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PREFACE

In 2005-2006, the concepts of feeding in and feeding out were developed in the context of the
refocusing of the Lisbon Strategy on growth and jobs and the revision of the objectives of the EU
Open Method of Coordination for Social Protection and Social Inclusion (hereafter “OMC”). Early
in 2005, “Growth and Jobs” was put centre stage in the refocused Lisbon Strategy, with a view to
improving delivery on the ground of policies expected to have the greatest impact. At the same
time, it was emphasised that “making growth and jobs the immediate target goes hand in hand
with promoting social or environmental objectives.” At their 2005 Spring European Council, EU
Heads of State and Governments clarified the hierarchy of objectives by stressing that
strengthening growth and employment was "making for social cohesion".

The European Commission’s Communication of December 2005 “Working together, working
better”, presented the framework for “streamlining” the work on social inclusion, pensions and
healthcare and long-term care, to form an integrated process?. It sought, further, to explain how
the new “Partnership for Growth and Jobs” should interact with the corresponding policy efforts
and the separate reporting under the OMC. In particular, the overarching objectives of the OMC
emphasised the need for “effective and mutual interaction between the Lisbon objectives of
greater economic growth, more and better jobs and greater social cohesion, and with the EU's
Sustainable Development Strategy”. Reflecting the European Council’s vision of “growth and
employment making for social cohesion”, policies within the refocused Lisbon agenda would
contribute to social cohesion and inclusion. Thus, the OMC should parallel and interact closely
with the Partnership for Growth and Jobs - “feeding in” to growth and employment objectives
while growth and employment programmes should “feed out” to advance social
cohesion/inclusion goals.

The EU Council of Ministers in March 2006 established as an overarching objective of the OMC
to promote “effective and mutual interaction between the Lisbon objectives of greater economic
growth, more and better jobs and greater social cohesion...”. In the light of this, in the guidance
note for the 2008-2010 National Strategy Reports on Social Protection and Social Inclusion
(NSRSPSIs) which they had to submit to the European Commission in September 2008, Member
States were asked to describe how they will ensure that social inclusion policies, pension reform,
and healthcare and long-term care, on the one hand, and the Partnership for Growth and Jobs,
on the other hand, mutually reinforce each other.

In particular, they were asked to identify:

= first, the way social inclusion policies, pension reform, healthcare and long-term care will help
enhance delivery on growth and jobs; and

= second, how the Partnership for Growth and Jobs will contribute to delivering on the objective
of greater social cohesion/inclusion, improve adequacy and sustainability of pensions, and
positively influence the accessibility, quality and sustainability of the provision of healthcare
and long-term care as well as health itself.

1 European Commission (2005), “Working together for growth and jobs: A new start for the Lisbon Strategy’,
Communication from the Commission, COM(2005) 24 final, Brussels.

2 European Commission (2005), “Working together, working better: A new framework for the open coordination of
social protection and inclusion policies in the European Union”, Communication from the Commission, COM(2005)
706 final, Brussels.
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The 2007 Spring European Council highlighted the importance of the social dimension of the EU.
In particular, it stressed that in order to ensure the continuing support of the Union's citizens for
European integration "the common social objectives of Member States should be better taken
into account within the Lisbon agenda". The request of the Spring European Council strongly
underlined the need -across the board- to strengthen the assessment of how social policies can
contribute to more jobs and growth ("feeding in") as well as of how the objectives of jobs and
growth can serve social cohesion and inclusion ("feeding out").

The importance of ensuring, under the Lisbon Strategy, that there is a mutually reinforcing
feedback between economic, employment and social policies (“feeding-in” and “feeding-out”) was
reaffirmed by EU Heads of State and Governments in their Spring 2008 meeting, when they
stressed in their Conclusions “the importance of the social dimension of the EU as an integral part
of the Lisbon Strategy” and when they urged Member States “to take concrete action to improve
policy consistency and coordination of economic, employment and social policies in order to
enhance social cohesion”. There is currently an EU Task Force on the interaction of Economic,
Employment and Social Policies under the Lisbon Strategy working on this matter.

In 2006 and 2007, the members of the EU Network of Independent Experts on Social Inclusion
have prepared country reports assessing the extent to which feeding in and feeding out were
reflected in the 2006 and 2007 Implementation Reports of Member States’ 2005-2008 National
Reform Programmes for Growth and Jobs (IRNRPs).2 The Network Core Team (NCT) then
prepared its overview on the basis of these experts’ assessments drawing out core lessons
across the European Union.#

In October 2008, Member States submitted their 2008-2010 NRPs which included a report on the
implementation of the previous NRP. Thus this year the independent experts have each
prepared an assessment of each Member State’s 2008-2010 NRP from a feeding in and feeding
out perspective.5 The present report is an overview of the main findings and conclusions that the
NCT has drawn from these 27 assessment reports.

3 The reports prepared by the independent experts are intended to support the Directorate-General for Employment,
Social Affairs and Equal Opportunities of the European Commission in its task of assessing independently the
implementation of the Social Inclusion Process. The Network consists of independent experts from each of the 27
Member States as well as from Croatia, the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and Turkey. As from 2009, it
will normally be extended to cover Serbia.

For more information on the Network members and reporting activities: http://www.peer-review-social-
inclusion.eu/network-of-independent-experts.

And for more information on the overall project “Peer Review on Social Protection and Social Inclusion and
Assessment in Social Inclusion”, see: http://www.peer-review-social-inclusion.eu.

4 See: http://www.peer-review-social-inclusion.eu/network-of-independent-experts/reports/second-semester-2006 for
the 2006 individual expert's reports on feeding in and feeding out and for the related Synthesis Report.
See: http://www.peer-review-social-inclusion.eu/network-of-independent-experts/reports/second-semester-2007 for the
2007 individual expert’s reports on feeding in and feeding out and for the related Synthesis Report.

5 For the purposes of this report, feeding in refers to the contribution that Member States’ social inclusion policies
and programmes are making to achieving the EU’'s growth and jobs goals whereas feeding out refers to the
contribution that growth and jobs policies are making to achieving social cohesion/inclusion objectives. It is
recognised that sometimes it is not easy to distinguish between feeding in and feeding out effects, and that it is
sometimes easier to identify mutually reinforcing links between growth and jobs policies and social policies. In
reality, some policies could equally well be described as both feeding in and feeding out. In any case, it should be
emphasised that feeding in and feeding out are not ends in themselves nor indeed precise concepts. They should
rather be viewed as tools to help the identification of mutually reinforcing actions between growth and jobs policies
and social policies.
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It should be noted that in this report, where the experience in one or more individual Member
States is highlighted, this is either because the independent national experts have emphasised
the particular point or because we think they represent a good illustration of the issue under
discussion. Consequently, the fact that a particular country is mentioned does not necessarily
mean that the point being made does not apply to other countries. In producing their reports
experts cite various different sources and reports in support of their analysis. These have not
been included in this report. Readers wishing to follow up the original source should go to the
individual experts’ reports which are available on the Peer Review on Social Protection and
Social Inclusion and Assessment in Social Inclusion web site (see above).
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1. KEY FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS
1.1 Key findings

The overall finding of this independent overview of the national reports drafted by the EU Network
of independent experts on social inclusion is that the 2008-2010 National Reform Programmes
(NRPs) have demonstrated some strengthening of the linkages between the EU Partnership for
Growth and Jobs and the EU Social OMC. However, this is only true for some Member States
and in most cases the progress made is quite modest.

The 2007 and 2008 Spring European Councils strongly underlined the need - across the board -
to strengthen the assessment of how social policies can contribute to more jobs and growth
(“feeding in”) as well as of how the objectives of jobs and growth can serve social cohesion and
inclusion (“feeding out”). However, in most countries the NRPs still fall far short of this goal. The
assessment of feeding in and feeding out remains quite limited and is not an important priority in
most cases. In spite of this, the experts’ reports do provide considerable evidence of the potential
for and importance of reinforcing synergies between social policies and economic and
employment policies.

1.1.1 Implementation of 2005-2008 NRPs

Several experts (e.g. AT, ES, FR, IE, PT, SE, SK) note some positive, if modest, developments in
feeding in and/or feeding out during the implementation of the 2005-2008 NRPs in the period
since the 2007 IRNRPs. However, this is often more implicit than explicit. It is often in the area
of employment. There are also a few Member States (e.g. BE, DK, LU) where experts consider
that there may not have been an increase in effort but where they believe that explicit, or, more
commonly, implicit feeding in and/or feeding out has been maintained. There are also a number
of experts (e.g. CY, DE, EE, FI, IT, MT, RO, SlI) who note some slight steps forward since the
2007 IRNRP. In some cases the impact of these cannot be assessed and some are balanced by
other negative developments. However, there remain many experts who are very negative in their
assessments and consider that the links between economic growth, employment and social
inclusion policies are largely lacking.

A major weakness highlighted by many experts is the lack of assessment of the impact of policies
in general and their social impact in particular. This is in spite of the fact that the need to
strengthen the interaction between the Social OMC and the NRPs was stressed in the July 2008
Council Decision on guidelines for the employment policies of the Member States.6 The
Guidelines stress that, in taking action, Member States should ensure good governance of
employment and social policies and ensure that the positive developments in the fields of
economics, labour and social affairs are mutually reinforcing. They are urged to establish a broad
partnership for change by fully involving parliamentary bodies and stakeholders, including those

6 The Guidelines note that “Determined action is needed to strengthen and reinforce social inclusion, fight poverty —
especially child poverty —, prevent exclusion from the labour market, support integration in employment of people
at a disadvantage, and to reduce regional disparities in terms of employment, unemployment and labour
productivity, especially in regions lagging behind. Strengthened interaction is needed with the Open Method of
Coordination in Social Protection and Social Inclusion”.
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at regional and local levels and civil society organisations. Member States are specifically
encouraged to monitor the social impact of reforms.” There are only a few countries (e.g. IE, LU,
LV, NL, PT, RO, SK) where experts report that there is increased recognition over the past year
of the need to make progress in efforts to assess the impact of policies. Even when Member
States do identify examples of feeding in and feeding out that they consider merit highlighting,
they are too often unsupported by impact assessments. However, some experts do commend
examples of good practice, even though these often are not supported by impact assessments.

1.1.2 Overall assessment of the social dimension of 2008-2010 NRPs

It is disappointing that in only a very small number of Member States (e.g. CY, ES, PT, SK) do
experts consider that more attention is given to overall strengthening of the social dimension of
the NRP in the new round of reports. In a few countries (e.g. BE, DE, EE, IE, LU, SE), experts
detect, if not a real strengthening, at least a certain consolidation of the social dimension. Also, in
some instances (e.g. AT, BG, DK, Fl, FR, HU, SI, UK) experts note no overall focus on the social
dimension but some strengthening in very specific areas. However, the majority of experts are
even more negative about the overall strengthening of the social dimension in the NRPs and
some even note a weakening. Evidence of a strengthening of the social dimension occurs more
frequently in relation to feeding out than to feeding in.

There is only very limited evidence of the NRP being used to put in place measures to address
the potential impact of the economic and financial crisis on people at risk of poverty and social
exclusion. This may in part have been because the NRPs were drafted during a period when the
extent of the economic and financial crisis was only beginning to become evident. However,
most experts consider that this aspect could already have received more attention than it did,
particularly given that the guidance note for the preparation of the NRPs referred to “a backdrop
of a slowdown of the economy, higher oil and commodity prices, and ongoing turbulence on
financial markets’.

In only a few cases (e.g. ES, FI, IE, LU, NL, PT, UK) do experts detect some (often slight)
strengthening of links between the NRPs and the NSRSPSIs. Even when this is the case, it is
often just linked to one aspect, most often employment or education and training. Some experts
(e.g. CY, DK, FR, MT, RO) comment that, while the connection between the NRP and NSRSPSI
is not made explicit there is in fact a coherence between the documents. However, most experts
(e.g. BG, CZ, DE, EE, EL, HU, IT, LT, LV, PL, SE, Sl) see very limited or no connection between
the two documents.

One thing that is striking is that the countries that use the NSRSPSI process in a fairly strategic
manner (e.g. BE, CY, ES, LU, PT, RO) and not just as a reporting exercise are among the small
group of Member States where mutually reinforcing linkages between the NSRSPSI and the NRP
are more evident.

7 See Council of the European Union, Council Decision on guidelines for the employment policies of the Member
States, Brussels, 2008. This can be found at:;
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=0J:L:2008:198:0047:0054:EN:PDF

8 European Commission Secretariat General, The next cycle of the Lisbon strategy for growth and jobs (2008-2010):
next steps.
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1.1.3 Employment measures and feeding out in the 2008-2010 NRPs

Undoubtedly, employability and access to employment are the areas where the aim to promote
greater social inclusion is most evident. In several Member States, experts note real efforts to
target specific disadvantaged groups. On the other hand, several experts feel that the targeting
of measures towards some vulnerable groups is insufficiently comprehensive.

Many countries are concerned to increase access to employment and the employability of more
vulnerable groups such as jobless households, working poor, lone parents, people with a
disability and immigrants and ethnic minorities. However, the experts provide rather limited
evidence of job creation which is specifically aimed at creating jobs for them. Only a few highlight
examples in this respect.

In Member States where there is an emphasis on feeding out, one would expect measures to
promote greater flexibility in the labour market to be balanced by measures to ensure security,
thus helping people to avoid the risk of falling into poverty and social exclusion. However, the
approach to flexicurity remains uneven across countries. In many, the emphasis on flexibility
seems to far outweigh the emphasis on security. In others, the development is at an early stage.
However, there are a significant number of Member States (e.g. AT, BE, CY, EE, ES, FI, DK, HU,
IE, LT, PL, SI, SK) where the experts highlight some more successful efforts to achieve a
balanced approach.

The problem of in-work poverty is considered only to a limited extent and in only some instances
do experts highlight measures which will ensure that moving into employment will lift people out
of poverty and social exclusion. Several experts note that the issue is addressed, but often only
partially.

Several experts highlight the attention that is given in the NRPs to the reconciliation of work and
family life and how this feeds out to increase social inclusion. Other experts point to important
developments in relation to the reconciliation of work and family life which were not reported on in
their country’s NRP.

One of the strongest, though mainly implicit, examples of feeding-out in the NRP is the relevance
given to active ageing. However, it should be noted that several experts, while noting the
intention to increase active ageing measures, feel that measures are insufficient.

1.1.4 Economic growth, financial sustainability and feeding out

Overall, the extent to which the 2008-2010 NRP takes into account the impact of measures to
promote economic growth and financial sustainability on promoting greater social protection,
social cohesion and social inclusion seems rather limited. In only relatively few cases (e.g. CY,
ES, FR, LU, LV, PT, RO, SE) do experts consider that the impact of “fiscal consolidation” (i.e., the
policy aimed at reducing government deficits and debt accumulation) on the modernisation of
social protection systems and on their ability to ensure greater social cohesion/ inclusion has
been taken into consideration. Where experts do note some feeding out this is often implicit. On
the other hand, many experts (e.g. AT, CZ, DE, DK, EL, FI, IE, IT, LT, MT, NL, PL, SI, SK) think
that very little consideration has been given in the NRP to the feeding out impacts of fiscal
consolidation.

10
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It also seems that the impact of changes in fiscal policies on social inclusion is rarely taken into
account in the NRPs. Only a few experts (e.g. BE, HU, RO) consider that efforts made to
address territorial differences and regional gaps have taken into account their impact on social
inclusion. A few experts, while noting that their country’s NRP does not address regional
differences to any significant extent, highlight some individual measures. However, many others
note the lack of attention to regional disparities (e.g. EE, ES, FI, FR, IE, UK) or the failure to
consider the social inclusion impact of measures (EL).

In a few cases (e.g. AT, BE, ES), experts note that the social impact of the liberalisation of
services including energy utilities has to some extent been taken into account and measures
have been or are being put in place to address any negative consequences. However, in many
cases attention given to the liberalisation of services is not sufficiently linked to social inclusion
issues.

In a few cases (e.g. PT, PL), experts suggest that measures to increase access to the Internet
give attention to ensuring the access of those experiencing poverty and social exclusion.
However, many experts find that a discussion about “e-exclusion” is missing.

Most experts do not consider that measures to promote financial inclusion give sufficient
consideration to ensuring that people at risk of poverty and social exclusion have access to bank
accounts and banking services, access to credits, etc. Nor do they consider that sufficient
attention is given to problems of indebtedness. However, several experts point out that important
initiatives have been taken in their countries to tackle indebtedness even though this is not
reflected in the NRPs.

A few experts note that measures to improve access to housing give attention to ensuring the
access of those experiencing poverty and social exclusion, though this is often quite limited.
However, more often experts note that access to housing is ignored even though housing is one
critical area that needs special attention when talking about the provision of integrated support
not only for social inclusion but also for active inclusion.

1.1.5 Feeding in

Very few experts consider that the contribution of social inclusion policies to economic and
employment goals (i.e. feeding in) is fairly systematically and comprehensively taken into account
in the NRPs. However, several experts do highlight particular areas where it is manifest and
often identify implicit examples of feeding in. It is noteworthy that attention is given to feeding in
more frequently in the NSRSPSIs than in the NRPs. In other words, maybe not very surprisingly,
those responsible for social inclusion policies seem more often to be aware that social inclusion
policies can help to achieve economic and employment objectives than is the case for those
responsible for economic and employment policies. The experts who most clearly identify a
feeding in approach are from Belgium, Slovakia and Sweden. Somewhat more frequently, experts
note a sort of unplanned or implicit feeding in. In other words, even if there is not a conscious
emphasis on feeding in there may be significant common approaches between the NSRSPSI and
NRP. Several experts comment that, while there is limited evidence of feeding in being
consciously taken into account, in the NRPs there is a greater awareness of the potential for
feeding in found in the NSRSPSIs. Those experts who identify partial feeding in from the

1"
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NSRSPSI to the NRP are the Danish, Finnish and French experts. Many experts find that feeding
in is either only at a very general or superficial level or that there is very little evidence of implicit
or explicit feeding in.

An area where one would expect to find feeding in featuring strongly in the NRP is active
inclusion. However, the EU active inclusion agenda of combining in a balanced way inclusive
labour market, adequate minimum income and access to supporting services is only taken into
account in some NRPs. This is most often linked to a focus on increasing labour market
participation, which is the area in which mutual strengthening between the NSRSPSIs and the
NRPs is more frequently evident. Only a minority of experts (e.g. DE, EE, FI, HU, |E, LV, LU)
highlight an active inclusion approach in the NRPs. In some cases, while active inclusion is not
referred to in the NRP, the three pillars are covered, if not in an integrated way. More frequently,
experts highlight instances of social inclusion measures aimed to assist disadvantaged or
vulnerable groups which contribute to wider employment objectives.

Many experts consider that the area of education, training and lifelong learning has significant
potential for feeding in effects. However, in many cases this is not made apparent in the NRPs
as the education policies proposed have only been assessed for their contribution to growth and
jobs objectives and not for their social inclusion benefits. In spite of this lack of an explicit feeding
in focus, in many cases the NRPs’ proposed education measures have an implicit feeding in
effect.

There are several countries (e.g. BE, BG, DE, ES, FI, LV, NL, PL, PT, RO, SK, SI, SE, UK) where
experts emphasise a clear implicit or explicit feeding in dimension in the education and training
measures put forward in the NRP. On the other hand, several other experts note that though
there may be significant education measures in the NRP, their social inclusion impact is not
considered.

Promoting gender equality is an important element in efforts to promote greater social inclusion.
However, very few experts find evidence that the impact that this also has on growth and jobs
objectives is taken into account in the NRPs. As in so many other areas, there seems to be a
greater awareness of the interconnections in the NSRSPSIs than in the NRPs. Even where the
relevance of gender equality for economic growth is acknowledged, the social inclusion
dimension is often not highlighted.

Overall, the impact that anti-discrimination measures promoting greater social inclusion can have
on growth and jobs objectives is only occasionally considered in the NRPs. Once again, the
potential feeding in value of measures is often better considered in the NSRSPSIs than in the
NRPs. There are, however, a few experts (e.g. DE, IE, NL) who highlight very clear and explicit
feeding in though more frequently experts express concern at the lack of feeding in in relation to
anti-discrimination issues.

Given that the issue of child and family poverty and social exclusion is a priority issue for most
Member States, one would expect to find in their NSRSPSIs many instances of measures to
promote the social inclusion of children feeding in to the NRPs’ growth and jobs agenda. The
reality is quite different. Most experts detect very little evidence in the NRP of attention being
given to this aspect, even though several NSRSPSIs stress the contribution of measures also to
economic and employment growth. However, there are a few experts (e.g. DE, HU) who note
more positive synergies in this area.

12
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Most experts conclude that the potential of the social economy to create employment for people
furthest from the labour market is not taken into account in the NRPs. However, a few experts
(e.g. EE, FI, LU, PL) are more positive.

1.1.6 Governance

In most Member States, little attention is given to designing governance arrangements in ways
which will strengthen the social dimension and the contribution of the NRP to greater social
cohesion/inclusion. In only a small number of cases has the preparation of the 2008-2010 NRP
and NSRSPSI been effectively coordinated. Indeed, several experts comment on the lack of
detailed information on governance arrangements.

Few Member States have satisfactory arrangements in place to monitor and assess the impact of
economic and employment policies on social inclusion and social protection and social inclusion
(SPSI) policies on economic and employment growth. Indeed in many Member States there
appears to be little interest in this issue. There are, however, some countries (e.g. BE, DE, ES,
FI, FR, IE, LU, RO, UK) where experts consider that more significant monitoring and assessment
arrangements are in place or are being developed. These could thus provide a starting point for
an exchange of learning and good practice at EU level.

Overall, from a social inclusion perspective, the extent and depth of involvement of those
experiencing poverty and social exclusion and the organisations that represent them in the
design, implementation and monitoring and evaluation of the NRP is very disappointing. It is
particularly striking that many experts comment that these people and organisations are much
less frequently or more superficially involved in the NRP than the NSRSPSI. The majority of
experts are very critical of the lack of involvement of stakeholders. There are however occasional
instances of good practice that are in place or are being developed which could provide a basis
for exchanging good practice in this area (e.g. FR, IT, LU).

In many Member States, the arrangements for the coordination and joining up of economic,
employment and social policies in general and the NRP and NSRSPSI in particular are weak.
Furthermore, the reports often lack information on this issue. This seems to reflect both the low
political priority being given to social inclusion in many countries and a lack of understanding of
the potential for mutual reinforcement between social inclusion policies and economic and
employment policies. In some cases, the linkages are seen as a rather token exercise to meet
European Commission demands. Only a few experts (e.g. EE, ES, FI, LU, RO) are more positive
in their assessment.

13
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1.2 Conclusions and suggestions

Our analysis in this Synthesis Report reinforces the key findings and related recommendations
we had already formulated in a previous Synthesis Report on the persisting need to strengthen
the Social OMC process and its interconnections with the EU objectives on growth and jobs.®
There continues to be a wide discrepancy between Member States’ formal commitment to
reinforce the social dimension when developing and implementing their NRPs and what they do
in practice.'® In the light of this, we have identified ten main conclusions and suggestions which
are complementary to our earlier report. These are as follows:

1.

In view of the continuing disappointing level of attention given to the mutually reinforcing
potential of social policies and economic and employment policies in the NRPs, an
essential prerequisite to ensure that feeding in and feeding out becomes a more central
policy concern is that the European Commission and Member States in future agree to give
as high a priority and effort to achieving social cohesion and inclusion objectives as to
economic and employment objectives.

In view of the greater, but still insufficient, awareness of feeding in and feeding out in the
NSRSPSIs than in the NRPs, the guidelines for future NRPs would need to be
strengthened to require Member States to explicitly reflect, assess and report on feeding in
and feeding out effects.

The contribution that social inclusion policies can make to achieving economic and
employment goals and the contribution economic and employment policies can make to
achieving social cohesion and inclusion goals ought to be put at the heart of efforts to
address the current economic and financial crisis at EU and national levels.

The current limited emphasis in the NRPs on the 3-pillar EU approach to active inclusion
(combining in a balanced way inclusive labour markets, adequate minimum income and
access to supporting services is only taken into account in some NRPs) and the
contribution that such an approach could make to feeding in emphasises the need for a
very active follow up to and monitoring of Member States’ implementation of the recently
agreed recommendation in this field. In addition, when reporting on the implementation of
their NRPs Member States should be asked to indicate how they use the active inclusion
tool to reinforce the achievement of their economic and employment goals.

9 In our May 2008 Synthesis Report on Building a stronger EU Social Inclusion Process, we highlighted that

particular attention should be paid to the "Lisbon architecture post 2010 so as to ensure that the Social Cohesion
objective is put at the core of the EU’s post 2010 Strategy, at the same level as the EU objectives of Growth and
Jobs, and that the timing of the different processes are synchronised.” We therefore suggested that “this could be
achieved for instance through a set of commonly agreed overarching Sustainable Development objectives
covering these three major objectives together with environmental objectives. Member States could then be
required to report formally on the arrangements they have put in place to coordinate and synchronise the Social
Protection and Social Inclusion Process and the other EU processes and to assess regularly the contribution that
the four different strands are making to the achievement of each others’ objectives (i.e. enhanced feeding in and
feeding out between all four strands)". See H. Frazer and E. Marlier, p. 4:

http://ec.europa.eu/employment social/spsi/docs/social inclusion/experts reports/synthesis1 2008 en.pdf.

10 See, for instance, the aforementioned July 2008 Council Decision on guidelines for the employment policies of the

Member States.
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10.

Given the importance of fighting child poverty and social exclusion and the very limited
attention given to it in the NRPs, countries and the European Commission could usefully
prepare a guidance note on all the ways in which economic and employment policies could
reinforce strategies to best tackle it and also on how strategies to promote the social
inclusion of children can help achieve the EU’s economic and employment objectives. This
should make full use of the expertise gathered at EU level during the 2007 thematic year
on child poverty and of the evidence available from the 2008-2010 NRPs and NSRSPSIs
and this could then provide the basis for a specific recommendation on how to maximise
feeding in and feeding out in any future Commission recommendation on promoting child
well-being.

In view of the serious lack of use of social impact assessments in most NRPs (and
NSRSPSIs), and drawing on the existing good practice, the European Commission could
usefully develop guidelines to assist Member States in the development of effective
procedures in this area. Without such assessments, it is not possible for feeding in and
feeding out to become a concrete and meaningful reality; and it is also not possible to truly
mainstream the social cohesion and inclusion objectives in all relevant EU and Member
States’ policies (see 7 below).

Given the very low priority accorded to social inclusion issues in many NRPs, the
Commission and Member States could reinforce their efforts to promote the mainstreaming
of social cohesion and inclusion objectives across all relevant policy domains at national
and sub-national levels. In this regard, efforts might be made to build on previous pilot
work on monitoring mainstreaming undertaken as part of the social inclusion process and
to agree a systematic basis for monitoring and evaluating Member States’ progress in this
regard.

Given the weak coordination arrangements between the NSRSPSIs and the NRPs in most
Member States, those countries who have not already done so could be encouraged to
establish effective and consistent arrangements covering the preparation, implementation
and monitoring of both processes. Mutual learning has an important potential role to play in
this field.

Drawing on the existing good practice in relation to the consultation and participation of
stakeholders in many NSRSPSIs, the Commission and Member States could consider
drawing up clear guidelines in this area. These could then be used as a basis for
encouraging and monitoring Member States’ performance in this respect in their NRPs
where the involvement of stakeholders, especially those experiencing poverty and social
exclusion and the organisations that represent them, is still very weak.

Given the growing number of positive examples of feeding in and feeding out identified by
Member States in their NSRSPSIs and NRPs, and by experts in their assessment reports,
the Commission could usefully document such examples and use them as a basis for the
exchange of learning and good practice and so foster and encourage greater efforts by
Member States lagging behind in this area.
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2.1

OVERALL ASSESSMENT OF THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE
2005-2008 NRPs DURING THE PAST YEAR

Some evidence of increased feeding in and feeding out since 2007

2.1.1 Some fairly positive progress

Several experts (e.g. AT, ES, FR, IE, PT, SE, SK) note some positive, if modest, increases in
feeding in and/or feeding out during the implementation of the 2005-2008 National Reform
Programmes for Growth and Jobs (NRPs) in the period since last year's Implementation Reports
(IRNRPs), though this is sometimes more implicit than explicit. Much of this evidence is in the
area of employment. Positive examples include the following:

The Austrian experts highlight measures in which there are interactions with social inclusion
policy “even if these are not discussed explicitly”. These include measures such as an
increase of expenditures for education, efforts to curb the high inflation rate which particularly
impacts on disadvantaged groups, bringing forward pensions increases, the reduction and -
for low-income earners — the abolishment of contributions to unemployment insurance,
flexibilisation of the Austrian childcare allowance which has enhanced incentives for mothers
to re-enter the labour market earlier, the introduction of an education guarantee for young
people up until the age of 18 which mainly refers to apprentices and thus directly affects
unemployment rates of young people, education improvements aimed especially at
disadvantaged children and young people, particularly those with a migration background
(such as language promotion), an increase of the long-term care allowance benefit and the
introduction of financial support in case of 24-hour-care for the elderly, a minimum wage
which ought to be implemented up until 2009 within all contracts covered by collective
agreements.

The French expert highlights positive developments in feeding out in higher educational and
vocational training, strengthening measures to encourage a return to work and support to
small and medium size enterprises (SMEs), and housing and building more homes. As
regards feeding in, he considers that less progress has been made on key elements such as
access to jobs for poorest people, inclusion of young people, and increasing the number of
social homes.

The Irish expert notes that “there are real efforts being made to effect inclusion into the labour
market with evidence of programmes being both reviewed and altered in light of their relative
achievements. It can also be said that Ireland is in the process of recognising that integration
of the most excluded into the labour market is a process which must be needs-based and
contain clear pathways. Such an approach remains a minority perspective among the different
measures in place however. Among other positive developments, that have occurred over
time rather than in the last year, is the rolling out of activation-oriented programmes in the
income support (‘social welfare’ as it is called) and employment and training domains.”
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= The Portuguese expert highlights that the “increased potential of feeding out (but not feeding
in) is present in the NRP but is not addressed or explored as such, namely because the link
with the Social Inclusion Strategy is not actually taken on board”.

= The Spanish expert is very positive, commenting that “The 2008 Progress Report on the NRP
in Spain gives evidence of a significant overall advance with respect to the former report in
relation not only to the social dimension of economic growth but also, and chiefly, to the
achievement of greater synergies between the NRP and the NAP/inclusion. Indeed, the NRP
not only gives explicit recognition to the social dimension in two of its pillars (enhanced human
capital; labour market and social dialogue), but also forges a link between, and even
integrates, part of its objectives with those of the recently approved NAP/inclusion 2008-2010
(see Box 2.1).

Box 2.1: Some positive developments in Spain'!

An analysis of the “explicit social dimension” in 2007 brings to the fore the progress made from the
perspective of feeding in. One only has to consider four social policies set in train in 2007, namely: Male
and Female Equality Act 3/2007, the Self-Employed Worker's Statute Act 20/2007, the Measures
regarding Social Security Act 40/2007, and the Social Insertion Companies Act 44/2007. From the
perspective of feeding out, 2007 has seen progress in the generation of employment (over 600,000 new
jobs), even if the rhythm slowed in the second half of the year at the first signs of international economic
crisis. With respect to social cohesion, notable advances include the improvement of minimum pensions
and the application of the Dependency Act.

As for the “implicit social dimension” from the perspective of feeding in, advances include the efforts at
coordination between the public administrations and such action plans as: the Global Action Strategy for
Employment for the Disabled 2008-2012 and the Strategic Plan for Citizenship and Integration 2007-2010
(which has to do with immigration). From the perspective of feeding out, implicit contributions to the social
dimension have been made by the Research and Development and Innovation (R+D+I) policies, which
extend the information society throughout Spain and the very climate of budgetary and financial stability
which currently represent important assets for offsetting the economic crisis.

To sum up, a double added value is worth highlighting from the 2008 Progress Report. On the one
hand, there is the higher profile and greater weight the report gives to social policies, above all to those
concerning educational reform, vocational training, improved pensions, social 