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Abstract
Since the 1990s the political agenda of the European Union has been increasingly characterized by
efforts to strengthen its democratic legitimacy, while at the same time, criticism regarding its
democratic deficit have intensified. This has taken place in particular through the promotion of
different programmes and tools aimed at involving civil society in the decision making process, both at
European and local level, and in different policy sectors.
This literature review deals with a large body of articles, books and reports that have been produced
over the last decade on the involvement of stakeholders and citizens in decision making processes,
especially in Programmes concerning socio-economic dialogue, poverty and social exclusion at
European Level, and social and territorial cohesion and – more recently – social innovation at regional
and urban level. It is structured as follows. The first section deals with the different theories and
approaches related to stakeholders’ and citizens’ involvement in the decision making process. The
second section focuses on how this concept has been developed in the European Agenda over the last
two decades, especially in the framework of the most important programmes dealing with socioeconomic dialogue, social policy, social exclusion and poverty. The third section analyses these changes
focusing on EU programmes affecting the local level of decision making, the role of social innovation
in defining new scenarios for citizens’ involvement in policy making on programmes, and initiatives
addressing social cohesion, poverty and social inclusion. Finally some conclusive remarks on the main
challenges of Stakeholders’ Involvement in European participatory practices based on the academic
literature developed on the issue are presented.

Keywords: Social participation; Social innovation; Stakeholders; Neo-Corporativism; Associative
democracy; Deliberative democracy; Participatory democracy
JEL codes: L3, Z13 and Z18
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1

Introduction

Since the 1990s the political agenda of the European Union has been increasingly characterized by
efforts to strengthen its democratic legitimacy, while at the same time, criticism regarding its
democratic deficit have intensified. This has taken place in particular through the promotion of
different programmes and tools aimed at involving civil society in the decision making process (ideally
in all stages: agenda setting, knowledge and data production, policy evaluation, and the strict ‘decisionmaking’ about policies), both at European and local level, and in different policy sectors (Greenwood,
1997; Smismans, 2006; Kohler-Koch, 2012; Kutay, 2014). To this end, the Commission argued for the
need to open up the policy-making process in order to get more citizens and organisations involved in
shaping and delivering EU policy. Increasing the involvement of civil society in EU policy making, it was
suggested, could enhance not just input legitimacy but output legitimacy as well – by “improving the
quality, effectiveness and simplicity” of EU policies (2001a: 20).
The call for participation has indeed been broad (especially in the fields of environmental policies, arts
and culture, media, health and medicine, etc.), but it has been particularly pronounced and highly
visible in the social sphere, probably because of the existence of strong and well-organized civil society
organizations in this field. Additionally, especially while coping with social goals, participatory
arrangements have been considered as tools potentially advancing three important values of
democratic governance: effectiveness, legitimacy, and social justice (Fung, 2015). Of these three
values, the strongest driver of participatory innovation has been the claim to enhance both input and
output legitimacy (Scharpf, 1999) injecting forms of direct participation into the policy-making process.
A second value has been to increase the effectiveness of governance arrangements by attempting to
design problem-solving oriented arrangements. Finally, participatory governance reforms were
supposed to mitigate injustice in two distinct ways: shifting the balance of influence away from
dominant elite, and as an indirect consequence, be of benefit to the other two governance values. As
we will argue in this paper, EU engagement in these participatory arrangements has been
characterized by strong trade-offs and tensions among the dimensions of democratic governance
identified by Fung (2015).
In order to analyse these tensions, this literature review deals with a large body of articles, books and
reports that have been produced over the last decade on the involvement of stakeholders and citizens
in decision making processes, especially in Programmes concerning socio-economic dialogue, poverty
and social exclusion at European Level (Section 2), and social and territorial cohesion and – more
recently – social innovation at regional and urban level (Section 3). These contributions are indeed
helpful to identify, on the one hand, weaknesses and strengths of these arrangements implemented
at different territorial levels and, on the other hand, a particular shift in the types of participatory
arrangements adopted over the last three decades.
From this point of view, it is important to distinguish – both theoretically and empirically – between
the involvement of lay citizens, representatives of civil society groups, and technical experts in public
participation processes. In fact, the analysis of this aspect (who is involved) is crucial to understand the
potential effects of these processes on effectiveness, legitimacy and social justice. In particular we will
reflect on some implications of this aspect in designing stakeholders' and citizens' decision making
processes at the EU level, with a specific focus (Section 3) on the relations between the concepts of
social participation and social innovation delivered via EU programmes at the local level. In fact,
following Moulaerts’ definition (2005), social innovation has three basic components, in part
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overlapping with the concept of social participation: (a) the satisfaction of basic social needs (content
dimension); (b) the transformation of social relations (process dimension) and; (c) empowerment and
socio-politic mobilisation (linking the process and content dimensions) (Moulaert et al., 2005).
This literature review is structured as follows. The first section deals with the different theories and
approaches related to stakeholders’ and citizens’ involvement in the decision making process. The
second section focuses on how this concept has been developed in the European Agenda over the last
two decades, especially in the framework of the most important programmes dealing with socioeconomic dialogue, social policy, social exclusion and poverty. The third section analyses these changes
focusing on EU programmes affecting the local level of decision making, the role of social innovation
in defining new scenarios for citizens’ involvement in policy making on programmes, and initiatives
addressing social cohesion, poverty and social inclusion. Finally some conclusive remarks on the main
challenges of Stakeholders’ Involvement in European participatory practices based on the academic
literature developed on the issue are presented.

2

Involving whom? Organised groups, citizens, stakeholders, and experts in
decision making processes

Identifying the types of actors involved in so called 'participatory decision making processes' is central
in comprehending the potential of enhancing effectiveness, legitimacy and social justice (Fung, 2015).
This is a very clear concern in the different theoretical approaches to participation developed in the
last decades. On the contrary, the exact criteria for participant selection in EU and local decision
making processes have often remained unclear, on the one side given the large variety of forms of
participation activated (in terms of geographical scale, time frame of selection, method by which public
input is gathered, extent to which this input may be binding for policy decisions), but on the other side
also due by a lack of transparency of the procedures (Kroger, 2008; Smismans, 2008).
In order to clear up this ambiguity, we differentiate theoretical approaches (Ideal types of
participation) oriented to: 1) the involvement of ’lay citizens’ (Participatory Democracy); 2) the
involvement of representatives of specific interest groups (Neo-Corporativism and Associative
Democracy), and; 3) the involvement of ’stakeholders’ and ’technical expertise’ (Deliberative
Democracy).
1) The involvement of lay citizens. As far as the approaches oriented to the involvement of ordinary
citizens in the decision making process are concerned, the most relevant one can be considered the so
called 'Participatory Democracy' model (Pateman, 1970; 2010). Indeed, Participatory Democracy is
often used as a catchword, referring to the majority of approaches that in different ways bring nonelected citizens together in the decision-making process. The roots of this approach go back to the
1960s, when scholars were keen to develop alternative models of political participation able to
overcome the limits of low working class’s and other minorities’ representation in the institutional
political system (Pateman, 1970). The traditional mechanisms of representative government were
supposed to be linked to direct democratic procedures, where non-elected inhabitants had de facto
decision-making powers, although de jure the final political decision remained in the hands of elected
representatives (Bacqué, 2005). Within this approach, citizen participation is seen not so much as a
means to an end but as part of the end. It is seen as a way of self-development for individuals, and the
creation of a society in which individuals can develop to their full potential (Held, 2004) and, policy
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making takes place in a continuous interaction between citizens and the state. However, during the
1980s, ‘participation’ became part of mainstream practices promoted by nongovernmental
organizations (NGOs) and international agencies, not least by the World Bank (1996). An example of
this approach is participatory budgeting, an initiative that has been spreading around the globe since
its conception in Brazil (Novy and Leubolt, 2005). However, contemporary support for participation
comes also from governments, official bodies, and NGOs, unlikely for participation in the 1960s, when
it was mainly supported by social movements (Leubold et al., 2008).
2) The involvement of representatives of groups. Shifting to approaches directed at the involvement
of group representatives, we can consider the different implications of the theoretical approaches
proposed by Neo-corporativism (Schmitter, 2007) and Associative Democracy (Hirst, 2000; Cohen and
Rogers, 1992). The main difference is related to the level of representativeness of the organised groups
involved in the decision making process.
The distinctive trait of the neo-corporativist model is that the government plays a strong role by
surrounding itself with representatives of organised interests (trade unions and employers’
associations) establishing a broad consultation with ‘those who matter’ (Schmitter, 2007). The aim is
to achieve social compromise through the mediation of interests, values, and demands for recognition
by the various factions in society. It is highly formalised, has real decision-making authority and confers
decision-making powers to social partners. The institutionalised process of negotiations between
representatives of these key sectors is referred to as intermediation or maintenance of (social) stability
in the economic system.
A different approach is proposed by Hirst (2000) in his theory of Associative Democracy. In this theory
democratic renewal is achieved by enhancing the role of ‘voluntary and democratically self-governing
associations’ in both welfare and economic governance. Associationism is seen as engendering
solidarity and trust, striking a balance between cooperation and competition (Cohen and Rogers,
1992). Within this framework, democratic renewal through associationism takes place through the
reform of the welfare state. Hirst is particularly critical of the provision of welfare and social services
by large-scale hierarchical bureaucracies – or worse – by quasi-public agencies or hierarchically
managed business corporations (following privatisation and deregulation). He argues that such forms
of provision have led to a low level of accountability to citizens, and for this reason he argues for an
alternative pattern for the governance of welfare, namely welfare provision by a plurality of selfgoverning associations. According to Hirst (2000), a plurality of associations would accommodate the
plural communities (with different values and demands) that we find in contemporary societies,
providing members with both the power of voice and, significantly, exit (Hirschman, 1970).
Finally, by analysing the differences between the approaches of Neo-Corporativism and Associative
Democracy, we can distinguish between an ‘acting for’ and a ‘standing for’ dimension of
representativeness (Pitkin, 1972). ‘Acting for’ refers to how the representative is authorised (ex-ante)
to act on behalf of, and is accountable (ex-post) to the represented (Pitkin, 1972: 11). The ‘standing
for’ dimension of representation relates to composition rather than to action, and functions as a map,
as an accurate representation of a variety of interests in society (Pitkin, 1972).
3) The involvement of ‘Stakeholders’ and Experts. Probably the most influential approach in terms of
theories focusing on public participation in the decision making process has been that of Deliberative
Democracy. The deliberative model of democracy, influenced by social constructivism, is based on the
idea of reciprocal justification via reasoned arguments among individuals which consider themselves
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as free and equal (Sabel and Zeitlin, 2008). Here there is a clear tension between an elitist
understanding of deliberation and participation of all – including the non-expert. Actually this tension
has been at the core of democracy from Ancient Greece onwards and in the application of the majority
rule. In 2006 John Dryzek wrote that deliberative democracy constituted the most active area of
political theory in its entirety (not just democratic theory). Not only because of the extremely large
and rapidly growing literature on this topic, both theoretical and empirical, but also because of its
influence that has spread far outside universities. The last 10–15 years have seen a burgeoning of
practical experimentation and mid-level theorising, encompassing diverse forms of deliberative public
engagement (Elster, 1998). It calls for a strong change in responsibilities and competences and
emphasizes the involvement of citizens (defined as stakeholders) and ’scientific experts’ in decision
making processes, although recognising their differing roles. When dealing with citizens, they are
usually selected from members of the broad public within a jurisdiction or affected by a particular
decision. They can be randomly recruited using sampling tools or through public invitations and
networks; or found through deliberate outreach to groups otherwise difficult to access; or included by
using a mix of recruiting methods (Gastil and Levine, 2005). In this model, citizens are considered as
’stakeholders’, individuals with specific interests in an issue or decision. The goal, though, is to
represent the diversity of the relevant public in a deliberative process. Experts also play a relevant (and
controversial) role in this model. They should help to develop background material, answer questions
that arise during the discussion and respond to conclusions and themes reported out of the process
(Pellizzoni, 2003). The main interest of deliberative democracy approaches is centred on the process
of deliberation among participants in the new arenas. For the most part, “democracy” in the wider
society and political system is outside of their purview and it is largely taken for granted as an
institutional background of the forums. In the deliberative democracy model the balance between the
dimensions of effectiveness, legitimation and social justice is more on the side of effectiveness defined
in terms of quality of the process of argumentation among participants and of the final deliberation
(Elster, 1998).
In the next sections of this literature review, we will analyse the shifts among these different patterns
of participation in the recent EU approach to decision making processes. Specifically at EU level the
literature review shows a gradual shift from a Neo-Corporativist model (until the 1990s), to an
approach closer to Associative Democracy (during the 2000) and, more recently, to a sort of
“deliberative approach”, which is used to justify the increasing involvement of “Technical Expertise”.
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Neocorporativism

Associative
Democracy

Deliberative
Democracy

Participatory
Democracy

Mainly Top-down

Top-down/bottom
up

Mainly supported
by Subnational
Institutions

Mainly bottom-up
but sustained by
Subnational
Institutions

Territorial Frame
(Top-down
Bottom-up)

Participants

(Centralised)

Organized Interest
(Unions,
Employers’
Organizations)
Public Institutions

Governing
Logic

3
3.1

Brokering or
mediating among
competing
interests

Associations,
NGOs, Organized
Interests, Public
Institutions

Inclusionary
negotiation

Stakeholders
(Citizensrandomly
selected; associations; NGOs)
Technical
Expertise
Discursive
argumentation

Potentially the whole
Community
(lay Citizens,
associations, NGOs,
Social Parts,
Organized Interested)
Inclusive negotiation;
Discursive
argumentation

Post-Maastricht Stakeholders’ Involvement
The Neo-Corporativist approach

During the last three decades the political agenda of the European Union has been strongly
characterised by efforts to strengthen its democratic legitimacy (Kohler-Koch, 2012). Indeed, from its
birth, the EU has been suffering from a democratic deficit (Kohler-Koch, 2012) due to its own
institutional architecture and the erosion of national sovereignty and representative democracy
organised through political parties at the national level. Steps towards European integration rarely
included formal democratic processes (namely, "input democracy" as a result of participation by the
people) and largely relied on "output legitimacy" (effectiveness of the EU’s policy outcomes for the
people) (Scharpf, 1970) in order to compensate its democratic deficit. In fact, the dilemma between
system effectiveness and democratic legitimacy was a formative theme in early debates over European
integration. It was assumed that there is a trade-off between effectiveness and democracy, implying a
“Faustian bargain”.
While the proponents of a federal future for the EU repeatedly emphasized the importance of familiar
democratic institutions, the pragmatists stressed the immediate need for effective and efficient policymaking (Kohler-Koch, 2012; Kutay, 2014).
In order to strengthen its democratic legitimacy, while pushing for effective policy-making, the
European Union promoted different programmes and tools to involve citizens in several policy areas.
The willingness to “bring the Union closer to its citizens”, characterised the “participatory turn” often
"branding" programmes and initiatives in the framework of different policy areas and settings (Maiani,
2011). This expression – that changed in meaning over time – was used in the period when the
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Maastricht Treaty was ratified (1992) and associated with deep public disaffection with the European
construct.
According to some authors, “closeness to citizens” was originally interpreted as the Union’s ability to
meet the citizens’ needs and expectations by delivering effective policies (Maiani, 2011). The specific
approach to policy making characteristic of the first period of the European Agenda has been the
adoption of Neo-Corporativist negotiations, emphasizing the role of Employers' organisations and
trade unions in industrial and socio-economic concertation. In this period, the academic literature also
used to focus on ‘interest representation’, providing precise descriptions of how different interest
groups were organising themselves in the EU context (Greenwood, 1997).
An example of the Neo-corporativist approach to decision-making in relation to socio-economic
aspects is the creation of the Social Dialogue Procedure (SDP) in 1992, which required the Commission
to consult the European social partners on all legislative proposals in the socio–economic field and
allowed them to sign European collective agreements. For an organisation to be recognised as a
partner in the European social dialogue implies the need to be organised at EU level and, at the same
time, to be representative of several EU Member States, while their national members must be
recognised as social partners in their respective countries (EU, 2014). The level of representativeness
of organised interests is indeed quite high in this process. Since the 1990s, the main aim of the SDP has
been to enable the European Commission to facilitate social dialogue, once the European-level
employer and trade union organisations decide to start up an official dialogue process. Within this
bipartite dialogue, the European Commission acts as facilitator and mediator, while in tripartite social
dialogue, employers’ and workers’ representatives meet together with representatives of the EU
institutions before the Commission submits a proposal in some socio-economic field.
During the 1990s, the cross-industry social dialogue resulted in three agreements implemented by
Council Directives on: a) parental leave (1995); b) part-time work (1997) and c) fixed-term contracts
(1999). In contrast, the social partners failed to agree (on negotiations) concerning four other
initiatives – the European works councils, the burden of proof in cases of discrimination, sexual
harassment in the workplace and the information and consultation of employees – by the end of the
1990s. As a consequence, the respective Directives were passed via the normal EU legislative
procedure instead. In sum, the 1990s not only saw the establishment of a new mode of governance –
cross-industry social dialogue – but also a number of social policy directives.
In a nutshell, the SDP has represented an important milestone in the development of a more inclusive
style of government for the EU. Through the Social Dialog Procedure, organised labour and employer
associations have been given the authority to participate directly in the creation of EU social policy.
Thus, while the Union’s social policy competencies have remained limited, the SDP nonetheless
represents an innovation in European policy-making. This new mode of governance can be seen as the
first step in a series of procedural answers to intergovernmental blockades to EU social policy (Schafer
and Leiber, 2009). However, its history shows a strong dependence on "the shadow of hierarchy"
(Smismans, 2008). Actually, after the Maastricht Treaty introduced the SDP, all initial agreements
emerged only on the initiative of the Commission, and to ensure the effectiveness of their
implementation the social partners always requested the Council to adopt a directive.
In recent years, social dialogue has also shifted from being cross-industry to becoming more sectoral
(Dufresne and Pochet, 2006). At present, it takes place in 36 different sectors dealing mainly with
industry-specific questions at a European level. Sectoral social dialogue committees regularly focus on
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training, working time and conditions, health and safety, sustainable development, and free
movement of workers. These committees have adopted several hundred joint texts including Joint
Opinions and Agreements, Guidelines and Codes of Conduct. Pochet (2007) analysed 281 texts
adopted between 1997 and 2006. While the sectoral social partner committees are very active, a mere
2 percent of all documents contain binding agreements. Most other documents do not commit the
social partners to take action or remain, as the Commission criticises, excessively vague (CEC 2004: 14).
Other authors conclude that the softening and the sectoralisation of European social dialogue turn it
into “an alternative channel for lobbying” rather than resembling corporativist patterns of decisionmaking (de Boer et al. 2005: 62). To sum up, although SDP has created higher levels of
representativeness of the actors involved in the arena, it has been defined as “a not-too-effective
governance tool” (Smismans, 2008) in cases where social dialogue initiatives where not backed by an
adequate response by EU institutions.

3.2

The "Third Sector’s Season"

Since the late 1990s, beside Union and Employer Organisations, also social and welfare associations
(the so called Third Sector; Etzioni, 1973) have become central actors in the decision making processes
concerning social and economic issues at the EU level. This was a direct effect of a new approach to
participation developed by EU institutions. According to Maiani (2011), in this period the concept of
"becoming more close to citizens” was especially interpreted by making the Union itself more
intelligible and transparent through the rationalisation of its institutional structure and decisionmaking processes. This tendency was expressed in a systematic way in the White Paper on Governance
(2001): built on a longstanding practice of special interest group consultations, its main focus has
remained oriented to the involvement of organised groups instead of (ordinary) citizen participation,
but with a focus on civil society organisations defined as “important intermediaries between Europe
and its citizens” (EU, 2001: 11).
This approach is also recognisable in the Lisbon Treaty: in accordance with Article 11, EU Institutions
have a joint responsibility to ensure that organised civil society, which embodies the aspirations and
interests of EU citizens, is actively involved in the formulation of EU policies and processes. A longlasting commitment of all EU institutions to engage in a permanent and structured dialogue with
organised civil society (i.e. EAPN and FEANTSA) at EU level since the Lisbon Treaty has been considered
essential and has been institutionalised.
The shift towards civil society organizations' involvement can be also recognised in the work of authors
emphasizing associations’ positive deliberating and decision-making functions. These may produce
better, more informed and equitable decisions if included in mainstream policy-making activities
(Hirst, 2000; Cohen and Rogers, 1994). Such scholars see voluntary associations, social capital and a
vibrant ‘civil society’ as beneficial to democracy and liberty, representing instances of politically
excluded segments of the population, and providing access to new public decision-making institutions
that might otherwise be off limits (Houtzager and Gurza Lavalle, 2009). This new role for the Third
Sector, supported by the EU, has included service delivery activities, but also a set of other roles such
as information acquisition, the monitoring of public policies, citizens’ education, and linkages between
levels of governance beyond the often unsatisfactory institutional linkages mediated by the electoral
process and the related governance structures (Brandsen et al. 2005).
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This participatory approach has been particularly developed in relation to the Open Method of
Coordination (OMC) (De la Porte and Nanz 2004), and it has extended to a broader ‘civil society’
discourse developed by the Union’s institutions over recent years, in particular by the Commission and
the European Economic and Social Committee. The OMC has widely been associated to two
expectations, namely learning and the involvement of a broad range of actors, with the first increasing
effectiveness and the latter decreasing the democratic deficit of the EU (Zeitlin et al., 2005). According
to the literature, it is possible to recognise a fairly clear pattern of strengths and weaknesses of OMC
as far as stakeholders’ involvement is concerned.
The most important positive aspect is that it has achieved significant progress in improving data,
defining commonly agreed indicators and developing a stronger analytical framework so as to better
understand and assess the phenomena at stake, encouraging a more rigorous and evidenced-based
approach to policy making (Armstrong, 2004). Additionally, it has mobilised a wide range of actors and
fostered EU wide networks of people involved in the struggles against poverty. However, the results
of the OMC in terms of quality of public participation on issues related to social and economic policies
have been criticized by most of the authors (Kroger, 2008). In particular, it remained unclear how
representation came about in the first place, who was actually represented in consultation and what
mandate these representatives had (Kroger, 2008). European umbrella organisations are organised as
confederations and associations of associations, implying structural remoteness from their grassroots
constituencies, ideas and preferences (Quittkat, 2013). Although Confederations do not necessarily
function badly, this problem of remoteness is also being reinforced in a European context by linguistic,
cultural and institutional diversity.
As far as the public visibility is concerned, OMC has been defined as a quasi-invisible process in the
media and among citizens (Kroger, 2008), in a few words “the government’s best kept secret”
(Brandsen et al., 2005). According to Armstrong (2010) the Social OMC has basically remained elitedriven and opaque, limited with regard to its democratic potential. Examples of (ad hoc) public visibility
of the OMC have been rare, although several national studies of the OMC/inclusion have highlighted
how Social OMC’s institutional visibility varies strongly within and across countries as well as over time.
(Jacobsson et al., 2009; Vanhercke, 2010). However, in spite of these variations, an assessment of the
awareness and perception of the Social Inclusion Strand of the Social OMC has come to the conclusion
that it “is clear from the experts’ analysis that awareness of the social inclusion strand of the Social
OMC is limited to a narrow band of actors in most Member States. […] In most countries there is
virtually no media or public awareness of the Social OMC and no political debate about the process. In
only a small number of countries does there appear to be much interest within the academic
community or significant social partner engagement” (Frazer and Marlier, 2010: 2). According to some
authors (Kröger, 2009), key aspects of the process have remained hidden, due to a lack of circulation
of information, even for the “inner circle” of “non-accountable bureaucrats” involved in the Social
OMC (Zeitlin, 2005: 484).

3.3

The opening of a new season?

A new shift in the participatory approach adopted by the EU in decision making processes concerning
poverty and social inclusion has been introduced with the European Platform against Poverty (EPAP).
EPAP is one of seven flagship initiatives of the Europe 2020 strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive
growth. It is designed to help EU countries to reach the headline target of lifting 20 million people out
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of poverty and social exclusion. The platform was launched by the European Commission in 2010 and
will remain active until 2020. Its objective is to ensure that social inclusion emerges alongside economic
growth, fostering a high-employment economy delivering both social and territorial cohesion
throughout Europe. Area 4 of EPAP is explicitly focused on partnership with civil society in order to
support more effective implementation of social policy reforms. In the Communication on the Flagship
European Platform against Poverty (EU, 2010) the Commission committed itself to "elaborate
voluntary guidelines on stakeholders' involvement in the definition and the implementation of policy
actions and programmes to address poverty and exclusion, and will promote their implementation at
national, regional and local level". Additionally, it has specifically recognized the key role "of people
with direct experience of poverty [which] is acknowledged as a paramount objective of inclusion
policies, both as a tool for individual empowerment and a governance mechanism".
After a few years of the EPAP is it possible to propose an assessment of this experience as far the public
involvement is concerned. According to Sabato and Vanhercke (2014), during the first years, the
"Stakeholder dialogue" was in fact able to reach out to a wide range of stakeholders (the meetings
between 2011 and 2014 were attended by up to 100 persons), among them social partners,
international organisations (ILO, UNICEF, the Council of Europe and the World Bank), EU institutions
(the European Economic and Social Committee, the Committee of the Regions and, occasionally, the
European Parliament) and Agencies (e.g. EUROFOUND and the Fundamental Rights Agency). It has
represented a sort of ‘hybrid’ form of public participation in which the different types of actors (ideally
lay citizens, organized Interests, NGOs and technical experts) have been invited to participate, without
any recognition of the different level of representativeness of the different actors. However, far from
a rhetoric recalling an approach to citizens' involvement quite close to the Participatory Democracy
approach, in the "stakeholder dialogue meetings" organised for the EPAP, Sabato and Vanhercke
(2014) recognize a more central role played by experts in the decision making process compared to
OMC (where, however, Technical Expertise was already present). In fact, the EPAP was able to promote
a broader range of stakeholder involvement, overcoming the difficulty – experienced during the OMC
– to reach out to actors and institutions outside the EU’s ‘inner circle’ of Social Affairs’ actors. However,
a crucial aspect has been the strategic role played by stakeholders characterized by a high level of
expertise. With the EPAP, the improvement of technical expertise in the stakeholder dialogue meetings
has gone hand in hand with a decreasing relevance of the role of more traditional stakeholders, such
as EU civil society organisations, and a lower level of attention paid to the involvement of people
experiencing poverty. Moreover, the ‘broadening’ of the dialogue decreased the quality of the
exchange, with the European Commission determining the agenda of the meetings and little time
devoted to stakeholders’ statements.
To sum up, EPAP stakeholder meetings seem "to have been reduced to a largely bureaucratic exercise
for exchanging information, which is again a far stretch from the ‘shared commitment’ which the EPAP
was supposed to develop. Additionally at the national level, stakeholder involvement in drafting the
relevant documents such as the NRPs has been generally very limited (EAPN 2014; Frazer 2014),
especially when compared to the Lisbon period (EAPN 2014)". This fact has been interpreted as the
result of a lack of elaboration of ‘voluntary guidelines’ for stakeholder involvement at the national level
and the promotion of their implementation at national, regional and local level, as defined in 2010. In
order to overcome these limits, some associations have suggested a European stakeholder forum
attached to the Social OMC under the aegis of the European Platform Against Poverty (Frazer, 2014).
The forum represents, firstly, a tool for monitoring and assessing national practice and performance,
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and secondly for improving mutual learning, both in terms of drawing on bottom-up expertise about
policy effectiveness, and of wider dissemination and follow-up of results from OMC peer review
activities. Similar fora could be created at the national level in order to facilitate stakeholder
participation in the preparation, implementation and assessment of both the domestic multi-annual
strategies as well as to ensure that the stakeholder perspective on the domestic strategies is reflected
in the European Plans. However, in order to develop a real involvement of citizens and especially of
people with direct experience of poverty the local level plays a crucial role.

4

The local level: the citizens’ participation level?

The framework of the EU programmes fostering an arena for stakeholders' involvement and citizens'
participation in social policies at local level is quite complex. This is due to the overlapping of sectoral
and inter-sectoral initiatives promoting inclusive decision making processes at regional and urban
level, with a focus on the participation of citizens and “marginal groups” (at least ideally) in policies for
social and territorial cohesion.
As already mentioned, the multilevel-governance structure of the OMC has put lot of emphasis on
including local stakeholders, and especially people experiencing social exclusion and poverty.
However, when comparing countries, one can observe different levels of stakeholders’ involvement
(INBAS, 2010) in terms of participation of certain types of stakeholders such as NGOs representing
people experiencing poverty, or service providers, or even primary stakeholders such as people
experiencing poverty themselves. Direct involvement of people experiencing poverty has been
observed in Germany, Spain, Luxembourg, Malta and the United Kingdom. NGOs working with the
poorest people, whether being part of the service delivery side or representing their interests, have
been generally involved in the NSR process, mainly at the design phase.
As far as the outcomes on the public at large, the media has not played a key role in disseminating
information on the social inclusion OMC process. Secondary Stakeholder Experts and academics have
been generally involved only at the stage of preparation and evaluation of policies. People
experiencing poverty have been involved in some countries but mainly at the design phase and to
some extent at the evaluation phase. The public at large has been neither involved nor substantially
informed about the Social Inclusion OMC process, or at least the information provided was generally
not labelled as European policy. It emerges from the literature that the identification of relevant
stakeholders for the social inclusion process seemed to be quite ad hoc in most countries and no
example of systematic mapping of potential stakeholders in the relevant fields emerged. Transparent
and formal criteria to select stakeholders existed only in some countries: Austria, Ireland, France,
Luxembourg, Portugal, Romania, and Spain. In the majority of other countries, the selection criteria
were informal and based on unpublished guidelines (e.g. administrative practices).
The OMC represented the most important governance tool to foster a culture of participation in most
of the EU Countries, but many other overlapping programmes in different policy sectors have been
dealing with this issue, often targeting the ambiguous aim of "social cohesion" (especially European
Regional and Cohesion Funds) (Eizaguirre et al., 2012). Urban, Interreg III, Leader Plus, Equal, Interact,
Urbact are all urban, regional and territorial policies, referring to forms of governance which are usually
and explicitly related to the local context, to the territorial milieu and to its networks of actors (Pinson
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and Le Galès, 2005). Programmes of local development often incorporated environmental NGOs or
third sector organisations in order to respond to an EU-dictated funding need for social participation
and in order to acquire legitimacy. In fact, the European Union has played a wide regulative role
creating opportunities for new governance arrangements at the local level, involving co-operation
between market and civil society actors and developing co-ordination between multiple policy-making
scales (Pinson and Le Galès, 2005, Kazepov, 2010).
The scientific debate around the results of these experiences is by now quite “mature” and it has not
only provided descriptions of the procedural characteristics of the multilevel governance model, but
has also analysed the underlying objectives, the transformation of decision-making mechanisms
(Jessop, 2002; Le Galès, 2002; Brenner, 2004), as well as the consequences for the quality of democracy
(Novy et al., 2012; Swyngedouw, 2005) and the role of discourse (Leubolt et al., 2007; Pierre, 2005;
Swyngedouw, 2005).
An overall picture of the ‘participatory turn’ at local level is, however, difficult to offer. Empirical
research has shown the high heterogeneity of experiences, and the impacts of these actions have
largely differed according to the variety of contexts in which they were implemented (Sylver et al.,
2010). Generally speaking, these experiences have registered the most positive results in contexts
already characterized by strong networks among civil society actors and a political culture already
oriented to inclusive decision making processes. However, in large part the results have been modest
both in terms of legitimacy and effectiveness, with weak and "Janus faced" (Swyngedouw, 2005)
effects in terms of social justice. Many experiences showcased an increasing proximity both in
geographical terms and in relation to communication practices between citizens, public
administrations and local authorities, implying a low degree of politicisation and a low level of
mobilisation – particularly of the working class (Novy et al., 2012). In synthesis, they can be viewed as
very ‘light’ versions of participatory democracy, often based on ‘selective listening’ and grounded in
informal rules, leaving civil society with only marginal autonomy and dealing just with ‘small things’
that seems far away from the competitive party system. If on the one side the main strength was
improving communication between citizens and policymakers, on the other side the weaknesses laid
in the essentially arbitrary way in which policymakers ‘selectively listen’ to people’s perspectives,
accepting proposals (cherry-picking) in line with their own plans. To sum up, the radical critique of
promoting participation in decision-making deals with both the process itself and the outcomes in
terms of social justice. According to some scholars (Swyngedouw, 2005) it has hidden inequalities,
exclusion and conflict rather than revealing them. Indeed, pre-existing inequality of resources and
status and omnipresent power relations has biased public discourse and has produced unequal
influence in deliberation. Moreover, when local authorities have promoted civic participation and
public–private partnerships, they have often offloaded public responsibilities, cutting expenditure and
legitimating the hegemonic status quo (Brenner and Theodore, 2001; Stoecker, 2002; Harmes, 2007;
Harvey, 2007).
Some (few) investigations (ESPON, 2013) have also highlighted some positive outcomes in terms of
legitimacy and effectiveness of policies fostered through participation. The main thesis is that when
the deliberation has produced a consensus about goals, citizen involvement in governance has
improved government effectiveness and accountability for producing results. Participants, especially
those with local experiential information, have contributed to monitor implementation of consensual
goals, deepening participatory democracy and making it more efficient. Additionally, although most
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evidence suggests that disadvantaged communities remain on the margins of partnerships and new
participatory opportunities, they still allow ‘active subjects’ to influence these new arenas. And the
contestation of power — the ever-present possibility of resistance — is potentially empowering
(Morison, 2000; Taylor, 2007).
According to Silver et al. (2010) however, the common tendency to argue that participation is either
neoliberal governance or an empowering, inclusionary, progressive tool should be more nuanced to
deal with context specificities, highlighting diversity of intention, practice, and outcomes that lie
behind the application of ‘the same’ concepts.
Nevertheless, an interesting shift is recognisable in EU policies affecting the local level. After two
decades characterized by a strong ‘participative turn’, a new emphasis on the concept of social
innovation is in part replacing the traditional focus on participatory democracy. Indeed social
innovations are supposed to rely on new forms of interaction between the state, private for profit and
not-for-profit firms and civil society and on the adoption of a participatory governance style by the
institutions. They are described as an “important new field […] It is about tapping into the ingenuity of
charities, associations and social entrepreneurs to find new ways of meeting social needs that are not
adequately met by the market or the public sector […] tackling societal challenges, [and] empower[ing]
people and creat[ing] new social relationships and models of collaboration” (European Commission
2010: 21). In this framework, participation seems to shift from a form of “decision making by talking”,
towards a form of “decision making by doing”. However, the results of this new shift in terms of
empowerment and participation have not been evaluated until now.

5

Final remarks

Participatory arrangements have represented a strategic tool implemented by the EU to strengthen its
fragile institutional architecture and to be closer to “its citizens” (Maiani, 2011), by promoting a more
inclusive approach to decision making. Participatory arrangements have been considered tools
potentially advancing effectiveness, legitimacy and social justice (Fung, 2015). However, starting from
the beginning of the EU participatory turn, the scientific literature has highlighted a use of these new
policy tools particularly oriented to effectiveness and legitimation of top-down policy-making, rather
than helping to develop a more inclusive democratic system, oriented to promote actions empowering
the most marginal groups (Novy, 2012). As argued in this literature review paper, over the last two
decades this tendency has been characterized by the promotion of inclusive arenas inspired by
approaches to inclusive democracy. These are deeply different as far as the representativeness of the
actors included in the processes is concerned: from the Neo-Corporativist approach of the SDP, to the
promotion of the role of associations and the third sector in the OMC and the more hybrid arena of
EPAP the changes were progressively lead by a sort of elitist deliberative form of decision making.
Beside the promotion of a weak pattern of participatory democracy at local level, however, this
development misses the involvement of a very relevant target for discussing issues related to poverty
and exclusion: the most disadvantaged themselves. Interestingly enough, this fluctuation among
different approaches, the existence of arenas mixing different actors in terms of representativeness,
as well as the co-existence of different arenas at the same or at different territorial levels, has
developed without any general reflection by the EU institutions of the implication of the complex
balance among the different overall models. Recently, the institutional reaction to some impasses in
the participatory turn seems to have led, at the European level, to a more strategic role of some
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“technical expertise” involved in deliberative decision making processes. This is happening in the social
policy sector, but it is also a trend recognised in the general literature about decision making process
at EU level (Joerges, 1999; Smismans, 2012). In general, with regard to representation, it remains
unclear how representation comes about, in particular who is actually entitled to participate, who
actually participates and what mandate these representatives have. In addition, critical ideas and
interests seem even more to not be part of the consultation process, mainly because they have
withdrawn from participation due to disappointment (Kroger, 2008).
In a nutshell, the very large part of the literature, comes to the conclusion that the empirical reality of
different participatory arrangements is at odds with the related EU-discourse, and it does not live up
to the expectations that the institutional discourse have raised. The overall assessment strongly
questions both the gap between the official EU-civil society discourse and its implementation, and the
democratic theories that have invested hope in the involvement of civil society in decision making to
fill the gap between the EU and its citizens. According to Kohler Koch (2012), the greatest obstacles to
democratic participation are embedded in the general institutional framework conditions of the EU.
Actually, the EU system seems designed to reach compromise solutions rather than consensus
building. This explains the technocratic framing of policy proposals and the reluctance to accept that
policy-making is about hard choices concerning competing values, tastes, and interests. Accordingly,
EU consultations look even more as exercises in information gathering. A perceived consequence of
this uneven representation is a privileged space within the Commission for neo-liberal policies over
other policies (Kroger, 2008: 31). In line with this trend, many newly emerging network governance
arrangements tend to favour short-term output efficiency at the expense of long-term democratic
legitimacy and socio-economic sustainability undermining the legitimacy of European integration
(Leubolt et al., 2007; Peters & Pierre, 2004).
A more ambiguous shift is recognisable in the programs affecting decision making processes at local
level. After two decades characterized by a strong participation turn, a new emphasis on the concept
of social innovation is in part replacing the traditional focus on participatory democracy. Within this
framework, social innovations are considered as an effective and fresh "paradigm" in order to “bring
the Union closer to its citizens”, still fostering legitimacy, effectiveness and social justice. As far as
legitimacy is concerned, civil society organizations supported by these programs are supposed to be
important “intermediaries between Europe and its citizens”. Effectiveness is supposed to be reinforced
through the implementation of innovative - and less expensive- services at local level, better dealing
with social exclusion and poverty. Finally, Social Justice is supposed to be the result of the inclusion in
the decision making and the empowerment of the population targeted by these programmes.
The results of this new shift in terms of empowerment and participation has not been evaluated until
now. However, we can recognise at least two main criticalities in terms of legitimacy and outcomes in
terms of social justice. First, the top-down selection of the “innovators” may amplify the
underrepresentation of critical ideas, not functional to the reproduction – at local level – of the rhetoric
characterizing the EU discourse on social policies contrasting poverty. Second, in a context
characterized by economic crisis, austerity and increased pressure on the welfare states, the risk is that
this “new” concept, replacing the abused rhetoric of participation, may be used as a new tool of
legitimation of policies with uncertain outcomes in redistributive terms and social justice.

IMPROVING TERRITORIAL COHESION: THE ROLE OF STAKEHOLDERS IN OMC
AND COHESION POLICY

17

References
Academic references
Agostini, Chiara; Sabato, Sebastiano; Jessoula, Matteo: The European Arenas of Active Inclusion
Policies. WP 4 Deliverable D 4.1, FP7 project ‘Combating Poverty in Europe: Re-organising Active
Inclusion through Participatory and Integrated Modes of Multilevel Governance’ (COPE).
Available online at http://cope-research.eu/wpcontent/uploads/2013/05/The_European_Arenas_of_Active_Inclusion_Policies.pdf.
Armstrong, Kenneth (2002): Rediscovering Civil Society: The European Union and the White Paper on
Governance. In European Law Journal 8 (1), pp. 102–132.
Armstrong, Kenneth (2006): Inclusive Governance? Civil Society and the Open Method of Coordination. In Stijn Smismans (Ed.): Civil Society and Legitimate European Governance.
Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing, pp. 42–67.
Armstrong, Kenneth A. (2010): Governing Social Inclusion. Europeanization through Policy
Coordination. Oxford, New York: Oxford University Press (Oxford Studies in European Law).
Avritzer, Leonardo (2002): Democracy and the Public Space in Latin America. Princeton: Princeton
University Press.
Bacqué, Marie-Hélène; Rey, Henri; Sintomer, Yves (2005): Gestion de proximité et démocratie
participative. Une perspective comparative. Paris: La Découverte (Collection "Recherches" à La
Découverte).
Bauer, Michael W. (2001): The EU 'Partnership Principle' Revisited: A Critical Appraisal of its
Integrationist Potential as a Governance Device Interconnecting Multiple Administrative Arenas.
Available online at http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.296376.
Bauer, Michael W. (2002): Limitations to Agency Control in European Union Policy-Making. The
Commission and the Poverty Programmes. In Journal of Common Market Studies, pp. 381–400.
Benz, Arthur (2001): From Associations of Local Governments to ‘Regional Governance’ in Urban
Regions. In German Journal of Urban Studies 40 (2), pp. 125–137.
Boer, Rob de; Benedictus, Hester; van der Meer, Marc (2005): Broadening without Intensification. The
Added Value of the European Social and Sectoral Dialogue. In European Journal of Industrial
Relations 11 (1), pp. 51–70. DOI: 10.1177/0959680105050400.
Bouwen, Pieter (2007): Competing for Consultation: Civil Society and Conflict between the European
Commission and the European Parliament. In West European Politics 30 (2), pp. 265–284.
Brandsen, Taco; Pavolini, Emmanuele; Ranci, Costanzo; Sittermann, Birgit; Zimmer, Annette (2005):
The National Action Plan on Social Inclusion: An Opportunity for the Third Sector? Third Sector
European Policy (TSEP) Working Paper. No. 14. Available online at
http://eprints.lse.ac.uk/29023/1/14TSEP.pdf.
Brenner; Neil; Theodore, Nik (2002): Cities and the Geographies of Actually Existing Neoliberalism. In
Antipode 34 (3), pp. 349–379.
Chambers, Simone; Kymlicka, Will (Eds.) (2002): Alternative Conceptions of Civil Society. Princeton:
Princeton University Press (The Ethikon Series in Comparative Ethics).
Cohen, Joshua; Rogers, Joel (1992): Secondary Associations and Democratic Governance. In Politics
& Society 20 (4), pp. 393–472.

18

IMPROVE DISCUSSION PAPER 16/06

Cohen, Joshua; Rogers, Joel (1994): Solidarity, Democracy, Association. In Wolfgang Streeck (Ed.):
Politische Vierteljahresschrift. PVS; Zeitschrift der Deutschen Vereinigung für Politische
Wissenschaft, vol. 25. Wiesbaden: VS Verlag für Sozialwissenschaften, pp. 136–159.
Davies, Jonathan S. (2001): Partnerships and Regimes. The Politics of Urban Regeneration in the UK.
Aldershot: Ashgate.
Dawson, Mark (2009): EU Law 'Transformed'? Evaluating Accountability and Subsidiarity in the
'Streamlined' OMC for Social Inclusion and Social Protection. In European Integration Online
Papers (EioP) 13 (1).
De la Porte, Caroline (2010): State of the Art. Overview of Concepts, Indicators and Methodologies
Used for Analyzing the Social OMC. Working Papers on the Reconciliation of Work and Welfare in
Europe (RECWoWE) REC-WP 15/2010.
De la Porte, Caroline; Nanz, Patrizia (2004): The OMC - A Deliberative-Democratic Mode of
Governance? The Cases of Employment and Pensions. In Journal of European Public Policy 11 (2),
pp. 267–288.
De la Porte, Caroline; Pochet, Philippe (Eds.) (2002): Building Social Europe through the Open Method
of Co-ordination. Bruxelles, New York: P.I.E.-Peter Lang (Work & Society, 34).
De la Porte, Caroline; Pochet, Philippe (2002): Supple Co-ordination at EU Level and the Key Actors’
Involvement. In Caroline De la Porte, Philippe Pochet (Eds.): Building Social Europe through the
Open Method of Co-ordination. Bruxelles, New York: P.I.E.-Peter Lang (Work & Society, 34),
pp. 27–69.
De la Porte, Caroline; Pochet, Philippe (2005): Participation in the Open Method of Co-ordination: The
Cases of Employment and Social Inclusion. In Jonathan Zeitlin, Philippe Pochet, Lars Magnusson
(Eds.): The Open Method of Co-ordination in Action. The
De Schutter, Olivier (Ed.) (2005): Social Rights and Market Forces. Is the Open Coordination of
Employment and Social Policies the Future of Social Europe? Brussels: Bruylant (Collection du
Centre des Droits de l'Homme de l'Université Catholique de Louvain, 1).
Dryzek, John S. (2006): Deliberative Global Politics. Discourse and Democracy in a Divided World.
Cambridge: Polity. Available online at
http://www.loc.gov/catdir/enhancements/fy0802/2007296372-b.html.
Dufresne, Anne; Pochet, Philippe: Introduction. In Anne Dufresne, Philippe Pochet (Eds.): The
European Sectoral Social Dialogue. Brussels: P.I.E.-Peter Lang, pp. 49–81.
Dufresne, Anne; Pochet, Philippe (Eds.): The European Sectoral Social Dialogue. Brussels: P.I.E.-Peter
Lang.
Eizaguirre, S.; Pradel, M.; Terrones, A.; Martinez-Celorrio, X.; Garcia, M. (2012): Multilevel Governance
and Social Cohesion. Bringing Back Conflict in Citizenship Practices. In Urban Studies 49 (9),
pp. 1999–2016. DOI: 10.1177/0042098012444890.
Elster, Jon (Ed.) (2002): Deliberative Democracy. Conference at the University of Chicago. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press (Cambridge Studies in the Theory of Democracy, 1).
Etzioni, A. (1973). The third sector and domestic missions, Public Administration Review, 33 (4), pp.
314–323.
Evers, Adalbert (2005): Mixed Welfare Systems and Hybrid Organizations: Changes in the Governance
and Provision of Social Services. In International Journal of Public Administration 9 (10), pp. 737–
748.

IMPROVING TERRITORIAL COHESION: THE ROLE OF STAKEHOLDERS IN OMC
AND COHESION POLICY

19

Fain, Haskell; Pitkin, Hanna (1980): Hanna Pitkin's The Concept of Representation. In Noûs 14 (1),
p. 109. DOI: 10.2307/2214898.
Fishkin, James S. (1991): Democracy and Deliberation. New Directions for Democratic Reform. New
Haven: Yale University Press.
Fishkin, James S. (1997): The Voice of the People. Public Opinion and Democracy. New Haven: Yale
University Press.
Forester, John (1999): The Deliberative Practitioner. Encouraging Participatory Planning Processes.
Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.
Frazer, Hugh (2014): Involving Stakeholders in Developing Policies to Combat Poverty and Social
Exclusion. Discussion Paper for the Peer Review on "The Belgian Platform against Poverty and
Social Exclusion EU 2020". Brussels, 1/14/2014.
Frazer, Hugh; Marlier, Eric (2010): The EU’s Approach to Combating Poverty and Social Exclusion:
Ensuring a Stronger Approach in the Future by Learning from the Strengths and Weaknesses of
the Current Approach. In Kurswechsel 3, pp. 34–51. Available online at
http://www.beigewum.at/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/EUs-Approach-to-combatingpoverty-and-social-exclusion.pdf.
Fung, Archon (2003): Associations and Democracy: Between Theories, Hopes, and Realities. In Annual
Review of Sociology 29, pp. 515–539.
Fung, Archon (2009): Empowered Participation. Reinventing Urban Democracy. Princeton: Princeton
University Press. Available online at
http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&scope=site&db=nlebk&db=nlabk&AN=313
453.
Fung, Archon (2015): Putting the Public Back into Governance. The Challenges of Citizen Participation
and Its Future. In Public Administration Review 75 (4), pp. 513–522. DOI: 10.1111/puar.12361.
Fung, Archon; Wright, Erik Olin; Abers, Rebecca (Eds.) (2003): Deepening Democracy. Institutional
Innovations in Empowered Participatory Governance. London, New York: Verso (The Real Utopias
Project, 4).
Gastil, John; Levine, Peter (Eds.) (2005): The Deliberative Democracy Handbook. Strategies for Effective
Civic Engagement in the Twenty-First Century. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Geddes, Michael (1997): Partnerships Against Poverty and Exclusion? Local Regeneration Strategies
and Excluded Communities in the UK. Bristol: Policy Press.
Geddes, Mike (2000): Tackling Social Exclusion in the European Union? The Limits to the New
Orthodoxy of Local Partnership. In International Journal of Urban and Regional Research 24 (4),
pp. 782–800.
Grande, Edgar; Pauly, Louis W. (Eds.) (2005): Complex Sovereignty. Reconstituting Political Authority
in the Twenty-First Century. Toronto: University of Toronto Press.
Greenwood, Justin (1997): Representing Interests in the European Union. Basingstoke: Palgrave
Macmillan.
Grote, Jürgen R.; Gbikpi, Bernard (2002): Participatory Governance. Political and Societal Implications.
Opladen: Leske + Budrich.
Hajer, Maarten A. (1995): The Politics of Environmental Discourse. Ecological Modernization and the
Policy Process. Oxford, UK: Clarendon Press.
Harmes, Adam (2006): Neoliberalism and Multilevel Governance. In Review of International Political
Economy 13 (5), pp. 725–749. DOI: 10.1080/09692290600950621.

20

IMPROVE DISCUSSION PAPER 16/06

Harvey, David (2011): A Brief History of Neoliberalism. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Heidenreich, Martin; Zeitlin, Jonathan (Eds.) (2009): Changing European Employment and Welfare
Regimes. The Influence of the Open Method of Coordination on National Reforms. London, New
York: Routledge (12).
Held, David; Koenig-Archibugi, Mathias (Eds.) (2004): Global Governance and Public Accountability.
Malden, Massachussets: Blackwell.
Hirschman, Albert O. (1970): Exit, Voice, and Loyalty. Responses to Decline in Firms, Organizations, and
States. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.
Hirst, Paul (2000): Democracy and Governance. In Jon Pierre (Ed.): Debating Governance: Authority,
Steering and Democracy. Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 13–35.
Hooghe, Liesbet (2002): Multi-Level Governance and European Integration. Lanham: Rowman &
Littlefield
Publishers
(Governance
in
Europe
Series).
Available
online
at
http://gbv.eblib.com/patron/FullRecord.aspx?p=1318895.
Houtzager, Peter P.; Lavalle, Adrian Guruza (2009): Participatory Governance and the Challengeof
Assumed Representation in Brazil. IDS Working Papers (321), pp. 1–32.
Huxham, Chris (1996): Creating Collaborative Advantage. London, Thousand Oaks, Calif.: Sage
Publications.
INBAS GmbH and Engender asbl (2010): Study on Stakeholders’ Involvement in the Implementation of
the Open Method of Coordination (OMC) in Social Protection and Social Inclusion. Available online
at http://www.stakeholders-socialinclusion.eu/site/en/finrep.
Irwin, Alan (1995): Citizen Science. A Study of People, Expertise, and Sustainable Development.
London, New York: Routledge (Environment and Society).
Jacobsson, Kerstin; Johansson, Hakan (2009): The Micro-Politics of the Open Methods of Coordination:
NGOs and the Social Inclusion Process in Sweden. In Martin Heidenreich, Jonathan Zeitlin (Eds.):
Changing European Employment and Welfare Regimes. The Influence of the Open Method of
Coordination on National Reforms. London, New York: Routledge (12), pp. 173–191.
Joerges, Christian (1999): "Good Governance" Through Comitology? In Christian Joerges, Ellen Vos
(Eds.): EU Committees. Social Regulation, Law and Politics. Oxford, Portland, Or.: Hart Publishing,
pp. 311–338.
Joerges, Christian; Neyer, Jürgen (1997): Transforming Strategic Interaction into Deliberative ProblemSolving. European Comitology in the Foodstuffs Sector. In Journal of European Public Policy 4 (4),
pp. 609–625.
Joerges, Christian; Vos, Ellen (Eds.) (1999): EU Committees. Social Regulation, Law and Politics. Oxford,
Portland, Or.: Hart Publishing.
Johnston, Judy (1998): Understanding Governance. Policy Networks, Governance, Reflexivity and
Accountability by R.A.W. Rhodes. In Administrative Theory & Praxis 20 (3), pp. 394–396.
Kazepov, Yuri (Ed.): Rescaling Social Policies: Towards Multilevel Governance in Europe. Farnham:
Ashgate.
Kohler-Koch, Beate (2012): Post-Maastricht Civil Society and Participatory Democracy. In Journal of
European Integration 34 (7), pp. 809–824.
Kohler-Koch, Beate; Quittkat, Christine (Eds.) (2013): De-Mystification of Participatory Democracy. EUGovernance and Civil Society. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Kooiman, Jan (2003): Governing as Governance. Reprinted. London: SAGE. Available online at
http://www.loc.gov/catdir/enhancements/fy0657/2002104221-d.html.
IMPROVING TERRITORIAL COHESION: THE ROLE OF STAKEHOLDERS IN OMC
AND COHESION POLICY

21

Kröger, Sandra (2008): Nothing but Consultation: The Place of Organised Civil Society in EU Policy
Making across Policies. In European Governance Papers (EUROGOV), C-08-03. Available online at
http://edoc.vifapol.de/opus/volltexte/2011/2471/pdf/egp_connex_C_08_03.pdf.
Kröger, Sandra (2009): What We Have Learnt: Advances, Pitfalls and Remaining Questions in OMC
Researches. In European Integration Online Papers (EioP) 13 (1).
Kutay, Acar (2014): Governance and European Civil Society. Governmentality, Discourse and NGOs.
Abingdon, Oxon, New York, NY: Routledge (Routledge Advances in European Politics, 103).
Leubolt, Bernhard; Novy, Andreas; Becker, Joachim (2008): Changing Patterns of Participation in Porto
Alegre. In International Social Science Journal 59 (193-194), pp. 435–448.
Liebert, Ulrike; Trenz, Hans-Jörg (2011): The New Politics of European Civil Society. Milton Park,
Abingdon, Oxon [England], New York: Routledge (Routledge Studies on Democratising Europe, 6).
Lindblom, Charles Edward (1965): The Intelligence of Democracy. Decision Making through Mutual
Adjustment. New York: The Free Press.
Maiani, Francesco (2011): Citizen Participation and the Lisbon Treaty: A Legal Perspective. In Sudies in
Public Policy 484.
Marlier, Eric; Natali, David (Eds.) (2010): Europe 2020. Towards a More Social EU? Bruxelles: P.I.E.
Peter Lang (Work & Society, 69). Available online at
http://www.peterlang.com/download/extract/59692/leseprobe_21688.pdf.
Meyer, Christoph O. (2003): Towards a Europeanization of SocioEconomic Discourses? A Study of
Quality Press Coverage of the EU’s Provisions for the Co-ordination of Economic Policies since
Amsterdam. Contribution to the EUROPUB Conference Europeanization of Public Spheres?
Political Mobilization, Public Communication, and the European Union. Wissenschaftszentrum
Berlin für Sozialforschung (WZB), 6/20/2003.
Miller, David (1992): Deliberative Democracy and Social Choice. In Political Studies 40 (1), pp. 54–67.
Morison, John (2000): Government-Voluntary Sector Compacts: Governance, Governmentality, and
Civil Society. In Journal of Law & Society 27 (1), pp. 98–132. DOI: 10.1111/1467-6478.00148.
Moulaert, Frank; Martinelli, Flavia; Swyngedouw, Erik; Gonzalez, Sara (2005): Towards Alternative
Model(s) of Local Innovation. In Urban Studies 42 (11), pp. 1969–1990.
Munck, Gerardo L.; Snyder, Richard (Eds.) (2007): Passion, Craft, and Method in Comparative Politics.
Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press.
Nanz, Patrizia; Kies, Raphael (2014): A Consultative Council of Citizens: For a New Policy of Participation
in
Europe.
In
openDemocracy,
7/24/2014.
Available
online
at
https://www.opendemocracy.net/can-europe-make-it/rapha%C3%ABl-kies-patriziananz/consultative-council-of-citizens-for-new-policy-of-par.
Nanz, Patrizia; Steffek, Jens (2004): Global Governance, Participation and the Public Sphere. In
Government and Opposition 39 (2), pp. 314–335.
Novy, A.; Swiatek, D. C.; Moulaert, F. (2012): Social Cohesion. A Conceptual and Political Elucidation.
In Urban Studies 49 (9), pp. 1873–1889. DOI: 10.1177/0042098012444878.
Novy, Andreas; Leubolt, Bernhard (2005): Participatory Budgeting in Porto Alegre. Social Innovation
and the Dialectical Relationship of State and Civil Society. In Urban Studies 42 (11), pp. 2023–2036.
Osborbrn; Stephen P.; Murray, Vic (2000): Collaboration between Non‐Profit Organizations in the
Provision of Social Services in Canada: Working Together or Talling Apart? In International Journal
of Public Sector Management 13 (1), pp. 9–19.

22

IMPROVE DISCUSSION PAPER 16/06

Parkinson, John (2003): Legitimacy Problems in Deliberative Democracy. In Political Studies 51 (1),
pp. 180–196.
Pateman, Carole (1970): Participation and Democratic Theory. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Pellizzoni, Luigi (2003): Knowledge, Uncertainty and the Transformation of the Public Sphere. In
European Journal of Social Theory 6 (3), pp. 327–355.
Pierre, Jon (Ed.) (2000): Debating Governance: Authority, Steering and Democracy. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.
Pierre, Jon; Peters, B. Guy (2000): Governance, Politics and the State. London: Palgrave Macmillan
(Political Analysis).
Pinson, Gilles; Le Galès, Patrick (2005): State Restructuring and Decentralisation Dynamics inFrance:
Politics is the Driving Force. 7 volumes: Les Cahiers Européens du CEVIPOF.
Pochet, Philippe (2003): OMC: A Way to Improve Democratic Europe or to Europeanize Social Rights?
Paper Prepared for the 8th EUSA Conference. Nashville, Tennessee, 3/27/2003.
Public Policy and Management Institute (Ed.) (2011): Evaluation of the Effectiveness and Impact of the
Social OMC since 2006 (deliverable 7). Suggestion for Improvement and Strengthening of the
Effectiveness and Impact of the Social OMC (deliverable 8).
Quittkat, Christine (2013): New Instruments Serving Democracy: Do Online Consultations Benefit Civil
Society? In Beate Kohler-Koch, Christine Quittkat (Eds.): De-Mystification of Participatory
Democracy. EU-Governance and Civil Society. Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 85–113.
Radelli, Claudio M. (2008): Europeanization, Policy Learning, and New Modes of Governance. In Journal
of Comparative Policy Analysis: Research and Practice 10 (3), pp. 239–254.
Rhodes; Roderich A. W. (1996): The New Governance: Governing without Government. In Political
Studies 54, pp. 652–667.
Rhodes, R. A. W. (1997): Understanding Governance. Policy Networks, Governance, Reflexivity, and
Accountability. Buckingham, Philadephia: Open University Press.
Rodrigues, Maria João (Ed.) (2001): The Open Method of Co-ordination as a New Governance Tool.
Europa Europe (2-3). Rome: Fondazione Istituto Gramsci.
Rodrigues, Maria João (Ed.) (2002): The New Knowledge Economy in Europe. A Strategy for
International Competitiveness and Social Cohesion. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing.
Room, Graham (2010): The Path to Lisbon - The European Anti-Poverty Programmes from the 1970s
to the 1990s. In Kurswechsel 3, pp. 9–18. Available online at
http://people.bath.ac.uk/hssgjr/documents/Kurswechsel.pdf.
Rosenberg, Shawn W. (2005): The Empirical Study of Deliberative Democracy. Setting a Research
Agenda. In Acta Politica 40, pp. 212–224.
Sabato, Sebastiano; Vanhercke, Bart (2014): About the Baby and the Bathwater. Assessing the
European Platform against Poverty. Brussels: ETUI (Working Paper / European Trade Union
Institute, 2014,09). Available online at https://www.etui.org/Publications2/WorkingPapers/About-the-baby-and-the-bathwater-assessing-the-European-Platform-against-Poverty.
Sabel, Charles F.; Zeitlin, Jonathan (2008): Learning From Difference: The New Architecture of
Experimentalist Governance in the EU. In European Law Journal 14 (3), pp. 271–327.
Schäfer, Armin; Leiber, Simone (2009): The Double Voluntarism in EU Social Dialogue and Employment
Policy. In European Integration Online Papers (EIoP) (Ed.): What We Have Learnt: Advances, Pitfalls
and Remaining Questions in OMC Research 13 (1): European Integration Online Papers (EIoP).

IMPROVING TERRITORIAL COHESION: THE ROLE OF STAKEHOLDERS IN OMC
AND COHESION POLICY

23

Scharpf, Fritz W. (1970): Demokratietheorie zwischen Utopie und Anpassung. Kostanz:
Universitätsverlag Konstanz.
Schmitter, Philippe C. (2007): Corporatism, Democracy, and Conceptual Traveling. In Gerardo L.
Munck, Richard Snyder (Eds.): Passion, Craft, and Method in Comparative Politics. Baltimore:
Johns Hopkins University Press, pp. 75–88.
Silver, Hilary; Scott, Alan; Kazepov, Yuri (2010): Participation in Urban Contention and Deliberation. In
International Journal of Urban and Regional Research 34 (3), pp. 453–477.
Smismans, Stijn (2003): European Civil Society: Shaped by Discourses and Institutional Interests. In
European Law Journal 9 (4), pp. 482–504.
Smismans, Stijn (2005): Reflexive Law in Support of Directly Deliberative Polyarchy: ReflexiveDeliberative Polyarchy as a Normative Frame for the OMC. In Olivier De Schutter (Ed.): Social
Rights and Market Forces. Is the Open Coordination of Employment and Social Policies the Future
of Social Europe? Brussels: Bruylant (Collection du Centre des Droits de l'Homme de l'Université
Catholique de Louvain, 1), pp. 99–144.
Smismans, Stijn (Ed.) (2006): Civil Society and Legitimate European Governance. Cheltenham: Edward
Elgar Publishing.
Smismans, Stijn (2006): New Modes of Governance and the Participatory Myth. In Wet European
Politics 31 (1).
Smismans, Stijn (2008): The European Social Dialogue in the Shadow of Hierarchy. In Journal of Public
Policy 28 (1), pp. 161–180.
Solidar (n.d.): Solidar Response to the European Commission’s Public Consultation on the Europe 2020
Strategy Mid-Term Review. Available online at: http://goo.gl/VD8xvf
Spring Alliance (Ed.) (2009): Manifesto. Available online at: https://goo.gl/Axlmvc
Spring Alliance (2014): A Better Europe Now. Manifesto II. Available online at: http://goo.gl/IGDwlg
Steffek, Jens; Kissling, Claudia; Nanz, Patrizia (2008): Civil Society Participation in European and Global
Governance. A Cure for the Democratic Deficit? Basingstoke, New York: Palgrave Macmillan
(Transformations of the State).
Stevens, Alex; Bur, Anne-Marie; Young, Lucy (1999): Partial, Unequal and Conflictual: Problems in Using
Participation for Social Inclusion in Europe. In Social Work in Europe 6 (2), pp. 2–9.
Stocker; Gerry (2004): New Localism, Progressive Politics and Democracy. In The Political Quarterly 75
(1), pp. 117–129.
Streeck, Wolfgang (Ed.) (1994): Politische Vierteljahresschrift. PVS; Zeitschrift der Deutschen
Vereinigung für Politische Wissenschaft. Wiesbaden: VS Verlag für Sozialwissenschaften.
Swyngedouw, Erik (2005): Governance Innovation and the Citizen: The Janus Face of GovernanceBeyond-the-State. In Urban Studies 42 (11), pp. 1991–2006. DOI: 10.1080/00420980500279869.
Tanja, Börzel; Risse, Thomas (2005): Public-Private Partnerships. Effective and Legitimate Tools of
International Governance? In Edgar Grande, Louis W. Pauly (Eds.): Complex Sovereignty.
Reconstituting Political Authority in the Twenty-First Century. Toronto: University of Toronto
Press, pp. 195–216.
Taylor, Marilyn (2007): Community Participation in the Real World:Opportunities and Pitfalls in
NewGovernance Spaces. In Urban Studies 44 (2), pp. 297–317.
Telò, Mario (2002): Governance and Government in the European Union. The Open Method of Coordination’. In Maria João Rodrigues (Ed.): The New Knowledge Economy in Europe. A Strategy for

24

IMPROVE DISCUSSION PAPER 16/06

International Competitiveness and Social Cohesion. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing,
pp. 242–272.
Vanhercke, Bart (2010): Delivering the Goods for Europe 2020? The Social OMC’s Adequacy and Impact
Re-Assessed. In Eric Marlier, David Natali (Eds.): Europe 2020. Towards a More Social EU?
Bruxelles: P.I.E. Peter Lang (Work & Society, 69), pp. 115–142.
White, Sarah (1996): Depoliticising Development: The Uses and Abuses of Participation. In
Development in Practice 6 (1), pp. 6–15.
Young, Iris Marion (2000): Inclusion and Democracy. Oxford, New York: Oxford University Press (Oxford
Political Theory).
Zeitlin, Jonathan; Pochet, Philippe; Magnusson, Lars (Eds.) (2005): The Open Method of Co-ordination
in Action. The European Employment and Social Inclusion Strategies. Bruxelles, New York: P.I.E.Peter Lang (Work & Society, no. 49).
Zeitlin, Jonathan; Vanhercke, Bart (2014): Socializing the European Semester? Economic Governance
and Social Policy Coordination in Europe 2020. Stockholm: Swedish Institute for European Policy
Studies (SIEPS) (SIEPS reports, 2014/07).

Stakeholders’ reports
Association of Chief Executives of Voluntary Organizations (ACEVO) (Ed.) (2003): Replacing the State?
The Case for Third Sector Public Service Delivery. [London].
European Anti Poverty Network (EAPN) (2010): EAPN Proposals on the European Platform Against
Poverty. Position Paper. Brussels.
European Anti Poverty Network (EAPN) (2011): EAPN Input on the Role of the Social OMC in the
Context of Europe 2020. Position Paper. Brussels. Available online at http://goo.gl/oU83he.
European Anti Poverty Network (EAPN) (2011): EAPN First Response to the European Flagship Platform
Against Poverty and Social Exclusion: A European Framework for Social and Territorial Cohesion.
Position Paper. Brussels, 1/17/2011. Available online at http://goo.gl/M2HyFO, checked on
12/16/2015.
European Anti Poverty Network (EAPN) (Ed.) (2012): Breaking Barriers – Driving Change - Case Studies
of Building Participation of People Experiencing Poverty. Brussels. Available online at
http://goo.gl/M2HyFO.
European Anti Poverty Network (EAPN) (2014): EAPN Input to the Mid-Term Review of the Europe
2020 Strategy. Can the Strategy Be Made Fit for Purpose Enough to Deliver Its Promises on Poverty
Reduction? Position Paper. Brussels, July 2014. Available online at http://goo.gl/KqHm9K.
European Anti Poverty Network (EAPN) (2014): Giving a Voice to Citizens. Building Stakeholder
Engagement For an Effective Decision-Making. Guidelines for Decision-Maker at EU and National
Levels, 10/1/2014. Available online at http://goo.gl/fgqrR1.
European Semester Alliance (2014): Let’s Make the European Semester Smart, Sustainable and
Inclusive. A Report on the European Semester by the EU ALLIANCE for a DEMOCRATIC, SOCIAL
AND SUSTAINABLE EUROPEAN SEMESTER, October 2014. Available online at
https://goo.gl/OiG4YY.
European Integration Online Papers (EIoP) (Ed.) (2009): What We Have Learnt: Advances, Pitfalls and
Remaining Questions in OMC Research 13 (1): European Integration Online Papers (EIoP).

IMPROVING TERRITORIAL COHESION: THE ROLE OF STAKEHOLDERS IN OMC
AND COHESION POLICY

25

Semester Alliance (2014): Toolkit for Engaging with Europe 2020 and the European Semester 20142015. Annex 5 – List of Useful Stakeholder Engagement Quotes – From EU Documents. Available
online at https://goo.gl/qFGjjZ.
Social Platform (Ed.) (2009): How to Establish an Effective Dialogue between the EU and Civil Society
Organisations. Available online at http://goo.gl/LqfoCI.
Social Platform (2014): Position on the Mid-Term Review of Europe 2020. How to Put the EU Back on
Track to Reach the Social Objectives of the Europe 2020 Strategy, 6/24/2014. Available online at
http://goo.gl/b4Jsft.
Social Platform (2014): Social Platform Contribution to the Public Consultation on the Commission’s
Stakeholder Consultation Guidelines, 9/29/2014. Available online at http://goo.gl/XPyzh4.
Social Platform (Ed.) (2015): Reinforcing Social Governance of the European Union for Social Progress
and Upward Convergence. Social Platform Contribution to the 2016 Annual Growth Survey and
European Semester. Brussels. Available online at http://goo.gl/2MQqbp.
Social Protection Committee (SPC) (2011): Draft Background Paper to the SPC from the Ad-Hoc Group
on Reinvigorating the Social OMC in the Context of the Europe 2020 Strategy. SPC/2011.09/1.
The World Bank (1996): The World Bank Participation Sourcebook. Washington D.C. Available online
at http://goo.gl/KgxEcI.

Eu Reports and Documents
Commission of the European Communities (Ed.) (2008): A Renewed Commitment to Social Europe:
Reinforcing the Open Method of Coordination for Social Protection and Social Inclusion.
Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European
Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions. Available online at
http://aei.pitt.edu/45905/1/com2008_0418.pdf.
Council of the European Union (2011): The Future of the Social Open Method of Coordination (OMC)
– Endorsement of the Opinion of the Social Protection Committee. 10405/11. Brussels.
European Employment and Social Inclusion Strategies. Bruxelles, New York: P.I.E.-Peter Lang (Work &
Society, no. 49), pp. 353–390.
European Commission (2001): European Governance - A White Paper. COM(2001) 428 final,
7/25/2001.
European Commission (2008): A Renewed Commitment to Social Europe: Reinforcing the Open
Method of Coordination for Social protection and social inclusion. Communication from the
Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and Social
Committee and the Committee. COM(2008) 418 final of the Regions., 7/2/2008. Available online
at http://aei.pitt.edu/45905/1/com2008_0418.pdf.
European Commission (Ed.) (2010): Europe 2020: A Strategy for Smart, Sustainable and Inclusive
Growth. COM(2010) 2020 final. Brussels. Available online at http://goo.gl/kETeR.
European Commission (2010): Lisbon Strategy Evaluation Document. Commission Staff Working
Document. SEC(2010) 114 final, 2/2/2010. Available online at http://goo.gl/vUT9qd.
European Commission (2010): The European Platform against Poverty and Social Exclusion: A European
Framework. COM(2010) 758 final, 12/16/2010. Available online at http://goo.gl/DGDMk.
European Commission (Ed.) (2013): Social Investment Package. Follow-up on the Implementation by
the Member States of the 2008 European Commission Recommendation on Active Inclusion of

26

IMPROVE DISCUSSION PAPER 16/06

People Excluded From the Labour Market - Towards a Social Investment Approach.
COM SWD(2013) 39 final. Available online at http://goo.gl/2ZHSWd.
European Commission (2014): Taking Stock of the Europe 2020 Strategy for Smart, Sustainable and
Inclusive Growth. Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council,
the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions. COM(2014) 130
final. Brussels, 3/5/2014.
European Commission (2015): Results of Public Consultation on the Europe 2020 Strategy for Smart,
Sustainable and Inclusive Growth. COM(2015) 100 final. Brussels, 3/2/2015. Available online at
http://goo.gl/FDBO1W.
European Economic and Social Committee (EESC) (2011): Opinion of the European Economic and Social
Committee on the Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the
European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions on the European Platform
Against Poverty and Social Exclusion: A European Framework for Social and Territorial Cohesion. COM(2010) 758
final. Brussels, 6/15/2011.

IMPROVING TERRITORIAL COHESION: THE ROLE OF STAKEHOLDERS IN OMC
AND COHESION POLICY

27

ImPRovE: Poverty Reduction in Europe.
Social Policy and Innovation
Poverty Reduction in Europe: Social Policy and Innovation (ImPRovE) is an international
research project that brings together ten outstanding research institutes and a broad
network of researchers in a concerted effort to study poverty, social policy and social
innovation in Europe. The ImPRovE project aims to improve the basis for evidence-based
policy making in Europe, both in the short and in the long term. In the short term, this is
done by carrying out research that is directly relevant for policymakers. At the same time
however, ImPRovE invests in improving the long-term capacity for evidence-based policy
making by upgrading the available research infrastructure, by combining both applied and
fundamental research, and by optimising the information flow of research results to
relevant policy makers and the civil society at large.
The two central questions driving the ImPRovE project are:
How can social cohesion be achieved in Europe?
How can social innovation complement, reinforce and modify macro-level policies
and vice versa?
The project runs from March 2012 till February 2016 and receives EU research support to
the amount of Euro 2.7 million under the 7th Framework Programme. The output of
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projects of social innovation in Europe, cross-national comparable reference budgets for
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the available policy scenarios in the European microsimulation model EUROMOD.

More detailed information is available on the website http://improve-research.eu.
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