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Introduction
This report provides information on the Third Civil Society Seminar “Strengthening the involvement of civil
society in the European Semester”, held on 22 October 2019 in Brussels. You find the detailed agenda on
the pages above.
The Seminar was hold by the European Centre of Expertise (ECE) in the field of Labour Law, Employment and
Labour Market Policies on behalf of the Directorate General (DG) for Employment, Social Affairs and Inclusion
of the European Commission, Unit A.1 (Employment and Social Aspects of European Semester). It looked into
the following aspects of civil society activity: legal environment, levels of civic participation, financial stability
and independence of Civil Society Organisations (CSOs), analytical capabilities, and engagement and impact
on policy making. It brought together representatives of civil society from many countries of the EU, ECE
experts, European Commission officials and EU-level NGOs active in the fields of employment, education,
social affairs and inclusion.
The first section contains the main points from the four thematic workshops organised in the afternoon as
reported back by the rapporteurs. Photos of the flipcharts used by the rapporteurs when reporting back the
main lines of discussion, insights and recommendations at the afternoon plenary session are reproduced
below. EAPN members and/or staff were represented in three of them (A, C and D). The concluding remarks
on the whole seminar by Jeroen Jutte, Head of Unit “Employment and Social Aspects of European Semester”,
DG EMPL, are included at the end of this first section.
The second part contains the feedback the EAPN Secretariat received by the five colleagues of members
(from CY, CZ, H, NL and SE) who participated in the meeting.
The third section is a detailed summary of the presentations given by EC staff and the four researchers in
the plenary sessions in the morning. The slide sets used by the six speakers have been uploaded to the EAPN’s
member room for your further reference.
EAPN’s experiences and demands on a better involvement of civil society organisations in the European
Semester are summarised in our publication “Is the 2019 European Semester more social? EAPN Assessment
of the European Semester 2019”, issued in September 2019, see in particular chapter 4 “Progress on
Participation”. It was used as the “reference document” by EAPN members for the four thematic workshops.
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1) Highlights from thematic breakout sessions and concluding remarks by EC representative

Workshop A: Legal environment and civic participation => Picture 1

Sian Jones, EAPN, reported back and highlighted the following points:
1) What link to the Semester?
•

The workshop was very concerned about the lack of obvious link with the Semester of the plenary
and workshop sessions. They therefore decided to re-focus the initial discussion on the vital elements
and necessary steps to facilitate this engagement.

•

The civil society needs and calls on the EC to issue to all EU MS obligatory guidelines to promote and
safeguard a comprehensive, regular structured dialogue in all relevant steps of the ES.

•

National governments are accountable to the EC and their national CSO as to this structured
involvement. This also holds for the design, monitoring and implementation of public policies as
contained and announced e.g. in the NRP.

•

In order to improve civil society’s involvement in the ES, there is the need of a level playing field
across Europe and between other partners i.e. on an equal basis with similar structured dialogue
options and arrangements as the EU-level and national social partners.

•

In order for civil society organizations to stay motivated to engage in the ES and to keep national
members on board it is indispensable to see an impact from the contributions made by CSO.

2. Modernise the theoretical model and legal frameworks
•

CSOs see a need to modernise the current rather out-dated theoretical models and thus legal
frameworks for civil society at national and at EU level, starting from a recognition of CSO as actors
not only to provide services but to mobilise citizens, to democratize policy making, to allow for voice
and representation by a broad range of groups and interested in our societies, including those
normally excluded, disadvantaged or discriminated against. There is also the need to develop a EUlevel legal status for CSOs and a better recognition of the positive economic and social role and
impacts of the social economy.

3. Reclaim participation
•

“Participation’ is seen currently too much in labour market terms. There is a need to reclaim the
concept of ‘participation’ and to underline the key role of engaging people directly facing poverty,
social exclusion and absence of social rights.

•

CSO has the role, capacity and mandate to bring into debates and policy making processes the
experiences, views and voices of the people concerned and/or affected by economic, labour market
and social policies/measures … and on the basis of this to hold governments and European
institutions, including the EC and the EP, accountable for their legislative and policy activities.
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4. Key EU Role as Watchdog
•

The European Union and particularly the EC should support the national and European CSO to fulfil
their role and missions.

•

The EC should be a watchdog to defend the space for the civil society and for civil dialogue and
support appropriate EU-level legal frameworks, including statutes e.g. for associations.

•

It should use and improve the existing instruments and put conditionalities on the use of ESF+ funds
(namely the recognition of CSO and a comprehensive use of civil dialogue by governments at
different levels). ESF funds must continue to financially support CSO, their activities in terms of
service provision, but also capacity building activities.

Workshop B: Financial stability and independence => Picture 2

Heather Roy, Eurodiaconia, reported back and highlighted the following points:
•

There is a need to look at alternative models of funding for CSO, more precisely structural models for
organizing NGO funding at national level. An alternative arrangement mentioned was to shift the
responsibility for this NGO funding from governmental bodies to national agencies (with reference
given to SI and SK), as this is e.g. done in the international development sector (e.g. in DE with the
GTZ) as this would likely reduce political interference/attempts of political pressure.

•

Multi-annual funding agreements with CSO should be encouraged to overcome year-to-year financial
security and planning horizon. They should focus on the objectives and missions of the CSO rather
than on the outputs, i.e. favour process over output. Advocacy work should be included there as
“result of CSO work”, not only as output of the services provided by the CSO. A precondition for such
a shirt, however, are the introduction of methods to effectually measure the social and economic
outcomes and “added value” of CSO.

•

Public funding for CSO should be used to encourage collaboration rather than to increase
competition on resources and have a dividing effect. Otherwise funding mechanisms will be a barrier
for sustainable social change and progress largely carried and supported by CSO.

•

CSO funding should also allow decent and dignified employment and pay conditions for CSO staff
and not lead to excessive administrative requirements attached to it.

Workshop C: Human capital and analytical capabilities => Picture 3

Valentina Guerra, ESN, reported back and highlighted the following points:
•

The last point of workshop B) was taken up in the conclusions of workshop C), pleading for more
operational and less project-based funding for CSO funding, to support decent employment and pay
conditions for CSO staff and to prevent from problems with the recruitment and retention of staff
and from brain drain as a consequence of low pay, lacking career options, etc.
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•

Participants also discussed the role of the state which should move to one of enabler of CSOs.

•

There is a need to invest into the training of the CSO workforce, including for continuing professional
development (to improve knowledge and skills sets) and to have sufficient public funding for this
task.

•

CSO have a lot to contribute to the design, to the monitoring and to the assessment of the
implementation of public policies, for the people they represent and for the topics they have
expertise on. For policy makers it is important to acknowledge this role and the link the CSO can
provide to those “on the ground” and insofar also to listen to the CSO and the people with first hand
experiences.

Workshop D: Impact on policy making => Picture 4

Haydn Hammersley, EDF, and Guillaume Jacquinot, Inclusion Europe, reported back and highlighted the
following points:
•

The starting point for all efforts to improve the impact of CSO on policy making – including their role
and impact in the ES process – is to acknowledge the diversity of economic and social situations, of
CSO roles in policy making and of CSO relationship with the relevant government levels and other
public institutions in a country as well as large differences in view of organisational capacities and
CSO cultures and traditions across Europe.

•

To improve the impact of CSO on policy making a culture of meaningful consultations is needed –
which means allowing for sufficient time (also to internally consult with members and key decision
makers) to overcome the risk of tokenism, i.e. of making only symbolic efforts to include the
experiences, views, demands and proposals of CSO and the people they represent.

•

In order to be able to effectively influence policy making CSO need to join forces to exert pressure
and to create space for public debates, but can build on their strength – i.e. the European networks
of CSO – to be “vehicles” to bridge the gap between EU level and local/grassroot level.

•

CSO need to still better use public and social media for agenda setting and to construct and maintain
a public space for debate in order to promote their political agendas and to have impact on EU
legislation.

•

In the ES –and in policy areas beyond – EU MS and the EC should be obliged to show how they
consulted and involved CSO in a meaningful way in policy making. There should be much more
transparency on how the input provided by CSO (policy proposals, data, practice examples, social
innovations) has been taken up, clearly going beyond tick-box exercises that only focus on formal
aspects of consultations without any obligation for accountancy.

•

In order to improve the involvement of CSO at national and EU level more investment in capacity
building is needed to empower in particular national CSO to meaningfully participate in relevant
processes.
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In this workshop the EAPN representatives put emphasis on the following points:
•

When it comes to the involvement of EAPN networks in the European Semester, there is the risk of
too tight deadlines for a meaningful involvement as time is needed to internally consult and prepare
contributions. Good experiences have been made in cases and countries where regular contacts to
government representatives and the EC European Semester Officers exist. There are several
countries where EAPN networks are not invited to meetings to discuss the Country Reports, National
Reform Programmes and the Country-Specific Recommendations.

•

CSO’s and national EAPN networks’ involvement in the ES is key as this provides the experiences and
voices of people affected by poverty and experiences of social exclusion and discrimination.

•

The EC should issue obligatory guidance for EU MS on the structured and meaningful involvement of
CSO in the EC also covering issues such as recognition for role and added value of CSO, accountability
on use of inputs by CSO and criteria of participation for CSO in structured fora.

In his concluding remarks Jeroen Jutte, Head of Unit “Employment and Social Aspects of European
Semester”, DG EMPL, announced that the EC is committed to work on an Action Plan on the European Pillar
of Social Rights. A bottom-up approach will be needed and used when elaborating such an EPSR Action Plan.
This implies consultations with CSO in the context of civil dialogue and inputs from the civil society into the
drafting of the Action Plan. He also highlighted that CSO have the role to provide a “reality check” and
evidence on social and economic realities and problems “on the ground”, but also to share solutions to
address the problems which work. The Employment Guidelines - and in particular Recital 11 (“While the
Integrated Guidelines are addressed to Member States and the Union, they should be implemented in
partnership with all national, regional and local authorities, closely involving parliaments, as well as social
partners and representatives of civil society”) – constitute the legal basis for recommendations to EU MS,
also in the framework of the European Semester (ES). The ES has provided the tool to the EC - in cooperation
with and having involved more systematically also the EU-level and national social partners and CSO in recent
years - to come up with a structured analysis, then to confront the EU MS in the Country Reports with this
analysis and finally to elaborate Country-Specific Recommendations which also reflect information and
concerns shared by CSO. Jeroen Jutte finally underlined that the EC is ready to push for a more structured
and “binding” framework for all EU MS (which would also be monitored by the EC) for a comprehensive
and meaningful involvement of CSO in the European Semester, including in the monitoring of the
implementation of the CSR. The EC would expect from such a structured approach an improvement of the
quality, of the credibility and hopefully also of the impact of the ES process.
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Picture 1: Workshop A: Legal environment and civic participation
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Picture 2: Workshop B: Financial stability and independence
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Picture 3: Workshop C: Human capital and analytical capabilities
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Picture 4: Workshop D: Impact on policy making
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2) Critical assessment by EAPN members present at the seminar
The feedback by the colleagues of EAPN members who participated in the seminar and who shared their
views on what worked (and why), what didn’t work (and why) and which concrete suggestions for
improvement of similar CSO seminars in the future is summarised below. The general assessment was slightly
positive, but ample room for improvements was also felt and indicated.

Positive
•

•

•

•

•
•

Presentations from researchers (in particular the first two contributions by Prof. Helmut Anheier and
Prof. Sandra Kröger) on main developments and trends in the field of civil society organisations
(CSO) and on models and concrete arrangements and regulations in different countries within it
comes to relevant legal environment, civic participation, funding conditions (financial stability and
independence), human resources and advocacy work for CSO/NGO were helpful to get a “reference
frame” to compare with situation and conditions in own country although the findings were rather
out of date.
Nevertheless, these presentations could have been more targeted, timely and specific and focus
more on current and (the likely) future challenges, such as shrinking membership, closing down of
civil society space or with political/financial control, increasing difficulties to have a mid- or long-term
involvement of volunteers (not only on a project basis), the challenges to being considered as
relevant stakeholders representing the views of people on the ground, the rise of populist and antidemocratic parties, movements and the use of social media. The participants, however, learned that
the scope of the presentations and the main questions to tackle had been pre-defined by EC staff.
Introductory presentations by EC staff were interesting for information on new trends and data and
to see increasing acknowledgement by the EC to cover additional topics with the “Employment and
social developments in Europe Report”, e.g. on housing and on developments and problems in
relation to access to, affordability and quality of housing, including of social housing, as suggested in
recent years by CSO.
Workshops were rather relevant and interesting, but mainly because CSO representatives, including
EAPN members, were able to refocus the exchanges in the afternoon (also by partly ignoring the
questions prepared) and particularly to reinforce the connection with the European Semester. They
could bring it back to the realities in different countries on the existing possibilities and barriers and
the supportive framework conditions needed to make the involvement of CSO in the ES more
participative and more effective, i.e. by seeing actual impact on the policy and decision making
processes and in the country reports, NRP and CSR.
Colleagues felt an openness, interest (and in a way also “commitment”) by EC staff to better involve
CSOs, including EAPN, in relevant ES processes.
It was positive to exchange with other representatives from CSO’s from the national level, but would
have benefited from more time to exchange in workshops etc.

Negative/to be improved
•

The title of the seminar was slightly misleading as it did not fully correspond to the concept of
increasing CSO engagement, as the second morning session was organised as a lecture on (basic and
some advanced) key features of CSO and civil dialogue, but with no clear link to strengtheing
engagement in the European Semester and not in a participatory manner.
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•

•

•

•
•

•

No time was foreseen in the morning sessions for dialogue with civil society, another conference with
one-way communication even though the objective of the seminar was to identify ways to improve
CSO’s involvement and participation..This was disappointing.
No concrete suggestions especially by EC representatives were made on the role the EU could play
to improve and safeguard the existence and an active participation of civil society. E.g. in Workshop
4 all questions prepared by the organisers focused on the national level, none on the EU level and
possible roles, responsibilities, etc. of the EC and other European institutions.
No workshop or focus was given to a specific review/analysis and exchange on civil society
engagement in the Euroepan Semester at national level – it would have been a great opportunity to
share on positive and negative examples to get key learning points.
Members were unhappy with moderator’s time-keeping skills (morning sessions largely running over
time.).
It was disappointing that no speakers from civil society organizations were asked to speak in the in
the workshops, working at the local or regional level, who could have illustrated concrete problems,
barriers, etc. which CSO actually face in their daily work “on the ground”. Each workshop could have
started with a couple of concrete national inputs.
At least one more critical speaker/contribution from Civil Society ie would have been good, not four
“state of the art” presentations, also on the backdrop of shrinking civic space in some European
countries. Another useful methodology would have been to have EU wide Civil Society organizations
to comment as discussants on acadamic inputs, before the audience involvement.

3) Notes on the presentations from the Opening Plenary sessions
“Analytical updates from the European Commission” and “Examining civil society’s role in
sustainable growth, sustainable governance and social justice”

Introductory remarks
Josefine Hederstroem, acting Head of Unit EMPL.C3, highlighted the importance of civil dialogue for social
inclusion and affirmed that the European Commission needs to understand more about civil society and its
work, including on the European Semester. Today’s seminar would aim at filling this gap.

1. Analytical updates from the European Commission

Sustainable growth for all: Choices for the future of social Europe
(Employment and Social Developments in Europe 2019)
Frank Siebern-Thomas, Deputy Head of Unit DG EMPL.A4, presented the European Commission’s report
Employment and social developments in Europe. Sustainable growth for all: choices for the future of Social
Europe. Since 1990s, the Commission issues this kind of reports as annual reviews of Employment and Social
Developments in the European Union. In the past 3 years the report is conceptualised as an overarching
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report, gathering a bulk of information on economic, social and environmental developments in the context
of sustainability and governance. For 2019 “Sustainability/sustainable growth”, for 2018 “Future of work,
new forms of work and digitalisation” and for 2017 “Intergenerational fairness and demographic change”
were identified as guiding theme. The EC is interested to receive suggestions by the civil society organisations
(CSOs) present for the guiding theme for the 2020 Employment and Social Development in Europe report.
The 2019 report is structured around six chapters, where the first one is an overview of the main employment
and social developments and the last one looks at the role and contributions of social dialogue. The inbetween chapters are thematic chapters: “Conceptualizing sustainable growth and developments in the EU”,
“Economic and social fundamentals”, “Investing in people and social sustainability” and “Employment and
social impacts of climate change policies”.
Frank Siebern-Thomas gave some snapshots from the six chapters of the report:
•

•

•

(Un)employment rates: the employment level has reached the highest level since 2000 (73.2% in
2018 in EU28), the unemployment rate went down by 0.6 points from 2017 to 2018 and by about 4
percent to 6.8% of the labour force compared to the record peak in 2013. 18 Member States have
reached their Europe 2020 employment targets. However, a lot of differences remain across regions.
Worryingly enough, the long-term unemployment share stays at a high level.
The poverty and social exclusion target will certainly not be achieved. The number of people in
severe material deprivation has been decreasing in the last years. Regarding national data in relation
to the Gini coefficient, an increase in income inequality in eight Member States is observed, a
decrease in six and fairly stable income equality levels for the other EU MS. Gross disposable
household income (GDHI) per capita is increasing in the EU but it is not yet at 2008 levels in 8 Member
States.
In-work poverty: in the last decade (2008-2017) there was an increase in the majority – in 16 out of
28 – of the Member States. In terms of middle-class trends, EU MS are converging. However, financial
insecurity and pressures are perceived by slightly more than half of middle-class, with mixed trends
in different EU MS.

Starting from these findings, the report shows:
•

•
•
•
•

Slight economic recession signals, but more worryingly problematic indicators for specific groups
on the labour market, such as in particular people with disabilities, with a migrant background,
homeless people and Roma;
A low productivity growth, mainly due to demographic ageing and planetary boundaries; stagnation
of productivity growth at the global level;
Investment gaps: Incentives are needed to tackle short term costs vs long term benefits, and the
effects of climate change;
Unequal distribution of employment;
Social and distributional impacts of megatrends (technological change, ageing, globalization, climate
change).

Chapter 4 is focused on investment areas. Several dimensions are highlighted:
•

Inequality in childcare use is increasing (in particular when looking at the social gradient along
income quintiles in the use of childcare for children aged 3 and younger, which is also linked to
financial barriers for about a third of the parents in accessing these services).

15

•

•

Education and training trends: investment in skills and training have remained stable in recent years.
On average, public expenditure decreased from 2008 to 2017, while real expenditure remained
stable. The number of students in national education systems increased.
Affordable and adequate housing: one in ten European lives in a household overburdened by
housing costs (>40% of income spent on housing, EU 2017), with 5 EU MS (DE, DK, HU, RO, UK) at
rates between 10% and 15%, BG at nearly 20% and EL close to 40%.

Frank Siebern-Thomas highlighted that for the European Commission it is important that social
considerations are integrated upfront into the policy design and into the policy implementation processes.
Based on these findings, the Commission put forward some key conclusions:
•
•

•
•

The lack of adequate measures to address the climate change would entail significant economic
costs for our societies, most particularly in Southern Europe and Central Eastern Europe;
Political guidance is needed to shape this transition, in a way that is just and fair for everybody, also
for poorer households. The impact of not doing anything will have many effects, including on
mortality rates, on energy use and on labour productivity. Not doing anything will lead to GDP losses
of about 2% per year, with considerable regional variations;
Climate action helps total employment to grow, with estimations indicating increases ranging from
0.1% and 1% of total employment by 2030, with Poland as only exception among EU MS;
EU citizens broadly support climate action, policy action needs to capitalise on it.

Frank Siebern-Thomas finally looked at the enabling frameworks to achieve European commitments to
promote and secure a Just Transition. He mentioned the European Pillar of Social Rights, ESF+, European
Globalization Adjustment fund, InvestEU and Horizon Europe programmes as the most important
frameworks.

Q&A session
•

Someone from the audience underlined the finding related to the increase of in-work poverty. The
participant pointed out the existing interlink between inequality and intra-EU labour mobility and
the responsibility of small and medium-sized enterprises (SME) to provide quality employment and
jobs. The Commission showed its interest and affirmed that they will take these aspects into
consideration for the 2020 report.

•

Another participant expressed her disappointment about the figures on pay gap between men and
women. The Commission underlined that the main factors and causes are linked to lower female
employment rates. The Commission stressed the need to ensure sustainable growth and productivity
growth, to make use of all resources and to promote access of women in the labour market. Gender
disparities in labour market income have barely changed over time: gender employment gap was
11.6% in 2018, against 11.7% in 2013.

•

A third participant stressed the fact that, in order to have clear data, there is the need to have
disaggregated data, e.g. by gender, age group and region. For instance, it should be clarified that
housing costs are a burden not least for single parents, who are usually women. The participant also
asked the Commission to push national governments to provide more national figures. The
Commission responded that they will work with Eurostat based on an improved regulation and will
provide online interactive charts with disaggregated data.
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•

Someone also asked why, in the report, the Commission considered only housing and not
homelessness. The Commission answered that they thought it was more a question of affordability
in housing in general, and homelessness was off topic.

•

Sian Jones, from EAPN Europe, pointed out the disappointing figures on poverty, although overall
the figure is reducing, there is little movement on relative poverty. The divergence between Member
States is growing and requires urgent actions. Key to this is investing in adequate incomes: she asked
the Commission if they are still considering initiatives such as binding EU instrument on minimum
wages and adequate minimum income. She also highlighted that a green transition could strongly
affect people in poverty and asked the Commission how they actually take into consideration the
possible negative consequences, e.g. would they be ready to roll out distributional impact
assessments? The Commission answered that much more must be done regarding poverty. As to
energy poverty, the impacts of a green transition are not fully clear. The European Commission
admitted that they haven’t gone so far until now, both in terms of analysis and in EU-wide
coordinated policy responses. Each EU MS received a recommendation on just transition, pointing
out the need to consider distributional effects. Regarding minimum wage and minimum income, the
next Commission President mentioned these initiatives and they will be discussed. Frank SiebernThomas also confirmed that a regional dimension would be introduced into the Social Scoreboard,
at least for all 14 headline indicators at NUTS2 level, as the current report already revealed important
regional differences within most EU MS.

2019 Social Scoreboard: preliminary results
Federico Lucidi, Team Leader Joint Employment Report at EMPL.A1, presented the preliminary results from
the 2019 Social Scoreboard. The final version will be published at the end of November.
He firstly briefly presented the social scoreboard. It was introduced at the end of 2017 for the European Pillar
of Social Rights as its statistical monitoring tool, and addition to other monitored instruments in the
framework of the Semester. Benchmarking exercises are also done by the Employment Committee (EMCO)
and Social Protection Committee (SPC) as part of the regular work. The social scoreboard is divided in 3
dimensions, with 14 headline indicators and 21 secondary indicators, which are conceived in a way to provide
a holistic view of the state of play and progress in view of the Pillar.
Data can be found on:
•

EUROSTAT
Social Scoreboard Indicators
European Pillar of Social Rights Indicators

•

JRC tool
JRC Composite Indicators

The methodology used for the Joint Employment Report (JER) was agreed by the EMCO and SPC in 2015. It
was initially used for the scoreboard to measure key employment and social indicators (KESI). It was then
decided to keep the methodology, which assesses the performance of Member States on levels and changes
of headlines indicators, with thresholds being based on distance from the (unweighted) EU average. The
current methodology for the Social Scoreboard allows to assess convergence and divergence trends.
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Some preliminary results1:
•

•

•

•

•

AROPE rate: On average, the level is decreasing in Europe, a reduction by on average about 1
percentage point. There is however a lot of dispersion; some countries such as Lithuania and Latvia
are classified as critical situations. The AROPE rate has strongly declined in some countries, such as
Greece, Romania and Bulgaria, but clearly from very high levels. Some countries are in a better
situation but didn’t improve so much, such as Spain and Italy. In three countries - Finland, France and
Sweden - the rate of people experiencing poverty and social exclusion is rather low, but nevertheless
has increased over the last years.
NEET rate: The situation is dispersed, too. A group of countries (Italy, Greece, Bulgaria), despite a
decrease, are classified as critical situation. Croatia and Cyprus are significantly improving, Spain is in
the middle. Five EU MS are experiencing an increase, including three in low-level rate countries
(Austria, Netherlands, Slovenia).
Gender employment gap: The worst situation can be found in Italy, Romania and Greece. Malta is
experiencing a significant improvement. In Latvia, Finland, Lithuania and Sweden the starting
position is good, i.e. they had a low gender employment gap of between 2% and 4% only in 2018,
but the latter three countries are experiencing a slight increase in the gender employment gap.
Most headline indicators are improving on average across the EU, namely the employment rate, the
unemployment rate and the AROPE rate. Others are either stable or slightly worsening, i.e. early
school leavers, gender employment gap, impact of social transfers, unmet health needs, etc.
In terms of number of challenges in countries, it can be observed that Italy, Spain, Greece and
Romania have 10 or more challenges. Comparing 2019 to 2018, the total number of “critical
situations” according to the Social Scoreboard Methodology is stable; Italy is the country with most
critical situations.

Q&A session
Sian Jones underlined the difficulty to see the connection between the Pillar and social scoreboard indicators.
There is a lack of ambition, as the social scoreboard works on EU averages. The focus should be instead on
establishing ambitious target, and areas like the effectiveness of funding for benefits in reducing poverty
which were in critical situations, otherwise they lose priority. The Commission responded that indeed there
isn’t an indicator per principle. This is because, in some areas, it is hard to find indicators. In terms of
ambitions, the convergence is indeed on the average and not on best performers. The methodology should
will be revised.

2. Examining civil society’s role in sustainable growth, sustainable governance and social justice
Helmut Anheier, Hertie School of Governance, Berlin, kicked off the second session and focused on a
broader analysis of what is civil society? It is a countervailing force keeping power of markets and the state
in check. In the civil society space, there are different types of organisations and civil society has a big diversity
of values.
•

1

What do civil society organisations do? They do service provision or advocacy, are vanguards or
value guardians, also play a role in (societal) innovation by offering solutions for emerging problems.

Preliminary results - do not quote.
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•

•

•

•

•

Some facts: Civil society represents 5-7% of total employment in OECD. A significant growth in civil
society’s economic importance can be observed, with 5% growth rates annually in some countries.
Education, health, social services account for 65-70% of expenditure. In terms of revenue - across a
range of countries and on average - civil society organisations take about 50-60% from public funds,
30-40% from market type income, 5-15% in donations. There is also an increase in the number of
foundations and assets, associations are levelling off, corporations increase in economic importance.
Which are its forms? Membership based (association), asset based (foundation) or liability based
(corporation). It is important to note that social movements and many cyber activities are informal
in their nature and unincorporated.
The legal environment is represented by the State, which has as tasks to protect the civil society and
to regulate its space, both internally and externally, i.e. with regard to the borders to the market and
to politics.
In terms of incorporation and tax treatment, incorporation is mostly unproblematic, but tax
treatment isn’t. In principle, there are three different tax regimes for civil society organisations in
Europe, when and if their activities are seen as added value to the public or common good. The
recognition as a tax-exempt organisation is complex and can be done on the basis of predefined
purposes (e.g. in Germany) or criteria defining specific objectives for the activities, characteristics of
the services and a public interest logic (e.g. in France). Ireland is an example for a country with a
charity regulator, an arm’s length institution to oversee and help civil society organisations develop.
Is there the need to reform? Reforms should be flexible, hybrid, combining commercial and noncommercial activities. Helmut Anheier indicated a need to review national regulatory models and the
EU level regulatory arrangements for civil society organisations.
There are different ways to engage in civil participation, which are membership, volunteering,
engagement and caring. Overall, Europeans are active in terms of civil participation, despite
considerable differences across EU countries and regions. For instance, informal volunteering is
82.5% in the Netherlands, while 2.6% in Cyprus.

To conclude, social participation has changing patterns. Indeed, older forms are declining, new forms are on
the rise, in particular cyber-related forms. Nonetheless, rural-urban divide remains huge.
More data on social participation here.

Sandra Kröger, University of Exeter, presented the state of the art of research as to CSOs financial stability
and independence. In her presentation, she mainly focused on four sets of questions:
1. How are CSOs funded at MS level? There is an institutional variation in state support, private support
and earned income. Four models can be distinguished:
• The Anglo-Saxon model
• The Corporatist (continental) model, where CSOs are actively involved in the provision of social
services and highly institutionalised and dependent on government support and vice versa and
where funding represents well over half of the income of the sector. It is composed by Austria,
Belgium, Germany and the Netherlands.
• The social democratic (Scandinavian) model, where the state is the main service provider, CSOs
are typically not involved in the provision of social services, they have a low level of public funding
(25%-35%).
• The emerging (Mediterranean and CEE) model where the relationship between the state and
CSOs is evolving, they receive low levels of public funding, welfare systems are typically
19

rudimentary and much of the care remains within the family. Social anchorage of CSOs is still
limited (low level of membership = fees + voluntary engagement). In Central and Eastern
European (CEE) countries public funds are limited, which in turn is the reason why EU funds have
become increasingly important whereas corporate funding decreased. As a rule, they also receive
small amounts of donations.
A general trend is that public funders move from institutional support to project related grants where
CSOs propose a way to meet the funder’s objectives and the funder chooses whether to support
them.
After the introduction and spreading of the New Public Management (NPM), competitive tendering
procedures occurred, where CSOs are competing against each other and against commercial
providers. They compete with the business sector, which can afford lower prices.
2. How sustainable is the financial situation of CSOs in Europe? There is an increasing difficult and
hostile environment, due to the economic crisis and austerity policies. The neoliberal market model
puts pressures on CSOs. Volunteering and membership are becoming fluid and temporary. The age
of populism increases distrust against CSOs. The pressure to use EU funds has increased, CSOs that
used to work only at national level started to apply for centralised EU funds, especially CSOs from
CEE countries. Across all countries CSOs have worked on diversifying their funding sources,
particularly by offering services and thereby increasing their shares of economic activity.
3. What are the safeguards to avoid undue influence at MS level? There aren’t any safeguards, funding
CSOs allows governments precisely influence CSOs’ activities and their functioning. In some Eastern
states, funding for certain types of activities is not available anymore.
Related to this idea is the observation made by a Networking Officer of Belgium, who said:
“Increasingly, organisations are expected to work for or with the government on government policy
priorities. (…). In one case, an organisation that had been critical of government policy was recently
publicly ‘threatened’ it was not doing what it has been funded for and that regulatory action would
be taken. This way of challenging civil society is definitely a new, but slowly-emerging development”.
4. What would be needed to ensure financial stability and independence? The answer will depend on
how one conceives the roles of CSOs in the first place. Both financial stability and independence are
difficult to achieve. There are two strategies: one way could be the diversification of income, which
is less realistic for small or new organisations and possible only for corporate or individual donations.
The second way could be “funding detox”, which however means growing smaller.
The State has a crucial function, namely in supporting critical infrastructure, solidarity and education
The EU has a role to play as well, in monitoring the civic space, supporting the advocacy function and
perhaps also supporting more the infrastructures CSOs provide.

Carlo Ruzza from the University of Trento focused on human capital and analytical capabilities of CSOs. He
pointed out that civil society largely depends on resources and on the political context. It needs a strong state
to perform well. This brings us back to the questions: What is a strong state? What do CSOs do in different
states?
•
•

Generally speaking, civil society represents a big portion of the economy and, therefore, it has an
impact on the life of people. Civil society has however a different importance in different countries.
Civil society is changing, due to different factors: the introduction of the New Public Management,
states are exposed to the ongoing process of globalisation and pressure on their public budgets. Civil
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•

•
•

society is trying to struggle and reinvent itself. For instance, there is a great difference between CSOs
of today and CSOs in the early 2000s. At the time of the negotiations on the European Constitutional
Treaty, civil society was encouraged by the EU to take part in the process and work towards also EUlevel statues for CSOs (foundations, associations, cooperatives, mutual benefit societies), but then
this stopped.
Civil society is relevant for effective democracies, and it has a crucial role in monitoring what the
state does. Civil society is also important in organising and mobilising citizens, as an alternative
channel of representation for vulnerable and disenfranchised groups (e.g. migrants).
As human resources CSOs have managers, staff and volunteers. They often experience scarcities of
staff and difficulties to recruit and retain staff, also due to lower wage levels.
CSOs do service delivery and advocacy. The balance between the two varies: both are present, but
one always prevails. In advocacy, the interlocutor is the state, while in service delivery the state is
the partner.

Carlo Ruzza concluded with a series of questions: How do we optimise relations between advocacy and
service delivery? How to balance the relations between the state and CSOs? How to identify the
interlocutors for advocacy?
Cristiano Bee, from Oxford Brookes University, introduced a review of normative arguments of civil society
and public administration styles.
What is Public Policy? Bee started his presentation with a quote by Thomas Dye: “It is a course of government
action or inaction in response to social and public problems. It is associated with formally approved policy
goals and means, as well as the regulations and practices of agencies that implement programs”.
This is a top-down “traditional” definition, which is important but problematic. There are different problems
with this idea of public policy:
•
•

•

•

•

•

It does not take into account phenomena such as Europeanisation and globalisation.
Today, a process of decentralisation is taking place, which creates strong complexities in the
policy process itself. There is an increasing emergence of policy networks and an enhancement
of multi-level governance structures that shape the process differently with respect to the past.
Governance reforms have strengthened a variety of policy actors in policy making, and thus input
legitimacy in policy making has become crucial. Indeed, new questions raised regarding who is
involved in setting policy agenda and influence the outcome of policies.
The direct participation of citizen is considered essential; that is why new forms of participatory
and deliberative democracy are emerging, nearby representative democracy. The debate on
legitimacy is today more and more focused on issues of participation, civil society and
transparency.
Organised civil society has a direct, institutionalised relationship with public institutions. They
are non-state actors that represent certain interests and that through direct tactics and forms of
participation impact on the policy process.
There are some concerns on the representation of interests and functions: interest groups are
key actors in contemporary forms of governance throughout the Western world. Civil servants
seek group inputs because they may have expertise, assist them with the implementation of
policies or add democratic legitimacy to the outcome of policy processes.
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Active citizenship can be seen as a practice (top-down) and as a demand (bottom-up):
•

•

Active citizenship as a practice: Institutionally-driven process aimed at favouring participatory
behaviours with the purpose of facilitating access to the political system, to share responsibilities
with the broad polity in determining public policies and also of promoting democratization;
Active citizenship as a demand: Bottom-up process where civil society actors engage and participate
in the civic and political domains seeking to ‘raise their voices’, within the scope of shaping forms of
reciprocal solidarity or expressing dissent towards the current political status.

It is obvious that the administrative tradition of a country influences state-society relations, the form of
political organisations and the dominant policy style. In Europe there are four main different models of public
administration and policy styles (which can be analysed based on different surveys, such as the Civicus
monitor or Sustainable Governance Indicators of the Bertelsmann Foundation):
•
•
•
•

Anglo-Saxon (minimal state) → pluralist state society relations
Germanic (organicist) → cooperative state society relations
Scandinavian (Anglo + Germanic) → mixed model based on consensus, collaboration and linked
with legal and social accountability
Continental Europe (Napoleonic) (South and Eastern Europe) → centralized and antagonistic
state society relations

Interest groups part of the OCS are diverse in form, aim, resources and tactics and this very much depends
on the Public Policy Styles and Models that are part of the EU.
On the bases of his presentation, Cristiano Bee raised two open critical questions, which can be differently
answered by different models: to what extent can the organised civil society provide the bases for
legitimising public policy? Do organisations really engage in public policy or only have a consultation
function?

•
•

Presentations: Presentations from the event
Documents mentioned during the Seminar:
o Employment and Social Developments in Europe 2019
▪ 2019 Employment and Social Developments review
▪ ESDE 2019 conference
o Employment and Social Analysis section on the EMPL website

This report was written by Francesca Perulli, Policy Assistant at EAPN Europe (section 3) and
Mathias Maucher, EAPN Policy Officer (sections 1 and 2). For more information about EAPN’s
policy work, please contact Sian Jones, EAPN Europe Policy Coordinator – sian.jones@eapn.eu –
or visit www.eapn.eu.
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