:

Impact unverified, but principle is that statistics used to gauge policy impact are more
accurate when they are designed to measure the factors that the policy’s target
beneficiaries, i.e. poor and excluded people, consider important.
•

Ownership and empowerment of stakeholders:

Impact unverified, but it may be supposed that the practice has boosted the credibility
of the government’s inclusion policy, particularly among the target group, which may
be politically important.
7. Sustainability of this initiative (one off initiative, built-in institutional
process etc):
A one-off change leading to a permanent improvement
Appendix – 2009 Joint Report text on Technical Advisory Group and Data Matrix,
listed as a good practice in the field of governance.71
Governance

IE: Technical Advisory Group and Data Matrix.
Target group: Government bodies, social partners, NGOs.
Objective: Advice on and support for the development of relevant indicators on poverty
and social exclusion and the added scope for research into poverty and exclusion.
Actions / what they do: Advise the Office of Social Inclusion (OSI) on indicator
development, creation of a data matrix containing indicators for each goal, target and
action contained in the Irish NAPincl.
Monitoring and evaluation: The OSI regularly consults stakeholders in order to ensure
the timeliness of the data matrix.
Outcome / result: The data matrix is being designed to serve as a reference point for a
streamlined reporting mechanism of social inclusion activity across the various
Government strategies.

71

http://ec.europa.eu/employment_social/spsi/docs/social_inclusion/2009/supporting_document_en.pdf
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Case Study – Participation summit (Netherlands)
By Dominique Danau

Title of initiative and year of implementation:
Participation summit in June 2007
Purpose of this initiative (link with study objectives)
The main purpose of the Participation Summit (or P-Top) was to stimulate
participation in the labour market and in society in general, in order for everyone to
have the opportunity to benefit from employment and/or social activities. It was
organised by the cabinet, employers, trade unions and municipalities. Its especial focus
was on women, the elderly, the long-term unemployed, people with a low education
level, non-western immigrants and people with a limited capacity to hold down a job.
Close cooperation between the different actors involved is considered to be very
important.72
Description of approach
The discussions at the Participation Summit were structured around four themes:
•

employment policy and the functioning of the labour market

•

involvement of the labour potential not in use (women, people of 55 years and
older, (young) non-western immigrants, young people and people with a partial
capacity to take part in the labour market)

•

the lower layers of the labour market

•

the connection between education and the labour market

As an input into the discussion an overview of the labour market situation was
provided, and especially the shortages in specific sectors. This input was collated by
various sources including research organisations and sectoral organisations.73
Three important challenges were formulated:74
•

Enlarging the current supply of employees, so as to address structural as well as
cyclical shortages in the labour market and widen the basis for welfare;

•

Creating opportunities for vulnerable groups, to strengthen economic and social
cohesion;

72
Stichting van de Arbeid, (2008), Samen doen wat mogelijk is. Tripartiete Verklaring
Najaarsoverleg 2008 and Appendix: Evaluatie afspraken Participatietop, Den Haag
73
Tripartiete beleidsinzet, 27 juni 2007. Preambule. Participatie in sociaal-economisch perspectief,
Den Haag
74

http://www.stvda.nl/nl/thema/participatietop%20in%20uitvoering/participatiebeleid.aspx
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•

Strengthening the adaptability of the labour market, to deal with new needs
created by an aging society and challenges as a result of globalisation and
technological developments.

This policy initiative contains different agreements concerning the commitment of the
cabinet and the social partners, distinguished according to their primary responsibility.
At the P-Top, the cabinet and social partners agreed to evaluate the progress of the
agreements reached at the P-Top each year.
Specific features:
Promoters: Cooperation of cabinet, employers, trade unions and municipalities (via
the Association of Dutch Municipalities, VNG)
Stakeholders involved: see promoters
Territorial level: national level
Tools, guidelines, strategies used to involve stakeholders:
No specific tools are used, apart from bringing together the different stakeholders
Stage of the process:75
This P-Top took place in 2007 and was evaluated in 2008. This evaluation provided a
provisional picture of the efforts of the cabinet and the social partners at central and
decentralised levels. In the light of the 2009 budget, the cabinet has responded to the
agreements made at the P-Top. The Labour Foundation has drawn the decentralised
social partners’ attention to the agreements, which are a reconfirmation of existing
recommendations for the benefit of collective agreement policy.
Why is it considered as a good practice (breaking new ground)?
Considering the situation on the labour market it was a good initiative to cooperate
with the different parties involved to set up a strategy. However some authors have
been critical. Engbersen and Winsemius (2007)76 state that the discussion should not
be about participation, but rather activation, in order to include people in society to the
fullest possible extent, and not only through work. Not only the cabinet, employers,
trade unions and municipalities should be involved in these discussions, but also social
services, service providers, housing agencies, etc.
Results/impact (at least expected) in terms of:
•

Quality of policy:

75
Appendix: Evaluation of the Participation Summit agreements. Part of the 2008 Autumn
Consultations Tripartite Declaration, 7 October 2008:
http://www.stvda.nl/en/publication/~/media/Files/Stvda/Convenanten_Verklaringen/2000_2009/200
8/20081007_en_appendix.ashx
76
Engbersen, R., en A., Winsemius, (2007), Participatietop is rookgordijn, in: NRC Handelsblad,
28-06-2007

Study on stakeholders’ involvement – Contract no VC/2008/0325
Inbas GmbH / Engender asbl

196

Fifty-nine collective agreements and outline agreements concluded after the P-Top
were monitored. Among the different actions have been taken, some examples are:77
The cabinet has set up the Employment Participation Committee (Commissie
Arbeidsparticipatie) to give advice on increasing employment participation. In June
2008 the Committee published 42 different pieces of advice.78
In accordance with the intentions of the P-Top, the cabinet has had a strong focus on
economic growth through strengthening economic structures, improving mobility and
creating scope for entrepreneurship.
Various actions have been taken forward in relation to the specific target groups that
were part of the discussions.
•

Ownership and empowerment of stakeholders:

This initiative is not about empowerment of the stakeholders involved in the summit,
but the empowerment of the target groups benefiting from measures taken during the
summit. The underlying idea is to stimulate participation in society by all, mainly
through work.
Sustainability of this initiative:
While this is considered to be a one-off initiative, each year an evaluation of the
accomplishments takes place.
Furthermore, the idea lying at the basis of the Participation Summit, i.e. bringing
different stakeholders together, has also been used in other domains, like local policies.
For example in The Hague, relevant partners came together to discuss the
improvement of the living and working climate in some specific local communities.79 In
other instances, the agreements of the summit were translated into local policy, as was
for example the case in Heusden.80

Abbreviations:

P-Top Participatietop - Participation Summit
VNG Vereniging Nederlandse Gemeenten – Association of Dutch Municipalities

77
Evaluatie afspraken Participatietop. Bijlage behorend bij de Tripartiete Verklaring Najaarsoverleg
2008, 7 oktober 2008
78
Commissie Arbeidsparticipatie, (2008), Naar een toekomst die werkt, Advies Commissie
Arbeidsparticipatie
79

Gemeente Den Haag, (2008), Participatietop in krachtwijken. Uitgave over de samenwerking in
de Haagse krachtwijken Zuidwest, Transvaal, Schilderswijk en Stationsbuurt, Den Haag

80
Van Eijk, W., en J., Zilvold, (2007), Arbeidsmarktbeleid Heusden 2007. Arbeidsmarktgegevens,
beleid en acties, Heusden
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Case Study – Governance process of the second regional
plan for social inclusion in Castilla-La Mancha (Spain)
By Dr. Elizabeth Villagómez, with support from Emma Oteo and Domingo Carbonell

1. Title of initiative and year of implementation:
Proceso
de
gobernanza
del
II
PRIS
de
Castilla-La
Mancha:
Governance process of the second regional plan for social inclusion in Castilla-La
Mancha
2002-2005 (with possibility of extension for two more years)
2. Purpose of this initiative
To widen and deepen the process of the participation of NGOs in Castilla-La Mancha in
the planning, implementation and evaluation of the second regional plan for social
inclusion (II PRIS) in Castilla-La Mancha through the European Anti-Poverty Network
of Castilla La Mancha (Red EAPN-CLM).
3. Description of approach
The II PRIS was designed as an open process such that it has constantly been revised
and has been subject to changes throughout the implementation of its different phases:
planning/implementation and promotion (2000-2002); restructuring/readjustment
(2003-2004); progress and development (2005-2006); and redefinition and change of
strategic approach (2007-2008). Continuous monitoring has allowed for adjustments
to be made through consensus and participatory processes. This monitoring approach
has been carried out through a series of Regional Technical Seminars that have been
jointly organised by the Regional Government of Castilla-La Mancha (General
Directorate of Social Action) and EAPN-CLM.
The basic principle of the programmes and measures contained in the II PRIS is:
holistic measures must be carried out in addressing any situation of poverty and social
exclusion affecting individuals or groups of the population, and must be further
adapted according to the individual needs.
The programme has made efforts to introduce coordination among the different levels
of the regional and local administrations and between them the NGOs and a consensus
has been sought with local stakeholders in the concrete application of measures in the
different geographical areas of the region of Castilla-La Mancha.
4. Specific features:
Promoter(s): Consejería de Bienestar Social de la Junta de Comunidades de CastillaLa Mancha: Regional Ministry for Social Welfare of Castilla-La Mancha
Stakeholders involved: regional and local administrations, and regional NGOs
through the EAPN-CLM network
Territorial level: regional level of Castilla-La Mancha (NUTS2).
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Tools, guidelines, strategies used to involve stakeholders:

•

Three regional technical seminars were held, with professionals from the
regional government and NGOs taking part, to share methodologies and make
proposals. These involved over 150 professionals who could share innovations
and new models with their colleagues.

•

A number of thematic seminars addressed concrete groups such as homeless
people, immigrants and ethnic minorities.

•

Meetings among individuals from the different vulnerable groups, political
leaders and NGO professionals to assess and share opinion on the evolution of
the II PRIS.

•

An important role of the social sector in the proposals for methodologies and
implementation.

•

Creation of a methodology for Local Social Integration Plans.

•

Through the implementation of the II PRIS, employment has been created for
over 1,000 professionals in the more than 1,000 projects that were run.

•

Another important element has been the inclusion of other professionals, such as
economists, which has strengthened the holistic approach.

•

A network dealing with homeless people has been created.

•

A network dealing with immigrants has been created.

•

Studies and forecasting reports have been prepared that have fed into the
different phases and have addressed situations and needs of different groups:

•

a study on excluded neighbourhoods and other geographical areas in CLM;

•

a study on the situation of the immigrant population in CLM.

•

Innovative projects have been carried out, such as the Network of
Neighbourhood Teams, which took a holistic approach to addressing the needs
of excluded neighbourhoods.

Stage of the process (design, decision, implementation, monitoring/evaluation):

The social action NGOs of CLM through the EAPN-CLM network have participated
throughout all the phases of the II PRIS. The starting point was the evaluation of the I
PRIS, which boosted the process of opening up a space for NGOs to become actively
involved in the design of the new programme, including making concrete proposals for
policies and measures. The NGOs themselves consider that their participation and
influence in the II PRIS has been very high in the phases of planning, implementation,
monitoring and evaluation. They praise the open attitude that the Directorate of Social
Welfare has shown towards their proposals to amend legislation to better meet the
needs of the beneficiary groups and the implementing NGO partners, in particular the
call for projects financed by the regional government.

5. Why is it considered as a good practice (breaking new ground)?
This process can be considered a good practice because it has involved and empowered
all stakeholders in a shared philosophy of work with the regional administration. It has
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achieved a very high degree of participation of regional and local NGOs through a social
platform, EAPN-CLM, that has played a very important role in developing
methodologies, mobilisation, management, and changes to the legislation. This
environment has been able to produce constant and relevant changes and
improvements to the II PRIS, making it more effective and efficient.
6. Results/impact (at least expected) in terms of:
•

Quality of policy

The inclusion of NGOs in the process of planning, implementation, monitoring and
evaluation of the plan has introduced a high degree of flexibility. This has enabled both
the plan and the response of implementing partners and project managers to be
adapted to meet the identified needs of the groups at risk or in a situation of social
exclusion. A number of modifications have been made as the continuous monitoring
exercises became an input to continuously improve the plan. Instead of waiting until
after the plan and its projects and programmes had been fully executed and an ex-post
evaluation carried out, the continuous learning process has allowed lessons to be
learned and changes made in time to enhance the results. This has undoubtedly
improved the final impact.
•

Ownership and empowerment of stakeholders

Before this process started, stakeholders were not used having direct contact with each
other, nor had they had any experience in jointly intervening to make changes and
propose measures to improve regional social policy. Therefore, the whole process has
been an opportunity for NGOs to better organise themselves and their demands and to
speak with a single voice to the regional authorities. This constitutes a great step
forward in articulating the work of the NGOs in Castilla-La Mancha.
7. Sustainability of this initiative (one-off initiative, built-in institutional
process etc):
Although since the close of the II PRIS the process described here has not continued as
such, the network continues to be consulted on different social initiatives in the region
as a preliminary step to their approval and implementation as well as on relevant
legislation and regulations. Taking note of the previous work and following the model
from the central government, it is likely that the experience could lead to the creation of
a regional council for social action in the near future based on the experience of the
governance process of the II PRIS.
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Case Study – State Council for the Roma People (Spain)
By Dr. Elizabeth Villagómez, with support from Emma Oteo and Domingo Carbonell

1. Title of initiative and year of implementation:
Consejo Estatal del Pueblo Gitano: State Council for the Roma People
2005 (Real Decreto 891/2005, de 22 de julio): Royal Decree 891/2005, 22 July
2. Purpose of this initiative (link with study objectives)
To formalise the collaboration and cooperation of the Roma associative movement with
the General State Administration.
3. Description of approach
A collegiate interministerial organ with consultative and advisory powers, under the
responsibility of the Ministry of Health and Social Policy. It provides an institutional
channel for collaboration and cooperation between the General State Administration
with the Roma NGOs in the development of social policies. These policies should foster
a holistic approach to the needs of the Roma population, both by ensuring equal
opportunities as regards general policies and through policies directed specifically at
the Roma population.
4. Specific features:
Promoter(s): Subdirección General de Programas Sociales – Dirección General de
Política Social, de las Familias y de la Infancia – Secretaría General de Política Social –
Ministerio de Sanidad y Política Social: General Sub-directorate for Social Programmes
– General Directorate of Social Policy, Family and Childhood. Secretary General for
Social Policy – Ministry of Health and Social Policy
Stakeholders involved:

General State Administration: Ministry of Health and Social Policy; Ministry of Labour
and Immigration; Ministry of Equality, Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Cooperation,
Ministry of Economy and Treasury, Ministry of Interior, Ministry of Education,
Ministry of the Presidency, Ministry of Public Administrations, Ministry of Culture and
Ministry of Housing. In total 20 persons from these different ministries.
Representation of the organizations of the Roma associative movement: Unión
Romaní, Fundación Secretariado Gitano, Asociación Nacional de Presencia Gitana,
Federación Autonómica de Asociación Gitanas de la Comunidad Valenciana,
Federación de Asociaciones Culturales Cristianas de Andalucía, Federación de
Asociaciones Gitanas Extremeñas, Federación de Asociaciones Gitanas de Castilla y
León, Asociación de Mujeres Gitanas “Alboreá”, Federación Regional Gitana de
Asociaciones de Castilla-La Mancha, Asociación de Enseñantes de Gitanos, Federación
de Asociación de Mujeres Gitanas “Kamira”, Federación de Asociación Gitanas de
Cataluña, Asociación Juvenil Cultural Gitana “Ardiñelo Kaló”, Federación de
Asociaciones Gitanas de Aragón, Asociación Iniciativa Gitana, Federación de
Asociaciones Gitanas de Navarra “Gaz Kaló”, Asociación Cultural de Minorías Étnicas
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“Unga”, Federación Andaluza de Mujeres Gitanas “Fakali”, Asociación de Promoción
Gitana “La Rioja”, Federación de Asociaciones Gitanas para la integración laboral y
social, promoción y desarrollo del pueblo gitano”. A total of 20 persons representing
the Roma people.
Territorial level: state level
Tools, guidelines, strategies used to involve stakeholders:

The collaboration and cooperation of Roma NGOs is carried out through five working
groups: Employment and Social Action, Education, Culture, Health and Housing.
Different experts have been invited to each of the groups, and at present there are three
experts in each of the groups. Each group is made up of the relevant ministries and the
Roma NGO counterparts. Each of the groups has contributed to the Development
Action Plan for the Roma People (the concrete measures are scheduled to be approved
in summer of 2009).81
Stage of the process (design, decision, implementation, monitoring/evaluation):

From its inception, the Council for the Roma People has centred its attention on the
preparation of the Development Action Plan for the Roma People ensuring
participation from the NGOs in the design and decision making phases of the project.
The Plan aims to organize the needs of the Roma population around the specific
measures for them as well as the other sectorial policies that affect their full integration
and well-being: housing, culture, employment, health, etc.
5. Why is it considered as a good practice (breaking new ground)?
Although collaboration between the General State Administration and Roma NGOs has
been common as regards the Social Affairs Ministry, the creation of the Council has
meant a formalisation in a more permanent structure. The Council will be consulted on
all initiatives, legislative proposals and measures that are deemed to have an impact on
the Roma population of Spain. Another important aspect is the fact that almost all of
the ministries within the Spanish Administration are represented, so the contacts of the
Roma NGO movement are not limited to the ministry responsible for social policy (in
this case Ministry of Health and Social Affairs). Interaction with the rest of the
ministries is guaranteed, and specific issues are debated and consulted upon through
the different working groups.
6. Results/impact (at least expected) in terms of:
•

Quality of policy:

The joint work of all relevant stakeholders in the Development Action Plan for the
Roma People has greatly improved the quality of the preparation of social policies and
specific measures directly affecting Roma, as Roma NGOs have actively contributed in
their preparation.

81 A Programme for the Development of the Roma People has existed since 1989, but there is no readily
available information on whether this programme has had quantifiable objectives or formal monitoring
and evaluation, or, therefore, on what impact it has had.
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•

Ownership and empowerment of stakeholders:

The creation of this channel of communication and interaction between the General
State Administration and the Roma NGOs has greatly enhanced both ownership and
empowerment of Roma NGOs in the process of preparation and decision making of
social policies. It is important to highlight the obligatory nature of consultation with the
council on all measures, initiatives and new legislation related to the holistic approach
in addressing the needs of the Roma population.
Furthermore, the Royal Decree establishes the composition of the ministries that are
involved, the number of members, the procedures for changes of leadership and the
positions to be filled. The presidency and coordination is filled by the relevant social
affairs ministry (presently the Ministry of Health and Social Policy) and the vicepresidencies by a political representative of the other ministries and one of the Roma
NGOs.
7. Sustainability of this initiative:
The sustainability of the Council is guaranteed by the Royal Decree that has created it.
It is a collegiate interministerial organ under the responsibility of the ministry in
charge of social affairs (presently the Ministry of Health and Social Policy).
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Case Study – The Participation
Principles for Participation (UK)

Working

Group’s

By Toby Johnson

1. Title of initiative and year of implementation:
Participation Working Group’s Principles for Participation (UK), 2003
2. Purpose of this initiative (link with study objectives)
To design a methodology for engaging with people experiencing poverty
3. Description of approach
The group met during the early part of 2003 to devise ways of increasing citizen
participation in the preparation of the 2005 and subsequent NAPs. The resulting plan
recognises that the process of stimulating participation must be a slow and steady one.
Appropriately, the 11-member working group included five ‘grassroots’ members.
The plan’s indicators of success included a better understanding of poverty and its
complexity, a better reflection of poverty as it is experienced, a clearly co-ordinated
approach that people understand with clear accountability, a meaningful NAP, crossdepartmental government commitment, accessible public material in a variety of
media, and sequenced local events. Interestingly, one barrier to participation it
identified was “consultation fatigue” – and the suggested remedy was accountability
and demonstrable results.
4. Specific features:
Promoter(s): European Social Inclusion Team, Department of Work and Pensions
(DWP), UK. (However the question of who exactly initiated it is a moot point. Some of
the NGOs involved claim it was their initiative, and the government’s published
utterances make no comment either way. This may be interpreted as a successful
example of empowerment, the government having successfully given ownership of the
participation process to the NGOs.)
Stakeholders involved: voluntary sector workers from the Social Policy Task Force
(SPTF), officials from the Department for Work and Pensions, and people with
experience of poverty or social exclusion
Territorial level: UK
Tools, guidelines, strategies used to involve stakeholders:
The Participation Working Group’s principles for participation:

•

Setting the tone for succeeding years, the annex sets out the principles for
facilitation of the participation of people in poverty:

•

Be clear about the process, timescales and roles from the outset and then stick to
them.
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•

Take lots of time to develop real understanding of what needs to be done and
why.

•

Do not expect anyone to participate in processes that are just window dressing –
Participation has to be seen to make a difference.

•

Local community representatives have their personal reputations on the line
with neighbours etc. and everyone’s time is equally valuable.

•

Conduct of all participatory activity should include minimum standards of
respect, equality of opportunity, fairness, openness, non-violence and ‘positive
challenge’ all mutually agreed by participants at the outset of all activity.

•

Clarity of communication, checking out, clear record keeping and accounting
back are all-important at all levels.

•

People in poverty are stigmatised and excluded by society and often fearful of
officials. Participatory activity should take this into account through respect and
by building confidence and empowerment.

•

Avoid the use of jargon and empty theory; try to use real examples of practical
experience instead of rhetoric.

•

People in poverty are very diverse and participation should extend to hard-toreach groups such as ex-offenders, those in mental ill health and asylum seekers
as well as respect differences in age, family circumstances, gender, sexuality,
faith and ethnicity.

•

Participation should be fun (games are useful tools for participation) and should
enhance individual learning and self esteem.

•

Inclusive and flexible processes within a clear framework.

•

The NAP and other participation under way are but early steps in a long society
wide process – do not try to rush it, small, slow and steady steps are better than
jumping or running and probably falling over.

•

Plan participation in the NAP step by step, building on previous work through
facilitated participation in:

•

objectives, prioritisation, agenda-setting

•

understanding barriers and ‘open doors’

•

developing strategy and plans

•

testing assumptions against real experience

•

encouraging dialogue and dispute whilst recognising that the final plan will be a
compromise approved by elected government.

Stage of the process (design, decision, implementation, monitoring/evaluation):

The UK government sought to develop links with poor people and the NGOs working
with them. To do this it adopted a carefully planned approach, conscious as it was of
the difficulties in achieving this: “It is clear that properly including people experiencing
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poverty requires a degree of proactive attention and support, as ongoing participation is
difficult to achieve.”82
The group was convened as a result of discussions between the Social Policy Task Force
and the DWP.
It produced guidelines for participation.
Many of them subsequently went on to write the Get Heard toolkit.83
5. Why is it considered as a good practice (breaking new ground)?
The UK government effectively gave into the hands of people experiencing poverty and
their advocates the design of a system to engagement with them. To this extent it was
an exercise in empowerment, which is unusual as it might be thought to entail risks.
6. Results/impact (at least expected) in terms of:
•

Quality of policy:

Impact unverified, but principle is that policy is more effective when it takes into
account the views of its target beneficiaries, i.e. poor & excluded people.
•

Ownership and empowerment of stakeholders:

Impact unverified, but it may be supposed that the project strengthened the long-term
relationship between civil servants and NGO advocates for poor and excluded people.
7. Sustainability of this initiative (one off initiative, built-in institutional
process etc):
One-off – but it was an early step in the process of growing mutual trust and
collaboration which has led, via the Get Heard and Bridging the Policy Gap projects and
the establishment of the NAP Stakeholder Group in 2006, to the current move to
institutionalise a formal NAP Stakeholder Advisory Group.

82

2001 NAP, p 26

83

http://www.ukcap.org/getheard/
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PART B: How could stakeholder involvement in the
OMC be improved?
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Section A: Recommendations
A number of practical recommendations emerge from the study on stakeholders’
involvement in the social OMC. These include recommendations to the European
Commission, EU Member States and all stakeholders involved in the process, and are
linked to the key quality aspects presented below in table 1.
1. Recommendations to the European Commission
The European Commission should:
- Enhance the visibility of the OMC by assessing and disseminating positive impacts of
the process in different national settings. Stronger visibility could also be given to the
links between the best-known instrument of the OMC, the National Action Plans, and
the other key elements of the OMC, e.g. Peer Reviews;
- Continue requiring Member States within its new “Europe 2020” strategy to submit
information on the governance aspects through a regular reporting process;
- Spread good practice on stakeholder involvement and encourage Member States to
conduct peer reviews on the issue;
- Encourage Member States to use the European Social Fund, as well as other relevant
EU sources of financing – e.g. awareness-raising type of projects – to support the
capacity-building and involvement of relevant stakeholders in the OMC process;
- Encourage common standards agreed by Member States regarding the involvement of
stakeholders in the social OMC. Key quality aspects have emerged from this study and
are presented in table 1 below;
- Play a coordination role to support networking among organisations and services with
similar goals and target groups;
- Support capacity-building e.g. through financial support to relevant EU Key
Networks.

2. Recommendations to the European Commission and Member States
The European Commission and Member States should:
- Increase awareness-raising on the OMC and organise easy access to information
about the OMC. Public visibility of the European policy process and its implementation
at national or any sub-territorial level is important. Within the study one key aspect
mentioned was the necessity to integrate the OMC within existing territorial
mechanisms (see table 1 below);
- Improve the timing within the OMC process to enable broad stakeholder involvement,
e.g. create feedback loops that allow stakeholders sufficient time to react. The question
of what is adequate timing has to be tackled and agreed with stakeholders;
- Pay more attention to the quality and continuity of stakeholder involvement in the
OMC. This includes the requirement to build the capacity of stakeholders by supporting
networking and developing specific national or EU co-financed programmes (e.g.
national strategies, ESF funding);
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- Address the low public and media visibility of the OMC for example by making
documents produced within the social OMC process easily accessible (in national
language, appropriate dissemination channels).

3. Recommendations to Member States
Member States should:
- Map which stakeholders should be involved in the OMC. Special attention should be
paid to groups which are not so obvious at first sight, such as social enterprises and
banks. The study provides a tool for stakeholder mapping (see table 2 below);
- Strengthen their efforts to stabilise the NGO sector, and specifically organisations
representing vulnerable groups, through financial support and capacity-building. The
availability of resources is one of the key principles of stakeholder involvement (see
table 1 below);
- Ensure that local authorities are more involved in the OMC. It emerges clearly from
the study that local authorities are, according to the policy cycle, among the decisionmakers or the service providers;
- Demonstrate political commitment to social inclusion and the social OMC e.g.
through high-level politicians taking part in OMC events. Political commitment is part
of the principles for stakeholder involvement (see table 1);
- Give feedback on the effects of stakeholder engagement and inputs into the OMC
process;
- Strengthen their efforts to involve primary stakeholders in the formulation of the
national indicators. Some interesting practices are presented in the study;
- Support networking and policy coordination mechanisms bringing together
stakeholders (e.g. decision-makers, service providers, advocacy groups, final
beneficiaries) working on a specific issue.

4. Recommendations to all stakeholders
All stakeholders should:
- Reflect on when and how to involve primary stakeholders in the different elements of
the OMC;
- Commit themselves to the process and take their engagement and tasks seriously.
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Section B: Key Quality Aspects
One of the outputs of the Study on Stakeholders’ involvement in the Implementation of
the Open Method of Coordination (OMC) in Social Protection and Social Inclusion is a
set of “key quality aspects” for the involvement of stakeholders in the OMC. These “key
quality aspects” have been drafted on the basis of the study findings and have been
discussed and adapted during a working seminar in February 2010 with key actors of
the social inclusion strand of the OMC at European and national levels.
These “key quality aspects” are presented in this discussion paper. They might form a
first basis for “quality participation assessment criteria” or for a set of indicators for
stakeholder involvement in the OMC to be agreed upon by the European Commission
and the Member States.
The – probably non-exhaustive – quality aspects should be further discussed by
stakeholders.
These key quality aspects are presented as follows under five main headings:
•

Principles for stakeholders involvement;

•

Involvement of all relevant stakeholder;

•

Methods and tools to involve stakeholders;

•

Policy coordination mechanisms;

•

Impact of stakeholder involvement.

For each quality aspects the related study findings, the according discussion and
agreements in the seminar, as well as interesting practices in the Member States will be
presented. The graphs used within this discussion paper are based on the national
reports. They are for illustrative purposes only and should not be seen as definitive.
1. Principles for stakeholder involvement in the OMC
There exists a series of general principles or preconditions for the effective stakeholder
involvement in the OMC process. Most of them are not only relevant for stakeholder
involvement within the OMC process, but concern all inclusive policy making.
Political commitment

Findings of the study: The policy profile/priority (or not) of the issue in the country has
an influence on the “seriousness” of the social inclusion OMC process. While in some
countries requirements of the OMC (such as NAP/NSR) are seen as mainly
administrative and reporting process to the EU, in others there is evidence of a strategic
process.
The study has looked at issues that could be considered as indication of political
commitment such as the level of seniority of those engaged. While not all national
experts could provide information on this, and some highlight the difficulty of the
question as this can vary according to type of stakeholder and stage of the process, the
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picture that emerges is that in a majority of countries (14) senior representatives are
involved in the OMC process, and in another 6 countries there is a mix between more
junior and senior representatives.
Another issue highlighted by national expert was the participation or not of Minister or
senior officials at events gathering stakeholders, mainly organised in the course of the
preparation of the strategic OMC documents (e.g. NAP/NRPSPSI).
Chart n°5: Do ministers attend OMC events?
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Legend:
A: Government ministers make public announcements concerning the OMC
B: Government ministers occasionally attend meetings concerning the OMC
C: Government ministers meet people experiencing poverty at OMC events
No: No attendance by Ministers;
N/a: No information available
Source: Data based on national reports - National Experts Reporting

Issues at stake: Attendance of officials can be an indication of political commitment.
However, if the criteria of “attendance of officials to OMC events” is used, it should
specify which Ministers and what kind of events.
Another related aspect mentioned was the fact that if the OMC is seen as an
overarching strategy it should be linked to existing territorial policy making
mechanisms (national, regional, local). This would be an important factor of efficient
policy making as well as avoiding consultation fatigue from stakeholders.
Agreed: Leadership and strong commitment to the OMC as such and openness to
stakeholders input in the process is needed at all levels – politicians, senior managers
and public officials. The public demonstration of such commitment, e.g. the attendance
of high level politicians or officials in OMC events was seen by stakeholders as an
important feature. It is also directly related to effectiveness of the consultation process.
Quality aspects:
•

Willingness and capacity of decision-makers to be open to stakeholder
contributions

•

Integration of the OMC with existing territorial mechanisms

•

Ministers/State Secretaries attend OMC conferences
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Rationale of the process and public visibility

Findings of the study: The OMC is quite young and still very unknown. Only for three
Member States experts reported an active dissemination strategy for the OMC and the
sending out of OMC documents to interested parties, in 16 countries the OMC
documents are made available. These documents should also be made available in easy
understandable national languages and not in the “EU-jargon” as often is the case.
All “OMC related documents”, also such as shadow reports of NGOs, service providers,
local authorities should be made available to increase visibility of OMC and
understanding of its concrete effects.

Chart n°6: Easier access than 4 years ago to OMC documents such as
NAPs/ NSRSPSIs and Peer Review documents
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Legend:
A: Stakeholders have to ask the authorities in order to obtain OMC documents
B: A list of OMC documents is published and stakeholders can obtain them
C: The government has an active dissemination strategy for the OMC, and sends OMC
documents to interested parties
No: No access
N/a: No information available
Source: Data based on national reports - National Experts Reporting

Issues at stake: While making the process visible can be done through documents,
publication of documents does not say so much about the quality of the process. The
content of the documents might not reflect the stakeholders’ input (poor quality of
content).
Public visibility relates also to public information of the consultation process, the
document flow i.e. documents that reflect opinions of stakeholders, should also be
made more public. This later aspect is also related to the feedback process.
Agreed: The objectives for and context of participation in any process should be made
clear to persons and organisation involved. This is a key principle of any consultation
process.
Stakeholder should be informed about the objectives of the consultation process, the
duration and expected outcomes of it (e.g. inform, consult, involve, etc). Stakeholder
should know what is at stake when they do or do not participate.
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The lack of clarity and public visibility of the OMC was mentioned to be still one of the
main challenges and obstacles for a sustainable involvement in the process.
Active dissemination strategy of the OMC documents is necessary at EU, National,
Regional and local level. These communication strategies imply to have documents
accessible for different target groups.
Quality aspects
•

The Rationale of the consultation/involvement of stakeholders should be clear
for stakeholders.

•

Easy access to documents of all stakeholders submitted as part of the OMC

•

Stakeholders are aware of the OMC: documents accessible in an easy/national
language

Good engagement practice, Estonia
It is required to design an engagement plan before any consultation process clarifying
participants, stages of the process, coordinating agency, timing of consultation
(beginning, length, final deadline), forms of engagement and methods.

The Standards for participation, Austria
It makes the distinction between consultation processes:
-

for informatory participation processes

-

for comment-centred consultative participation processes

-

for decision-influencing participation processes (covering cooperative,
mediative and empowerment processes)

Availability of resources and capacity building

Findings of the study: Another issue that emerges from the study findings relates to the
capacity of actors to participate in the consultation process. This raises the issue of
allocation of resources (e.e. human and financial) to the consultation process.
The capacity of the administration in terms of human resources dedicated to this issue
of NAP/NSRSPSI process is clearly an indication on whether this process is taken
seriously. On the other hand, the possibility for stakeholders, in particular NGOs with
limited resources, to get some compensation/financing for their participation in the
OMC process is also a key issue in terms of their capacity to contribute actively and
regularly to consultations.
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Chart n°7: Is stakeholder involvement recompensed?
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Legend:
A: NGOs active on poverty are reimbursed expenses for attending OMC meetings
B: NGOs active on poverty can claim an attendance allowance for attending OMC meetings
C: NGOs active on poverty receive core financing for their OMC work
No: No involvement
N/a: No information available
Source: Data based on national reports - National Experts Reporting

Issues at stake: There were discussions in the seminar about compensation of cost of
stakeholders involvement and what exactly this means. For participants, this issue of
resources to participate was linked to the broader aspect of capacity of stakeholders and
in particular of advocacy NGOs to contribute actively and regularly to consultation. It is
directly related to the issue of mobilisation of stakeholders. Therefore, the question is
which stakeholders should be recompensed? A number of NGOs are already publicly
funded, so no additional funding is necessary. However, funding for NGOs to gather
views of ‘end beneficiaries’ should be considered.
Agreed: In any way there was an agreement between participants that any double
funding should be avoided.
Quality aspects
•

Adequate resources allocation for stakeholder involvement

•

Stakeholders are recompensed for the cost of their involvement

•

Capacity building for stakeholder involvement

Time frame

Findings of the study: Adequate time must be available for consultation and
participation within the OMC. That is especially relevant for decentralized states but
also for organizations that need sufficient time to gather views of their constituents. In
the majority of Member States, stakeholders complained about the insufficient time for
consulting and commenting within the OMC process.
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Chart n°8: Is the time frame clearly defined and adequate?
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Legend:
A: Stakeholders are given insufficient time to comment on drafts
B: Stakeholders generally have enough time to prepare comments, but not to consult their
constituencies widely before so doing
C: Stakeholders are aware of the timetable of the NAP/NRPSPSI cycle and have plenty of time
to consult their constituencies and prepare positions
No: No consultation
N/a: No information available
Source: Data based on national reports - National Experts Reporting

Issues at stake: Current time frame in the different Member States is considered to be
too tight and should be more realistic. Stakeholder involvement should be undertaken
as early in the process as possible and timetable should be clear and transparent to
allow wide input from constituent of involved organisations.
There is wide variation in terms of “adequate” timing: for written consultation there is a
minimum of 4 weeks in Estonia, the Consultation Standards of the European
Commission foresee 8 weeks and the Code of practice on consultation in the UK
foresees 12 weeks.84
At the same time, it was highlighted that the process of involvement should be a
continuous one and not only be limited to a certain time frame before drafting reports.
It should be an ongoing dialogue.
Agreed: If indicators are drafted to assess this aspect, they need therefore to:
-

Specify whether the process is a continuous dialogue or not

-

Provide sufficient time for each step of the process

-

Agreed guidelines on ideal consultation period to avoid it to be too subjective

84

General principles and minimum standards for consultation of interested parties by the European
Commission. COM (2002) 704 final. Estonian Civil society Development Concept, 2002,
http://www.riigiteataja.ee/ert/act.jsp?id=231276; HM Government, Code of practice on consultation, July
2008, http://www.berr.gov.uk/files/file47158.pdf
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Quality aspect
•

Clearly defined and adequate time frame.

Principles of good governance, Finland
As a part of other governance mechanisms the Cabinet of Finland made a principal
decision (8th March 2007) to secure the position of NGOs and increasingly enable their
participation in the decision-making processes in ministries. The principal decision
states, for instance, that the opportunities to participate need to be developed in a
manner that allows the central offices of large NGOs to consult their member
associations in preparation of giving feedback statements to the ministries. To achieve
this goal the participation of associations in preparation committees will be
strengthened and the associations will be heard at such an early stage that allows the
consultation of member associations also.85

Feedback mechanisms

Findings of the study: Feedback emerged has a key principle for stakeholder
involvement. Feedback on whether issues are taken on board, how priorities are set,
and why and which decisions are taken is an important issue for any stakeholder
involvement and indicates whether dialogue is taken seriously. Stakeholders often
complained about the non-existence of such mechanisms.
According to the experts, around a third of Member States have some form of feedback
mechanism in place. This can be via regular meetings and reporting in committees, or
multi-stakeholder groups involved in the OMC process, as is reported for Belgium and
France.

85

Frazer, Hugh, Marlier, Eric; “Feeding in” and “feeding out”. Brussels 2008.
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Chart n°9: Do stakeholders get feedback on the way their
contributions are treated?
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Legend:
A: Stakeholders have to take the initiative to find out how their comments were treated
B: The government makes a general statement (e.g. at a stakeholder meeting) about its
reaction to stakeholder comments
C: The government discusses the comments and the actions (not) taken individually with all
key stakeholders
No: No feedback provided
N/a: No information available
Source: Data based on national reports - National Experts Reporting

Agreed: Stakeholders’ participation should have an influence on policy change. This
requires that stakeholders are informed about the objectives and limits to public
participation. In this respect, feedback on whether issues are taken on board, how
priorities are set, and why and which decisions are taken is an important issue for any
stakeholder involvement and indicates whether dialogue is taken seriously.
Stakeholders often complained about the non-existence of such mechanisms.
Quality aspect
•

Stakeholders get feedback on the way their contributions are treated

Feedback booklet, Netherlands
An efficient and easy method has been taken in the Netherlands. As a by-product of the
NAP/incl. 2008-2010 process, which was supported by the Group Decision Room
method, the national government published a booklet with all input which was not
(fully) used for the NSR.

Participation websites
Like the one used in Estonia for the development of the new “Peoples’ Health
Development Plan 2008-2020” also include feedback mechanisms: suggestions and
questions from the general public, NGOs, etc., are answered in detail and all questions
and answers, comments, descriptions, explanations etc. are published on the website.
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2. Involvement of all relevant actors
Given the wide range of potential stakeholders in this multi-dimensional, multi-level
and multi-phased process, key questions are: How are potential stakeholders identified
and what criteria do public authorities use to select appropriate stakeholder bodies to
be involved in the social OMC process?

Identification of stakeholders

Findings of the study: For any policy issue, the potential range of stakeholders is vast.
For multi-dimensional policy issues such as poverty and social inclusion, the range is
even greater. Not all potential stakeholders will be relevant actors for all issues, or at all
levels of policy-making and phases of the policy cycle. In the study a distinction was
made between:
-

Decision-making bodies i.e. in charge of the political decision;

-

Secondary stakeholders, i.e. intermediaries in the policy process, such as
service providers and advocacy organisations; and

-

Primary stakeholders, i.e. those ultimately affected by the policy (most
importantly persons experiencing poverty and exclusion) (See Part B, Section
III, Tools):

These stakeholders operate at different levels: European, national, regional and local
level.
Where the OMC is concerned, a very large range of institutions and individuals are
relevant stakeholders, in particular within the category of secondary stakeholders.
It emerges from the experts’ reports that the identification of relevant stakeholders for
the social inclusion process seems to be quite ad hoc in the majority of countries. There
exists no example of systematic mapping of potential stakeholders in the relevant
fields.
Issues at stake: It is important to identify stakeholders but criteria have to be
customized to different groups (NGOs, PEP and end-users; services providers, local
authorities) as their role, missions, structures etc are different.
Stakeholder mapping is clearly linked to outreach and awareness raising: to know who
is out there and has a stake in the process/results. Stakeholders have to know that they
can give an input and what is the rationale of the process. However, there is an
interesting example of process of registration of interested groups in Estonia.
Another issue that was raised was “representation”: who is representing who in the case
of umbrella organisations? Stakeholder participation is often based on stakeholder
representation and then the question is indeed who are stakeholders that are
consulted/involved representing.
Agreed: It is important to do a stakeholder mapping and information on how it is done
is necessary. However, adoption of a legal framework is not necessary and is not as
such an indication of quality of the process.
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Quality aspect
•

Existence of stakeholder mapping

•
Process of registration of interested groups, Estonia
The agency initiating the consultation process shall organise the registration of interest
groups in order to guarantee that all affected parties are informed of the beginning of
the preparation of and/or consultation on strategic documents. Good Engagement
Practices, Estonia.

Selection criteria and procedures

Findings of the study: Around a quarter of the Member States use formal minimal
standards for stakeholder consultation, set down either in law or in a code of practice,
even if not specifically developed for the use within the OMC process.
On one hand these regulate the who, the composition of stakeholders in certain
committees.
On the other hand standards are used in the context of general good governance setting
out the how to consult stakeholders.
Graph n°10: Transparent and formal selection of stakeholders
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Legend:
A: Unpublished guidelines (e.g. internal to ministry)
B: Published guidelines on who should be involved, when and how
C: A law defines who should be involved, when and how
No: Nothing exists
Source: Data based on national reports - National Experts Reporting

Issues at stake: There was a discussion by stakeholders about the selection criteria:
they should be formal but not rigid. There is a tension between the flexibility required
(letting new groups in) and formality (risk of being arbitrary).
Therefore the form should be adapted/changed to be linked to the purpose of the
consultation.
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Quality aspect
Transparent and formal selection of stakeholders

•

Standards of Public Participation, Austria
Quite comprehensive Standards of Participation, specifically for use by the
administrative staff of the federal government, have been developed in AT. The
standards set out both general principles for public participation as well as detailed
instructions for the different steps of public participation processes. Their use is not
laid down by law, but it is recommended at the federal level.

The Participation Working Group’s Principles for Participation, UK
The Participation Working Group in the UK developed specific principles for the
facilitation of the participation of people in poverty. The group met during the early
part of 2003 to devise ways of increasing citizen participation in the preparation of the
2005 and subsequent NAPs. The resulting plan recognises that the process of
stimulating participation must be a slow and steady one. Appropriately, the 11-member
working group included five ‘grassroots’ members. The plan’s indicators of success
included a better understanding of poverty and its complexity, a better reflection of
poverty as it is experienced, a clearly co-ordinated approach that people understand
with clear accountability, a meaningful NAP, cross-departmental government
commitment, accessible public material in a variety of media, and sequenced local
events. Interestingly, one barrier to participation it identified was “consultation fatigue”
– and the suggested remedy was accountability and demonstrable results.

Gender and diversity

Considering gender aspects means paying attention to:
-

gender aspects of policies developed (e.g. impact assessment)

-

equal participation of women and men in the consultation process.

It is both an issue of expertise of gender aspects and of democracy (parity of
representation).
Findings of the study: During the study, these aspects have not emerged strongly as
being considered for stakeholder involvement in the OMC. In only a quarter of the
Member States the official gender/equality commission, is involved more intensively
(input or permanent involvement) in the OMC process. Regarding gender balanced
participation this was mentioned in a number of countries for example in Sweden, it
was a criteria to select members of the “Committee for User Influence in Social
Development” created in 2003 and comprising representatives from different users’
organisations in the social field (e.g., churches, drug addicts, Roma, battered
women…etc).
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Graph n°11: Gender mainstreaming requirements
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Legend:
A: The official gender institute/ equality commission etc. is informed about the NAP/NRPSPSI
and/or inclusion strategy
B: The official gender institute/equality commission etc. makes an input into the content of the
NAP/NRPSPSI and/or inclusion strategy
C: The official gender institute/equality commission etc. is permanently involved in all phases
of the NAP/NRPSPSI cycle (e.g. in the multi-stakeholder group)
No: The official gender institute is not involved at all
N/a: No information available
Source: Data based on national reports - National Experts Reporting

Issues at stake: The question of the number of NGOs involved was raised in view of this
requirement. It is clearly important to have a good representation of organisations
representing issues at stake. Specific training on gender issues of key participants (such
as decision-makers) is also important to take gender into account in the process.
Agreed: Gender mainstreaming requirements should be taken into consideration as
well as other diversity aspects.
Quality aspect
•

Gender and diversity requirements taken into account

The Standards for participation, Austria
Recommend gender balance in each sub-group for comment centred processes as well
as decision-influencing processes.

The European Commission
Commits itself in its decision 2000/407 of 17 June 2000, to creating a gender balance
in expert groups and committees established by it. The aim in the medium term is to
ensure that there are at least 40% of members of each sex in every expert group and
committee.
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Involving relevant stakeholders in the different phases of the OMC

Findings of the study: The involvement of stakeholders is important in all phases of the
policy process, from the preparation of policy, through decision-making and
implementation, to monitoring and evaluation. The study looked at the patterns of
involving different categories of stakeholders (decision-makers, secondary and primary
stakeholders) through all these phases.
In summary, the following aspects can be highlighted:
Decision-makers

The government is involved in some countries, but mainly at
the stage of decision-making.
The key role of the national and regional (at least in federal
countries) administration in piloting the process of NSR and
therefore also the consultation/involvement of stakeholders.
The low participation of parliaments in many countries.

Secondary
Stakeholders

NGOs working with the poorest people, whether part of the
service delivery side or representing their interests (advocacy
role), are generally involved in the NSR process, mainly at the
design phase.
Social partners – employers as well as trade unions – are in
many countries formally involved, but in some do not really
participate, and concentrate on the Employment OMC process
This is particularly the case for employers.
Service providers (other than NGOs) at local level are
represented through existing vertical coordination mechanisms.
Media are not a key actor in disseminating information on the
social inclusion OMC process.
Experts and academics are generally involved, in particular at
the stage of preparation and evaluation of policies.

Primary
Stakeholders

People experiencing poverty are involved in some countries but
mainly in the design phase and to some extent in the evaluation
phase.
The public at large is neither involved in nor substantially
informed about the social inclusion OMC process, or at least the
information provided is generally not labelled as European
policy.

A majority of countries have created or are using pre-existing multi-stakeholder
groups/committees to contact and engage with different categories of secondary and
primary stakeholders. These committees are the main fora for discussing social
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inclusion issues, either specifically within the OMC process or generally for all policies
relating to that topic.

Graph n°12: Existence of a multi-stakeholder body which prepares
NAP/NSRSPSI
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Legend:
A: A multi-stakeholder body exists, but has opaque membership criteria and rarely meets
B: A multi-stakeholder body exists and meets regularly; but some relevant stakeholders are
missing
C: A multi-stakeholder body exists, has comprehensive stakeholder membership, meets
regularly and is administered transparently
No: There is no multi-stakeholder body
N/a: No information available
Source: Data based on national reports - National Experts Reporting

Graph n°13: Involvement of government Ministers/Secretaries of
State
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Legend:
A: Formally approve NAP/NSRSPSI – i.e. sign it off
B: Make an input into content of NAP/¬NSRSPSI
C: Show personal engagement with the process of NAP/NSRSPSI
No: No involvement
Source: Data based on national reports - National Experts Reporting
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Graph n°14: Involvement of Parliament
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Legend:
A: NAPs/NRPSPSIs are made available (e.g. in library) but not debated
B: MPs give formal approval to NAP/NRPSPSI, inc. by committee (e.g. EU scrutiny
committee).
C: MPs debate NAP/NRPSPSI in plenary or in committee (e.g. select committee or cross-party
group) or ask questions of ministers on NAP/NRPSPSI
No: no involvement
N/a: No information available
Source: Data based on national reports - National Experts Reporting

Graph n°15: Involvement of social partners
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Legend:
A: Invited to meetings
B: Attend meetings and comment on policies
C: Give formal approval to NAP/NSRSPSI, e.g. in “social partnership”
No: No involvement
N/a: No information available
Source: Data based on national reports - National Experts Reporting

The same type of criteria can be used for other key stakeholders such as advocacy
NGOs, user groups/final beneficiaries; services providers etc.
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Issue at stake: It is very difficult to decide who are the relevant stakeholders. They will
vary according to the theme, phase of the process. Is the Parliament a key actor to be
involved in the OMC process? This was discussed but clearly it is an indication of
whether or not the OMC process is enshrined in the national policy process or not. It
emerges also that local authorities are decision makers but also service providers in
social inclusion issue and that they are currently not enough involved and informed
about the OMC.
Quality aspect
•

All relevant stakeholders in every OMC stages are involved in an inclusive way.

The Permanent Advisory Committee for Social Integration, Germany
The Permanent Advisory Committee for Social Integration is an example for an
institutionalised form of a multi-stakeholder group. It has existed since 2001 and
involves around 40 umbrella organisations representing the most diverse stakeholders
(federal government, regions, associations of local authorities, statistical office,
churches, service providers, civil society, involving also few people experiencing
poverty.
3. Methods and Tools to involve stakeholders
Quality of the mechanism/Degree of involvement

Findings of the study: The range of approaches to stakeholder participation is large.
Within the study five main degrees of involvement have been used, ranging from the
one-way provision of information, through a two-way process of communication and
involvement, to full engagement of stakeholders as equal partners and decisionmakers. The five levels, developed by the International Association for Public
Participation86, are to inform, to consult, to involve, to collaborate, and to empower.
Similar models have been developed and published by European umbrella
organisations (See Part B, Section III, Tools).

Examples of degree of involvement
To inform:
In Lithuania, LaBAS awareness-rising project – raising awareness of the population
about Social OMC using national media campaigns and social advertising.
To consult:
In Estonia, a Participation Website channelled several suggestions and questions from

86

Based on IAP2 Public Participation Spectrum, developed by the International Association for Public
Participation.
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the public at large, NGOs, etc., which were answered in detail and if possible, included
in the plan. Due to the active involvement of different stakeholders via oral
consultations, the Participation Website, round tables, etc., the plan went through
several modifications to include a variety of views and interests.
To involve:
Participants in hearings organised in Finland were given an opportunity to make
written comments on the draft report before it was finalised.
To collaborate:
The Permanent Advisory Committee for Social Integration (Ständiger Beraterkreis für
soziale Integration) in Germany involving
around 40 umbrella organisations
representing the most diverse stakeholders. This Permanent Council deals also with the
National Strategy Report within the OMC.
To empower
Partnership Working Group in United-Kingdom. In the UK, NGOs, both advocacy
organisations and service providers for vulnerable groups, have worked in close
partnership with the government. They were, via the Participation Working Group,
allowed to play a leading role in developing the partnership methodology which led to
two large awareness-raising projects.

3. Tools and instruments to facilitate stakeholder involvement
Findings of the study: Generally, methods to gather views need resources in terms of
time and budget. A number of examples mentioned have been EU-financed projects or
one-off events. However in a few countries some more institutionalised mechanisms
are in place.
Issues at stake: Mobilisation of stakeholders requires capacity to be involved. Methods
used should be adapted to groups consulted and stage of the process. Discussion on
methods/tools to involve stakeholders is linked to effectiveness of consultation
(including rationale), capacity-building and possible compensation for costs.
Regarding the social OMC, since different processes (inclusion, pension, health) are
interlinked. Stakeholders involved need to have integrated views on different policy
domains/aspects. Even if the process are split at the outset, they have to be integrated
at the end, and this is not only an editorial exercise.
Quality aspects
•

Quality of mechanism and degree of involvement

•

Availability of tools, instruments to facilitate stakeholder involvement

•

All relevant actors are involved in an inclusive way
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Examples of methods used for involvement of specific groups
-

-

-

Conferences organised by EAPN to involve people experiencing poverty have
proved to be successful, like the annual “Participative Meeting for Social
Inclusion” in Luxembourg. Similar events, or dialogue groups, have been
organised other Member States.
The State Council for Roma people, in Spain, a permanent structure under the
responsibility of the Ministry of Health and Social Policy to integrate the
needs of Roma population, via an inter-ministerial organ with consultative
and advisory powers. Almost all of the Ministries are represented in the
Council.
Hearings, even specially organised to gather the views of children in Finland.

Examples of institutionalised forms of stakeholder involvement are:
The Permanent Council of Advisers on Social Inclusion, Germany, which has existed
since 2001 and involves around 40 umbrella organisations representing the most
diverse stakeholders, involving also few people experiencing poverty.
In Belgium, organisations of people experiencing poverty, structured in networks, are
represented in the advisory committee of the department for combating poverty, a
permanent institution created in 1998 which involves both political representatives and
actors concerned.
The CNLE (Comité national des Politiques de lutte contre la pauvreté et l’exclusion
sociale), France, and its NAP working group.

Examples using specific instruments/techniques:
Group Decision Room, Netherlands, an instrument/technique to accelerate discussion
and decision-making processes. It has been used during the last two rounds of
preparation of the NAPs/incl 2008-2010. It enables wide stakeholder input (via
electronic facilities/laptop). Everything that is introduced can be immediately read on a
central screen and can be used as inspiration. Also input can be given in an anonymous
way.
People’s Health Development Plan, Estonia: A comprehensive participative process for
the drafting of the Estonian People’s Health Development Plan for 2009-2020, which
forms part of the National Report on Strategies for Social Protection and Inclusion
(NRS) 2008-2010. Stakeholder involvement was based on the Good Engagement
Practice guidelines and a Participation Website was used for consultation. Regarding
feedback mechanisms, suggestions and questions from the general public, NGOs, etc.,
are answered in detail and all questions and answers, comments, descriptions,
explanations etc. are published on the website.
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4. Policy coordination mechanisms
Findings of the study: Stakeholders operate at different administrative / policy levels,
from the European level to the local level. Ensuring the coordination between actors
involved in policy making at national, regional and local levels is important for policy
cooperation in the different fields. While this depends on the institutional set-up in
each country, the national level is responsible for national strategic goals and plans,
and also for the implementation of (some) policies e.g. employment. In federal or
decentralised countries, the regional level is a key actor and should collaborate in
setting national strategic goals, and in the design and implementation of some policies.
Finally, in the majority of countries, the local level is responsible for the
implementation of a range of social inclusion policies such as allocation of minimal
integration income or social housing.
Vertical policy cooperation mechanisms exist in a majority of countries. These can be
formal (e.g. representation on the committee in charge of NSRSPSI; usual cooperation
mechanisms), informal (e.g. circulation of draft, ad hoc meetings) or through a specific
project (e.g. the campaign in the Czech Republic). However, it is impossible within the
remit of this study to say whether these mechanisms are really working to ensure policy
cooperation in all policy fields relating to social inclusion and across all levels.
Nevertheless, there are some interesting examples of how this policy cooperation has
been tried out.
Graph n°16: Existence of a vertical coordination system among
national, regional & local levels of government
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Legend:
A: Local and regional authorities have a chance to contribute once per NAP/NSRSPSI cycle
B: Local and regional authorities are consulted on an ad hoc basis throughout the NAP/
NSRSPSI cycle, on inclusion issues that concern them
C: Local and regional authorities are permanently involved in all phases of the NAP/ NSRSPSI
cycle.
No: no vertical coordination mechanisms existing
N/a: No information available
Source: Data based on national reports - National Experts Reporting

Horizontal mechanisms/interministerial coordination: Within the streamlined Social
OMC, the study has explored the existence of structures or processes that articulate
policy priorities by making a two-way link between social inclusion policy and areas
such as employment, healthcare and long-term care. Experts highlight that priorities
are not strongly articulated and that the coordination is mainly an administrative
process which exists within the EU reporting requirements.
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Experts’ reports demonstrate that the inter-ministerial coordination of social policies
exists in a number of countries, either formally of informally. Horizontal coordination
between policy fields can also exist at sub-territorial level, i.e. at regional level.
Graph n°17: Existence of an inter-ministerial co-ordinating body
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Legend:
A: The lead ministry circulates the draft NAP/NSRSPSI and/or inclusion strategy to other
ministries once in each NAP/NSRSPSI cycle
B: Other ministries are consulted on an ad hoc basis throughout the NAP/NSRSPSI cycle, on
inclusion issues that concern them
C: A permanent body involves all relevant ministries, and discusses the NAP/NSRSPSI and/or
inclusion strategy regularly
No: no horizontal coordination mechanisms existing
N/a: No information available
Source: Data based on national reports - National Experts Reporting

Issues at stake: During the seminar there were discussions about the wording of the
quality criteria. The originally proposed wording of “mechanism” was questioned, as
mechanism – or forum - implements a quite loose structure and especially NGOs see
the risk that they might be excluded from the “mechanism”. A body – or committee –
has a stronger status. Another remarks was, that in order to avoid consultation fatigue,
these different level bodies (mechanisms, fora, committees) should be coordinated.
Quality aspects
•

Existence of a multi-stakeholder body/forum/committee that prepares strategy
documents and coordinates the whole policy process

•

Existence of an inter-ministerial body/mechanism

•

Existence of a vertical coordination mechanism/system among territorial levels

Interesting practices of Vertical coordination
Social Reporting NRW – Regional cooperation project with local municipalities,
Germany: Implementation of a new concept of social reporting on regional level, to
conceptually and methodically link the local and regional social (poverty) reporting to
improve this instrument and finally to improve and link policy planning on the regional
and local levels. This new concept has been introduced under the influence of the
OMC/incl.
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Initiative to involve municipalities and regional governments in planning social
services, Czech Republic: An example of the introduction of a new, participative, form
of governance at the lower levels of public administration. From the view of
involvement of stakeholders in the OMC, ideally, there would be an impact of
community planning on the involvement of local governments, NGOs, experts, and
indirectly also on the involvement of people at risk of social exclusion (“clients”) and
the public at large. In such a way, despite a relatively narrow focus on social services, a
wide spectrum of key stakeholders would be activated and involved.

Interesting practice of Horizontal coordination
Law on horizontal policy coordination at regional level, Belgium: The Flemish Poverty
Decree (2003) stipulates that the Flemish Minister of Welfare is also responsible for
the coordination of the anti-poverty policy of the different policy fields and different
ministers. The consultation is both vertical and horizontal. In each department, for
each policy field a special civil servant is appointed to pay special attention to fight
against poverty. He examines policy and legislative proposals as regards their effects on
poverty and social exclusion, and consults people who live in poverty, who are
organised in the Flemish Network of Associations of People with Experience of Poverty.
For example the official responsible at the Department of Work and Social Economy
meets with the Employment and Social Economy working group very regularly
(approximately every six weeks).

5. Monitoring and evaluation
Findings of the study: As expressed by the Commission major decisions on social
inclusion policies can be taken in between OMC reporting deadlines, so the
participation of stakeholders should be embedded in a continuous process.87 In
particular, the existence of monitoring and evaluation of policies as well as the
involvement of stakeholders in it are important factors to make policies more effective.
Involvement of stakeholders in monitoring and evaluation is also a sign of commitment
to a more sustainable and continuous participation of stakeholders. Particularly at this
stage, the experience and expertise of people experiencing poverty, NGOs working with
them (either as their representatives or as service providers), as well as academic
expertise are important indications of an appropriate stakeholder involvement. Such
arrangements are also important to monitor and evaluate the implementation of a
strategic plan as well as the assessment of its impact on eradicating poverty and social
inclusion.
No very clear pattern emerges for the monitoring and evaluation phase in the OMC in
social inclusion. Administration and government take part, but to a lesser extent than
in other phases of the NAP/ASRSISP cycle. On the contrary, experts involvement is

87

European Commission, Joint Report on Social Inclusion and Social Protection 2009, p. 67,
http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catId=751&langId=en&furtherPubs=yes
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stronger, social partners are involved in monitoring and evaluation in 11 countries and
people experiencing poverty in 5 countries.

Graph n°18: Existence of a regular event for people experiencing
poverty (PEPs)
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Legend:
A: There is at least one event per NAP/NSRSPSI cycle at which PEPs can express their opinion
B: There is an annual event at which PEPs can express their opinion
C: There is a regular event, which uses participative methods to enable PEPs to work on issues
concerning the NAP/NSRSPSI and/or inclusion strategy
No: no regular even
N/a: No information available
Source: Data based on national reports - National Experts Reporting

Chart n°19: Shadow reports, opinions, debate etc. by key
stakeholders
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Legend:
A: Unpublished guidelines (e.g. internal to ministry)
B: Published guidelines on who should be involved, when and how
C: A law defines who should be involved, when and how
No: Nothing exists
Source: Data based on national reports - National Experts Reporting

Issues at stake: To be able to monitor and evaluate a policy, interested group should be
informed, so this related to the issue of public visibility and availability of OMC related
documents.
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As a potential instrument for broader stakeholder involvement in monitoring and
evaluation seminar participants highlighted the existence of regular events for people
experiencing poverty, as has been introduced in several Member States. Also shadow
reports on Member States National Reports, as conducted by NGOs form a valuable
instrument – next to other more traditional forms like opinion statements or debates.
Common Indicators of the OMC are agreed at EU level. However, there are also
additional indicators in place at national, regional or even local level. Stakeholders
should be involved in the definition of these indicators at the appropriate level.
Quality aspect
Existence of an ongoing evaluation/monitoring mechanism involving all
stakeholders at appropriate level.

•

Involvement of stakeholders in the development of statistical information, Luxembourg
Since 2005, a research project on Social Surveying in collaboration with 14
municipalities in the northern regions (RESONORD) has been gathering and analysing
social data in order to prepare for a more accessible and efficient inter-municipal
organisation of social services in rural areas. A new statistical method to include the
perspective of primary stakeholders is being piloted by the General Inspection of Social
Security (IGSS) to better analyse the impact on individual households and thus the
adequacy of policy measures by using case models and microdata.

Technical Advisory Group, Ireland
An example of the involvement of people experiencing poverty in institutions
responsible for official statistics. In 2007 the Technical Advisory Group (TAG), which
develops statistical indicators of poverty and exclusion, extended its membership from
originally comprising only government departments and agencies to bring in social
partners and the community and voluntary sector. The TAG also developed a data
matrix to monitor progress.

5. Impact
Findings of the study: Evidence of impact of stakeholders’ involvement on policy
process or outcome is not easy to prove. A number of experts expressed difficulty in
presenting hard facts on this. However, in most Member States elements or
impressions expressed by the different stakeholders themselves illustrate the positive
impact of stakeholders’ involvement in the OMC in social inclusion either in terms of:
-

Procedural
shifts
in
governance
and
policymaking
processes.
Examples relate to improved capacity and/or ownership for the
administration/government, NGOs from advocacy groups, or NGOs and
organisations delivering services.
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-

Policy
outcomes
in
terms
of
substantive
policy
change.88
Examples relate to a better understanding of issues at stake and consequently
better policies.

Graph n°20: Evidence of improved policy process and/or content
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Legend:
A: Stakeholders can only give marginal evidence of / feel that policy process or content were
improved as a result of their involvement (e.g. new links between representative
organisations)
B: Stakeholders attribute / can give a clear and precise example of improved policy process or
content as a result of their involvement (e.g. new links between representative organisations &
decision-makers, improved working relationships)
C: In addition to stakeholders giving such clear examples of improvement, the government
attributes improved policy process or content to stakeholder involvement
No: No impact
N/a: No information available
Source: Data based on national reports - National Experts Reporting

Issues at stake: Capacity building was discussed as a major issue. Some saw it as being
part of the impact on policy process, while some participant saw it as a separate
(preliminary) aspect.
Impact should be seen as a process: first impact on capacity building of stakeholders to
be involved; second impact on policy process and finally, impact on policy substance.
The final outcome should be reduction of poverty.
Agreed: Key aspects regarding process are: learning from experience, raise capacity of
all actors at different level (and not only of the one already involved), new partnerships,
better coordination (policy cooperation).

88

Zeitlin, Jonathan, 2009. “The Open Method of Coordination and National Social and Employment
Policy Reforms: Influences, Mechanisms, Effects”, p. 217 in Heidenreich, Martin, and Zeitlin, Jonathan
(eds.), Changing European Welfare and Employment Regimes: The Influence of the Open Method of
Coordination on National Reforms. Routledge/EUI Studies in the Political Economy of Welfare, London:
Routledge.
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Key aspects regarding policy substance are: new knowledge, new policy areas, new
programmes, changes in policy.
Quality aspects:
•

Impact of stakeholder involvement on the policy process: for instance, increased
credibility or increased ownership

•

Impact of stakeholder involvement on policy substance: for instance new policy
areas, new programmes, improved coordination and improvement of European
issues
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Section C. Tools
Table A: Stakeholders mapping in the OMC in Social Inclusion
STAKEHOLDERS

EU level

National
level

Regional
level

Local
level

Decision makers
Government (minister, advisers)
Parliament
Administration
(civil servant)
Secondary stakeholders
Employers
Trade unions
Representative organisations of service
providers
Representative
organisations
vulnerable groups

of

Experts
Media
Primary stakeholders
People experiencing poverty and social
exclusion
Public at large
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Table B: Degrees of stakeholder dialogue and engagement89
1.INFORM
Purpose:
To
provide
stakeholders
with balanced
and objective
information to
assist them in
understanding
the
issues,
opportunities
and solutions.

2.CONSULT
Purpose:
To
obtain
feedback from
stakeholders on
the findings of
analyses,
options and/or
decisions.

Promise
to
stakeholders:
We will keep
you informed
(but we will not
find out your
views or take
these
into
account in any
decisions).

Promise
to
stakeholders:
We will keep
you informed,
will listen to
your views and
will
provide
feedback when
the
decisions
are made (but
we
do
not
guarantee that
your views will
influence
the
decision).

Examples
of Examples
of
techniques:
techniques:
Newsletters
Focus groups
Websites
Surveys
Information
Stakeholder
meetings
days

3.INVOLVE
Purpose:
To
work
directly with
stakeholders
throughout the
process
to
ensure
that
their concerns
and views are
consistently
understood
and considered
Promise
to
stakeholders:
We will work
with you to
ensure
that
your concerns
and views are
directly
reflected in the
analyses and
in
the
solutions
developed, and
we will provide
feedback
on
how
your
inputs
influenced the
final decision.
Examples
of
techniques:
Workshops
Deliberative
polling

4.COLLABORATE
Purpose:
To collaborate with
stakeholders
as
partners
throughout
the
process, including
in the analyses and
development
of
solutions and in
making decisions.

5.EMPOWER
Purpose:
To place final
decisionmaking in the
hands
of
stakeholders.

Promise
to
stakeholders:
We will give an
important place to
your views and
experiences during
the process, and
will
seek
your
suggestions
and
advice
on
solutions. We will
take your views
into account in the
final decision, to
the
maximum
extent possible.

Promise
to
stakeholders:
We will support
you in reaching
a consensus and
will implement
what
you
decide.

Examples
of
techniques:
Stakeholder advisory committees
Consensusbuilding
Participatory
decision-making

Examples
techniques:
Stakeholder
juries
Ballots
Delegated
decisions

of

89 Based on IAP2 Public Participation Spectrum, developed by the International Association for Public
Participation
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Table C: Mapping four dimensions of the impact of citizen engagement90

Substantive

Objective

Subjective

Useful input from participants

Satisfaction of politicians, policy
workers and professionals in
relation to substantive results

Substantive enrichment of the Satisfaction of participants in
proposed policy
relation to substantive results
Process-related

Involvement of stakeholders in Satisfaction of politicians, policy
the policy process
workers and professionals in
relation to the process
Societal support

Satisfaction of participants in
relation to the process

Acceleration of the policy process
Source: OECD, 2009

A distinction is made between substance and process impacts and objective and subjective
impacts. A combination of these yields four types of impact:

a. Substantive-objective impact:

•

Citizen engagement yields useful input from participants. Useful means within the
policy options, feasible and creative.

•

Useful input from participants is in practice noticeable in the qualitative improvement
of vision, a white paper, a policy plan or a draft decision.

b. Substantive-subjective impact:

•

Politicians, policy makers and professionals are satisfied with the substantive results of
the citizen engagement.

•

Participants are satisfied with the substantive results of the citizen engagement (they
recognise the results).

c. Process-related-objective impact:

90

•

Citizen engagement reaches a large number of stakeholders. This group is
representative of the entire population that has a real stake in the problem at hand.

•

There is support in society for the policy plan or draft decision at hand.

OECD, Focus on Citizens: Public engagement for better policy and services. Paris, 2009, p. 181.
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•

Reduction of the time the entire process will take and the total decision making costs,
as a consequence of a reduction of formal participation and appeals.

d. Process-related-subjective impact:

•

Politicians, policy makers and professionals are satisfied with the process of citizen
engagement.

•

Participants are satisfied with the process of citizen engagement.

Table D: Table on key quality aspects for stakeholder involvement
Theme

Quality aspects

If relevant at:
Nati
onal

Regi
onal

Loca
l

Principles for stakeholders involvement
Political
commitment

•

Willingness and capacity of decisionmakers to be open to stakeholder
contributions

•

Integration of the OMC with existing
territorial mechanisms

•

Ministers/State Secretaries attend OMC
conferences

Clear rational of the
process

•

The
Rationale
of
the
consultation/involvement of stakeholders
should be clear for stakeholders.

Public visibility

•

Easy access to documents of all
stakeholders submitted as part of the
OMC

•

Stakeholders are aware of the OMC:
documents accessible in an easy/national
language

•

Adequate
resources
allocated
stakeholder involvement

•

Stakeholders are recompensed for the
cost of their involvement

•

Ensure capacity building for stakeholder
involvement

Time frame

•

Clearly defined and adequate time frame

Feed-back

•

Stakeholders get feedback on the way

Availability
resources

of

for
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mechanisms

their contributions are treated

Involvement of stakeholders
Identification
stakeholders

of

•

Existence of stakeholder mapping

Selection
stakeholders

of

•

Transparent and formal selection of
stakeholders

•

Gender and diversity requirements taken
into account

•

All relevant stakeholders in every OMC
stages are involved in an inclusive way.

•

Availability of tools, instruments to
facilitate stakeholder involvement

•

Appropriate methods/tools are used to
involve all relevant actors in an inclusive
way.

•

Linking quality of mechanisms with
degree of involvement expected.

•

Existence
of
a
multi-stakeholder
body/forum/committee that prepares
strategy documents and coordinates the
whole policy process

•

Existence
of
an
body/mechanism

•

Existence of a vertical coordination
mechanism

•

Existence
of
an
ongoing
evaluation/monitoring
mechanism
involving all stakeholders at appropriate
level

Methods and tools
to
involve
stakeholders

Policy coordination

Monitoring
evaluation

and

inter-ministerial

Impact of stakeholders involvement
Policy process

•

Impact of stakeholders involvement on
the policy process: for instance, increased
credibility or increased ownership

Policy substance

•

Impact of stakeholders involvement on
policy substance: for instance new policy
areas, new programmes, improved
coordination and improvement of
European issues
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