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Foreword

Reducing poverty and social exclusion is one of ien challenges for ensuring social
cohesion in Europe. The research project COPE —ba@ong Poverty in Europe: Re-
organising Active Inclusion through Participatoryndaintegrated Modes of Multilevel
Governance’ — analyses trends of poverty and sesielusion in Europe, and examines the
dynamics of minimum income protection policies tpatentially help alleviate the risk of
poverty in Europe. A particular focus is on theuaiion of single parents, long-term
unemployed and the working poor, who face particritks of poverty and social exclusion.
To what extent have minimum income policies funutio as last resort social security for
these three groups, and in what sense can ‘actohesion’ policies credited with protecting
them from poverty and social exclusion?

Co-financed by the European Commission in the #dmiework Programme, the COPE
project unites researchers and stakeholders froomEaropean countries, the UK, Italy,
Poland, Sweden, and Norway. Having started in Flgra012, COPE runs over a three-year
period. COPE’s method is comparative — analysingld@ments in five European countries
(Poland, Germany, UK, Sweden and Italy). Its fosuimherently multi-level, looking in turn
at developments at European, national and local.lev



1. Introduction

Poverty is on the rise in Europe and recent awgtereasures in several Member States (MS)
might kill the “sick patient”. Is the EU social poy tool-kit effective in combating poverty
thus counterbalancing the consequences of unfableueeconomic developments and fiscal
consolidation strategies?

The fight against poverty and social exclusion losg been one of the main bricks of the
European social dimension since the latter movegore the simple coordination of existing
social security regimes in order to allow within rge labour mobility. Though the
elaboration of a supranational anti-poverty strateig not challenge national competence in
the field — social sovereignty remaining firmlytime hands of MS’ governments — the launch
of “soft” processes of policy coordination in tharlg-2000s (i.e. the Open Method of
Coordination — OMC, cf. Heidenreich and Zeitlin 2D@as led to the gradual emergence of a
multilevel policy arena characterized by specifides, procedures as well as objectives,
actors, (more or less) formalized interactions adadt but not least, increasingly shared
knowledge.

The launch of Europe 2020 strategy in 2010, incigdjuantitative poverty targets and the
Flagship initiative “The European Platform AgairRbverty and Social Exclusion” was
welcomed by the literature as a relevant step fawathe EU anti-poverty strategy (Marlier
et al. 2011). By contrast, more recent contribigibave cast doubts on the effectiveness of
both the new strategy and more generally the Etbmbating poverty and social exclusion
(Daly and Copeland 2012; Pefia-Casas 2012).

Against this backdrop, this paper aims to analyse dhanging European framework for
combating poverty and social exclusion since thgirms, between the late-1970s and the
mid-1980s, until the recent implementation of therdpe 2020 anti-poverty strategy. The
paper is structured as follows. The second paragtagefly sketches the early steps of
supranational bodies in the fight against povertjl the mid-1990s. Section 3 deals with the
launch, implementation and the 2005 revision ofSleeial OMC as well as the formulation
of the European strategy for “Active Inclusion” withe 2008 Recommendation. The
analytical lenses will be especially posed on thgdives, the procedures, the governance
structure and the participation of relevant aciarshis innovative process of “soft” policy
coordination in a multilevel arena. The fourth gaegoh provides a preliminary investigation
of a crucial — albeit relatively unexplored - compat of the social OMC: the “peer review”
meetings constituting an interesting arena for radepth study of multilevel and multi-
stakeholder interactions in the field of povertydasocial exclusion. Paragraphs 6 and 7
constitute the core part of this report providimgaaalysis of both the architecture of Europe
2020 anti-poverty and social exclusion componeit igsactual implementation in the first
two and a half cycles, that is from 2011 to Maréi2

By focusing on a few analytical dimensions, theorepresents a preliminary assessment of
the new framework for social policy coordinationdaparticularly of the anti-poverty
strategy. More in details, in accordance with thalgical framework of COPE we aim to
capture to what extent the new anti-poverty arespresented by Europe 2020 is
characterized by effectivaultilevelandmulti-stakeholder interactioms well asntegration

of different policyfields in order to reach the ultimate goal of ptyeeduction. In other
words, the three main analytical dimensions releVanour investigation are: imultilevel
governancethat is the existence of interactions among dfie levels of government and the
type of such interaction within the framework ofr&pe 2020 and the European Semester; ii)
multi-stakeholder participatignwhich can be detected both at the supranationdl the



national (and, in case, local) level; iintegration that is policy coordination at the various
level of government in order to reach the EU2020epty target.

Relying on preliminary empirical evidences gathefi@dthe period 2011-2013 we argue that
the current EU anti-poverty tool-kit actually pretseboth weaknesses and strengths. On the
one hand, the suspension of the main componertteafocial OMC when Europe 2020 was
launched as well as the bias towards fiscal cotatdin and economic recovery — both at the
national and supranational level - within the Ewap semester significantly reduce the
effectiveness of EU anti-poverty strategies. Irggngly, however, on the other hand, next to
typical learning dynamics prompted by soft coortdora mechanism the gradual emergence
of a multilevel and highly visible anti-poverty age around Europe 2020 may be detected,
characterized by open stakeholder mobilization jamidical pressure as well as innovative
policy proposal on the side of EU bodies aimedchteving the 2020 poverty target.

2. The early steps: combating poverty and social exclusion in a multilevel
arena

The European project primarily being launched ag@nomic endeavour, the 1957 Treaty
of Rome establishing the European Economic CommyB&EC) contained only a few and
“extremely ambiguous” articles regarding the pasisfof Community actions in the social
policy domain (Rhodes 2005: 285). Indeed, the lagnderpinning the new born EEC
implied a clear separation between the Europeanossic and the social dimensions, with
integrated economic policies at the European lewel the welfare state being left in the
hands of MS. Consequently, social policy provisions enactedenritde Community method
mainly concerned issues that were strictly linkedhe creation of the single market and
aimed at facilitating the free circulation of workeWhen looking at those provisions, it is
thus possible to conclude that, until the 1990se «host surprisingly feature of the European
Community (EC) social policy is, perhaps, thahibsld be any at all» (Cram, 1993:135).

Though not apparent in the Treaties or in EEC tires or regulations, attempts aimed at
both gradually extending the scope of EU discoursascerning the social sphere and
claiming a major role for supranational actors ameins considered exclusive competence
of MS were undertaken since the 1970s. These atsemphich can be depicted as a long
process of agenda setting (Pochet, 2005) - werdumbed by a series of actors (among which
the European Commission stands out) able to expheitnarrow margin for manoeuvre
offered by the existing Treaties, using instrumesush as community programs, studies,
creation of networks, resolutions, Commission comications and recommendatiéns

! In this sense Fritz Scharpf (2002) argued aboetddpling” of social and economic policies.

2 Philippe Pochet interpreted the emergence of eynmait and social policies in the European Uniorhas
result of the struggle between two groups of actorshe “socially oriented actors” (Ministries ofihour, trade
unions, (centre-)left governments, members of thefean Parliament, high civil servants in the Cassian,
etc.) mobilise to control the reform agenda at Hugopean level against the “economically orientetbrs”
(Ecofin Council, Economic and Financial CommittEepnomic Policy Committee, (centre-) right govermise
etc.>> (Pochet 2005:). Many authors - among whiddnC(1993) and Bauer (2002) - agree that, inghigess,
the European Commission has been a key actor wiotsean be described as << [...] that of expandiegg t
frontiers of the possible. Making use of its buraatic skills, building upon EC declarations, itiiing social
programs, setting up observatories and carryingesg¢arch projects, the Commission is continualgparing
for the next opportunity to create new policiesXrgm, 1993: 144). To this regard, Bauer (2002)rsefe
“discourse framing”, intending a strategy of therdean Commission which , through problem definitésd
by suggesting possible policy responses, pavewdlyeor a future involvement in policy actions.
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Against this backdrop, the gradual diffusion of thencept of ‘social exclusion’ in the
European discourse is a typical example of suckeldpments. Social exclusion was actually
a French notion which emphasized multidimensiopalftunderprivileged social conditions
when compared to the traditional concept of ‘poyerfogether with multidimensionality,
the “vagueness” of the former notion was behindgitsater political acceptability The
concept first entered the community discourse m 1870s, when the first of a series of
‘Poverty Programmes’ was launched.

The ‘Poverty Programme’ 1975-80 funded activitiesueh as studies, information exchange
and evaluation, creation of networks among natiqgmejects leaders - aimed at providing
information on the nature of the phenomenon of pggvéen MS, while the following
programmes (1985-1988 and 1989-1994) were moreicgkplaimed at reframing the
concept of poverty in terms of “social exclusiorthe latter being understood as a
community-wide phenomenon requiring a communityenviesponse (Bauer, 2002).

After the launch of the first Poverty Programmeg toncept of social exclusion gained
ground in the community policy discourse during felors Presidency in the mid-80s,
(Ferrera et al. 2002). In that period a first agpenvas actually made to build a political and
institutional space for the social dimension of ititernal market (Ferrera 2005) but, also due
to the predominance of centre-right governmentesacMS, this aspiration did not translate
into binding legislation.

The late 1980s-early 1990s nevertheless represartteding point for the intervention of the
European community in the social domain. Not onko trelevant though non-binding
documents such as the “Resolution of the CouncilMufisters for Social Affairs on
Combating Social Exclusion” (1989) and the “ComntyrCharter of Fundamental Social
Rights for Workers” (1989) were adopted, but also*@bservatory on national policies to
combat social exclusion” (1990-1994) was createoinf@osed by academics and charged
with the task of producing studies and annual rspahe Observatory played an important
role in the elaboration of the concept of sociallesion (Ferrera et al. 2002).

With the Council Resolution, for the first time thencept of social exclusion was explicitly
mentioned in a community document. It was recoghae a multidimensional phenomenon
caused by the structural transformations of Europs@onomies and societies. In order to
cope with this, economic development policies stidad combined with «[...] integration
policies of a specific, systematic and coherentimeat (Council 1989: 8§4).

The “Community Charter of Fundamental Social RigiotsWorkers” - adopted by all MS
except the UK - represented the basis for importariher actions including two relevant
Council Recommendations enacted in 1992: “Counegdmendation of 24 June 1992 on
common criteria concerning sufficient resources aadial assistance in social protection
systems” (92/441/CEE) and “Council Recommendatiba7oJuly 1992 on the Convergence
of social protection objectives and policies” (IZACEE). The first Recommendation, after
inviting MS to recognise «[...] the basic right @fperson to sufficient resources and social
assistance to live in a manner compatible with huignity as a part of a comprehensive
and consistent drive to combat social exclusiop[(Council 1992: 1A), sketches how by the
supranational bodies could support them in adapgtieq social protection systems. To this
end, the European Commission was invited to fatdiand organise, together with MS, the
systematic exchange of information and experieraces the continuous evaluation of the

% Indeed, the emergence and the gradual diffusioth@fconcept of “social exclusion” at the Européarel
were due to its “vagueness” and “flexibility” (séemstrong 2010; Bauer 2002; Ferrera et al. 2002ndtn
and Halvorsen 2012). It is important to state thatnew concept has never completely replacedralaitional
concept of “poverty”. On the contrary, both “thedmiage of poverty” and “the language of social esicin”
continue to be used at the same time (Armstron®R01
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national provisions adopted. Moreover, based anittfiormation, the European Commission
was asked to regularly draft reports describing ghegress and obstacles encountered in
implementing the recommendation. The second Recomat®n - beyond restating the
method through which the co-operation in the sgmiatection domain was to be undertaken
- defined its aim that is the convergence of MStiabprotection objectives and policfes
Looking at the objectives and the method outlingdtite two Recommendations, it is
possible to say that they represented a sort ofGdiMiembryonic form’ (Ferrera et al. 2002)
or an ‘unfinished OMC’ (Pochet 2005).

Last but not least, in the 1990s the Commissiorextdo support as well as fund the creation
of networks of community level Non-Governmental @ngations (NGOs) dealing with
poverty and social exclusion. These networks weadiqularly able in attracting media
attention on those issues, thus putting pressuremtional governments (Bauer 2002).
Despite increasing attention at the European latempts by some MS to include a Social
Chapter in the Maastricht Treaty failed and onl{Sacial Protocol” attached to the Treaty
was elaborated — this applying to all MS except th€ However, the entrance of the
concepts of social exclusion in the language ofTileaties was simply postponed.

In fact, in 1997 a Title on “Social policy, eduaatj vocational training and youth” (Title XI)
was included in the Treaty of Amsterdam and thelarino. 136 for the first time in the
history of European integration explicitly mentidnghe fight against social exclusion in the
Treaties (Ferrera et al. 2002) as well as recodnisas both an EU’'s and MS’ objective.
Articles 137-140 described the tools to pursue thigective: on the one hand, elaborating
directives on minimum requirements, on the othendh@&ncouraging cooperation and
facilitating the coordination of national policies.

Undoubtedly, Title XI represented a strong legai®dor EU actions in the social domain -
at least compared to the past; differently from lyimpent policies, however, the procedures
to implement coordination of national social p@&iwere not defined in an explicit way
(Title VII of the Treaty). For this reason, whilaet coordination of national employment
policies via the European employment strategy (BEE&) launched in 1998 already, it was
only with the decisions taken at the EU Lisbon Summ2000 that a similar process in the
social domain was effectively launched. Notablyfjrgt concerned the fight against poverty
and social exclusion.

3. Fighting poverty and social exclusion in the “Lisbon decade”
3.1. Lisbon | and the social OMC

In the framework of the Lisbon Strategy, the airo tiecome the most competitive and
dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world” wad¥e¢ pursued, among other things,
through the fight against poverty and social exolusThe first phase of the Lisbon Strategy
(Lisbon I, 2000-2005) relied on the idea of a “seeconomic policy triangle” in which
“more and better jobs”, “social cohesion” and “egonc growth and competitiveness” had
equal weight (Zeitlin 2010).

In this phase, the OMC on poverty and social exafusvas launched, based on a biennial
cycle. This started with the adoption of “Commonjé&ghves”, followed by the presentation
of “National Action Plans” (NAPs) by MS and the a@dion of a “Joint Inclusion Report” by

* As synthesized by Philippe Pochet (2005: 64), <kftam this moment onwards the goal was to conegatr
efforts on objectives rather than institutionalaagements. In other words, common goals can beasdhivia
different means>>.



the Commission and the Council. Furthermore, thecgss included the elaboration of
“Common Indicators” and was supported by the “ComityuProgramme of Action” (Pefa-
Casas 2002). Since 2004, “peer review meetingsblumg national and EC officials,
stakeholders and experts have been funded thrdwggl€dmmunity Programme of Action.
Those meetings aimed at identifying, discussing@ossibly exchanging MS’ good practices
in the fields of poverty and social exclusion (betw section 4).

Objectives and indicators

The “Common objectivésin the fight against poverty and social exclusizere adopted at
the Nice European Council, in December 2000 (sémb&ble 2). These objectives showed
a programmatic character and proposed a multi-taimsa of poverty and social exclusion
(Daly 2006). They were very innovative albeit vgigneral. “Taken together, they spelt an
approach that married access to employment, rigetsyurces, goods and services with
helping the most vulnerable, preventing social @sion and activating a range of interests
and bodies” (Daly 2007, 5). The European Counaiitéd MS to develop their priorities
related to the fixed objectives and to define iathes and monitoring mechanisms to
measure progress. The Nice objectives were geaedhfflexible enough to be received in
different ways by MS. This reflected the purposelaifing MS free to determine their
priorities. In the “National Action Plans againsiverty and social exclusion” (NAPs/incl)
member states had to indicate strategies aimedhie\se the common objectives as well as
to report on adopted reforms and policies. The “@am indicator$ represented the basis to
compare member states with regard to some keystaspiepoverty and social exclusion (see
Annex 1). In particular, these indicators were usedraft the joint reports and for the reports
that the Commission produceed each spring to eteatha progress of the Lisbon Strategy.

In December 2001 the Council adopted a set of egghindicators (table 1 and annex 1)
covering four dimension of social exclusion to sed by member states in their NAPs/incl
and by the Council and the Commission for the ‘Odirclusion Report”. The “Joint
evaluation of the procesamplied two steps. The Commission made a firstyam of the
NAPs/incl and published a preliminary report. Thgport was discussed with member states.
After that, the Joint inclusion report was adoptEohally, the “Community Programme of
Action” to combat poverty and social exclusion aihte encourage cooperation between
member states, social partners, NGOs and also dloes.pThe actions proposed in the
framework of this programme included three main efisions: 1) improving the
understanding of social inclusion; 2) organizinglenge on policies and promoting mutual
learning in the context of national actions plaBsgeveloping actors’ ability in adreessing
social exclusion effectively.

Governance and actor participation

Since the beginning, the OMC explicitly referredtite need to include all concerned actors -
both civil society and governmental actors. In 200@ Social Protection Committee (SPC)
was established to serve “as a vehicle for cooperagxchange between MS and the
European Commission in the framework of the OMCsonial inclusion, health care and
long-term care as well as pensionsThe Committee was expected to deal with fouredght
social policy sectors among which “poverty and abriclusion”. Two representatives from
each MS and two representatives from the Commissoonposed the SPC. They prepared
reports and formulated opinions as a result of estpifrom either the Council or the

® CF. EU Commission website : http://ec.europa.@igso
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Commission, or as their own initiatives. Also, tiemmittee should establish contacts with
social partners and more generally stakeholders.

Table 1 OMC I, primary and secondary indicators

Primary indicators

la Low income rate after transfers with breakdowns by age and gender
1b Low income rate after transfers with breakdowns by most frequent activity status
1c Low income rate after transfers with breakdowns by household type
1d Low income rate after transfers with breakdowns by tenure status
le Low income threshold (illustrative values)

Distribution of income

Persistence of low income

Relative median low income gap

Regional cohesion

Long term unemployment rate

Persons living in jobless households

Early school leavers not in education or training

O 00 NI O Ul i W N

Life expectancy at birth

Secondary indicators

10 Self-defined health status by income level.

11 Dispersion around the low income threshold

12 Low income rate anchored at a moment in time

13 Low income rate before transfers

14 Gini coefficient

15 Persistence of low income (below 50% of median income)
16 Longterm unemployment share

17 Very long term unemployment rate

18 Persons with low educational attainment

Stakeholders involved in social inclusion policiesn be distinguished in: 1) “decision-
makers in charge of policy decisions” — supranaidomodies, national governments and
parliaments, bureaucratic organizations as well regional and local authorities; 2)
“secondary stakeholders” such as trade unions, @raef, vulnerable groups, advocacy and
representative organizations — who are intermeztiam the decision making process and
have stake in the policy field; 3) “primary stak&ders” who are mainly affected by policies,
such as people experiencing poverty and socialusiuol, but also the general citizenship
(INBAS and ENGENDER 2012). Finally, experts and raedomplete the picture of the
policy stage.

As noted by Pefa-Casas (2004), it is possible eatify six different ways of stakeholder
involvement in the social inclusion OMC or more ggaily increase awareness in the
population. The first regards the “reinforcing aéldgue at national level”. some member
states established commissions or consultative dtte@s involving the different actors on
poverty and social inclusion. The second concepmerfioting partnership at local level” in
order to bring together knowledge and resourcediftdrent actors. In this case, the central
idea is that the approach developed at national lisvtranslated into integrated actions at
ground level. The third aims at “involving NGOs aowil society” in the fight against
poverty and social exclusion. The NGOs play an irgya role by both participating in the
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formulation of national plans and policies and iorkvon the ground. The fourth way regards
the “involvement of social partners” in the formida of the national plans. The fifth
concerns the creation of a wider “public awarer@gsoverty and of the process clinked to
the NAPs inclusion”: some countries have actuallplighed the plans or have organized ad
hoc conferences to present them. The sixth regaslpromotion of the “Corporate Social
Responsibility” of business as an element for priamgosocial integration.

At the supranational level a number of stakeholtd@rse mobilized to influence the outcome
of the social inclusion OMC. Among non-governmeraad civil society organizations, the
“European Anti-Poverty Network” (EAPN) can be catesied the most active and influential.
EAPN worked on gathering information about the otiyes of the social inclusion OMC
and on participation of social partners and NGOshan drafting of national strategies and
NAPs; it also contributed to the debate on indicatnd played a role in each round of the
Action Plans for inclusion (de la Porte and Po@gf5).

3.2. Lisbon Il and the second phase of the social OMC

In 2005 the Lisbon Strategy was re-launched (Lisbprand a novel focus was posed on
growth and jobs. Broadly speaking, the core of arsl was the merge of the European
Employment Guidelines (EEGs) with the Broad Ecoro@uidelines (BEGs) for Growth
and Jobs in a single set of 24 Integrated Guidgl(@s) for Growth and Jobs, divided in
three parts: “macroeconomic”, “microeconomic”, “doyment”.

In line with the new architecture, NAPs/employmant the Joint employment report were
replaced by a single section inside the Nationsban Reform Programmes (NLRPs) and the
Annual Lisbon Progress Report prepared by the Casion (Armstrong, Begg, Zeitlin
2008). Meanwhile the three strands of the SocialGidgarding social inclusion, pension,
health care and long-term care were “streamlinatti a single OMC. This new architecture
should provide a framework in which economic, emgpient and social policies mutually
reinforce each other, ensuring progresses on emm@og/creation, competitiveness and social
cohesion. This “mutual reinforcing” should have tgeovided by the relationship between
the new Social OMC and the IGs for Growth and Jumith at the national and the European
level (Zeitlin 2010).

Objectives and indicators

The OMC features in Lisbon Il were slightly diffatefrom those of the first phase. The new
OMC was based on common objectives divided in “akaring objectives” valid for the
three strands, and three groups of “specific olyjest for each sector. The “common
objectives” on poverty and social exclusion wemgn#icantly changed (see table 2). First,
the approach was no more universalistic, becauseférred to “social exclusion” as a
phenomenon regarding the most marginalized peaple 8econd, in Lisbon Il the reference
to “activation” as participation in the labour matkwas prominent. For this reason, the
references to “social exclusion” were reduced amplaced by the references to “social
inclusion”. Third, there was a novel emphasis andfficiency of the various policies as well
as their interaction. Fourth, there was no morenéittin to the “prevention” of social
exclusion. It was therefore evident that the Lishbicappproach was much less comprehensive
than the Lisbon | (Daly 2007).

12



Table 2 The objectives on poverty and social inclusioin Lisbon | and Il

Lisbon | Lisbon Il

To facilitate participation in Guarantee access by all to the basic resources, rights and social services

employment and access by all needed for participation in society, while addressing extreme forms of

to resources, rights, goods and exclusion and fighting all forms of discrimination leading to exclusion

services

To help the most vulnerable Ensure the active inclusion of all by promoting participation in the labour
market and by fighting poverty and exclusion among the most
marginalised people and groups

To mobilise all relevant bodies Ensure that social inclusion policies are well-coordinated and involve all
levels of government and relevant actors, including people experiencing
poverty, that they are efficient and effective and mainstreamed into all

To prevent the risks of exclusion  public policies . . . that they are gender mainstreamed

Sources: Daly (2007, 6)

Despite changes, the “indicators” remained cerdlsd in the new OMC and were further
elaborated in 2006 and updated in 2009. They weidedl in “overarching indicators” and

“specific indicators” for each of three strandsshdditional so called “context indicators”
(see table 3 and annex 2). Finally, BROGRESS programmenewed the past “community
programme of action” for the 2007/2013 and extenithedactions also toward the new two
strands of OMC on social protection and inclusion.

Table 3 OMC Il, overarching and field specific indiators

Overarching indicators

la  EU: At-risk-of-poverty rate

1b  EU: Relative median poverty risk gap

2 EU: $80/S20

3 NAT: Healthy life expectancy

4 EU: Early school leavers

5 EU: People living in jobless households

6 NAT: Projected Total Public Social expenditures

7a  EU: Median relative income of elderly people

7b  EU: Aggregate replacement ratio

8 NAT: Self reported unmet need for medical care; NAT: Care utilisation
9 EU: At-risk-of-poverty rate anchored at a fixed moment in time (2004)
10 EU: Employment rate of older workers

11  EU: In-work poverty risk

12 EU: Activity rate

13  NAT: Regional disparities — coefficient of variation of employment rates
14  NAT: total health expenditure per capita

Social inclusion indicators

EU: At-risk-of poverty rate

EU: Persistent at-risk of poverty rate

EU: Relative median poverty risk gap

EU: Long term unemployment rate

EU: Population living in jobless households

EU: Early school leavers not in education or training
EU: Poverty risk by household type

EU: Poverty risk by the work intensity of households
EU: Poverty risk by most frequent activity status

EU: Poverty risk by accommodation tenure status
EU: Dispersion around the at-risk-of-poverty threshold
EU: Persons with low educational attainment

Low reading literacy performance of pupils
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Governance and actor participation

Procedures were not significantly changed, aparnfthe cycle which was made triennial
(previously biennial). The “National Strategic Regoon Social Inclusion and Protection
were prepared by MS at the beginning of the cyol® @vered the entire three-year period.
These reports provided an overview of developmanthe three sectors in each MS and
fixed national priorities. Same as in Lisbon I, th@nt analysis reports summarized the
main issues and evaluated the MS progresses ooothenon objectives, identified future
priorities and indicated the best practices todbeved.

For what concerns stakeholder involvement, a recesgarch highlighted that, since 2000,
the majority of MS has favoured a broad involvemarthe elaboration of NAPs. However,
in some MS the OMC is more a “reporting” activigtiier than a strategic process. In more
than half of countries, ministers were activelyalwed in the development of national plans,
in others they only signed them. Parliamentary imeiment was low in many countries: only
in one third of countries NAPs have been debatedpproved in parliament. Secondary
stakeholders - and in particular NGOs represergativpoor people - were involved in the
OMC in all member states, though in some cases gacticipation was limited (i.e.
invitation to meetings). Social partners were ineal in all member states: in two third of
countries they commented on national reportsva ¢ountries they formally approved them.
Finally, people experiencing poverty were direatiyolved in only half of member states.
With regard to the stage of the “policy cycle”, eml stakeholders were involved in the
preparation of the national programmes. In the @m@ntation phase, the administration in
charge of social inclusion policies is generallye tmain actor; in the monitoring and
evaluation phases participation remains low.

“Policy coordination” among all levels of governnies present in all member states except
for three; as for the horizontal/inter-ministertalordination four countries have a permanent
body, while in fourteen member states ministries iavolved in ad hoc consultations. The
impact of stakeholders involvement seems to betigesand EAPN in particular has been
able to forge coalitions to promote an effectivalalyjue with governments in a number of
member states (INBAS and ENGENDER 2012).

Another recent research (PPMI 2011) confirmed thatOMC has been quite successful in
involving non-state actors especially at the Euapplevel. The social inclusion strand of the
Social OMC can be considered as having the higleesi of stakeholders involved. This
proves that the OMC has had a strong procedurahdémn particular for what concerns the
preparation of the National Strategic Reforms: gomeents involve NGOs in producing
NSRs. At present, the impact of this interactiomegmixed results. In some cases, NGOs had
some influence on the content of NSRs and the OMSG increased the influence of non-
state actors. By contrast, in other cases conguitatith stakeholders was only formal and it
did not continue when the process of designing N&B8s completed. Also, the vertical
coordination between the different levels of goweents was not improved under the
umbrella of the OMC. In many cases the OMC is atiadized” process, in which regional
and local governments are excluded and, consegueeticeive the OMC as either irrelevant
or an administrative obligation. The impact of OM@as possibly greater in case of
horizontal rather than vertical coordination. Cdtadion with non-state actors has become a
normal practice though it has sometimes remainfednaality (PPMI 2011).

In addition to changes in the Social OMC architestuthe Lisbon decade was also
characterized by the adoption of a Recommendationthe active inclusion of people
excluded from labour market by the European Comons&n October 2008 (European
Commission 2008). The aim of the Recommendation twd$acilitate the integration into
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sustainable, quality employment of those who camkwand provide resources which are
sufficient to live in dignity, together with suppdior social participation, for those who
cannot” (article 1). Accordingly the Commission posed a plan based on three pillars: 1)
adequate income support; 2) inclusive labour mark®taccess to quality services.

The first pillar recognizes «the individual’s bagight to resource and social assistance
sufficient to lead a life that is compatible withirhan dignity». The provision of income
support is considered as a part of a wider stratedight social exclusion; in this framework,
the right to sufficient resources should be comdbimeth active availability for work or
training. The second pillar calls for developingaagements able to ensure that people
receive help - to enter/re-enter labour marketemnain in employment - corresponding to
their work capacity. The third pillar calls for gutong measures aimed to ensure “access to
quality services”. In particular, measures showdddken to improve services in the fields of
active labour market policies - such as employnagt training services - housing support,
child-care, long-term care.

3.3. The impact of the OMC in the Lisbon era

The literature on the poverty and social inclus@MC highlighted that in assessing Social
OMC we can see both lights and shadows.

Following Zeitlin (2010), the OMC should be consate as a case of success from different
points of view. The first one regardabstantive policy changéh many member states, the
OMC helped to increase the ambition and the satiesfcnational employment and social
policies. In these member states the domestic debabrporated the categories and the
concepts proposed at the European level realizitgpgnitive shift This process helped to
change also theational policy agenddputting new issues, or promoting an increaséeif t
salience) realizing a pblitical shift. Finally, the objectives, the guidelines, the
recommendations and the targets linked to the Obi@ributed to change national policies,
determining a programmatic shift A second positive impact of OMC is th@ocedural
shiftin the domestic policy making and governance.drtipular the European Employment
Strategy (EES) and the Social OMC promoted a bdit@izontal coordination and a
transversal integration of previously independealicy sectors; they reinforced vertical
coordination between the different levels of goweent, improved the statistical capacity and
increased the involvement of non-state actors falgouring the development of networks. A
third form of influence concernsiutual learningprocesses. From this point of view the
impact of the OMC regards, for example, the idedtion of common challenges, the
promotion of specific policy approaches and stiaistharmonization (Zeitlin 2010).

Furthermore, as it has been noted (Daly 2010) thagrms of social policy substance, the
Lisbon era favoured the emersion of four socialgyalksues. First, the “active inclusion” of
people out of the labour market: this issue waslbged through the Recommendation from
the Commission on active inclusion. Second, “cbidderty and child well-being” supported
by a thematic year on this issue (2007) and thetamlo of a specific report by the Social
Protection Committee. Third, “homelessness andihgesxclusion” that have been central in
the OMC have also been subject of two thematicsydaorth, within the approach developed
during the Lisbon decade there is a general retiogrof the “importance of availability of a
range of social service”. At the same time the arsblecade has promoted the development
of several shared indicators for meaningful congmariof poverty and social exclusion trends
across Europe.
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Other strengths have been pointed out by Frazenartler (2011). The Social OMC: 1)
helped to put social inclusion and social issuesghi@ EU agenda; 2) at EU level, it
highlighted both the importance of mutual reinfon@mt between economic, social and
employment policies and the need to consider akagedssess the social impact of measures
adopted in these fields; 3) it favoured the dewslept of shared concepts (such as
multidimensionality) and the identification of/agreent on key policy priorities in the three
Social OMC strands; 4) it prompted learning proesssn the best strategies to prevent and
reduce poverty; 5) it favoured relevant progressesmproving data, defining common
indicators and developing a stronger analyticahfaork in order to understand, assess and
monitor the social phenomena; 6) it promoted th@rowement of governance of social
inclusion in many member states. In particular, @4C supported the diffusion of the idea
that the fight against poverty has to integratadous policy sectors and involve different
stakeholders; 7) it was very useful in promotingigbinclusion in those member states that
chose to fully use OMC; 8) it ensured that the ntatkle the impact of economic and
financial crises was included in the EU debatejt®elped mobilise several actors also
promoting the emergence of networks and it hasngigece to socially excluded people; 10)
2010 has been made the European Year for CombRtwugrty and Social Exclusion thanks
to the Social OMC.

Despite these positive developments favoured bystial OMC, the process clearly failed
when considering policy outcomes, namely the immacpoverty: only little progress was
made in achieving the targets set in Lisbon. Thistéd impact can be explained, first,
considering the low political status and the ladkpolitical leadership at the EU level
compared with other strands of the Lisbon agendh as Growth and Job. When Lisbon has
launched the mutually reinforcing nature of ecormmemployment and social was not
adequately emphasized. In theory, the Social OMdlilshhave interacted with the Growth
and Job agenda but this did not translate intotiseacSecond, the Social OMC remained a
“soft” coordination process without sanctions foember states that did not reach targets, as
the Commission was not entitled to issue policyomemendations for member states.
Furthermore, the lack of a clear quantitative daeeget until 2010 diminished the status of
the Social OMC compared to employment and econgmiccies. At the national level
member states have failed to integrate the SodC@nto the national policy making and in
many members states the NAPS/inclusion procesd#iedsn a rather bureaucratic exercise.
Finally, the Social OMC has not been supported dggaate financial resources (Frazer and
Marlier 2010).

In addition, the first phase of the OMC was critel to be weak in its strategic focus and for
the multiplication of targets, objectives and cooation processes, and the governance
architecture introduced by Lisbon 1l showed a numidfelimitations. First, the visibility of
employment policy coordination was reduced by thtegration of European Employment
Guidelines and Broad Economic Guidelines and bymissing NAPs/employment. Second,
an institutional mechanism able to ensure the ntiytuzinforcing feedback between
economic, employment and social dimensions wasnapbaad the feedback remain weak.
Third, implementation of NRPs at the national leagked visibility and the involvement of
non-state actors was not able to affect policy wute®. Fourth, the shift from multilateral
policy coordination to bilateral reform dialoguetwween the Commission and member states
proved extremely difficult to manage. The persiseerof a weak process of “mutual
reinforcing” between economic employment and sogp@icies gave rise to a debate about
how best reinforce the social dimension of Lisbbmo different positions emerged. The first
pushed to incorporate the social objectives ineltitegrated Guidelines (IGs) and to better
connect Social OMC with the Lisbon Strategy. Theosel argued to keep IGs unchanged
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while focusing on better implementing national refs. The adopted solution maintained the
IGs unchanged for 2008-2011 but their social dinrenwas reinforced by the revision of the
accompanying explanatory text that emphasized #eal ior reinforced interaction with the

Social OMC (Zeitlin 2010).

4. The peer reviews within the Social OMC

Partly based on the model provided by the meetionganized since 1999 in the context of
the European Employment Strategy, peer review mgethave been organized since 2004 in
the framework of the Open method of coordinationtfee fight against poverty and social
exclusion. In 2006, after the streamlining of theee existing processes and the launch of the
Social OMC, the peer review methodology has bedeneled to the sectors of pensions,
healthcare and long-term care policies. In thegoebetween 2004 and 2006 peer review
meetings were funded through the “Community acposgram to combat social exclusion”;
since 2007 they have been funded through the “PREXSR programme.

4.1. Objectives and themes

In a nutshell, peer reviews are seminars lastidg2a days hosted by a single countnpgt
countrie§ and attended by other countrige¢r countrief as well as by other actors such as
European Commission officers, stakeholders’ repriasiwes and experts. The main goal of
the meetings is to promote mutual learning dynararo®ng participating states through <<
[...] the identification and dissemination of gopdactices on the basis of a systematic
exchange of experiences and evaluation of policetions, programs or institutional
arrangements [...]>> (OS& al: 4).

More in details, the specific objectives of thessetings areilfidem 5):

1) contributing to a better understanding of Mem8&ates’ policies, as laid down in their
National Reports on Strategies for Social Protectind Social Inclusion and of their impact;
2) increasing efficiency and effectiveness of peBcand strategies for social inclusion,
pensions, healthcare and long-term care in presehfuture Member States and at EU level,
by learning from the experiences in the MembereStat

3) facilitating the transfer of key components aliges or of institutional arrangements,
which have proved effective in their original coritand are relevant to other contexts.

Different issues can be proposed as topics forpder reviews. Firstly, domestic policies,
strategies or institutional arrangements recognasegarticularly effective in order to reach
the objectives of the Social OMC: generally, sdethl‘good practices” are identified in
Member States’ “National Strategy Reports on Soélabtection and Social Inclusion”
already. Secondly, host countries can be identiigdtboking at their (good) performance in
relation to common indicators. Thirdly, participagistates can propose to discuss a planned
policy reform: in this case, they can exploit theating for taking advantage of the
experiences and good practices in other counttiess improving the effectiveness of the
envisaged domestic reform. Finally, instead of @nédag domestic practices, meetings can
also address issues or policy problems which aliensaat the supranational EU level.
Proposed practices should fulfil the following erig: i) evaluation results or, at least, early
monitoring data should be available (or, prepamateports in case of planned reforms); ii)

® Peer reviews are open to all the countries ppetioig to the PROGRESS program: EU Member States,
Norway, Serbia, Croatia.
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the practices should be relevant to the objectofethe Social OMC and to the strategic
priorities of the Social Protection Committee.

Indeed, meetings held in the period 2004-2011 (&étmngs) concerned a setkdy themes
(see Box 1) strictly linked to the objectives ot tBocial OMC (and to the former Nice
objectives}.

Box 1 Key themes of peer review meetings, 2004-11

1) Integration of ethnic minorities and immigrants;

2) Quality and accessibility of social services;

3) Homelessness and housing exclusion;

4) Children and families;

5) Promoting active inclusion;

6) Over-indebtedness and financial exclusion;

7) Ageing and providing adequate and sustainable pensions;
8) Health and long-term care;

9) Interaction of social, economic and employment policies;
10) Governance

4.2. Governance and actor participation

As far as the organisation of the meetings is core® it is important to stress that Member
States voluntarily decide to host and/or attend p@dews. Through their representatives in
the SPC, countries interested in hosting a meetamgl their proposals - i.e. a sheet which
synthetically illustrates the topic to be reviewedto the European Commission-DG
Employment and Social Affairs. Then, DG Empl. asitser member states to select and rank
four meetings they would like to attend as peemtoes. The most preferred proposals are
selected and the DG Empl. drafts the peer revidvedde for the following year. In the
period 2004-2011, on average eight meetings perhy@ze been organised. In the selection
process as well as in the subsequent organisatiphases and during the meetings
themselves the DG Empl. is assisted by an exteoraultancy.

As mentioned above, peer review meetings are atehyl several actdts

- A thematic independent expertlected by the consultancy and approved by theBeore
the meeting, he/she draftéscussion papemn which the practise under review is discussed
and put in a wider EU comparative perspective. Tdagument, distributed before the
meeting, represents the main reference for therpdpat the other participants must produce.
Moreover, the thematic expert should actively dbote to discussion during the meeting
and he must produceSynthesis repoifthat is, a revised version of the Discussion idirig

the main results of the peer review) after the mget

- Official representatives from the host countihey are civil servants charged with either
the design or the management/implementation ofpthetice under review. Together with
the national and the thematic experts, they preffsmtpractice during the meeting. In
collaboration with the national expert, they shoeldborate theéHost country Comment
paper, which is a document focused on the presentatidheopractice under review and its

" Each meeting generally covers more than one théntist of peer review meetings held in the per@D4-
2011 is provided in Annex 3.

8 Roughly 30 to 40 people usually attend the mgstifthe number of people involved depends on tineben
of states which attend the seminar (up to 7-8 s@msmper meeting) and on the number of people cesmpgdhe
host country delegation.
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evaluation resultsHost country official representatives are respdesiior the practical
organisation of the meeting and one of them asstinee®le ofchairpersonof the seminar.

- National independent expert from the host coun®lected by the host country, he/she
must have an in-depth knowledge of the practiceeumeview. In collaboration with host
country officials, he/she drafts the Host countpnm@nent paper.

- Official representatives and independent expieds) the peer countrieg€ach peer country
is represented in the meeting by one national iaffiend one independent expefBeyond
actively participating to discussions during theetimgys, peer countries’ representatives are
asked to producd’eer countries Comment paperBhose documents should provide a
description of the domestic situation in relatian the practice under review (including
similarities and differences) and a first evaluatmf the potential for transferability of the
practice in their domestic contexts.

- The host country’s member of the “Network of lmeledent experts on Social Inclusion”

- Representatives of European and (if appropriatadional stakeholdersEach seminar is
attended by representatives from two EU level stakker organisations invited by the
European Commission. They are generally EU-levelOdGunded under the PROGRESS
program and, same as peer countries, they havetu@Comment papersxpressing their
views on the topic under review. While the preserfdeU level stakeholders is mandatory, it
is up to the host countries to decide if invitiragional stakeholders’ representatives.

- Representatives of the European CommissiOne or two representatives from the
European Commission (generally from the DG Emplayimend Social Affairs) attend the
meetings and contribute to discussions.

- Staff from the consultancy assisting the EC m pleer review programmémong them,
there are #eer Review managéwho is responsible for the practical implementatid the
peer review, including the facilitation of the dédjeand grofessional minutes-taker

A typical peer review meeting is composed by sdvactvities: plenary sessions which
the practice under review is presented and disdusse pointing at both strength and
weaknesses, comparing it with the community contxd the situation in participating
member states, discussing its transferability pgatkenworking-group activitiesaimed at
allowing more in-depth discussions on specific asp®f the practice under reviewite
visits which should allow participants to gain a bettederstanding of the functioning of the
practice under review by looking at how it is implented “on the ground” and by talking to
personnel charged with its implementation or todfieraries. However, seminars do not
always follow this structure. In fact, the agendan@etings as well as the roles effectively
played by actors mainly depends on the topic umegiew and on the motivations behind
host countries’ decision to organize a peer re\(sze below).

4.3. Function, relevance and impact of peer review meetings: preliminary evidences

Against this backdrop, two preliminary consideratiocan be advanced. First of all,
considering the framework of the Social OMC, pesmriew meetings are not ‘peripheral
tools’ as a part of the literature claims (seeewample, Armstrong, 2010). In principle, they
should be well integrated with the other tools loé tSocial OMC: practices under review
should be identified in the National Strategy Répdoor Social Protection and Social
Inclusion; the topics under review should be linkedhe objectives of the Social OMC and
should correspond to priorities identified by thectal Protection Committee; the good
performance of Member States in relation to themom indicators is among the criteria for

° In general, peer countries officials come from tcgnadministration (Ministries of Labour). Indefksmt
experts can either be academics or researcheisnalatstakeholders’ representatives or civil setgan
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identifying host countries. Moreover, the aimsluéde meetings are the promotion of mutual
learning dynamics and the exchange of good pragtiwhich are among the main goals of
OMC processes.

Second, looking at participants, it is importaninttice that virtually all actors involved in
the Social OMC do have a role in the peer reviescgss: SPC members, officials from the
member states, experts, European and national hetiglee organizations, EC officials.
Indeed, looking at actors involved, peer review tings can be interpreted as “inter-
organisational network$® in which actors coming from different organizasoat different
levels of government meet for exchanging knowledgmnsidering that some actors mainly
act at the European level while others at the natione, these meetings may potentially be
effective in linking the two levels within a reled¢ily novel multilevel arena for social policy
coordination characterized by patterns of bi-dicewl influence (Sabato, 2012).

Despite the potential relevance of the Peer Rewragramme in the Social OMC no
academic research has so far provided an in-deplysaas of the latter and its impact on
national and EU policiéd Only a few studies exist, among which the assessiarried out

by the Public Policy and Management Institute amel European Social Observatory on
behalf of the European Commission (OSE and PPMR202012b). The results of this
assessment are rather interesting. First of adl stbdy unveiled various motivations behind
the choice of hosting peer reviews - that is tg sayariety of usage of this exercise done by
Member States. Beside promoting of mutual learnitygamics or simply showing off
domestic practices (“windows dressing”), peer revieeetings have been used as a way for
answering EU pressures (e.g. in domains when ient& from the Commission have been
issued), for uploading an issue on the suprandtioléical agenda (this has been done by
both Member States and the European Commissiam oftcollaboration with stakeholders),
or as an instrument for settling internal differendi.e. disagreements between domestic
levels of government) by discussing with Europeaerp. Secondly, although it is not
possible to generalize results, the OSE/PPMI ass®dshas revealed that discussions held
during the seminars are very often rather openfiamdk. The interaction among the different
actors involved seems to facilitate the developmehtgenuine learning dynamics:
participants learn both from each other experiené=arning from others”) and by
developing together new knowledge and solutioreafftiing with others”).

The first studies therefore suggest that with resge the “impact” of those meetings, it is
possible to distinguish between consequences d&uhgpean and at the domestic levels. As
far as the European level is concerned, some ngsetiave contributed to the creation and
development of networks among participants. In otases, knowledge acquired during the
meetings has been used - especially by stakeholdersfeeding debates at the European
level. Finally, sometimes peer reviews have couatall to the promotion of topics on the EU
agenda or to keep attention on specific issues-high

With respect to impact of the meetings at the ddimésvel, the OSE/PPMI assessment has
detected three types of effects:

- Cognitive effectsconsisting in: i) increased knowledge of poligpeactices implemented
by other Member States as well as of EU initiatimed actions; ii) improved awareness of

12 0On the concept of “inter-organisational networée Hartley and Benington (2006).

1 A few studies on the peer review meetings orgahisethe context of the European Employment Strateg
exist: Ballester and Papadopoulos (2009), Caseycahd (2005), Sabato (2012).

12 Sometimes, the European Commission has been @hleet those meetings as “stepping stones” in longer
processes of building European consensus on tspics as minimum income, activation policies, stakadr
involvement.
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strength and weaknesses of Member States’ own igwligeflexive learningf; iii) the
identification of possible solutions or “models’t fooping with domestic policy problems.

- Discursive diffusionknowledge gained during the meetings has somstineen used for
feeding domestic debates (generally, in the orgdiniss of the participants);

- Networking domestic participants have often been involve&lihwide networks created
as a consequence of the peer reviews. In some, ¢hsss networks have been “activated” at
the national level.

- Transfer in a few cases, elements of the practices undeiew (mainly, procedural
elements) have been transferred in peer counmeggonal policies. Generally, this happens
when domestic processes of change are alreadyade joh the period of the peer review and
people involved in those processes take part h@arteeting.

Considering that peer review meetings last oneaamalf days, the findings of the PPMI/OSE
assessment are to a certain extent surprising. t#awet should be noted that not all
meetings held can be considered as successfulamesany meetings have not produced
any significant impact. Moreover, the research bhE® highlighted some limits of the
process. The main shortcoming is represented bgigmficant difficulties in disseminating
knowledge produced during the meetings (especiltiie domestic level§)and the absence
of systematic follow-up activities.

4.4. Combating poverty & promoting active inclusion via peer reviews

As mentioned above, 66 peer review meetings weganised in the period between 2004
and 2011 (see annex 3). Among them, 52 semina®$)(€dncerned the strand “Fight against
poverty and social exclusion” of the Social OMC, ile@h8 meetings (12%) concerned
“Healthcare and long-term care” and only 6 semir(88%) were devoted to “Pensiony”
Combating poverty and social exclusion has theeebmen a major issue in the peer review
programme. Indeed, looking at “key themes” deathwliy peer review meetings, the topics
of seminars often concerned issues, prioritiestargkt groups which are actually at the heart
of anti-poverty strategies and discourses as gtlddaveloped in Social OMC activities:
Promoting active inclusion (17 meetings), Qualitydaaccessibility of Social Services (18
meetings); Children and families (9); Homelessra®s housing exclusion (8); Integration of
ethnic minorities and immigrants (11). The tendetayocus on those strand of the Social
OMC has been confirmed and even increased in Stgptagramme year (2012) when, in a
context characterised by high uncertainty aboutrttegration of the tools of the Social OMC
within the EU 2020 Strategy (see Section 6.2),ehwat of the four peer review meetings
concerned the fight against poverty and socialuestch.

With regard to practices reviewed in the meetings not possible to provide here a full
account of the variety of topics discussed in theious years (for a list of peer review
meetings on social inclusion in the recent perget Table 4 below). As already mentioned
above, however, peer reviews may concern “goodétimas already implemented in member

13 While in some cases the meetings entailed thetifaetion of previously unknown weakness of donest
policies (“mirror effect”), in other cases, theytaited the emergence of unexpected strengths,ptaducing a
remarkable “legitimizing effect”.

4 Documents produced in the peer review process pagished on the website of the programme
(http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catld=1024&ldngr). However, information about the meetings seldom
reaches “outsiders”.

!> While peer reviews on “Poverty and social exclosibave been held since 2004, meetings on “Healthca
and long-term care” and on “Pensions” have beerariosgd only since 2006. However, considering peer
reviews held in the period 2006-2011, the picturesih’t change so much. In fact, in that periodn&étings
(74% of the total) concerned “Poverty and Socialgsion”.
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states, discussions around planned domestic poéftyms or broader EU wide policy
problems. Looking at the meetings organised betvi2®€4 and 2010 in the strand “Poverty
and Social exclusion”, the vast majority of thenR (dases out of 47) concerned the
presentation of already existing domestic practiGegy in two meetings the aim was to deal
with a general EU policy problem, while three megs were devoted to discuss a planned
policy refornt®.

This said, it is important to point out that, desghe focus is often posed on country specific
practices, the aim of peer reviews is not simplghiow practices in order to (possibly) favour
the transfer of some elements in other membersst&ather, in some cases peer reviews
have been strategically used by different actora asy for channelling their preferences at
the European level; in these cases the analysismestic good practices has simply been a
“pretext” for so doing. An example of this kind ‘@trategic use” of the peer review exercise
is illustrated in Box 2 presenting the peer revieeeting on “Minimum Income and Social
Integration Institutional Arrangements” hosted iel@dum in 2005.

% These data have been re-elaborated from PPMI 281 5 page 33.
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Table 4 List of peer review meetings related to théght against poverty and social exclusion , 2008912

Title Year Host Peer countries Key theme
country
Initiatives by the social partners for improving the 2008 Austria Finland - Ireland - Norway - Slovenia - Spain — -Promoting active inclusion
labour market access of disadvantaged groups UK
The social economy from the perspective of active 2008 Belgium Austria - Cyprus - Czech Republic - Greece - -Promoting active inclusion
inclusion Slovakia - Slovenia — Sweden - Interaction of social, economic and
employment policies
Support Fund for the reception and integration of 2008 Spain Czech Republic - Denmark - Germany - Greece  Integration of ethnic minorities and
immigrants and their educational support - Italy - Latvia - The Netherlands immigrants
Social impact assessment 2008 Slovakia Austria - Belgium - Bulgaria - Germany - Ireland  Governance
- Norway - Romania
Getting women back into the labour market 2008 Germany  Cyprus - Denmark - Italy - Luxembourg - Malta  -Promoting active inclusion
- Poland - The Netherlands - Interaction of social, economic and
employment policies
Integrated programme for the social inclusion of 2009 Greece Finland - France - Germany - Hungary - Spain Integration of ethnic minorities and
Roma immigrants
The City Strategy for tackling unemployment and 2009 United Austria - Bulgaria — Czech Republic - Greece - -Children and families
child poverty Kingdom Latvia - -Promoting active inclusion
Lithuania - Norway - Portugal - Serbia -Interaction of social, economic and
employment policies
Developing well-targeted tools for the active 2009 Norway Austria - Cyprus - Ireland - Poland - Romania - -Promoting active inclusion
inclusion of vulnerable people Spain - UK
Counting the homeless - improving the basis for 2009 Austria Denmark - Germany - Hungary - Italy - Homelessness and housing exclusion
planning assistance Luxembourg- Norway - Slovenia - Sweden
Measuring the impact of active inclusion and other 2009 France Belgium - Bulgaria - Ireland - Latvia - Lithuania- - Governance
policies to combat poverty and social exclusion Luxembourg - Malta - Portugal - Romania - The
Netherlands
Federal Foundation Mother and Child for pregnant 2009 Germany Bulgaria - Denmark - Greece - Hungary - Italy -  Children and families
women in emergency situations Serbia
Modernising and activating measures relating to 2009 Spain France - Lithuania - Luxembourg - Malta - -Promoting active inclusion
work incapacity Poland - Romania - Sweden - The Netherlands  -Health and long-term care
- UK
Promoting social inclusion of children in a 2010 Hungary Croatia - Czech Republic - Italy - Portugal - -Integration of ethnic minorities and

disadvantaged rural environment - the microregion

Serbia - UK

immigrants
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of Szecseny'

-Children and families

Achieving excellence in social service provision 2010 Romania Belgium - Croatia - Estonia - Lithuania Quality and accessibility of social
services
Using Reference Budgets for drawing up the 2010 Belgium Austria - Cyprus - Finland - France - Ireland - -Promoting active inclusion
requirements of a minimum income scheme and Italy - Luxembourg - Sweden - Over- Indebtedness and financial
assessing adequacy exclusion
The Programme for developing local plans for social 2010 Spain Bulgaria - Czech Republic - Latvia - Norway - - Governance
inclusion in Catalonia Romania - Serbia - The Netherlands
Building a comprehensive and participative strategy 2010 Portugal Denmark - Hungary - Ireland - Poland - Serbia- Homelessness and housing exclusion
on homelessness Spain - Finland
Making a success of integrating immigrants into the 2010 Norway Austria - Finland - Greece - Italy - Latvia - Malta  -Integration of ethnic minorities and
labour market immigrants
-Promoting active inclusion
-Interaction of social, economic and
employment policies
The Finnish National Programme to reduce long- 2010 Finland Bulgaria - France - Hungary - Latvia - Norway - -Homelessness and housing exclusion
term homelessness Portugal - Slovenia — The Netherlands - -Governance
Sweden
Building the tools to fight in-work poverty 2011 France Belgium - Cyprus - Estonia - Greece - Ireland - -Promoting active inclusion
Lithuania - Portugal - Slovenia - The - Interaction of social, economic and
Netherlands employment policies
Building a coordinated strategy for parenting 2011 France Belgium - Bulgaria - Croatia - Czech Republic - - Children and families
support Denmark - Estonia - Germany - Italy — Malta
The setting of national poverty targets 2011 Ireland Belgium - Bulgaria - Croatia - Finland - Latvia - - Interaction of social, economic and
Malta - Norway - Romania - Slovakia - United employment policies
Kingdom - Governance
Improving the efficiency of social protection 2011 Portugal Belgium - Croatia - Italy - Latvia - Lithuania - - Governance
Malta - Romania - Slovenia
Developing effective ex ante social impact 2011 Belgium Austria - Cyprus - Finland - France - Greece - - Governance
assessment with a focus on methodology, tools and Ireland - Luxembourg - Norway - Spain
data sources
Combating child poverty through measures 2012 Belgium Croatia - Finland - France - Germany - Italy - -Children and families

promoting the socio-cultural participation of clients
of Public Centres for Social Welfare

Lithuania - Luxembourg - Malta - Norway -
Spain
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Area-based policies in urban areas: how to promote 2012 Norway Belgium - Denmark - Finland - Germany - -Children and families
good living conditions for children and youth? Greece - Romania
Social economy- laying the groundwork for 2012 France Bulgaria - Cyprus - Czech Republic - Germany -  -Promoting active inclusion

innovative solutions to today’s challenges

Greece - Hungary - Malta - Netherlands -
Romania - Slovenia

Source: Authors’ elaboration
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Box 2 Linking national and European Strategies: the Blgian peer review on “Minimum Income and Social
Integration Institutional Arrangements” (2005)

As mentioned above, Member states’ decisions of hosting a peer review meeting are generally driven by
various motivations. Sometimes, beyond the desire of showing a domestic good practice or promoting mutual
learning dynamics, MS use peer reviews as a way for “uploading” topics and issues to the EU agenda. In those
cases, Member states often act in synergy with other actors such as the European Commission or
stakeholders.

A good example of such a kind of “strategic use” of the peer review exercise is represented by the seminar on
“Minimum Income and Social integration Institutional Arrangements” hosted by Belgium in 2005 (Sabato and
Pefia-Casas, 2012). In that occasion, the main purpose of Belgium was to show to the European partners the
functioning of its “Right to Social Integration” law (DIS, Droit a I'intégration sociale). The law, passed in May
2002, provided the general framework for minimum income and social assistance measures in Belgium. Given
its emphasis on concepts such as “social integration”, “recipients’ activation” and “contractualisation”, many
observers deem that DIS represented a “paradigmatic shift” of the Belgian social protection system towards
the so called “Active Social State” (Gilson and Glorieux, 2005). However, in 2005 the topics of minimum
income guarantee and activation were highly relevant on the European agenda too. On the one hand, the
renewed Lisbon Strategy emphasised labour market participation and activation of social assistance
recipients. On the other, the European Commission was about to launch a round of consultations on the
possibility of a Communication on active inclusion, and Belgium was among the few countries in favour of
such an initiatives. Indeed, the European Commission (as well as stakeholders’ organisations such as EAPN)
particularly welcomed Belgian decision to host the Peer Review, considering it as an opportunity for starting a
EU level debate on those issues, by providing a concrete example of how an ‘activation approach’ can be
declined"’. For these reasons, it is possible to state that the Belgian meeting was the result of the link between
two agendas and strategies: the Belgian - showing—off a domestic practice and trying to upload its basic
principles at the EU level - and the EC - 'breaking the ice’ for discussions on a contested topic and paving the
way for new initiatives - ones. Indeed, those attempts can be considered as rather successful since the Belgian
peer review can be seen as a stepping stone (for sure, only one among many other) towards the 2008
Recommendation on active inclusion (cf. section 3.2).

5. Europe 2020 and the fight against Poverty and Social Exclusion

This section is devoted to briefly illustrate theaim features and the overall governance
architecture of Europe 2020 (par. 5.1) and to preg® novel against poverty designed at the
supranational level - the headline target on pgvertd related indicators, the Flagship
initiative “European Platform Against Poverty andctl Exclusion” - (par. 5.2) in order to
set the context for the analysis of the functioriguch a novel anti-poverty arena emerged
around Europe 2020 which actually represents the absections 6 and 7 complemented by
a review of recent poverty and social exclusiondsein Europe (par. 6.1).

5.1. The new overarching strategy: Europe 2020

In European Commission’s view, Europe 2020 is atsgyy aimed at turning the EU into a
smart, sustainable and inclusive economy, chaiaeterby high levels of employment,
productivity and social cohesion.

" Indeed, the approach finally adopted by the 2088dfmendation on active inclusion (relying on adeeu
income support, inclusive labour markets, accessjuality services) presents some similarities witie
approach characterizing the Belgian DIS.
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Europe 2020 has been organized around “three ategypillars” and “three priorities”. The
integrated pillars are: 1) “Macro-economic sunailte” aimed to ensure a stable macro-
economic environment supporting growth and employm@) “Thematic coordination”
focused on structural reforms in fields such agwation, employment, education and social
inclusion, research and development (R&D), resceftieiency, business environment.
Thematic coordination combines “EU priorities”, “Ebeadline targets”, “EU flagship
initiatives”. 3) “Fiscal surveillance under Statyliand Growth Pact”, which should
contribute to achieve sustainable public finanad tanpromote fiscal consolidation.

The “three priorities” are: 1) “smart growth”, 23ustainable growth” and 3) “inclusive
growth”. In order to pursue these priorities therdpean Council set “five EU headline
targets” in June 2010. MS have to define the natitergets in accordance with the latter in
their annual National Reform Programmes (NRPs) theg also have to indicate the main
obstacles to reaching the targets and how thewndnte tackle them. The Council (October
2010) also adopted ten “Integrated Guidelines” YI@&s implementing the Europe 2020
strategy. Six guidelines regard economic polidest concern employment and (in fact also)
social policies. Finally Europe 2020 introducedeseflagship initiativeswhich are intended
to favour actions in line with the top prioritieachaimed to reach the headline targets by
supporting a broad range of actions at internatj@goranational and national level.

In order to ensure socio-economic governance, tloendl has also introduced the
“European Semester”. This aims to improve econoadicy coordination and help

strengthen budgetary discipline, macroeconomicilgialand growth. The Semester starts
each year in March, when the Council, on the basi&uropean Commission’s Annual

Growth Survey (AGS), identifies the main economi@lienges and gives advice about
policies. Following this advice, by mid-April membstates review their medium-term
budgetary strategies and draft their (NRPs) setiirtighe actions they will undertake to reach
the national headline targets. Afterwards, in Jame in July the Commission and the Council
provide opinions and especially recommendationgl$before they set their budget for the
following year (Frazer, et al. 2010; Vanhercke 205k it has been noted (Armstrong 2012),
the European Semester brings together the procedseth of reporting and monitoring -

previously connected with the reformed Stabilityd a@rowth Pact (SGP), the system of
country-reporting linked to the Lisbon Strategy amedpecially the coordination of

employment and economic policies.

5.2. The new tool-kit for tackling poverty and social exclusion

Considering the Europe 2020 components that edplicefer to poverty, first it must be
noticed that this issue is linked to the top ptiof ensuring “inclusive growth”. This
concept deals with the attempt to build a coheso@ety in which people can anticipate and
manage change, and (consequently) actively paatEign society and economy. In
accordance with this priority, one of the ten I@saerns social inclusion and poverty. This
is actually included in Employment Guidelines asgdupported by a related “headline target”
on poverty representing the main innovation of Eheope 2020 strategy. The guideline
“promoting social inclusion and combatting povertyas framed to replicate the main point
of the “common objectives” of the previous SocidlO. On the one hand, it stresses the
need to promote active inclusion, and above aligggration in labour market as strategy to
fight poverty. On the other hand, it points at tfeed to reform and to ensure the adequacy of
national social protection systems, while respegcthe budgetary constraints and ensuring
long-term sustainability (Pefia-Casas 2012).
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Goals, targets and indicators

The headline target on poverty stresses the neqataimote social inclusion trough the
reduction of poverty, aiming to lift 20 million pple out of poverty and social exclusion by
2020. The headline target refers to people “at ofskoverty or social exclusion” and these
conditions are described by a combination of thd#éerent dimensions of poverty.
According to selected indictors, the objectiveasréduce the number of people in the EU
(220 million) who are: a) at risk of poverty; iip@/or materially deprived; iii) and/or living in
households with very low work intensity by one kixiThe first indicator is the classic
poverty measure based on disposable income. Tlimdeoncerns “deprivation”, the third is
linked to joblessness.

These dimensions have the same weight, but theyegept different challenges for the
various MS. The MS and the Mediterranean countreage “income poverty” as the primary
challenge; “material deprivation” mainly affectetiRastern European countries, in particular
Romania, Latvia, Bulgaria and Hungary. Both thetfeind second group of countries have
fewer problems with jobless households than in twes such as the UK and Ireland
(Copeland and Daly 2012).

Governance and actors

In order to reach the quantitative poverty targdtioed above, Europe 2020 has substantially
changed the policy tool-kit in the field of povedynd social exclusion — as well as in other
sectors such as pensions and health care. As medtithe new strategy introduced so-called
“flagship initiatives” to support initiatives in ¢hpriority fields, to stimulate stakeholder
actions and to perform actions aimed to pursuéndalline targets. A specific flagship - the
European Platform Against Poverty and social exclugEPAP)- regards poverty and social
exclusion. The platform aims to create a joint tasiolving member states, EU institutions
and stakeholders.

Five specific priorities are set out: 1) promotiagtion across the policy spectrum, 2)
supporting greater and more effective use of EW ftonsupport social inclusion, 3) foster
evidence-based social innovation, 4) working intienship and harnessing the potential of
the social economy and 5) enhancing policy cootsinaamong MS. A sixth priority area
regards the application of common active inclugpanciples is also added to the platform it
(Pena-Casas 2012). The governance architectutadkliing poverty and social inclusion in
the framework of Europe 2020 is summarized in t&ble

As it has been pointed out by Armstrong (2012), BEfRAP with associated goals and
activities focuses on specific policy domains amdargge policy initiatives to achieve the
targets in the absence of both a broader “EU sagjahda” and a fully-fledged anti-poverty
strategy. This entails the risk that the flagshipative aimed to support Europe 2020’s anti-
poverty dimension might be unsuccessful to developracticable and ambitious social
agenda while economic policy coordination mechaasistthat are the core of Europe 2020 —
could fail to support or even negatively affect #oeial dimension. In section 6.2 below we
will address this issue by looking at the implenation of the EU2020 anti-poverty
dimension and the functioning of the EPAP.
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Table 5 Europe 2020 and the new governance architeceufor combating poverty and social exclusion

EU 2020 Overarching priority Inclusive growth
strategy
(10) Integrated Guideline N.10 Promoting social inclusion and combating poverty
(5) Headline target At least 20 million fewer people in or at risk of poverty and
social exclusion
EU level (7) Flagship “European Platform Against Poverty”
tools
European semester Annual Growth Survey; Country-Specific Recommendations
National National Reform Include national targets on poverty
level tools Programmes (NRPs)

6. A new arena for combating poverty

This section provides a preliminary assessmenh®fBurope 2020 strategy against poverty
and social exclusion by first focusing on outcormeserms of reduction of overall poverty
level and in the various MS (par. 6.1). Second,faais on the “process”, that is on the
functioning of the Europe 2020 anti-poverty compuneith the aim to detect signs of the
emergence and (possible) consolidation of a neweyarena based on effective multi-level
and multi-stakeholder governance of actions agg@ogerty (par. 6.2).

6.1. Poverty and social exclusion in the EU: main trends 2005-2011

As mentioned in previous sections, one of the Eei2@20 headline targets is to lift at least
20 million of people out of the risk of poverty exclusion by 2020. In order to monitor EU
and MS’ progress towards this target, a new indrchas been developed concerning people
“at risk of poverty or social exclusion” (AROPE)hi§ indicator is composed by three sub-
indicators: a) “people at risk of poverty” (AROR), “people severely materially deprived”
(SMD) and, c) “people living in households with yéow work intensity” (LWI)'®.

Looking at the trend of the AROPE indicator in theriod between 2005 (re-launch of the
Lisbon Strategy) and 2011 (the first year of thedpe 2020 Strategy and latest Eurostat data
available), two tendencies emerge. In a first p{@605-2009) the percentage of people at
risk of poverty or social exclusion in the EU showaedecreasing trend: from 25,6% in 2005
(corresponding to 123.892.000 persons) to 23,1%.7¥B.000 persons) in 2009. Since 2010,
however, AROPE has started to increase and in 2ZD4,2% of the EU population
(119.568.000 persons) was at risk of poverty orad@xclusion, a value close to 2007 levels
(Fig.1 and Fig.2).

18 As reported by Eurostat, when it comes to the AR@Rlicator, <<Persons are only counted once efen i
they are present in several sub-indicators. AtoisRoverty are persons with an equivalised displesancome
below the risk-of-poverty threshold, which is se6@ % of the national median equivalised dispasaitome
(after social transfers). Material deprivation cevimdicators relating to economic strain and digabSeverely
materially deprived persons have living conditicseverely constrained by a lack of resources ang the
experience at least 4 out of 9 following deprivaidtems: cannot afford i) to pay rent or utilityidy ii) keep
home adequately warm, iii) face unexpected experngpeat meat, fish or a protein equivalent eveegond
day, v) a week holiday away from home, vi) a céj,aswashing machine, viii) a colour TV, or ix)telephone.
People living in households with very low work ingity are those aged 0-59 living in households wtibe
adults (aged 18-59) work less than 20% of theiraltotvork potential during the past year (cf.
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/peuape 2020 _indicators/headline_indicators).
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Figure 1 Percentage of people at risk of poverty asocial exclusion (AROPE) 2005-2011, EU 27
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Figure 2 People at risk of poverty or social exclusn (% of total population), selected years
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Source: elaborated from Eurostat online database. BG: data for 2005 refers to 2006; RO: data for 2005 refers
to 2007; IE: data for 2011 refers to 2010; EU: data for 2005 and 2011 are estimated values.

However, looking at individual EU countries, it p@ssible to note that in 13 cases such a
negative trend already started in 2009. This is dhse for Bulgaria, Denmark, Estonia,
Ireland, Spain, Cyprus, Latvia, Lithuania, LuxemizpuHungary, Malta, the Netherlands,
and Sweden (Table 6).
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Table 6 People at risk of poverty or social exclusio(% of total population), 2004-2011

Country \time 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
EU 27 : 25,6e 25,2e 24,4 23,6 23,1 23,6 24,2e
BE 21,6 22,6 21,5 21,6 20,8 20,2 20,8 21
BG : : 61,3 60,7 44,8b 46,2 49,2 49,1
cz : 19,6 18 15,8 15,3 14 14,4 15,3
DK 16,5 17,2 16,7 16,8 16,3 17,6 18,3 18,9
DE : 18,4 20,2 20,6 20,1 20 19,7 19,9
EE 26,3 25,9 22 22 21,8 23,4 21,7 23,1
IE 24,8 25 23,3 23,1 23,7 25,7 29,9 :
EL 30,9 29,4 29,3 28,3 28,1 27,6 27,7 31
ES 24,4 23,4 23,3 23,1 22,9 23,4 25,5 27
FR 19,8 18,9 18,8 19 18,6b 18,5 19,2 19,3
IT 26,4 25 25,9 26 25,3 24,7 24,5 28,2
cY : 25,3 25,4 25,2 23,3b 23,5 23,5 23,7
Lv : 45,8 41,4 36 33,8b 37,4 38,1 40,4b
LT : 41 35,9 28,7 27,6 29,5 33,4 33,4
LU 16,1 17,3 16,5 15,9 15,5 17,8 17,1 16,8
HU : 32,1 31,4 29,4 28,2 29,6 29,9 31
MmMT : 20,2 19,1 19,4 19,6 20,2 20,3 21,4
NL : 16,7 16 15,7 14,9 15,1 15,1 15,7
AT 17,5 16,8 17,8 16,7 18,6 17 16,6 16,9
PL : 45,3 39,5 34,4 30,5b 27,8 27,8 27,2
PT 27,5 26,1 25 25 26 24,9 25,3 24,4
RO : : : 45,9 44,2 43,1 41,4 40,3
Sl : 18,5 17,1 17,1 18,5 17,1 18,3 19,3
SK : 32 26,7 21,3 20,6 19,6 20,6 20,6
FI 17,2 17,2 17,1 17,4 17,4 16,9 16,9 17,9
SE 16,9 14,4 16,3 13,9 14,9 15,9 15 16,1
UK : 24,8 23,7 22,6 23,2 22 23,1 22,7

Source: Eurostat. Last update: 03/04/2013 : = not available; e = estimated; b = break in time series

A similar trend emerges at the EU level for two ofitthe three AROPE sub-indicators
(Figure 3). The percentage of people severely nadtiedeprived constantly and significantly
declined between 2005 and 2009 (from 10,7% to &fi%e EU population), but it is on the
rise since 2010. The percentage of people livingdaseholds with very low work intensity
decreased between 2005 and 2009 - from 10,3% tofafe EU population. However, LWI
started to increase in 2010, almost reaching tH@5 28vel in 2011. As far as the AROP
indicator is concerned, this sub-indicator showsnare linear trend characterised by
moderate changes in the period between 2005 and. 20dwever, due to a 0,5% increase
between 2010 and 2011, the percentage of peopigkadf poverty in 2011 was higher than
the rate registered in 2005.
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Figure 3 People “at risk of poverty or social exclaion” (AROPE) and the three sub-indicators in the EU27, 2005-
2011
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Regarding individual member states, the situatimmcerning the AROPE indicator - as well
as its components - is varied (cf. Tables 7, 8n@® B0 below). In 2011 data, the percentage
of people at risk of poverty or social exclusiongad between almost 50% of the population
in Bulgaria and around 15-16% in countries like €edRepublic, the Netherlands and
Sweden. In the same year, more than 21% of theaialy Romanian, Spanish or Greek
population was at risk of poverty, while this stina only concerned 9,8% of the Czech
population. As far as the percentage of peoplersgvenaterially deprived is concerned, in
2011 it ranged between 43,6% of the population uhg8ria to 1,2% in Luxembourg and
Sweden. Finally, 2011 data shows that 13,7% of iBelgeople lived in households with
very low work intensity, while the percentage wagngicantly lower in countries like
Cyprus (4,5%), the Czech Republic (6,6%) and Luxaumdp (5,8%°.

When it comes to the analysis of the trends regidten member states in the last few years,
a worsening of the situation is visible in many rwies. However, the extent and the
duration of such deterioration vary according te tountry and to the considered indicator.
Taking data for 2011 as a reference point (andpasimg them with the situation in 2010,
2008 and 20059, four different situations may be identified: apudtries experiencing a

19 As far as LWI indicator is concerned, data reférte 2010 shows that the higher value was registare
Ireland (22,9% of the population). However, 2011adar Ireland are not available.

2 |n the following tables the values of percentabange for the periods 2010-2011 and 2008-2011akent
from the 2012 Annual report of the Social Protatt@@ommittee (SPC 2013). In the report, it is spedithat
<< [...] i) Only statistically significant clmges have been marked in green/red (positgative
changes). For the change 2010-2011, provisi@emputations of significance of net chandene by
Eurostat have been used . For the change 2008-201pp. threshold has been used. "~" refers tdestab
performance (i.e. statistically insignificant chajgiii) For the at-risk-of poverty rate, the incemeference
year is the calendar year prior to the survey Year 2010) except for the United Kingdom (survesas) and
Ireland (12 months preceding the survey). Similathe very low work intensity rate refers to theyous
calendar year (i.e. 2010) while for the severe nwlteleprivation rate, the reference is the curngsar (i.e.
2011). >> (SPC, 2013: 24). As far as pp. changestife period 2005-2011 are concerned, they are our
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lasting worsening, i.e. countries where the valtiehe considered indicator registered in
2011 is higher than the values registered bo20itD and 2008; b) Countries experiencing a
recent worsening. i.e. countries showing some wngs in 2011 compared to 2010 but for
which the 2011 value of the indicator is still lavtean - or equivalent to - the 2008 one; c)
Countries presenting a rather stable situationcoantries where the 2011 value presents no
or very limited changes compared to 2010; d) Coeesitexperiencing some improvements,
i.e. countries in which the value of the indicategistered in 2011 is lower than the one
registered in 2010.

As far as the “at risk of poverty or social exctusi (AROPE) indicator is concerned, we find

the follow situation (Table 7):

a) Countries experiencing a significant worseningstoia, Ireland, Greece, Spain, ltaly,
Latvia, Hungary, Malta, the Netherlands and Swedg.rightly highlightened by the
2012 SPC Annual report with reference to changesdsn 2010 and 2011, <<[..]Jfor most
countries the increase is rather small (1-2 peaggnpoints) with the exception of Italy
and Greece where the increase since 2010 is ofrahge of 3.7 pp. and 3.3 pp.
respectively>> (SPC 2013:23) . However, if one carep 2011 data with the 2008
situation, a relevant worsening is registered ico@ntries: Ireland (6,2 pp), Greece (2,9
pp), Spain (4,1 pp), Italy (2,9 pp), Latvia (6,3ppungary (2,8pp). Moreover, in seven
countries the percentage of AROPE registered ihl28 higher (although to a very
different extent) than the one registered in 20D&lgnd, Greece, Spain, ltaly, Malta,
Sweden).

b) Countries experiencing a recent worsening: CzecpuBle (0,9 pp), Slovenia (1 pp),
Finland (1 pp). In these countries, despite a recent iserez the AROPE rate, the
situation in 2011 is still better than in 2008.

c) Countries presenting a rather stable situation.giBel, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Denmark,
Germany, France, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Austriagv8kia, the United Kingdom. It
should be noted, however, that even if the indicatas relatively stable in the period
2010-2011, in most countries the 2011 AROPE rate kigher than that registered in
2008 (Bulgaria, Denmark, Cyprus, Lithuania, Luxenrng) or in 2005 (Denmark and
Germany).

d) Countries experiencing some improvements. Onlyadeuntries registered (rather small)
improvments in the 2011 AROPE value compared td20hese countries are Poland (-
0,6 pp), Portugal (-0,9 pp), and Romania (-1,1 pp).

Looking at the at risk of povertyrate (AROP), it emerges from Table 8:

a) Countries experiencing a lasting worsenirgreece, Spain, Hungary, Slovenia, Sweden,
Slovakia. The increase of the AROP rate in 20Thp=red to both 2010 or 2008 is rather
limited in all those countries (between 0,9 and @2 However, it is to be noted that, as
far as Sweden is concerned, in 2011 its AROP raseitcreased by 4,5 pp compared to
2005 values.

elaborations based on Eurostat data. In this eagepp. threshold has been used for assessinggthiicance
of the change. As far as Ireland is concerned,daallable data for this country refer to 2010. Hos reason,
we report changes in percentage points (pp) fopé®ds 2009-2010, 2008-2010, 2005-2010.

33



b) Countries experiencing a recent worsenirgelgium, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia,
Ireland, Italy, the Netherlands, Romania. It's imtpat to note that, as far as Bulgaria is
concerned, the 2011 value is significantly higtmantthe 2005 one (+ 8,3 pp).

c) Countries presenting a rather stable situatiorDenmark, Germany, France, Cyprus,
Lithuania, Malta, Austria, Poland, Portugal, Firdarin all those countries, the AROP
percentage registered in 2011 doesn’'t show sigtifie changes compared to 2010.
However, in some countries (Denmark, France, Geymafalta and Finland) some
worsening compared to the 2008 or 2005 situatiore Heeen registered. Notably, data
show that the AROP value registered in Germany2®ill was 3,5 pp higher than in
2005.

d) Countries experiencing some improvemefitsmpared to 2010, the percentage of people
at risk of poverty in 2011 decreased in only theeantries: Latvia (-2,0 pp), Luxembourg
(-0,9 pp), the United Kingdom (-0,9 pp).
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Table 7 People at risk of poverty or social exclush, in %, and changes in pp 2010-2011, 2008-2011 and 20032

EU 27 BE BG Ccz DK DE EE IE EL ES FR IT Ccy Lv

2011 24,2 21 49,1 15,3

2010-2011 change in pp ~ ~ ~

2008-2011 change in pp

2005-2011 change in pp

2011

2010-2011 change in pp

2008-2011 change in pp

2005-2011 change in pp

Source: changes in pp for 2010-2011 and 2008-2011 are based on SPC (2013:.24). Changes for 2005-2011 are based on elaboration on Eurostat data. Latest data available
for Ireland refer to 2010 and changes are for the periods 2009-2010 and 2008-2010.

Table 8 At risk of poverty rate in %, and changesn pp 2010-2011, 2008-2011 and 2005-2011

EU 27 BE BG Ccz DK DE IE EL ES FR IT cy Lv
2011 16,9 14,5 19,3
2010-2011 change in pp ~ ~ -2,0
2008-2011 change in pp ~
2005-2011 change in pp ~
LT LU AT PL
2011 20,0 13,6 12,6 17,7
2010-2011 change in pp ~ -0,9 ~ ~
2008-2011 change in pp ~ ~ ~ ~
2005-2011 change in pp ~ ~ ~ -2,8

Source: changes in pp. for 2010-2011 and 2008-2011 are based on SPC (2013: 25-26). Changes for 2005-2011 are based on elaboration on Eurostat data. Latest data
available for Ireland refer to 2010.
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Regarding the variation in the rate “skverely materially deprived”(SMDpeople, Table 9

displays the following situation:

a) Countries experiencing a lasting worseninigeland, Greece, Italy, Cyprus, Latvia,
Hungary, Malta and the Netherlands. The increagestexed by the SMD indicator in
2011 compared to the 2010 value is particulariyhhingGreece (3,6 pp), Italy (4,3 pp), and
Latvia (3,5 pp). Moreover, it should be noted timathree of the above mentioned stated
(Greece, Ireland and lItaly) the 2011 rate of sdyeteprived people was even higher than
the 2005 one.

b) Countries experiencing a recent worseni@ermany (0,8 pp), Luxembourg (0,7 pp) and
Finland (0,4 pp).

c) Countries presenting a rather stable situatiédnstable situation (2010/2011) is registered
in Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, France, Aais8lovenia, Sweden, the United
Kingdom.

d) Countries experiencing some improvemelmsome countries (Belgium, Bulgaria, Spain,
Lithuania, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia) #td1 rate of severely materially
people has decreased if compared with the 2010Gererally, the latter have been small
changes, between -2,1 pp (Bulgaria) and 0,1 ppirtspaHowever, in some countries
(Portugal and, especially, Poland and Slovakia possible to identify a positive trend
since 2005.

Concerning the variation in the rate of peoplenigvin households with a vefyfow work

intensity”(LWI), we can distinguish among (Table 10):

a) Countries experiencing a lasting worsenimg.a number of countries, the percentage of
LWI has increased - to a different extent - i1 20n comparison to both 2010 and 2008.
They are: Belgium, Bulgaria, Denmark, Estonia, dnel, Greece, Spain, Lithuania,
Luxembourg, Finland and Sweden. In some of thesatdes, the increase registered in
2011 in comparison to 2008 is particularly relevdgsgtonia (4,6 pp), Ireland (9,3 pp),
Greece, (4,4 pp), Spain (6 pp), Lithuania (7,2 pywyreover, in three country, the 2011
LWI rate is remarkably higher than the 2005 onelaind (8,3 pp), Greece (4,3 pp), Spain

(5,7 pp).

b) Countries experiencing a recent worsenig two countries, the LWI registered an
increase in 2011 compared to 2010. They are theeNands (0,5 pp) and Slovenia (0,7

Pp).

c) Countries presenting a rather stable situatiom ten countries (Czech Republic,
Germany, France, Italy, Cyprus, Latvia, Hungary t&laAustria, Slovakia) the LWI rate
did nott present any significant change in 2011 garad to 2010. However, if compared
with 2008, in Latvia the 2011 rate of LWI showedubstantial increase (7,1 pp).

d) Countries experiencing some improveme@isly four countries registered in 2011 some
(limited) improvements compared to the 2010 sitratiPoland (-0,4 pp), Portugal (-0,4
pp), Romania (-0,1 pp), the United Kingdom (-1,9.pp
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Table 9 Severe material deprivation rate, in %and changes in pp 2010-2011, 2008-2011 and 2005120

EU 27 BE BG Ccz DK DE EE IE EL ES FR IT cYy LV
2011 8,8 5,7 43,6 6,1
2010-2011 change in pp ~ -0,2 -2,1 ~
2008-2011 change in pp ~ ~ ~
2005-2011 change in pp -1,9 ~ -5,7
LT LU HU MT NL AT PL PT RO SI SK SE UK
2011 18,5 1,2 3,9 13,0 8,3 29,4 6,1 10,6 1,2 5,1
2010-2011 change in pp -1,0 ~ -1,2 -0,7 -1,6 ~ -0,8 ~ ~
2008-2011 change in pp -2,5 -4,7 -1,4 -3,5 ~ -1,2 ~ ~
2005-2011 change in pp ~ 20,8 -1,0 na. DO  -115 ~ 1,1 ~

Source: changes in pp. for 2010-2011 and 2008-2011 are based on SPC (2013:.27). Changes for 2005-2011 are based on elaboration on Eurostat data. Latest data

available for Ireland refer to 2010 and changes are for the periods 2009-2010 and 2008-2010.

Table 10 Population living in quasi-jobless houselids, in %, and changes in pp 2010-2011, 2008-2011 and 20032

EU 27

BE

BG

Ccz

EE

EL

ES

LV

2011

10,0

2010-2011 change in pp

2008-2011 change in pp

2005-2011 change in pp

~

13,7

11,0

6,6

9,9

2011

2010-2011 change in pp

2008-2011 change in pp

2005-2011 change in pp

-1,3

Source: changes in pp for 2010-2011 and 2008-2011 are based on SPC (2013:.28). Changes for 2005-2011 are based on
for Ireland refer to 2010 and changes are for the periods 2009-2010 and 2008-2010.
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Table 11 Summary of member states' situations conceing AROPE, AROP, SMD, LWI indicators

SITUATION AROPE AROP SMD LWI

a) Countries EE,IE,EL, ES, EL, ES, HU, SI, SE, IE, EL, IT, CY,LV,HU, BE, BG, DK, EE, IE,
experiencing a IT,LV,HU,MT,NL,SE SK MT, NL EL, ES, LT, LU, FI,
lasting worsening SE.
b) Countries Cz, Sl, Fl BE, BG, CZ, EE, IE, DE,LU,FI NL, Sl
experiencing a IT, NL, RO
recent worsening

a)+b) 13 14 11 13
c) Countries BE,BG, CY, DK, DE, DK, DE, FR CY, LT, CZ, DK, EE, FR, CZ, DE, FR, IT,CY,
presenting a rather FR, LT,LU,AT, SK, UK MT, AT, PL,PT,FI AT,SI,SE, UK LV, HU, MT, AT,SK
stable situation
d) Countries PL,PT,RO LV, LU, UK BE, BG, ES, LT, PL, PT, RO, UK
experiencing some PL,PT,RO,SK
improvements

c)+d) 14 13 16 14

Summarising data reported above, it emerges thitators referred to poverty and social
exclusion showed some improvements in the secoadepbf the Lisbon Strategy. In fact,
even if to a different extent, the AROPE, AROP, SMBd LWI indicators registered a
decrease in the period between 2005 and 2009. Hawstarting from 2010, those indicators
registered a worsening and, in 2011, the percentdgeeople at risk of poverty or social
exclusion (AROPE) in the EU as a whole was clos€d07 values. Looking at individual
member states, a fragmented picture emerges frdote THL. While only a few countries
registered some improvements in 2011, a numberoohtces have been experiencing
deterioration: in many cases, this is the consegpieha trend started in 2009. As a result, in
a number of member states the values of indicatmmserning poverty and social exclusion
registered in 2011 were higher than values regdter 2008 or, even, in 2005. Evidently, it
is not possible to link the above mentioned tretodSU strategies: the varieties of situations
registered in member states highlights the impodaof national factors and the fact that in
many countries the situation has been deterioraiimge 2009 singles out the relevance of an
exogenous factor such as the financial and econonsis. As underlined by the network of
national experts on poverty and social exclusioraér and Marlier 2012; European
Commission 2012b), national responses to the ecanonsis do not seem appropriate for
mitigating the social effects of the crisis. By t@st, austerity measures aimed at fiscal
consolidation seem likely to lead to a deepeningaerty and social exclusion and, as said,
in many European countries the 2011 situation wasadly worse than the previous year.

In sum, looking at the objective of rising up ade 20 million of people out of the risk of
poverty or social exclusion by 2020, it can be shat the Europe 2020 strategy has started
under very bad auspices.

Though poverty and social exclusion trends arevagieespecially in light of the quantitative
poverty target set by Europe 2020, comparativeglitee on the OMC has repeatedly argued
that the impact of soft processes of coordinatiompalicy outcomes at national level tends to
be limited and it is also extremely difficult tate the causal link between the former and the
latter. Therefore, the analytical focus should le¢tdy posed on the actual functioning of
Europe 2020 in the field of poverty and social esmn in order to evaluate the effectiveness
of this novel anti-poverty arena.
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This is what we intend to do in the following seatidedicated to the implementation of
Europe 2020 in the period 2011-2013, that is irfitisé 2 %2 years since the launch of the new
strategy. In line with the analytical framework@OPE we aim to capture to what extent the
new anti-poverty arena represented by Europe 282&ctiually characterized by effective
multilevel and multi-stakeholder interactioms well asntegration of different policyields
with the aim to tackle poverty. In this frameworlke will also present some very preliminary
findings regarding the impact of the new Europeategy at the domestic level. In other
words, three main analytical dimensions are relevan our investigation: i)multilevel
governancethat is the existence of interactions among dffe levels of government and the
type of such interaction within the framework ofrgpe 2020 and the European Semester; ii)
multi-stakeholder participatignwhich can be detected both at the supranationdl the
national (and, in case, local) level; iinftegration that is policy coordination at the various
level of government in order to reach the EU2020epty target.

What follows relies on preliminary research basedlocument analysis and the conduction
of five interviews at the supranational level wiristitutional, social and political actors such
as European Commission officers, stakeholder reptasves, a member of the European
Parliament, a member of the Network of indepen@eperts on social inclusion (see below
the list of interviews).

6.2. A weak anti-poverty arena: multi-level and multi-stakeholder interaction in the
framework of Europe 2020

The emergence of an effective multilevel and mstihikeholder arena to fight poverty and
social exclusion depends on three main elementshel)nteraction between the different
levels of government and the behaviour of the MSth2 steering ability of EU bodies -
primarily the European Commission and the EPAP; I8 degree of stakeholders
involvement at the various level of governments.

Multilevel interaction and behaviours of member states

In the framework of the European Semester, theirsgapoint of the interaction between the
European and national level is that every year M3ude their priorities and their headline
targets in the NRPs in accordance with suggestibtisee AGS.

In order to provide a preliminary assessment of Bt&itegies as presented in their NRPs we
considered three different sources: the repoti@fSocial Protection Committee on the social
dimension of Europe 2020 strategy (SPC 2011); tb&l2report of the EU network of
independent experts (Frazer and Marlier 2012); shert summary provided by the
Commission based on the network of independentrexpar 2012 (European Commission
2012b).

Three mains points emerged from these reports:3 hilve focused on activation policies; 2)
despite such focus on activation, the social dinoenkas remained marginal mostly as a
consequence of fiscal consolidation; 3) the malgiagon of the social dimension has
occurred notwithstanding the economic and financiaes have made the risk of poverty
even more salient as outlined in section 6.1 above.

The SPC report provides an overview of priorities I3y MS in their draft 2011 NRPs to
achieve the poverty target. The vast majority of K&Stually more than 2/3) pointed at
raising employment rates and developing inclusadgour market as the main strategy to
reduce poverty and social exclusion. More broattig, SPC report shows that MS share a
common focus on active inclusion strategies. Tip@nteof independent experts (Frazer and
Marlier 2012) confirms that many MS developed ativadnclusion strategy in line with the
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2008 EU Recommendation. With regard to the thréarpiof the latter (cf. section 3.2), they
put particularly emphasis on the second one -rnausive labour market; by contrast, the
policy framework for income support (first pillaand services (third pillar) is much weaker.
Despite this emphasis, the report of independepérx stresses that the social dimension is
still marginal. First, NRPs lack long-term visioa,g. ability to assess potential negative
effects of the reduced support for children andiliesm Second NRPs do not effectively
balance economic, social and employment objectifiesal consolidation is in fact the
priority of NRPs, while social inclusion measures ft in the background.

The third report (European Commission 2012b) shitnas the economic and financial crisis
and austerity measures go hand in hand with inece@sverty and social exclusion. As a
consequence, reaching the Europe 2020 poverty @oidl $nclusion target is more difficult
than in 2010 when the new framework for multilexsglcio-economic governance was
launched. Also progress in the field of social stesice policies and towards the poverty
target is even more urgent and relevant than befdre key social inclusion challenges are
not well addressed also in 2012 NRPs. These agtoatifirm a too narrow approach to fight
poverty and promote social inclusion. Importanthg report highlights a weak connection
between measures and targets. Considering MS’ ehart setting their national target by
NRPs (in line with the European headline targepowerty), in 2011 the majority of MS set
realistic — as well as close to EU bodies’ ambitidargets on poverty. However, alongside
many MS defining national targets in accordancé wie indicators agreed at European level
(see section 5.2 - Goals, targets and indicatong))y others did not follow EU guidelines
and used different indicators (SPC 2011). Theseeameies were confirmed also for 2012 as
presented in table 12 showing the headline targetgoverty set in the NRPs for 2011 and
2012. In particular, ten countries (BG, DE, DK, HR, IE, LV, NL, SE, UK) have used a
different indicator from those agreed upon at tladiomal level. This confirms that the
introduction of the quantitative target and theesgbn of indicators at the European level
was not an easy task and it was actually the re$altmajor debate around three main issues
(Daly and Copeland 2012). The first was relatetheodefinition of a single European target
to be then translated into national sub-targets \aasl linked to the issue that the various
countries are not expected to reduce poverty asdnee level. The second issue concerned
the poverty target to be expressed in absokstén relative terms (Interview 1 — Social
Platform). The third regarded the specific indicattm be used in order to measure progress
towards poverty reduction. Against this backgroutid, fact that many countries adopted
national indicators different from those agreedrupb the supranational level seems to be
telling of a conflict which has stretched from tmemulation to the implementation phase.
Moreover, at present the multidimensional charaofethe target makes it impossible to
monitor its implementation. In other words, the Qoission finds it difficult to monitor
progress towards the target because the three sdiomsncannot be added each other
(Interview 2—DG Employment).
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Table 12 Headline targets on poverty in 2011 and 20INRPs

Member state Reduction of population at risk of poverty or social exclusion in number of persons
NRPs 2011 NRPs 2012
AT 235,000
BE 380,000
BG 500,000* 260 000*
cY 27,000
cz Maintaining the number of persons at risk of poverty or social exclusion at the level of 2008
(15.3% of total population) with efforts to reduce it by 30,000
DE 330000 (long-term unemployed)* 320000 (long-term unemployed)*
DK 22,000 (persons living in households with very low work intensity)*
EE 61,860 people out of risk-of-poverty*
EL 450,000
ES 1,400,000-1,500,000
FI 150,000
FR Reduction of the anchored at-risk-of-poverty rate by one third for the period 2007-2012 or by
1,600 000 people*
HU 450,000
IE 186,000 by 2016* 200 000*
IT 2,200,000
LT 170,000
LU No target 6 000
LV 121,000*
MT 6,560
NL 93,000*
PL 1,500,000
PT 200,000
RO 580,000
SE Reduction of the % of women and men who are not in the labour force (except full-time
students), the long-term unemployed or those on long-term sick leave to well under 14% by
2020*
S 40,000
SK 170,000
UK Existing numerical targets of the 2010 Child Poverty Act*

Note: *Countries that have expressed their national target in relation to an indicator different than the EU
headline target indicator
Source: Our elaboration from European Commission (2011a; 2012a)

The steering ability of EU bodies

During the first three years of implementation, tiglity of EU bodies to influence or
coordinate MS actions in the field of poverty adlvas to support the social dimension of
Europe 2020 seems to have been relatively lim@edtainly, the economic conjuncture since
2008 and the sovereign debt crisis in a number & have not contributed to create a
favourable climate for robust anti-poverty initiss. However, the increase of poverty in
many European countries calls for a response lidtieanational and the supranational level.
We therefore argue that the relatively limited steg capacities of EU bodies in the field of
poverty and social exclusions depends on sevetalacting factors, among which the
balance of power within the EU Commission betwelea various DGs, the governance
architecture of EU2020 with particular referencethie interplay of the latter with the pre-
existing strategy based on the Social OMC, the @mgintation of the new strategy with
respect to the involvement of national (and logglyernments and the stakeholders at the
crucial stages of the European Semester.
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More in details evidence of the relatively weakest®y capacity can be found when
considering: 1) the scarce attention to povertgtesl issues in the three Annual Growth
Surveys issued so far; 2) the limited use of ther@y Specific Recommendations (CSRSs)
on poverty, 3) the features and the role of theopean Platform Against Poverty and social
exclusion within the Europe 2020 framework, andtd¢ dismantlement of the main
components of the Social OMC after 2010. In thitiea we present a preliminary analysis
of these four points.

As illustrated above, in the framework of the Ewap Semester, AGSs set priorities to
orient the drafting of NRPs. However, when lookatghe content of AGSs in the first three
cycles of multilevel socio-economic coordinationhas to be noted that priorities do not
cover all Europe 2020 headline targets. In pasiGuhe fight against poverty has never been
a priority in the three AGSs launched so far (selw table 13). The scarce attention to
social and anti-poverty dimensions within the Ewap Semester is also confirmed by the
few CSRs issued by the Commission and the Coumdiie field of poverty, in contrast with
“the only cross-country consistency in all recomnaions [which] lies in the call for fiscal
consolidation. This reduces the attention drawnnughe social policy and environmental
dimensions” (Derruine and Tiedemann 2011; 6).

The fight against poverty in the novel Europe 2@2&nha, however, was expected not to rely
only on the toolkit provided by the European Seerediut also on actions and initiatives
coordinated by the Flagship initiatives, the EPAId aocial exclusion which was conceived
to create a joint task involving MS, EU instituteoand stakeholders. However, preliminary
findings show that the organizational structurehef EPAP is possibly too weak to perform
such a daunting task. The EPAP does not seem te haen endowed with adequate
resources and it has limited dedicated staff (W& 2—DG Employment). Also, in order to
pursue the general goal of reducing poverty seElmppe 2020, the EPAP should be fully
integrated with the other instruments of Europeamticseconomic coordination and
especially involved in the crucial steps of the dpgan Semester (drafting of the AGS,
meetings with MS before the drafting of NRSs, etalion of the CSRs). However, this does
not seem to be the case for the EPAP. In partictier EPAP does not participate in the
process of drawing up the CSRs, also due to thenalsof national representatives in its
staff (Interview 1— Social Platform). The most k&let — as well as visible — activities
promoted by the EPAP are the organization of blagh*Annual Convention” on Poverty and
two/three annual “Stakeholder dialogue meeting€e(delow). These events constitute
importantfora for discussion at the European level between rdiffetypes of actors and may
raise awareness on the Europe 2020 anti-povediegly and objectives.

Preliminary evidences seem to be more positive \Weaking at the EPAP “a policy
coordination platform” involving different DGs irctions related to the fight against poverty
and social inclusion. Within the EPAP an inter-gggvgroup has actually been set up,
involving more than twenty DGs. This group has iempénted (or launched) several
transversal actions that directly or indirectly eel$ the issue of poverty and social inclusion
(Interview 2-DG Employment). From this point of wiethe EPAP appear to be effective in
promoting cooperation among different DGs withie tiommission as well as integration
between policy sectors. It should be rememberedetier, that many of these activities pre-
existed the launch of the platform and the concedtidity of the EPAP to coordinate 65
different initiatives regard different sectors suab access to labour market, access to
services, education and migration policies (seetimplete list in Annex 4) has to be further
investigated.
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In sum, the preliminary analysis presented aboNtteat, while literature and commentators
provided divergent views about the robustness ofof® 2020 anti-poverty strategy,
weaknesses are particularly evident in implemematphas€. On the one hand, the
governance stuctures in the field of poverty haesulted to be relatively weak both with
respect to the EPAP and especially the fact thatesthe launch of Europe 2020 the
relationship of the latter with the Social OMC hasnained rather ambigouos. The main
components of the OMC - such as the national repthré joint reports and related indicators
— have actually been suspended or eliminated, alydtloe peer rewievs meetings are still in
place. The elimination of the governance architectf the OMC has thus not only dispersed
an important legacy — in terms of knowedge and alhsted relationhips (interview 1—
Social Platform) but also diluted social reportexgivities in the broader framework of the
Semester and socio-economic coordination. Thiscbage to the detriment of the social and
especially anti-poverty dimension also becauseha first three cycles of the European
Semester economic and fiscal coordination has damementum and this has implied a
greater influence of economic DGs and ECOFIN th@&Bmployment and Social Affairs in
the crucial junctures of the process of socio-eotnocoordination. In the words of a
member of a European NGO “we no longer have a foousclusive growth, now the focus
is on growth. Europe 2020 has disappeared” (intgrvi— Social Platform). This lead us to
consider how stakholders have been involved inrtipementation of the Europe 2020 anti-
poverty strategy.

Stakeholder participation

The European Strategy against poverty aims to ksttala multi-stakeholder arena by
promoting wide social actors’ participation bothnational and European level. Preliminary
findings say account for a relatively limited sth&kler involvement at both levels of
government though there are signs that things eaduglly improving in this respect (see
below and section 7).

At the European level the emergence of a multidtalder arena is promoted by two main
formalized institutionafora. The first is represented by the “Stakeholdertodize meetings”
in which NGOs, social partners, foundations, inddional organizations, EU institutions and
external bodies participate. There are two/threeetings per year, and about 100
organizations attend these meetings (Interview 2-Hd@ployment). However meetings “are
used by the Commission more to provide informatian to create room for joint decisions”
(Interview 1— Social Platform). The second forumtie “Annual Convention Against
Poverty” that according to some stakeholders i “timly visible initiative related to the
Platform. The second annual convention has workadhnbetter than the first one, but it is
not clear what it will actually deliver, what isetttoncrete outcome of the annual convention

2 According to Pefia-Casas (2012), the social dinoensf Europe 2020 was actually rather weak sinee th
formulation phase and it has become even weakiés implementation. About the “formulation phasahder
the umbrella of “inclusive growth”, cohesion anccisb inclusion are reduced to have the basic fomctf
giving people the ability of anticipating and maimggchange. Poverty and social exclusion are censilthe
result of a lack of employability. In this framewothe objectives related to the fight against ptyvare similar

to the key paradigm of the European Employmentt&tsa This makes clear that the priorities are on
employment, labour market participation and adafityabin order to reduce poverty, member states ealled

to ensure participation in the labour market anafm economic and social cohesion by promoting ¢noand
employment. In sum, the “inclusive growth” and moregyeneral the perception of poverty reductiofEimope
2020 has been oriented to increase participatiothén labour market. A different account was prodide
however, by the contributions in Marlier and Naf2l010) which put emphasis on the setting of thentjtative
anti-poverty target coupled with the Flagship atitre represented by the EPAP.
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(Interview 1-Social Platform). The main problem tlis respect seems to be related to
effectiveness of the Annual Convention in suppgriactions aimed to achieve the Europe
2020 poverty target.

At national level, the Commission called for a sgganvolvement of stakeholders in the

drafting of NRPs but little guidance for such inv@inent was provided thus far (interview 1
— Social Platform). Most interviewees pointed &trated involvement of stakeholders in this

process, though in 2012 participation was highantim 2011. Another issue regards which
stakeholders are and should be involved in the mavee architecture. At the national level,
mostly social partners - trade unions and emplogeresentatives - have been included,
much less NGOs (Interview 1— Social Platform).

7. Governance in the making: towards a more effective arena to combat
poverty?

While in the previous sections we have highlighttesl main weaknesses of the Europe 2020
anti-poverty arena with particular reference to #mergence of effective multilevel and
multi-stakeholder governance architecture. Thisi@e@ims at shedding light on subsequent
attempts to address such weakness.

In fact, after the first year of implementationeady, growing “problem pressures” (cf.
section 6.1) and the increasingly lighter Europeaanial dimension (cf. section 6.2) have
prompted a reaction by both politico-institutiomators and stakeholders in order to reinforce
the Europe 2020 social dimension. Both NGOs voieind actions taken by the most socially
oriented components of the EU bodies — such axiae D within the DG.Empl. and the
EPSCO Council - have tried to strengthen the fag#inst poverty and social exclusion also
to tackle the social consequences of the crisesaantérity measures (Interview 3—EAPN).
This reaction has led to four main initiatives sw: f1) abroader use of Country Specific
Recommendations on poverR) anattempt to revive the Social ONG) the launch of the
Social Investment Packagend the definition of a new guidance for using Ewgopean
funds 4) the re-launch of theAttive Inclusion Stratedy

AGS priorities and Country Specific Recommendations

When the first AGS was published in 2011, the emphwas posed on the need for fiscal
consolidation and sound public finances: also $opw@icy measures were intended to
contribute to achieve these goals especially vt containment measures in the fields of
pensions and health care. The 2012 AGS introducgeghapriority, “tackling unemployment
and the social consequences of the crisis” whiclirectly addressed the issues of poverty
and social inclusion thus introducing a proper alodimension within the AGS. This priority
was confirmed in the 2013 AGS and it was accommbhieclaims for further strengthening
the social dimension. Though “austerity policieseheemained the overwhelming message”
(EAPN 2012; 7) of the European Semester (see thB)ein the framework of the new
priority mentioned above, “active inclusion” is citered to be one of the main policy
answers to address the social consequences ofisies ¢(SPC 2013). As we will see in the
following pages, this is fully consistent with therlaunch of the “active inclusion strategy”
realized by the introduction of the “Social Investm Package”.

44



Table 13 Priorities in the Annual Growth Surveys, 221, 2012, 2013

2011

. Implementing a rigorous fiscal consolidation
. Correcting macroeconomic imbalances
. Ensuring stability of the financial sector

Fundamental Prerequisites for Growth

Mobilising Labour Markets, Creating Job Opportunities Making work more attractive

. Reforming pensions systems

. Getting the unemployed back to work

. Balancing security and flexibility

. Tapping the potential of the Single Market
. Attracting private capital to finance growth

10. Creating cost-effective access to energy

Frontloading Growth — Enhancing measures

2012

Pursuing differentiated growth-friendly fiscal consolidation
Restoring normal lending to the economy

Promoting growth and competitiveness for today and tomorrow
Tackling unemployment and the social consequences of the crisis

2013

Pursuing differentiated, growth-friendly fiscal consolidation
Restoring normal lending to the economy

Promoting growth and competitiveness for today and tomorrow
Tackling unemployment and the social consequences of the crisis
Modernising public administration

Source: elaboration on European Commission (2010a; 2011b, 2012b)

Parallel to change in emphasis of the AGS, alsauiage of CSRs by the Commission and
the Council has changed in the first two cycleshef European Semester. As stressed above
(section 6.2) during the first year the adoptionG8Rs in the field of poverty was really
limited: in 2011 only three countries received aRC@8G, CY, EE) and, among these,
Bulgaria was the only one that received an entiragraph on poverty. In line with this CSR,
Bulgaria should combat “poverty and promote soaialusion, especially for vulnerable
groups facing multiple barriers”. The CSR suggestaue instruments to take this challenge:
e.g. the modernization of employment services dadsupport to young people with low
skills. In the case of Estonia and Cyprus, CSRsemddthe issues of poverty under different
headings. In the case of Estonia the issues ofrpoie referred to under the heading of
“labour market policy”. Similarly, the CSR for Cyps talks about high risk of poverty in the
framework of “pension reform”. Furthermore, CSRs A, BE, DE, HU, SK refer to the
issue of low and medium income workers that implicfalls in the field of poverty
(Derruine and Tiedemann 2011).
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Table 14 Country Specific Recommendations on povert®011

Bulgaria

Take steps to address the challenge of combating poverty and promoting social inclusion, especially for
vulnerable groups facing multiple barriers. Take measures for modernising public employment services to
enhance their capacity to match skills profiles with labour market demand; and focusing support on young
people with low skills. Advance the educational reform by adopting a Law on Pre-School and School Education
and a new Higher Education Act by mid-2012.

Cyprus

Improve the long-term sustainability of public finances by implementing reform measures to control pension
and healthcare expenditure in order to curb the projected increase in age-related expenditure. For pensions,
extend years of contribution, link retirement age with life expectancy or adopt other measures with an
equivalent budgetary effect, while taking care to address the high at- risk-of-poverty rate for the elderly. For
healthcare, take further steps to accelerate implementation of the national health insurance system.

Estonia

Take steps to support labour demand and to reduce the risk of poverty, by reducing the tax and social security
burden in a budgetary neutral way, as well as through improving the effectiveness of active labour market
policies, including by targeting measures on young people and the long-term unemployed, especially in areas
of high unemployment

Source: our elaboration on COUNCIL RECOMMENDATIONS on the implementation of the broad guidelines for
the economic policies of the Member States.

In 2012 the European Commission and the Councilemadjer use of CSRs than in 2011
(see table 15): a specific paragraph was dedicetepoverty issues in the case of four
countries (BG, LV, LT, ES). In other cases povesigs addressed through other heading,
such as reform pension (CY) or labour market pedicfPL; UK). Moreover, the CSR for

Austria refers to the issue of “income earners”chiindirectly regards the poverty issue.
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Table 15 Country Specific Recommendations on povert®012

Bulgaria

Accelerate the implementation of the national Youth Employment Initiative. Ensure that the minimum
thresholds for social security contributions do not discourage declared work.

Step up efforts to improve the Public Employment Service's performance. To alleviate poverty, improve
the effectiveness of social transfers and the access to quality social services for children and the elderly
and implement the National Roma Integration Strategy.

Latvia

Tackle high rates of poverty and social exclusion by reforming the social assistance system to make it
more efficient, while better protecting the poor. Ensure better targeting and increase incentives to work

Lithuania

Increase work incentives and strengthen the links between the social assistance reform and activation
measures, in particular for the most vulnerable, to reduce poverty and social exclusion.

Spain

Improve the employability of vulnerable groups, combined with effective child and family support
services in order to improve the situation of people at risk of poverty and/or social exclusion, and
consequently to achieve the well-being of children.

Cyprus

Further improve the long-term sustainability and adequacy of the pensions system and address the high
at-risk-of-poverty rate for the elderly. Ensure an increase in the effective retirement age, including
through aligning the statutory retirement age with the increase in life expectancy.

Poland

To reduce youth unemployment, increase the availability of apprenticeships and work-based learning,
improve the quality of vocational training and adopt the proposed lifelong learning strategy. Better
match education outcomes with the needs of the labour market and improve the quality of teaching. To
combat labour market segmentation and in-work poverty, limit excessive use of civil law contracts and
extend the probationary period to permanent contracts.

UK

Step up measures to facilitate the labour market integration of people from jobless households. Ensure
that planned welfare reforms do not translate into increased child poverty. Fully implement measures
aiming to facilitate access to childcare services

Source: our elaboration on COUNCIL RECOMMENDATIONS on the implementation of the broad guidelines for
the economic policies of the Member States.

All this went hand in hand with other initiative Bjuropean bodies aimed to further reinforce
the social and especially the anti-poverty dimemsod Europe 2020. Among these, the
attempt to reinvigorate the Social OMC by modifyid&’ reporting tasks and the launch of
the Social Investment Package in February 2013 t@@sevive the European strategy on
Active Inclusion.

NSRs and the re-launch of the Social OMC

In 2012 the EPSCO Council and the SPC officialirivigorated” the Social OMC through
four main actions: 1) the definition of new objees; 2) the introduction of National Social
Reports (NSRs); 3) the definition of new indicattwssupport social policy coordination 4)
the publication of a first evaluation of the NSRs.

The new objectives were published in February 28@ as for the previous Social OMC,
they were divided into “overarching objectives” atspecific objectives” referring to each
strands of the OMC. Table 16 summarises the “oehmag objectives” and the “objective of
the strand of poverty and social inclusion”.
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Table 16 Objectives of the OMC for Social Protectiorand Social Inclusion

Overarching objectives

Social cohesion, equality between men and women and equal opportunities for all through adequate,
accessible, financially sustainable, adaptable and efficient social protection systems and social inclusion
policies;

effective and mutual interaction between the Europe 2020 objectives of smart, sustainable and inclusive
growth, taking full account of the relevant social provisions of the Lisbon Treaty;

good governance, transparency and the involvement of stakeholders in the design, implementation and
monitoring of policy.

Objectives of the strand of poverty and social inclusion

A decisive impact on the eradication of poverty and social exclusion by ensuring:

access for all to the resources, rights and services needed for participation in society, preventing and
addressing exclusion, and fighting all forms of discrimination leading to exclusion;

the active social inclusion of all, both by promoting participation in the labour market and by fighting poverty
and exclusion;

that social inclusion policies are well-coordinated and involve all levels of government and relevant actors,
including people experiencing poverty, that they are efficient and effective and mainstreamed into all relevant
public policies, including economic, budgetary, education and training policies and structural fund (notably
ESF) programmes.

Source: SPC (2012)

Following the SPC'’s initiative endorsed by the ERSCouncil in 2011, in February 2012
so-called NSRs for the OMC were also introducec $RC defined the main features of this
novel tool for soft social policy coordination innaultilevel arena. The NSRs should 1) be
coherent and complementary with the NRPs (avoidmgrlapping), 2) cover the three
strands of the Social OMC - that are social indansipension and health care, long-term
care, and 3) be succinct (length approximately dgep). Furthermore, according to the SPC,
NSRs should show how stakeholders are involvedsigth, implementation, and monitoring
of social policies. MS are also invited to consstihkeholders in the preparatory phase of
NSRs (SPC 2012a). The NSRs should be submittdw atame time with the NRPs although
there is no obligation on the MS: 21 countries tdfnd delivered their NSRs in 2012.

As of the decision taken at the SPC meeting of PG&bruary, 2013, however, the NSRs are
planned to continue as biennial exercise and aefire scheduled for 2014; by contrast, in
the third cycle of the Europe 2020 Strategy (200@mber States are required to fill a
“Complementary Questionnairén order to report on enacted reforms in the ¢h@MC
social policy fields — pensions, social exclusiowl &ealth/long term care — in the course of
2012. This testifies that the governance architectof social Europe 2020 is still an
unfinished business not least because sociallyntede actors are actually mobilising to
improve multilevel governance also (but not onty}he field of poverty and social exclusion
and to provide better monitoring of social — andialgpolicy — developments across MS.

In this vein, in October 2012, a new instrument wdduced to reinforce monitoring of the
social situation and to strengthen “multilateratvgillance” by the SPC. This instrument is
called ‘Social Protection Performance Monitor — SPPlind consists of a portfolio of

indicators in the field of social protection andcisd inclusion (see Annex 5). It includes
“overarching indicators” to monitor the main socie¢nds in EU countries, and “detailed
indicators” for each strand of EU cooperation ie fireld of social protection and social
inclusion (SPC 2012b). The establishment of thistriment is clearly in line with the

attempt to re-launch a constitutive component ¢ Bocial OMC represented by the
definition of “common indicators”.

In January 2013 the SPC published the first anneabrt prepared in the context of the
reinvigorated social OMC. As highlighted in itsrioduction, this report follows twelve years
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of active SPC work which led to the publication aihumber of Joint Reports on Social
Protection and Social Inclusion with the Europeam@ission and favoured mutual learning
and policy exchange in the field of social protectand social inclusion” (SPC 2013, 12).
This report can be considered an attempt to replitee main function of the previous “joint
report”.

The social investment package and the proposal for using European Funds

By acknowledging the magnitude of social challengesmost MS, in 2012 the EU
Commission has created a group of independent &xpersocial investment with the aim to
identify viable strategies to strengthen the Euampeocial and especially anti-poverty
dimension. As a result, in February 2013 tl®ocial Investment Packdgaas launched
providing “a policy framework for redirecting Membé&tates’ policies, where needed,
towards social investment throughout life, with ew to ensuring the adequacy and
sustainability of budgets for social policies awd the government and private sectors as a
whole (...)” (European Commission 2013a; 3).

In the Commission’s view, Social Investment is ategral part of welfare systems which
actually perform three different functions: socialvestment, social protection and
stabilisation of the economy. Social investmentl@asely linked to strengthening people’s
current and future capabilities. This means thatasgolicies have not only an immediate
impact, but they also have lasting effects prodya@acial and economic returns over time
especially in terms of better employment prospaats higher incomes from labour. Broadly
speaking, rather than repairing the consequencesaiél exclusion, social investment aims
at equipping people to address life’s risks.

From the Communication a new emphasis on “effigjeland effectiveness” of social
protection emerges. First of all, the Commissicksder making “efficiency gains” in order
to avoid that reforms could have a negative impactsocial cohesion, poverty, health,
productivity or economic growth. Second, the Consmois maintains that the sustainability
and adequacy of social policies require that MSaste to ensure both the efficiency and the
effectiveness of their policies. This is particblamportant considering that MS with similar
levels of expenditure on social policies show dédfé performances in fighting poverty,
supporting employment and in terms of health ousnn this framework, the Commission
highlighted that “there is a room for improvememtie way resources are used” (European
Commission 2013a; 5).

The Commission then asked for implementing acti@isng three main lines: 1)
strengthening Social Investment as part of the fgan Semester; 2) making the best use of
EU funds to support social investment; 3) streamdjngovernance and reporting. The
specific content of each strand is reported inde 17.
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Table 17 Actions and directions set out in the "Soal Investment Package"

Strengthening social investment as part of the European Semester

Member States are urged to strengthen the involvement of relevant stakeholders at all levels, most notably
social partners and civil society organisations, in the modernisation of social policy as part of the Europe 2020
Strategy.

Member States are urged to reflect in their National Reform Programmes the guidance provided in this Social
Investment Package with a particular attention to: 1) Progress on putting an increased focus on social
investment in their social policies, particularly on policies such as (child)care, education, training, active labour
market policies, housing support, rehabilitation and health services; 2) The implementation of integrated
active inclusion strategies, including through the development of reference budgets, increased coverage of
benefits and services, and simplification of social systems through for instance a one-stop- shop approach and
avoiding proliferation of different benefits.

The Commission will address social protection reform and the increased focus on social investment and active
inclusion in Country Specific Recommendations and subsequent European Semesters. The Commission will
moreover support Member States through enhanced monitoring of outcomes, and will underpin this together
with the European Statistical System through improved and timelier statistics on poverty and outcomes of
social and health policies.

Making the best use of EU funds to support social investment

Member States are urged to duly take into account the social investment dimension in the programming of the
EU funds and the ESF in particular for the period 2014- 2020. This includes exploring innovative approaches to
financing and financial engineering, drawing lessons from experiences such as those on Social Investment
Bonds, microfinance and support to social enterprises.

The Commission will actively support Member States in their programming based upon the guidance
contained in this Package and further operational thematic guidance e.g. on social innovation,
deinstitutionalisation, and health.

Streamlining governance and reporting

Member States, through the relevant Committees, are urged to make proposals for strengthening the social
dimension of the Europe 2020 Strategy, with a better connection to existing processes such as the open
method of coordination and enhanced reporting on the performance of Member States' social systems. The
Commission will further strengthen guidance and monitoring instruments, taking into account the existing
macroeconomic, fiscal and employment governance tools, with a view to limit and address divergences related
to social policies. Benchmarking and performance monitoring will be part of this exercise, building on the
Social Protection Performance Monitor

The Commission will work closely together with Member States in the context of the relevant Council
formations, the SPC and other relevant committees to support these reflections and will continue the dialogue
with all relevant stakeholders, notably in the context of the Annual Convention of the Platform against Poverty
and Exclusion.

Source: European Commission (2013a)

Last but definitely not least, the Communicatiosoabfferedguidance for using EU funds
2014-2020. In particular the Commission proposed thr the forthcoming budget period at
least 25% of cohesion policy funds should be useddcial investment and to increase the
human capital. Furthermore, the Commission propdbkat at least 20% of the European
Social Fund of each MS should be allocated in t@néwork of the thematic aim of
“promoting social inclusion and combating poverty”.

The proposal of ring fencing a portion of the EUdfet to promote social investment
measures included in the new package actuallyueetzed the idea put forward by the EU
Commission to support progress towards EU2020 mouerty targets by identifying
dedicated resources. This proposal, which was flated during negotiations on the
multiannual EU financial framework 2014-2020, istmaularly interesting because it testifies
the increased salience and visibility of the poweshd social exclusion issue at the
supranational level. In fact, the proposal promdi€eOs mobilization that campaigned to
support Commission’s position despite the reluaan€t most, if not all MS. From our
perspective both the proposal and subsequent rpatidn are extremely relevant in that they
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are telling of visible and vibrant — in terms ofced actor mobilization — arena to fight
poverty and social exclusion within the Europe 20%2@rarching framework. As mentioned
above, this will likely affect the still unfinishegovernance structure of the EU2020 social
dimension; it remains to be seen if such developngh be helpful to overcome the
weaknesses that have so far prevailed.

The re-launch of the “Active Inclusion Strategy”

According to the Commission the “Active Inclusiotréegy” is a constitutive component of
the “Social Investment Packad@” As we saw in section 3.2, in 2008 the Commission
launched a “Recommendation on Active Inclusion't tthefined the three main pillars of the
strategy — i.e. adequate income support, inclusiveur markets, access to quality services -
that now are an integral part of the social investostrategy.

The Commission emphasises not only the link betwesegial investment” and “active
inclusion” but also the connection between activausion and Europe 2020. In particular, as
the Commission pointed it out, three of the fiveadiiemes targets of Europe 2020 are
connected to active inclusion policies. The develept of an “inclusive labour market” is in
line with the employment target (75% of those bemv@0 and 64 have to be employed by
2020). At the same time, active inclusion and egigcigh quality social services can also
facilitate the achievement of goals in the field emfucation with particular reference to
disadvantage people. Finally, active inclusionric@l in order to reduce poverty (European
Commission 2013b).

In the auspices of the Commission, the launch ef $locial Investment Package should
therefore (hopefully) help revitalize the 2008 Reaoeendation on Active Inclusion, whose
implementation has been extremely weak in most neerstates. Evidence of this has been
presented by two different reports recently puldishby the European Network of
Independent Experts on Social Inclusion (Frazer Muatlier 2013) and the European
Commission (20135

The report of “independent experts” actually highted that despite several examples of
useful measures adopted in specific areas — edlgedancerning activation of the
unemployed - a comprehensive and integrated syratbte to mutually reinforce the three
strands of the Recommendation is largely missingmiost countries. The network of
independent experts also proposed three main eaqas for this lack of implementation.
First, the focus on fiscal consolidation has redutte ability to improve income support and
ensure access to services while the rapid growthnefployment made “inclusive labour
market” the dominant strand in many countries. 8dcamany MS were not able to integrate
the three strands of the Recommendation and thiréaaclusion” that was often interpreted
simply as “labour market activation”. Thirdly, imme countries we find a weak belief in the

% The Package is accompanied by a staff working mhecits includes the first evaluation of the impletagan
of the 2008 active inclusion recommendation in M®. In this document the Commission maintains that
three pillars of the active inclusion strategy ame=gral part of the social investment approachrd¢igean
Commission 2013b).

% Also the Social Protection Committee (within thiestf Annual Report) provided an assessment of activ
inclusion strategies presented by fifteen countieg BE, BG, CY, DE, ES, IE, FI, FR, HU, LU, PT(R SE,
Sl) in order to respond to the AGS 2012 that carséttive inclusion as instrument able to purdattarget of
“tackling unemployment and the social consequetdbe crisis” (SPC 2013). This report is mainlgtfised
on the particular choices of each MS; for this o@ast has been considered less relevant in thisesb
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integrated nature of the active inclusion approdttis is particularly true for what concerns
the importance of ensuring income.

The analysis developed by the Commission is abkhtav the main policy features in the
MS. As summarized in the table 18, the countrietugted in the groups “A” and “B” are
characterized by high coverage and medium/highldest generosity in “income support”
(first pillar), also these countries have a lowelewof labour market segmentation and high
activation (second pillar), high use of childcamd ahigh participation in education and
training (third pillar). In these countries, howevine good level of protection tends to create
disincentives to work. By contrast, countries ia groups “D” and “E” have social protection
systems not in line with active inclusion princimldow coverage and low generosity of
income support for people at working age (firstap)l high labour market segmentation and
low activation (second pillar), low use of childeaand low participation in education and

training. In these countries the system does mat te create disincentives to work.

Table 18 Active inclusion policies in the Member Stas

First pillar Second pillar Third pillar
Unemployment Other benefits .
o Inclusive labour .
benefits first level second level of Access to services
markets
of safety nets safety nets
. High coverage . .
Group A HI:Ag:dciz\s;acygﬁi (il) Medium to high Low segmentation I-::\?I}j ij;l(f;raiu;e
CZFRNL enerosit Loﬁ generosity High (FR) High a;tici’ ation ﬁ\
AT SI SE generosity .ong disincentives activation (SI, cz) | Partcipanont
() duration (CY) High (especially for No low wage tra education/training
disincentives P y & P (FR, CY)
second earners)
Very high coverage High coverage High childcare (UK)
(UK) High generosity . — .
Group B . . . .. . High activation Medium
High generosity High disincentives S
BE DK DE FI . o . . (UK) Low wage participation in
High disincentives (especially for . -
UK . trap education/training
(UK) Long duration second earners) (BE, UK)
(UK) UK ’
Very high Very high Low ch||d'c'are 'use
Group C . . . - Low participation
generosity generosity High activation . .
Ireland . .. . . . . in education and
High disincentives | High disincentives .
training
High
Groun D Medium coverage Low coverage segmentation Low | Low childcare use
BG HlF.)J T (BG, PL) Low (MT, HU) Low activation Low Low participation
generosity Low generosity Low wage trap in education and
MT PLRO .. . - . . .
disincentives disincentives especially for 2nd training (PL)
earner(BG, RO)
Lzreig\sliira(iil_gv: Medium childcare
Low coverage Low & v P High use (SK)
Group E . LT for lone . .
generosity Low segmentation Low Medium/Low
EEELES LV . . parents) Low L L
disincentives (LT . . activation (ES, PT) participation in
LT PT SK disincentives . -
LV) No low wage trap | education/training
(except for 2nd (PT EL ES)
earners in LT, LV)

Note: Outlier countries are signalled in strikeout font CC indicating that the given characteristic does not apply

to that country.

Source: European Commission (2013b)
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8. Conclusions

With the aim to both set the context and providelguoice for an in-depth analysis of multi-
level and multi-stakeholder interaction in thedielf anti-poverty and social exclusion in the
5 COPE countries (Germany, lItaly, Poland, Swedehtha UK), this report had two main
foci.

First, it aimed to reconstruct the policy tool-lahd governance architecture to combat
poverty at the European level after the launcthefEEurope 2020 strategy in 2010 by placing
it in a longer historical perspective in order tetatt change and continuity. Second, it
proposed a preliminary assessment of the Europ® aag#-poverty strategy by posing the
analytical lenses on some crucial dimensions of tmovel policy arena: i) multilevel
governance, that is the existence of interactionsray different levels of government and
especially the nature of these interactions witthie@ framework of Europe 2020 and the
European Semester; ii) multi-stakeholder particgrat both at the supranational and the
national (and in case also local) level; iii) intatpn, that is policy coordination at the
various level of government in order to reach thi2&20 poverty target.

On the first front, a trend towards increased irdggn between social — and particularly anti-
poverty — policies and European economic governdrasebeen identified and illustrated.
Originally thought and designed to remain on “sepatracks” (Ferrera 2009) with social
policies firmly in the hand of MS and beyond themse of European actions, anti-poverty
policies have in fact progressively become a furetatal component of “Social Europe” as
well as an important field for supranational policgordination with the launch of “soft”
coordination processes such as the OMC in the 280¢s. Subsequently, the changes in the
OMC governance structure following the mid-termiegw of the Lisbon strategy first, and
the adoption of the novel Europe 2020 overarchieitecture in 2010 have pursued deeper
(at least formal) integration between anti-poveftyore generally, social) policies and
financial-economic governance. Formal integrafg@em se however, does not imply a fair
balance between the social and the economic dimesnsof the European project. The
outcomes of such a “re-coupling” of EU’s economiwd asocial governance — which is
actually at the core of Europe 2020’s strategysimart, sustainable and inclusive growth —
are in fact both uncertain and unstable and stiieed to be closely investigated through in-
depth empirical research.

Against this backdrop, the second task of the teptirat is assessing the new policy arena
represented by the anti-poverty component of EW0pe - relied, as mentioned, on
preliminary research based on document analysighendonduction of five interviews at the
supranational level with institutional, social gmalitical actors as well as experts. The launch
of Europe 2020 has certainly represented discoityifar supranational anti-poverty strategy
in a number of respect: not only, as said aboveaure of the integration of social and anti-
poverty policies in the overarching strategy fociseeconomic coordination centred on the
European Semester, but also for the setting offitise quantitative (anti-)poverty target
coupled with the introduction of the Flagship “Epean Platform against Poverty and Social
Exclusion”. Implementation is, however, crucial aeden more so in the case of “soft”
processes of policy coordination such as (most)oen social policy initiatives. We
therefore focused on the actual functioning of ikeev strategy during the first 2 % years of
implementation with the aim to capture to what aktthe new Europe 2020 anti-poverty
arena is actually characterized by effective maitl and multi-stakeholder interaction as
well as integration between different policy fieldgh the aim to tackle poverty.
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Preliminary empirical evidences for the period 2@D13 suggest a nuanced view with
regard to the effectiveness of the current EU patierty tool-kit in tackling poverty and
social exclusion by mobilizing all relevant act@sd levels of government as well as by
favouring coordination across the policy spectriButh weaknesses and strengths may in
fact be detected.

A number of factors can be enumerated to give adcofithe limited effectiveness of the
Europe 2020 anti-poverty arena. Certainly, the enoto conjuncture since 2008 and the
sovereign debt crisis in a number of MS were nebv@@able conditions to robust anti-poverty
initiatives, while both the “structural” (due to EJconstitutional prerogatives) and the
contingent (due to on-going crises) balance of pomithin the EU Commission between the
various DGs have severely limited the ability of Bbties to effectively steer and coordinate
anti-poverty initiatives in a multi-level and muttiakeholder arena. The fight against poverty
has thus never represented a priority in the tl\®@8s launched so far, only a few countries
have received CSRs on poverty by the Commissiontt@douncil, multilevel interaction —
i.e. supranational-national - in the framework loé European semester has mostly focused
on economic and financial issues while it has reexdiformal in the field of poverty and
social exclusion — i.e. briefly reporting by MStimeir NRPs — and multi-level coordination
(if any) has lagged behind. Also some specificdezd of the Europe 2020 social governance
architecture have had a negative effect on theilplessmergence of an effective multilevel
anti-poverty arena. On the one hand, the suspensicglimination, of the main components
of the Social OMC - i.e. the national reports amaljbint reports with related indicators — has
not only dispersed an important legacy — in terniskoowledge and consolidated
relationships - but also excessively diluted sodieporting activities in the broader
framework of the European Semester and (socio-uancoordination. On the other hand,
the EPAP, thought to be the main (Flagship) initeaimed to support the achievement of
the Europe 2020 poverty target, neither seems tendewed with adequate resources and
staff nor (most importantly) it is fully integrated negotiations and decision making at the
crucial stages of the European Semester (draftingeoAGS, meetings with MS before the
drafting of NRSs, elaboration of the CSRs). The BPPgeems to be more effective in
supporting the emergence of a multi-stakeholdemaaxea two main formalized institutional
fora - the “Stakeholders dialogue meetings” and ther#al Convention of the European
Platform Against Poverty and Social Exclusion” —iethnonetheless are not theei where
decisions are taken. Also, at the national levakedtolder involvement was limited in 2011
and it has only partly progressed in 2012.

Interestingly, however, after the first year of iempentation it was possible to detect clear
signs of a gradual emergence of a multilevel anttitstiakeholder anti-poverty arena around
Europe 2020. At least three elements played a aruaie in this respect by increasing the
saliency of the anti-poverty component of Europ@®0Q) the existence of the quantitative
poverty objective among the Europe 2020 headlingeta made the poverty issue highly
visible at the supranational level; ii) the growilpgoblem pressure” — i.e. increasing poverty
rates in most MS as well as at the European levak -€onsequence of both prolonged
economic difficulties and austerity measures called actions aimed tackle the social

consequences of the crisis; these two factors mbawation with iii) the perception of the

weakened European social dimension prompted aioaaby both supranational politico-

institutional actors and stakeholders in order éinforce the Europe 2020 social and
especially anti-poverty dimension. Overt stakehotdebilization, NGOs voicing and actions

taken by the most socially oriented componentshef EU bodies — such as Directorate D
within the DG.Empl. and EPSCO - have aimed at gtteming the fight against poverty and
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social exclusion through the usage of differenttrimeents. Four main initiatives are
important in this respect: 1) a broader use of @yudpecific Recommendations on poverty;
2) an attempt to revive the Social OMC via the migbn of new objectives, the introduction
of National Social Reports as complement to NRRBs, definition of new indicators to
support social policy coordination, the publicatiminthe first evaluation of the NSRs; 3) the
assessment of the “Active Inclusion Strategy” asdsubsequent re-launch also with 4) the
launch of the Social Investment Package and thiaitieh of a new guidance for using the
European funds which includes the proposal of ferging a portion of the EU budget to
promote social investment measures. This initiatigealling the EU Commission’s proposal
- which was formulated during negotiations on theltmnnual EU financial framework
2014-2020 - to support progress towards EU2020-poverty targets by identifying
dedicated resources tells of the increased saliandevisibility of the issues of poverty and
social exclusion at the supranational level nasti&@cause of subsequent NGOs mobilization
to support Commission’s position.

From our perspective all these actions and relateihal actors’ mobilization are extremely
relevant in that they are telling of a visible antirant arena to fight poverty and social
exclusion within the Europe 2020 overarching framew This will likely affect the still
unfinished governance structure of the EU2020 $alimension; it remains to be seen if
such development will be helpful to overcome thakvesses that have so far prevailed.
Therefore, the preliminary findings presented iis tieport will have to be complemented by
further evidence from future research. This withttk” changes by focusing both on the third
year of implementation of Europe 2020 as well aspeer review meetings, the latter
representing the only component of the Social OM& tvas not suspended with the launch
of Europe 2020.
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Annex 1. List of “Primary and Secondary indicators” on poverty and social inclusion (Lisbon I)

PRIMARY INDICATORS

Indicator

Definition

Data sources +
most recent
year available

la | Low income rate after transfers Percentage of individuals living in households where the total equivalised household income is below 60% Eurostat ECHP
with breakdowns by age and national equivalised median income. Age groups are: 1.0-15, 2.16-24, 3.25-49, 4.50-64, 5. 65+. Gender 1997
gender breakdown for all age groups + total
1b | Low income rate after transfers Percentage of individuals aged 16+ living in households where the total equivalised household income is below | Eurostat ECHP
with breakdowns by most 60% national equivalised median income. Most frequent activity status: 1.employed, 2.self- employed, 1997
frequent activity status 3.unemployed, 4.retired, 5.inactives-other. Gender breakdown for all categories + total
1c | Low income rate after transfers Percentage of individuals living in households where the total equivalised household income is below 60% Eurostat ECHP
with breakdowns by household national equivalised median income. 1997
type 1. 1 person household, under 30 yrs old 2. 1 person household, 30-64 3. 1 person household, 65+ 4. 2 adults
without dependent child; at least one person 65+
5. 2 adults without dep. child; both under 65 6. other households without dep. Children 7. single parents,
dependent child 1+ 8. 2 adults, 1 dependent child
9. 2 adults, 2 dependent children 10. 2 adults, 3+ dependent children 11. other households with dependent
children 12. Total
1d | Low income rate after transfers Percentage of individuals living in households where the total equivalised household income is below 60% Eurostat ECHP
with breakdowns by tenure status | national equivalised median income. 1997
1. Owner or rent free 2. Tenant 3. Total
le |Low income threshold (illustrative | The value of the low income threshold (60% median national equivalised income) in PPS, Euro and national Eurostat ECHP
values) currency for: 1. Single person household 1997
2. Household with 2 adults, two children
2 Distribution of income S80/S20: Ratio between the national equivalised income of the top 20% of the income distribution to the Eurostat ECHP
bottom 20%. 1998
3 Persistence of low income Persons living in households where the total equivalised household income was below 60% median national Eurostat ECHP
equivalised income in year n and (at least) two years of years n-1, n- 2, n-3. Gender breakdown + total 1999
4 Relative median low income gap | Difference between the median income of persons below the low income threshold and the low income Eurostat ECHP
threshold, expressed as a percentage of the low income threshold. Gender breakdown + total 2000
5 Regional cohesion Coefficient of variation of employment rates at NUTS 2 level. Eurostat LFS
(2000)
6 Long term unemployment rate Total long-term unemployed population (212 months; ILO definition) as proportion of total active population; | Eurostat LFS
Gender breakdown + total (2000)
7 Persons living in jobless Persons aged 0-65 (0-60) living in households where none is working out of the persons living in eligible Eurostat LFS
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households

households. Eligible households are all except those where everybody falls in one of these categories:
- aged less than 18 years old - aged 18-24 in education and inactive - aged 65 (60) and over and not working

(2000)

8 Early school leavers not in Share of total population of 18-24-year olds having achieved ISCED level 2 or less and not attending education | Eurostat LFS
education or training or training. Gender breakdown + total (2000)
9 Life expectancy at birth Number of years a person may be expected to live, starting at age 0, for Males and Females. Eurostat
Demography
Statistics
10 | Self defined health status by Ratio of the proportions in the bottom and top quintile groups (by equivalised income) of the population aged | Eurostat ECHP
income level. 16 and over who classify themselves as in a bad or very bad state of health on the WHO definition 1997
Gender breakdown + total
SECONDARY INDICATORS
11 | Dispersion around the low income | Persons living in households where the total equivalised household income was below 40, 50 and 70% median | Eurostat ECHP
threshold national equivalised income 1997
12 | Low income rate anchored at a Base year ECHP 1995. 1. Relative low income rate in 1997 (=indicator 1) 2. Relative low income rate in 1995 Eurostat ECHP
moment in time multiplied by the inflation factor of 1994/96 1998
13 | Low income rate before transfers | Relative low income rate where income is calculated as follows: 1. Income excluding all social transfers 2. Eurostat ECHP
Income including retirement pensions and survivors pensions. 1997
3. Income after all social transfers (= indicator 1) Gender breakdown + total
14 | Gini coefficient The relationship of cumulative shares of the population arranged according to the level of income, to the Eurostat ECHP
cumulative share of the total amount received by them 1997
15 | Persistence of low income (below | Persons living in households where the total equivalised household income was below 50% median national Eurostat ECHP
50% of median income) equivalised income in year n and (at least) two years of years n-1, n- 2, n-3. Gender breakdown + total 1997
16 | Long term unemployment share | Total long-term unemployed population (=212 months; ILO definition) as proportion of total unemployed Eurostat LFS
population; Gender breakdown + total 2000
17 | Very long term unemployment Total very long-term unemployed population (224 months; ILO definition) as proportion of total active Eurostat LFS
rate population; Gender breakdown + total 2000
18 | Persons with low educational Educational attainment rate of ISCED level 2 or less for adult education by age groups (25- 34, 35-44, 45-54, Eurostat LFS

attainment

55-64). Gender breakdown + total

2000
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Annex 2. List of “Overarching indicator” and “social inclusion indicators” (Lisbon II)

OVERARCHING INDICATORS

Indicator Definition Breakdowns
1a | EU: At-risk-of-poverty Share of persons aged 0+ with an equivalised disposable income below 60% of the national median equivalised disposable | By age: Total,
rate income* . 0-17, 18-64,
+ lllustrative threshold 65+

value

Source: SILC

*Median equivalised disposable income is defined as the household's total disposable income divided by its "equivalent
size", to take account of the size and composition of the household, and is attributed to each household member (including
children). Equivalization is made on the basis of the OECD modified scale.

By gender (not
0-17)

1b | EU: Relative median Difference between the median equivalised income of persons aged 0+ below the at-risk-of poverty threshold and the
poverty risk gap threshold itself, expressed as a percentage of the at-risk-of poverty threshold.
Source: SILC
2 | EU: S80/S20 Ratio of total income received by the 20% of the country's population with the highest income (top quintile) to that None
received by the 20% of the country's population with the lowest income (lowest quintile).
Income must be understood as equivalised disposable income.
Source: SILC
3 | NAT: Healthy life Number of years that a person at birth, at 45, at 65 is still expected to live in a healthy condition (also called disability- free | At birth, at 45,
expectancy life expectancy). at 65
To be interpreted jointly with life expectancy By sex
Source: Eurostat (By SES)
4 | EU: Early school leavers | Share of persons aged 18 to 24 who have only lower secondary education (their highest level of education or training By sex
attained is 0, 1 or 2 according to the 1997 International Standard Classification of Education — ISCED 97) and have not
received education or training in the four weeks preceding the survey.
Source: LFS
5 | EU: People living in Proportion of people living in jobless households, expressed as a share of all people in the same age group . By age:
jobless households This indicator should be analysed in the light of context indicator N°8: jobless households by main household types 0-17, 18-59
Source: LFS By sex (18+
only)

NAT: Projected Total
Public Social
expenditures

Age-related projections of total public social expenditures (e.g. pensions, health care, long-term care, education and
unemployment transfers), current level (% of GDP) and projected change in share of GDP (in percentage points) (2010-20-
30-40-50)

Specific assumptions agreed in the AWG/EPC. See "The 2005 EPC projections of age-related expenditures (2004-2050) for
EU-25: underlying assumptions and projection methodologies"

Source: EPC/AWG
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7a | EU: Median relative Median equivalised income of people aged 65+ as a ratio of income of people aged 0-64 -
income of elderly people | Source: EU-SILC
7b | EU: Aggregate Median individual pensions of 65-74 relative to median individual earnings of 50-59, excluding other social benefits By sex
replacement ratio Source: EU-SILC
8 | NAT: Self reported Total self-reported unmet need for medical care for the following three reasons: financial barriers + waiting times + too far | By income
unmet need for medical |to travel quintile
care To be analysed together with care utilisation defined as the number of visits to a doctor (GP or specialist) during the last 12
NAT: Care utilisation months.
Source: EU-SILC available annually subject to adjustment of EU-SILC in the future
9 | EU: At-risk-of-poverty Share of persons aged 0+ with an equivalised disposable income below the at-risk-of-poverty threshold calculated in year By age:
rate anchored at a fixed | 2004 (1st EU-SILC income reference year for all 25 EU countries), up-rated by inflation over the years. Total, 0-17, 18-
moment in time (2004) | Source: SILC 64, 65+
By sex (18+
only)
10 | EU: Employment rate of | Persons in employment in age groups 55 - 59 and 60 — 64 as a proportion of total population in the same age group By age:
older workers Source: LFS 55-59; 60-64
By sex
11 | EU: In-work poverty risk | Individuals who are classified as employed (distinguishing between “wage and salary employment plus self-employment” | By sex
and “wage and salary employment” only) and who are at risk of poverty.
This indicator needs to be analysed according to personal, job and household characteristics. It should also be analysed in
comparison with the poverty risk faced by the unemployed and the inactive.
Source: SILC
12 | EU: Activity rate Share of employed and unemployed people in total population of working age 15-64 By sex and age:
Source: LFS 15-24, 25-54,
55-59; 60-64;
Total
13 | NAT: Regional disparities | Standard deviation of regional employment rates divided by the weighted national average (age group 15-64 years). (NUTS
— coefficient of variation | Il)
of employment rates Source: LFS
14 | NAT: total health Total health expenditure per capita in PPP

expenditure per capita

Source: EUROSTAT based on system of health accounts (SHA) data

Context information

1 | GDP growth Growth rate of GDP volume - percentage change on previous year
Source: Eurostat STRIND
2a | Employment rate, by sex | The employment rate is calculated by dividing the number of persons aged 15 to 64 in employment by the total population

of the same age group.
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Source: LFS

2b

Unemployment rate, by
sex, and key age groups

Unemployment rates represent unemployed persons as a percentage of the labour force. The labour force is the total
number of people employed and unemployed. Unemployed persons comprise persons aged 15 to 74 who were: a. without
work during the reference week, b. currently available for work, i.e. were available for paid employment or self-
employment before the end of the two weeks following the reference week, c. actively seeking work, i.e. had taken specific
steps in the four weeks period ending with the reference week to seek paid employment or self-employment or who found
a job to start later, i.e. within a period of, at most, three months.

Source: LFS

2c

Long term
unemployment rate, by
sex and key age groups

Long-term unemployed (12 months and more) persons are those aged at least 15 years not living in collective households
who are without work within the next two weeks, are available to start work within the next two weeks and who are
seeking work (have actively sought employment at some time during the previous four weeks or are not seeking a job
because they have already found a job to start later). The total active population (labour force) is the total number of the
employed and unemployed population. The duration of unemployment is defined as the duration of a search for a job or as
the length of the period since the last job was held (if this period is shorter than the duration of the search for a job).
Source: LFS

3 | Life expectancy at birth | LE at birth: The mean number of years that a newborn child can expect to live if subjected throughout his life to the current
and at 65 mortality conditions (age specific probabilities of dying).
LE at 65: The mean number of years still to be lived by a person who have reached 65, if subjected throughout the rest of
his life to the current mortality conditions (age specific probabilities of dying).
Source Eurostat - Demography
4 | Old age dependency Ratio between the total number of elderly persons of an age when they are generally economically inactive (aged 65 and
ratio, current and over) and the number of persons of working age (from 15 to 64).
projected Source Eurostat - Demography
5 | Distribution of Number and % of people living in private resp. collective households.
population by household | Source Eurostat - Census 2001 data collection
types, including
collective households
6 | Public debt, current and | Government debt is the consolidated gross debt of the whole general government sector outstanding at the end of the
projected, % of GDP year (in nominal value). These data are reported to the European Commission in the framework of the Excessive Deficit
Procedure (EDP).
Projections are produced by the Commission Services in the context of the assessment of the long-term sustainability of
the public finances based on the 2005/06 updates of Stability and Convergence Programmes (SCPs).
http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/publications/european_economy/2006/ee306_en.pdf
7 | Social protection Total social protection expenditures broken down in social benefits, administration cost and other expenditure. In addition,

expenditure, current, by
function, gross and net

social benefits are classified by functions of social protection. Net expenditures are not presented here since they are not
available in ESSPROS yet.
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(ESPROSS)

Source: Eurostat - ESSPROS

8 | Jobless households by Breakdown of jobless households by main household types
main household types Source: LFS

9 | Making work pay Unemployment trap: Marginal effective tax rate (METR) on labour income taking account of the combined effect of
indicators increased taxes and benefits withdrawal as one takes up a job. Calculated as the ratio of change in gross income minus (net
(unemployment trap, in work income minus net out of work income) divided by change in gross income for a single person moving from
inactivity trap (esp. unemployment to a job with a wage level of 67% of APW.
second earner case), Inactivity trap: METR on labour income taking account of the combined effect of increased taxes and benefits withdrawal
low-wage trap. as one takes up a job while previously inactive. Calculated as the ratio of change in gross income minus (net in work income

minus net out of work income) divided by change in gross income for a single person moving from inactivity to a job with a
wage level of 67% of APW.

Low wage trap: METR on labour income taking account of the combined effect of increased taxes on labour and in-work
benefits withdrawal as one increases the work effort (increased working hours or moving to a better job). Calculated as the
ratio of change in personal income tax and employee contributions plus change (reductions) in benefits, divided by
increases in gross earnings, using the "discrete" income changes from 34-66% of APW. Breakdown by family types: one-
earner couple with two children and single parent with two children.

Source: Joint Commission -OECD project using tax-benefit Models

10 | Net income of social This indicator refers to the income of people living in households that only rely on "last resort" social assistance benefits
assistance recipients as a | (including related housing benefits) and for which no other income stream is available (from other social protection
% of the at-risk of benefits — e.g. unemployment or disability schemes — or from work). The aim of such an indicator is to evaluate if the safety
poverty threshold for 3 | nets provided to those households most excluded from the labour market are sufficient to lift people out of poverty. This
jobless household types | indicator is calculated on the basis of the tax-benefit models developed jointly by the OECD and the European Commission.

It is only calculated for Countries where non-categorical social benefits are in place and for 3 jobless household types:
single, lone parent, 2 children and couple with 2 children. This indicator is especially relevant when analysing MWP
indicators.

Source: Joint EC-OECD project using OECD tax-benefit models, and Eurostat (see Chapter | and Annex |)

11 | At-risk of poverty rate This indicator is meant to compare the observed risk of poverty with a hypothetical measure of a risk of poverty in absence
before social transfers of all social transfers (other than pensions) all things being kept equal. In particular, household and labour market structure
(other than pensions), 0- | are kept unchanged. This measure does not take into account other types of transfers that have an impact on household
17, 18-64, 65+ disposable income such as transfers in kind and tax rebates.

Source: SILC
12 | NAT: change in Change in the theoretical level of income from pensions at the moment of take-up related to the income from work in the

projected theoretical
replacement ratio for
base case 2004-2050

last year before retirement for a hypothetical worker (base case), percentage points, 2004-2050, with information on the
type of pension scheme (DB, DC or NDC) and changes in the public pension expenditure as a share of GDP, 2004-2050. This
information can only collectively form the indicator called projected theoretical replacement ratio.

66




accompanied with
information on type of
pension scheme [DB
(defined benefit), DC
(defined contribution),
NDC (notional defined
contribution)] and

NAT: change in
projected theoretical
replacement ratio for
base case 2004-2050
accompanied with
information on type of
pension scheme (DB, DC,
NDC) and change in
projected public pension
expenditure 2004-2050

Results relate to current and projected, gross (public and private) and total net replacement rates, and should be
accompanied by information on representativeness and assumptions (contribution rates and coverage rate, public and
private), and calculations of changes in replacement rates for 1 or 2 other cases, if suitable (e.g. OECD).

Specific assumptions agreed in the ISG. For further details, see 2006 report on Replacement Rates.

http://ec.europa.eu/employment_social/social_protection/docs/isg_repl_rates_en.pdf

Source: ISG and AWG

SOCIAL INCLUSION INDICATORS

Indicator Definition Breakdowns
EU: At-risk-of poverty Share of persons aged 0+ with an equivalised disposable income below 60% of the national equivalised median income. Age groups: 0-
rate 17; 18-64;
+ illustrative threshold Equivalised median income is defined as the household's total disposable income divided by its "equivalent size", to take 65+, gender

values

account of the size and composition of the household, and is attributed to each household member. Equivalization is made
on the basis of the OECD modified scale.

Complemented by the value of the at-risk-of-poverty threshold (60% median national equivalised income) in PPS for two
illustrative households: a single-person household and a household consisting of two adults and two children.

EU: Persistent at-risk of
poverty rate

Share of persons aged 0+ with an equivalised disposable income below the at-risk-of-poverty threshold in the current year
and in at least two of the preceding three years.

Age groups: 0-
17; 18-64;
65+, gender

EU: Relative median

Difference between the median equivalised income of persons aged 0+ below the at-risk-of poverty threshold and the

Age groups: 0-

poverty risk gap threshold itself, expressed as a percentage of the at-risk-of poverty threshold. 17; 18-64;
65+, gender
EU: Long term Total long-term unemployed population (212 months' unemployment; ILO definition) as a proportion of total active Gender

unemployment rate

population aged 15 years or more.

EU: Population living in

Proportion of people living in jobless households, expressed as a share of all people in the same age group .
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jobless households This indicator should be analysed in the light of context indicator N°8: jobless households by main household types 17, 18-64;
Source: LFS 65+, gender
EU: Early school leavers | Share of persons aged 18 to 24 who have only lower secondary education (their highest level of education or training Gender

not in education or
training

attained is 0, 1 or 2 according to the 1997 International Standard Classification of Education — ISCED 97) and have not
received education or training in the four weeks preceding the survey.

EU: Poverty risk by
household type

Poverty risk for the total population aged 0+ in the following household types:
Households with no dependent children:

- Single person, under 65 years old

- Single person, 65 years and over

- Single women

- Single men

- Two adults, at least one person 65 years and over
- Two adults, both under 65 years

- Other households

Households with dependent children:

- Single parent, 1 or more dependent children

- Two adults, one dependent child

- Two adults, two dependent children

- Two adults, three or more dependent children

- Three or more adults with dependent children

EU: Poverty risk by the
work intensity of
households

Poverty risk for the total population aged 0+ in different work intensity categories and broad household types.

The work intensity of the household refers to the number of months that all working age household members have been
working during the income reference year as a proportion of the total number of months that could theoretically be
worked within the household.

Individuals are classified into work intensity categories that range from WI=0 (jobless household) to WI=1 (full work
intensity).

Age groups: O-
17; 18-64;
65+, gender

EU: Poverty risk by most
frequent activity status

Poverty risk for the adult population (aged 18 years and over) in the following most frequent activity status groups:
employment (singling out wage and salary employment); unemployment; retirement; other inactivity.

The most frequent activity status is defined as the status that individuals declare to have occupied for more than half the
number of months in the calendar year for which information on occupational status is available.

Age groups: 0-
17; 18-64;
65+, gender

EU: Poverty risk by
accommodation tenure
status

Poverty risk for the total population aged 0+ in the following accommodation tenure categories:
- Owner-occupied or rent free
- Rented

Age groups: 0-
17; 18-64;
65+, gender

EU: Dispersion around
the at-risk-of-poverty

Share of persons aged 0+ with an equivalised disposable income below 40%, 50% and 70% of the national equivalised
median income.

Age groups: 0-
17; 18-64;
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threshold

65+, gender

EU: Persons with low Share of the adult population (aged 25 years and over) whose highest level of education or training is ISCED 0, 1 or 2. Age groups 25-

educational attainment 34; 35-54; 55-
64; 65+; 25-64,
gender

Low reading literacy Share of 15 years old pupils who are at level 1 or below of the PISA combined reading literacy scale Gender

performance of pupils
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Annex 3. List of peer review meetings in the period 2004-2011 (seminars particularly linked to COPE’s themes in bold type)

Title Programme Host Peer countries Key theme
year country
Local development agreements as a 2004 Sweden Belgium-Finland-Italy-Lithuania-Portugal-Spain- -Integration of ethnic minorities and immigrants
tool to stop segregation in The Netherlands - Quality and accessibility of social services
vulnerable metropolitan areas - Promoting active inclusion
The Rough Sleepers Unit (England) 2004 United Denmark- Finland- France- Luxemburg- Norway- | - Quality and accessibility of social services
Kingdom Romania- Sweden - Homelessness and housing exclusion
Clearing: assistance for young 2004 Austria Estonia-France-Greece- Italy- Lithuania- Norway | - Quality and accessibility of social services
people with special needs in their - Children and families
transition from school to working
life
Citizens' social support networks 2004 Finland Austria - Belgium - Germany - Greece - Latvia - - Quality and accessibility of social services
(HYVE) Malta - United Kingdom
Experiments in social activation 2004 The Bulgaria - Latvia - Poland - Slovenia — Spain -Promoting active inclusion
(1996-2001) Netherlands - Quality and accessibility of social services
The ”“Reception Platforms” to 2004 France Cyprus- Czech Republic- Germany- Ireland- -Integration of ethnic minorities and immigrants
promote the integration of Sweden- Portugal
immigrants
Money advice and budgeting service 2004 Ireland Denmark- Germany- Hungary- Luxembourg- Over-indebtedness and financial exclusion
Slovenia- The Netherlands- United Kingdom
Local alliances for the family: 2004 Germany Austria - Cyprus - Estonia - Hungary - Malta - - Children and families
Reconciliation of work and family Slovakia
life
Preventing the risks of exclusion of 2005 Italy Bulgaria- Cyprus- Ireland- Malta- Poland- Children and families
families with difficulties Romania
Preventing and tackling 2005 Denmark Czech Republic- Estonia- Germany- Latvia- - Quality and accessibility of social services
homelessness Luxembourg- Poland- The Netherlands - Homelessness and housing exclusion
Field social work programmes in 2005 Czech Austria- Bulgaria- Romania- Slovakia- Spain- - Integration of ethnic minorities
neighbourhoods threatened by Republic United Kingdom - Quality and accessibility of social services
social exclusion
Basic social services in rural 2005 Hungary Finland - Greece - Lithuania - Norway - Portugal Quiality and accessibility of social services
settlements — Village and remote — Slovenia
homestead community care-giving
Pathways to social Integration for 2005 Greece Czech Republic - Estonia - France - Latvia - Malta | - Promoting active inclusion

people with mental health

- Poland — Romania

- Health and long-term care
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problems: the establishment of
social cooperatives in Greece

Minimum income and social 2005 Belgium Austria - Estonia - Hungary - Luxembourg - -Promoting active inclusion
integration institutional Romania - Slovakia - The Netherlands
arrangements
Socio-Community Development - 2005 Portugal Cyprus - Denmark - France - Hungary - Ireland - - Governance
Mobilising all relevant bodies and Italy - Malta - Sweden
promoting the participation of
people suffering exclusion
Integrated Services in 2006 Sweden Cyprus - Greece - Ireland - Norway - Poland - The | - Quality and accessibility of social services
Rehabilitation - On Coordination of Netherlands - United Kingdom - Health and long-term care
Organisation and Financing
Sure Start 2006 United France - Hungary - Latvia - Lithuania - Malta — - Children and families

Kingdom Poland
National strategy to prevent and 2006 Norway Austria - Denmark - Estonia - Germany - -Quality and accessibility of social services
tackle homelessness Romania - Slovenia - Spain - Sweden -Homelessness and housing exclusion
Social Inclusion cross cutting policy 2006 France Austria - Belgium - Cyprus - Finland - Ireland - - Interaction of social, economic and employment
tools - "Document de politique Luxembourg - United Kingdom policies
transversale" (DPT) - Governance
Minimum Incomes and Women's 2006 Belgium Czech Republic - Finland - Germany - Ireland - - Ageing and providing adequate and sustainable
Poverty Latvia - Portugal - United Kingdom pensions
Municipal programme of shanty 2006 Spain Bulgaria - Czech Republic - Greece - Hungary - -Integration of ethnic minorities and immigrants
towns eradication in Aviles Portugal - Slovakia - Slovenia -Homelessness and housing exclusion
(Asturias)
Amnesty of debts: Amicable 2006 The Denmark - France - Latvia - Luxembourg - Over-indebtedness and financial exclusion
agreement and statutory solution Netherlands | Sweden
Access to care and health status 2006 Hungary Austria - Bulgaria - Czech Republic - Estonia - -Quality and accessibility of social services
inequalities in a context of Finland - France - Luxembourg - Portugal - -Health and long-term care
healthcare reform Slovenia
The future of social services of 2007 Belgium Finland - France - Italy - Lithuania - Luxembourg | -Quality and accessibility of social services
general interest -Poland -Health and long-term care
ACCESS: Cottonera Community 2007 Malta Cyprus - Hungary - Ireland - Lithuania - Portugal - | - Quality and accessibility of social services
Resource Centre Sweden - United Kingdom - Children and families
Freedom of choice and dignity for 2007 Sweden Austria - Czech Republic - Ireland - Portugal — -Quality and accessibility of social services
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the elderly

The Netherlands

-Ageing and providing adequate and sustainable
pensions
-Health and long-term care

National Action Plan against 2007 France Belgium - Denmark - Latvia - Luxembourg - Homelessness and housing exclusion

Substandard Housing Malta -Romania

Multi-regional Operational 2007 Spain Bulgaria - Cyprus - Finland - Germany - Greece - -Promoting active inclusion

Programme to Combat Malta — Slovenia

Discrimination

The NAPInclusion Social Inclusion 2007 Ireland Belgium - Bulgaria - France - Hungary - Slovakia - | - Governance

Forum Spain - United Kingdom

Active ageing strategies to 2007 Finland Denmark - Estonia - Germany - Hungary - Ageing and providing adequate and sustainable

strengthen social inclusion Norway - Romania - Slovenia - The Netherlands pensions

Social aspects of human trafficking 2007 Denmark Greece - Latvia - Norway - Poland - Slovakia -Integration of ethnic minorities and immigrants
-Governance

Initiatives by the social partners for 2008 Austria Finland - Ireland - Norway - Slovenia - Spain - -Promoting active inclusion

improving the labour market access United_Kingdom

of disadvantaged groups

Public information on pension 2008 Poland Bulgaria - Estonia - Germany - Hungary - Ageing and providing adequate and sustainable

systems and pension system Lithuania - Malta - Portugal - Slovakia - Sweden pensions

changes — United Kingdom

The social economy from the 2008 Belgium Austria - Cyprus - Czech Republic - Greece - -Promoting active inclusion

perspective of active inclusion Slovakia - Slovenia — Sweden - Interaction of social, economic and employment
policies

Cost containment in the 2008 Germany Bulgaria - Finland - France - Luxembourg - Malta | -Quality and accessibility of social services

pharmaceutical sector: Innovative - Poland - Portugal - Slovenia — The Netherlands | -Health and long-term care

approaches to contracting while

ensuring fair access to drugs

Support Fund for the reception and 2008 Spain Czech Republic - Denmark - Germany - Greece - Integration of ethnic minorities and immigrants

integration of immigrants and their Italy - Latvia - The Netherlands

educational support

Social impact assessment 2008 Slovakia Austria - Belgium - Bulgaria - Germany - Ireland - | Governance

Norway - Romania
Getting women back into the 2008 Germany Cyprus - Denmark - Italy - Luxembourg - Malta - -Promoting active inclusion

labour market

Poland - The Netherlands

- Interaction of social, economic and employment
policies
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Long-term care: How to organise 2008 The Austria - Belgium - Estonia - Germany - Hungary | Health and long-term care
affordable, sustainable long-term Netherlands | - Poland - Romania - Slovenia - Sweden — United
care given the constraints of Kingdom
collective versus individual
arrangements and responsibilities
Combining choice, quality and 2009 Denmark Estonia - Hungary - Italy - Lithuania - Portugal - Quality and accessibility of social services
equity in social services Romania - Spain - The Netherlands - United
Kingdom
Alzheimer's and other related 2009 France Czech Republic - Finland - Germany - Health and long-term care
diseases: coping with behavioural Luxembourg -
disorders in the patient's home Poland - Slovenia — The Netherlands — United
Kingdom
Integrated programme for the social 2009 Greece Finland - France - Germany - Hungary - Spain Integration of ethnic minorities and immigrants
inclusion of Roma
Ensuring a functioning healthcare 2009 Germany Finland - France - Greece - Ireland - Portugal - Health and long-term care
system in Romania - Slovenia - United Kingdom
regions with declining and ageing
populations
The City Strategy for tackling 2009 United Austria - Bulgaria — Czech Republic - Greece - -Children and families
unemployment and child poverty Kingdom Latvia - -Promoting active inclusion
Lithuania - Norway - Portugal - Serbia -Interaction of social, economic and employment
policies
Developing well-targeted tools for 2009 Norway Austria - Cyprus - Ireland - Poland - Romania - -Promoting active inclusion
the active inclusion of vulnerable Spain - United_Kingdom
people
Counting the homeless - improving 2009 Austria Denmark - Germany - Hungary - Italy - Homelessness and housing exclusion
the basis for planning assistance Luxembourg- Norway - Slovenia - Sweden
Measuring the impact of active 2009 France Belgium - Bulgaria - Ireland - Latvia - Lithuania - - Governance
inclusion and other policies to Luxembourg - Malta - Portugal - Romania - The
combat poverty and social Netherlands
exclusion
Federal Foundation Mother and 2009 Germany Bulgaria - Denmark - Greece - Hungary - Italy - Children and families
Child for pregnant women in Serbia
emergency situations
Modernising and activating 2009 Spain France - Lithuania - Luxembourg - Malta - Poland | -Promoting active inclusion

measures relating to work

- Romania - Sweden - The Netherlands — United

-Health and long-term care
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incapacity

Kingdom

Promoting social inclusion of 2010 Hungary Croatia - Czech Republic - Italy - Portugal - Serbia | -Integration of ethnic minorities and immigrants
childrenin a - United Kingdom -Children and families
disadvantaged rural environment -
the microregion of Szecseny'
Achieving excellence in social 2010 Romania Belgium - Croatia - Estonia - Lithuania Quality and accessibility of social services
service provision
Using Reference Budgets for 2010 Belgium Austria - Cyprus - Finland - France - Ireland - Italy | -Promoting active inclusion
drawing up the requirements of a - Luxembourg - Sweden - Over- Indebtedness and financial exclusion
minimum income scheme and
assessing adequacy
The Programme for developing 2010 Spain Bulgaria - Czech Republic - Latvia - Norway - - Governance
local plans for social inclusion in Romania - Serbia - The Netherlands
Catalonia
Achieving quality long-term care in 2010 Germany Austria - Cyprus - Czech Republic - Estonia — -Ageing and providing adequate and sustainable
residential facilities Finland - France - Luxembourg - Spain - Sweden pensions
-Health and long-term care
Building a comprehensive and 2010 Portugal Denmark - Hungary - Ireland - Poland - Serbia - Homelessness and housing exclusion
participative strategy on Spain - Finland
homelessness
Making a success of integrating 2010 Norway Austria - Finland - Greece - Italy - Latvia - Malta -Integration of ethnic minorities and immigrants
immigrants into the labour market -Promoting active inclusion
-Interaction of social, economic and
employment policies
The Finnish National Programme to 2010 Finland Bulgaria - France - Hungary - Latvia - Norway - -Homelessness and housing exclusion
reduce long-term homelessness Portugal - Slovenia — The Netherlands - Sweden -Governance
A good place to grow older — 2010 United Cyprus — Denmark — Finland — Hungary — -Ageing and providing adequate and sustainable
national/local agreement Kingdom Romania - Spain pensions
-Governance
Building the tools to fight in-work 2011 France Belgium - Cyprus - Estonia - Greece - Ireland - -Promoting active inclusion
poverty Lithuania - Portugal - Slovenia - The Netherlands | - Interaction of social, economic and employment
policies
Building a coordinated strategy for 2011 France Belgium - Bulgaria - Croatia - Czech Republic - - Children and families
parenting support Denmark - Estonia - Germany - Italy — Malta
The setting of national poverty 2011 Ireland Belgium - Bulgaria - Croatia - Finland - Latvia - - Interaction of social, economic and employment

targets

Malta - Norway - Romania - Slovakia - United

policies
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Kingdom - Governance
Improving the efficiency of social 2011 Portugal Belgium - Croatia - Italy - Latvia - Lithuania - - Governance
protection Malta - Romania - Slovenia
Effects of life courses on women’s 2011 Germany Austria - Czech Republic - France - Hungary - - Ageing and providing adequate and sustainable
pensions Italy - Lithuania - Luxembourg - Spain - Sweden - | pensions
The Netherlands
Developing effective ex ante social 2011 Belgium Austria - Cyprus - Finland - France - Greece - Governance
impact assessment with a focus on Ireland - Luxembourg - Norway - Spain
methodology, tools and data
sources
Closing the gap - in search for ways 2011 Sweden Bulgaria - Cyprus - Denmark - Estonia - Germany | -Quality and accessibility of social services
to deal with expanding care needs - Luxembourg - Slovenia -Health and long-term care
and limited resources
Balancing the security and 2011 The Belgium - Denmark - Germany - Ireland - Italy - -Ageing and providing adequate and sustainable

affordability of funded pension
schemes

Netherlands

Lithuania - Poland - Romania - Slovenia

pensions
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Annex 4. The European Platform against Poverty and Social Exclusion: List of key initiatives

1. Delivering action to fight poverty and exclusion across the policy spectrum

Access to labour market

Present a Communication providing an in-depth assessment of the implementation of active inclusion strategies at national 2012
level, including the effectiveness of minimum income schemes, and of the way in which EU programmes can be used to
support active inclusion.
Social Protection and access to essential services
Present a White Paper on Pensions, to jointly address sustainability and adequacy of pensions in the post-crisis context, 2011 Commission Work
including reflections on how the EU can best support Member State efforts aimed at securing the adequacy of pension Programme
benefits and preventing and mitigating poverty among pensioners, both women and men.
Develop the Voluntary European Quality Framework on social services at a sectoral level, including in the field of long-term 2011-2013
care and homelessness.
Launch a European Innovation Partnership on Active and Healthy Ageing. The Partnership will aim at promoting social 2011-2013 “Innovation Union”
innovation for the elderly, more equal and affordable access to modernised and responsive care services (i.e. specific aged
related care, home based care) and new medical products and devices.
Support initiatives for active ageing at all levels of governance and by a wide range of non-governmental stakeholders (social 2011-2012
partners, NGOs, businesses) in the context of a European Year for Active Ageing in 2012.
Undertake an assessment of the efficiency and effectiveness of health expenditure, including in relation to the issues 2011-2012
highlighted in the communication on "Solidarity in Health: reducing health inequalities in the EU". A Report on Health
Inequalities scheduled for 2012 will highlight the mutual links between poor health and poverty.
Present in 2011 a legislative initiative to ensure access to certain basic banking services and call on the banking sector to 2011 “Single Market Act”
submit a self-regulatory initiative geared towards improving the transparency and comparability of bank charges.
Establish a network of experts on health systems reforms. It will aim at developing new models of more integrated care, as 2011
well as promoting innovative and sustainable financing of health care and medical services.
Education and youth policies
Propose a Recommendation on child poverty outlining common principles and effective monitoring tools to combat and 2012
prevent poverty in early age.
Present a Communication and a proposal for a Council Recommendation on policies to combat early school leaving. 2011 “Youth on the
Move”
Launch a wide-ranging initiative to promote more effective interventions at all levels of education against the cycle of 2011
disadvantage This will include a specific Commission Communication on "Equity in education and training systems to support
the European inclusive growth.
Adopt a Communication with a set of proposals on Early Childhood Education and Care (ECEC) to help Member States 2011 “Youth on the
strengthen their provision and promote their learning from each other’s good practice. Move”
Ensure that any future EU initiatives in the field of youth will include proposals which will, amongst other things, aim to 2011

combat poverty and social exclusion among disadvantaged youth through non-formal learning and participative methods.
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Present a Proposal for a Council Recommendation on the promotion and validation of non-formal learning, aimed at helping
Member States valuing competences and skills acquired in non-formal settings.

2011

Migration and integration of migrants

Present a "New European Agenda on Integration" to better support the efforts of Member States in promoting third-country
nationals of diverse cultural, religious, linguistic and ethnic backgrounds to participate actively in European economies and
societies.

2011

Social inclusion and antidiscrimination

Step up efforts to promote the economic independence of women, as one of the five priorities of the Strategy on equality
between women and men for 2010-2015, with a particular emphasis on the higher risk of poverty for older women, lone
parents, women with a disability, migrant women and women from ethnic minorities.

2011-2015

Identify methods and means to best continue the work initiated on homelessness and housing exclusion, taking into account
the outcome of the consensus conference of December 2010.

2011-2012

Assess gaps in the entitlement to family-related leave and monitor the transposition of existing directives related to leave
entitlements - maternity, paternal - in the context of the strategy for the Equality between Men and Women (Women face
higher at risk of poverty rates also due to their predominance in part-time, precarious and atypical forms of work).

2011-2015

Ensure appropriate follow up to the European Disability Strategy 2010-2020, targeting in particular circumstances and
barriers that prevent people with disabilities from enjoying their rights fully. This includes the development of a quality
framework for community-based services responsive to the needs of people with disabilities.

2011-2020

Ensure appropriate follow up to the European Pact for Mental Health and Well-being; seek to promote the social inclusion of
people with mental disorders

2011-2020

Present an EU Framework for National Roma Integration Strategies and promote the mobilisation and implementation of the
Structural Funds, including the European Regional Development Fund and the European Social Fund in support of Roma
inclusion in the current and future programming period.

2011

Undertake an assessment of National Strategies for the Integration of Roma submitted as part of their National Reform
Programmes that Member States are invited to formulate in the context of their commitment to reduce poverty and
exclusion.

2012

Address the issue of Roma inclusion in all relevant EU policies, including social and territorial cohesion, economic
development, fundamental rights, gender equality, personal security and protection against discrimination, access to
employment, education, housing, health and social services, justice, sports and culture, as well as in EU's relations with third
countries.

2011-2020

Sectoral policies

Step up efforts to combat the digital divide; support progress towards the key performance target (of halving the proportion of
population that has never used the internet by 2015 to 15% and of increasing regular internet use from 60% to 75% by 2015
and from 41% to 60% for disadvantaged people); promote better access to e government for the disadvantaged.

2011-2020

"Digital Agenda for
Europe"
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Present proposals in 2011 to make sure that public sector websites (and websites providing basic services to citizens) are fully 2011 "Digital Agenda for
accessible by 2015 to people with disabilities, and promote the identification and exchange of best practices in the area of e- Europe"
Inclusion.
Monitor the implementation of the new EU internal energy market legislation, which entails some specific provision on access 2011
of vulnerable customers and requires Member States to take appropriate measures, such as: formulating national energy | (transposition
action plans, providing benefits in social security systems to ensure the necessary electricity supply, providing for support for deadline)
energy efficiency improvements, addressing energy poverty where identified.
Promote and support the development and implementation of energy efficiency measures (refurbishments of buildings and 2011-2015
consumer information) targeting in particular vulnerable consumers and marginalised communities through various financial
instruments including the use revenues from auctioned Emission Trading System allowances (Directive 2009/29/EC).
Provide a voluntary tourism exchange mechanism between Member States, enabling in particular certain key-groups such as ongoing
young or elderly people, people with reduced mobility and low-income families to travel, particularly during the low season
(Calypso).
Support training of workers in the sea-related sectors in need of professional qualifications, with a view to promote 2011-2013
employment and contribute to sustainable management of coastal areas.
External dimension

Promote the EU agenda for combating poverty and social exclusion worldwide and in particular in enlargement and 2011-2020
neighbourhood policy countries. Invite enlargement and neighbourhood policy countries to consider setting explicit and
ambitious targets on poverty reduction of disadvantaged communities, in particular Roma.

2. Making EU Funding deliver on the social inclusion and social cohesion objectives of Europe 2020
In line with the Budget Review, the European Social Fund should be used to sustain Member States' efforts to achieve the 2011-2013

Europe 2020 objectives, including the poverty reduction target. This implies that the necessary resources would be devoted
to social inclusion while making the access of the relevant stakeholders to those resources easier.

The Commission will aim at facilitating access to global grants for small organisations and an improved access to funding for
groups with multiple disadvantages and at high risk of poverty.

Review the European Social Fund, taking into account the core principles spelled out in the Budget Review, to enhance its
contribution to the achievement of the objectives and headline targets set by Europe 2020, in particular the poverty
reduction target. The following aspects will be explored:

Work on simplification to facilitate the use of the ESF by organisations delivering inclusion policies;

Reinforcing support to disadvantaged groups like the Roma and other vulnerable people, including people living in
institutions.

Support the inclusion of digital literacy and competences under one of the priorities for ESF funding for the 2014-20 period
with a view to providing targeted initiatives aimed at people experiencing poverty and social exclusion.

Stepping up integrated approaches to fight poverty in certain deprived areas.

78




Propose for the new Cohesion Policy post-2013 a Common Strategic Framework (CSF) that will ensure coherence and 2011-2013
complementarity between the European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund, the European Agricultural
Fund for Rural Development and the European Fisheries Fund. The CSF would identify EU priorities to address the European
poverty target and the actions set out in this flagship initiative.

Put forward proposals in 2011 - in line with the 5™ cohesion report - for the new Cohesion Policy regulatory framework for 2010-2013
the period post-2013, which will simplify access to the structural funds for local groups and ensure greater complementarity
and synergies between EU funds to promote community-based approaches, including for urban regeneration.

Make full use of financial instruments and in particular, the European Social Fund, the European Regional Development Fund 2010-2013
and the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development to support social and territorial cohesion, with a particular focus
on combating urban and rural deprivation and promoting community-based approaches for local development, including
urban regeneration.

Promote the targeted use of Structural Funds (ESF and ERDF) to support the shift from institutional to community-base care 2010-2013
in the areas of parentless children, disabled people and the elderly.

Give all necessary technical support and guidance to Member States to implement the amendments to the ERDF regulation 2011-2013
adopted in May 2010 to support housing interventions in favour of marginalised communities“, and promote the
implementation of the new regulation with dedicated seminars.

Promote the mobilisation and implementation of the Structural Funds, including the European Regional Development Fund 2011-2013
and the European Social Fund in support of Roma inclusion in the current and future programming period, in the framework
of an integrated approach, including urban regeneration, housing, childcare, health care facilities, education and training.

Ensure that the objectives of poverty reduction social inclusion are duly reflected in 7th (2007-2013) Framework Programme 2010-2013 "Innovation Union"
on Research and Innovation and its possible successor, in line with the Council conclusions of 26 May 2010 on the Social
Dimension of the European Research Area (ERA).

Consider, in view of the financial framework post-2013, the following objectives for the European Agricultural Fund for Rural 2011-2012
Development: support the involvement of local actors in the decision-making process at local levels; provide support to small-
scale farmers; support the development of social infrastructures and social services in rural areas; provide support for training
and capacity-building activities to farmers, forestry and food-processing managers.

Explore the possibility of a joint initiative to support training and knowledge building for non agricultural businesses and 2011
people in rural areas working outside agricultural, food industry and forestry sectors to improve their capacity to cope with
competitiveness challenges and ensure stable income flows.

Ensure proper implementation of the Food distribution programme for the most deprived persons in the EU, reaching out to 2011-2013
13 million European citizens each year.

Ensure proper implementation of the School Fruit Scheme launched in 2009 in order to encourage good eating habits among 2011-2013
young people, including from low income families, by supplying them with fruit and vegetable at school.

2 REGULATION (EU) No 437/2010 OF THE EUROPEAN PARIMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL of 19.5.2010 amending Regfion (EC) No 1080/2006 on the
European Regional Development Fund as regardditfieiléy of housing interventions in favour of mginalised communities.
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Ensure proper implementation of the School Milk Scheme, which aims to encourage consumption of health dairy products
among children, contribute to healthy way of living and to nutritional education.

2011-2013

The use of micro-credits should be underpinned by capacity building initiatives at local level and possible legislation changes
in Member States favouring their use by marginalised and vulnerable communities, such as the JASMINE initiative

2011-2013

Developing an evidence-based approach to social innovations and reforms

Launch a major initiative to promote social innovation. The initiative would: establish a "high-level steering committee" to
provide advice and guidance on developing EU actions in this field; create a European research excellence network promoting
capacity building for the design and evaluation of social innovation programmes; launch a European research project in the
area of social innovation aimed at devising workable methods and concrete impact measurements; define common principles
about designing, implementing and evaluating small scale projects designed to test policy innovations (or reforms) before
adopting them more widely (social experiments); ensure communication and awareness raising about relevant ongoing social
innovation; make use of existing financial instruments, including PROGRESS, to support evidence-based social innovation and
experimentation.

2011-2012

Exploring the best ways and formulate proposals for social innovation in the new financial framework, including through the
ESF and possibly new financing facilities.

2011-2012

Develop cross-sectoral approaches that articulate actions in several related policy fields such as employment, education,
health, youth, housing, migration and social protection that have the potential to lead to social innovation.

2011-2012

3. Promoting a partnership approach and the social economy

Promote the sustainable involvement of civil society through the PROGRESS programme by providing support to key EU wide
networks as well as through regular exchanges and partnerships between a wider set of stakeholders in specific priority areas,
such as active inclusion, child poverty, Roma inclusion, homelessness and financial inclusion.

Ongoing

Elaborate voluntary guidelines on stakeholders’ involvement (and the participation of people experiencing poverty) in the
definition and the implementation of policy actions and programmes to address poverty and exclusion, and promote their
implementation at national, regional and local level.

2011-12

Organise regular exchanges with stakeholders on key thematic priorities and in particular: active inclusion, child poverty,
Roma inclusion, homelessness and housing exclusion, financial inclusion.

As of 2011

Cooperate with Social Partners to support the implementation of the Framework Agreement on the Active Inclusion of people
further from the labour market.

Ongoing

Propose measures to improve the quality of the legal structures relating to foundations, mutual societies and cooperatives in
order to optimise their functioning and facilitate their development within the single market.

2011-2012

“Single Market Act”

Develop awareness-raising actions on social economy's benefits targeting key public and private actors (including public
services and entrepreneurs) and enhance access of social economy actors to relevant EU financial programmes, among others
by supporting the development of partnerships around active inclusion measures.

2011-2013

Propose a Social Business Initiative in order to support and accompany the development of socially innovative corporate
projects within the single market by means of in particular social ratings, ethical and environmental labelling, revised rules on
public procurement, the introduction of a new investment fund regime and the use of dormant savings.

2011

“Single Market Act”
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Promote actions to increase understanding and use of social inclusion considerations in public procurement. 2011-2013
Develop a new policy initiative on CSR in 2011, concentrating on CSR reporting/disclosure, business and human rights, the 2011
international aspects of CSR, and especially the employment and enterprise aspects of Europe 2020.
4. Stepping up policy coordination between the Member States

Assist and advise Member States in view of the definition of national targets for the reduction of poverty and exclusion and of Ongoing
the most appropriate policies and reforms to meet the targets.
Based on the experience of the first European Semester of Europe 2020, the Commission will discuss with Member States and 2011
other institutional and non-institutional actors, how to best adapt the working methods of the Social Open Method of
Coordination to the new governance of Europe 2020. The Commission will present a report summarising the orientations
emerged and the follow up it will give to it.
Support the work of the Social Protection Committee, including work of the Indicators Subgroup, to improve and develop Ongoing
social indicators, disaggregated by relevant target group, enhancing their quality and timely availability.
Undertake a comprehensive assessment of national policies in the field of social protection and social inclusion, including 2013-2014
links with anti-discrimination and equality, before the mid-term review of the Europe 2020 strategy, in close cooperation with
the Social Protection Committee.
Support and enhance mutual learning and transfer of best practices, notably by linking activities in this area to the new 2011-2012
initiative on social innovations.

5. Building on the legacy of the European Year 2010 against poverty and social exclusion
Strengthen the dialogue with the European Parliament, the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of Ongoing
the Regions, in particular through regular exchanges on progress towards the poverty target.
Continue an open, transparent and regular dialogue with stakeholders and civil society including relevant faith based Ongoing
organisations on the themes of poverty and social inclusion, in line with Art.17 of the Treaty on the functioning of the
European Union.
The Commission will work with other EU institutions and bodies to transform the Annual Round Table on Poverty and 2011

Exclusion into a wider Annual Convention of the European Platform designed to bring together all relevant actors. This event
will take place in autumn, in proximity of the International Day for the Eradication of Poverty. The Annual Convention will
take stock of progress made towards the headline target, review the implementation of the activities announced under the
Platform and provide suggestions for future action.
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Annex 5. The indicators of the Social Protection Performance Monitor - SPPM

Dimension Indicator Definition Data source
At risk of " The sum of persons who are: at-risk-of-poverty or severely materially
t t
s .o poverty or socia . deprived or living in households with very low work intensity as a share of Eurostat — EU SILC

exclusion rate (total population)
the total population

At-rlsk-of-povgrty rate (AROP) . Share of persons aged 0+ with an equivalised disposable income below 60%

(total population) + poverty threshold (in Eurostat — EU SILC

PPS) of the national equivalised median income
Share of population living in households lacking at least 4 items out of the

Europe 2020 . . . - -

following 9 items: i) to pay rent or utility bills, ii) keep home adequately

Severe material deprivation rate warm, iii) face unexpected expenses, iv) eat meat, fish or a protein £ tat — EU SILC

. urostat —

(SMD) (total population) equivalent every second day, v) a week holiday away from home, or could
not afford (even if wanted to) vi) a car, vii) a washing machine, viii) a colour
TV, or ix) a telephone.

Share of population(0-59) in very low People aged 0-59, living in households, where working-age adults (18-59) £ tat — EU SILC

urostat —
work intensity households (VLWI) work less than 20% of their total work potential during the past year.
. ) ) Difference between the median equivalised income of persons aged 0+
Intensity of Relative poverty risk gap rate

poverty risk

(total population)

below the at- risk-of poverty threshold and the threshold itself, expressed as
a percentage of the at- risk-of poverty threshold.

Eurostat — EU SILC

Income
inequalities

Income quintile ratio S80/520
(total population)

The ratio of total income received by the 20% of the country's population
with the highest income (top quintile) to that received by the 20% of the
country's population with the lowest income (lowest quintile). Income must
be understood as equivalised disposable income.

Eurostat — EU SILC

Child poverty

At risk of poverty or social exclusion rate
(0-17)

The sum of children (0-17) who are: at-risk-of-poverty or severely materially
deprived or living in households with very low work intensity (below 20%) as
a share of the total population

Eurostat — EU SILC

Effectiveness of
social
protection
systems

Impact of social transfers (excluding
pensions) on poverty reduction6 (total
population)

Reduction in the at-risk-of-poverty rate in % due to social transfers,
calculated as the percentage difference between the at-risk-of-poverty rate
before and after social transfers

Eurostat — EU SILC

At-risk-of-poverty rate for the population

Share of persons aged (0-59) with an equivalised disposable income below

Eurostat — EU SILC
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living in very low work intensity
households (0-59)

60% of the national equivalised median income who live in households
where working-age adults (18-59) work less than 20% of their total work
potential during the past year.

Social
consequences
of labour
market
situation

In-work at-risk-of-poverty rate
(18-64)

Individuals who are classified as employed according to their most frequent
activity status and are at risk of poverty. The distinction is made between
“wage and salary employment plus self-employment” and “wage and salary
employment” only.

Eurostat — EU SILC

Long-term unemployment rate
(active population, 15+)

Total long-term unemployed population (=12 months' unemployment; ILO
definition) as a proportion of total active population.

Eurostat — LFS

Youth exclusion

Youth unemployment ratio (15-24)

Total unemployed young people (ILO definition), 15-24 years, as a share of
total population in the same age group

Eurostat — LFS

Early leavers from education and training
(18-24)

Share of persons aged 18 to 24 who have only lower secondary education
(their highest level of education or training attained is 0, 1 or 2 according to
the 1997 International Standard Classification of Education — ISCED 97) and
have not received education or training in the four weeks preceding the
survey.

Eurostat — LFS

Active ageing

Employment rate of older workers
(55-64)

Persons in employment in age group 55-64, as a proportion of total
population in the same age group.

Eurostat — LFS

At risk of poverty or social exclusion rate
(65+)

The sum of elderly (65+) who are: at-risk-of-poverty or severely materially
deprived or living in households with very low work intensity as a share of
the total population in the same age group.

Eurostat — EU SILC

Pension
Median relative income ratio of elderly Median equivalised disposable income of people aged 65+ as a ratio of
adequacy . Eurostat — EU SILC
people income of people aged 0-64.
. Median individual pension income of 65-74 relative to median individual
Aggregate replacement ratio . . . . Eurostat — EU SILC
earnings of 50-59, excluding other social benefits
Percentage of the population living in a household where total housing costs
Access to Housing cost overburden rate

decent housing

(total population)

(net of housing allowances) represent more than 40% of the total disposable
household income (net of housing allowances).

Eurostat — EU SILC

Health

Share of the population with self-
reported unmet need for medical care
(total population)

Total self-reported unmet need for medical examination for the following
three reasons: financial barriers + waiting times + too far to travel.

Eurostat — EU SILC
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Healthy life years at 65 ( total population,
breakdown by gender)

Number of years that a person at 65 is still expected to live in a healthy
condition. To be interpreted jointly with life expectancy (included in the
SPPM contextual information).

Eurostat
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