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Abstract 

 

More than a decade after the launching of EU Social Inclusion Strategy, the impact of OMC on 

national social policies still remains a controversial issue, both in conceptual and empirical 

terms. On the one hand, some analysts argue that OMC exerts an influence on the national 

level, including not only procedural, but also substantive changes taking the form of cognitive, 

political or programmatic shifts. On the other hand, many critics of the OMC consider the 

method as a failure, arguing that ‚soft‛ coordination in the form of peer review and exchanges 

of good practices rarely results in direct transfer of policies and programs at the domestic level. 

Against this background, the aim of this paper is to examine the impact of OMC in Social 

Inclusion and Social Protection on Greek social inclusion policies. Following a ‚top-down‛ 

approach and using the analytical framework proposed by Zeitlin (2009), it combines the two 

above perspectives and argues that the OMC is indeed capable of influencing national social 

policies, especially at the procedural and cognitive level. However, it’s impact on the national 

level is strongly shaped and constrained by long established domestic institutional pathways 

and political conditions. The Greek case shows that the social OMC has contributed 

significantly to procedural and cognitive shifts in national social policy-making, but it has been 

strongly ineffective in influencing the basic philosophy and structure of the domestic welfare 

model.  
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Introduction 

 

Although, research on Europeanization of the Greek welfare system has increased 

substantially over the last years, social inclusion policies have remained a relatively 

neglected area of academic research. Hence, Sotiropoulos (2004) has offered an analysis 

of the EU’s impact on the Greek welfare system as a whole, since the accession of the 

country in the EU, Sakellaropoulos (2007) has analyzed and explained Greece’s official 
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response to EU’s evolving social policy since the early 1980s; Featherstone (2005), 

Angelaki (2007) and Zartaloudis (2007) have focused on aspects of Europeanization of 

Greek pensions policy; Tsarouhas (2006) has examined the impact of Europeanization 

on social partnership and the role of employers and trade unions in the formulation of 

labour market policies; Feronas (2004), Zartaloudis 2007, 2010) have analyzed the 

impact of European Employment Strategy on Greek employment policies; and 

Stratigaki (2006) has analyzed the EU’s impact on policies of gender equality in Greece. 

The only paper which has as it’s main focus the Europeanization of social inclusion in 

Greece is a comparative paper by Amitsis (2009) which reviewed the institutional and 

policy impact of EU social inclusion strategies on Greece and Cyprus.  

 

Against this background, the aim of this paper is to contribute to the relevant 

literature. Drawing on a specific analytical framework proposed by Zeitlin (2009), it 

attempts to offer some preliminary results concerning the types of influences of social 

inclusion OMC on Greek social inclusion policies. The paper is structured as follows. 

The first section is setting the context, by offering a brief critical overview of the 

evolution of EU coordination in social inclusion from Lisbon Strategy (2000) to Europe 

2020. The second section provides a short review of the literature concerning the 

impact of social OMC on domestic welfare reforms and discuss some methodological 

issues involved in such research activities. The third section analyzes the 

Europeanization of Greek social inclusion policies, providing empirical evidence on the 

extent at which social inclusion OMC has influenced policy change at the domestic 

level. The paper concludes by offering an explanation of the empirical results in 

comparison to results from previous studies and in relation to existing theoretical 

debates concerning the actual ability of social OMC to produce domestic policy 

changes.  

 

1. Setting the context: EU Social Inclusion Strategy from Lisbon to Europe 2020: A 

critical overview 

 

1.1. Social Inclusion Strategy in the context of Lisbon  

 

As many scholars have argued, there have been, in fact, two social Lisbons (Daly, 2007, 

2010; Zeitlin, 2010). The first lasted until 2005 and the second from 2006 until 2010 
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when the Lisbon Strategy and all agreements and plans related to it came to an end. 

This first part of the paper tries to give a brief overview of the changes that were made 

to the EU Social Inclusion Strategy during the course of its development in the context 

of Lisbon I and II. 

 

1.1.1. Social Inclusion at the heart of Lisbon I (2000-2005) 

 

The ‚original‛ Lisbon Strategy in 2000 (Lisbon I) laid out a broad strategic agenda 

aimed at making the EU by 2010 ‚the most dynamic and competitive knowledge-based 

economy in the world, capable of sustainable economic growth with more and better 

jobs and greater social cohesion‛ (European Council, 2000). In this inclusive agenda, 

which was based on the concept of a ‚socio-economic policy triangle‛ with equal 

weight for economic, employment and social policy, social cohesion, which was 

interpreted in terms of ‚making a decisive impact on the eradication of poverty and 

social exclusion, sat alongside economic growth and job creation as core objectives of 

this new phase of EU development (Ferrera et al, 2002; Begg and Berghman 2002; 

Zeitlin, 2010).  

 

From the perspective of social inclusion policy, Lisbon I brought two core 

developments: (a) an agreement that Member States would coordinate their policies 

against poverty and social exclusion and (b) the application and development of the 

Open Method of Coordination1 (OMC), as a new governance instrument for the 

coordination of Member States policies in this policy area (Daly, 2010:17). This method 

is novel, as a form of EU governance and as a method of social policy making, and is 

based on iterative benchmarking of national progress towards common European 

objectives and organized mutual learning (Zeitlin, 2010:132). In its quality of ‚soft‛ law 

should be a ‚means of spreading best practice and achieving greater convergence 

towards the main EU goals‛ (European Council, 2000). Member States agree on a set of 

non-binding common objectives, prepare on a regular basis national action plans 

which set out their policy plan to meet the common objectives, the Commission then 

evaluates these and publishes them in Joint Commission/Council Reports, and a set of 

indicators is developed to allow for performance monitoring and, ideally, frame 

                                                           
1 The Open Method of Coordination was introduced in the social area first in employment 

(1997), then in poverty and social exclusion (2000), in pensions (2001) and finally in health and 

long term care (2004) 
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convergence (Daly, 2007:4). The development of common discourses, key concepts, 

policy principles and shared understandings of causal linkages is instrumental in the 

development of that process (Borras and Jacobsson, 2004:196), which according to 

Radaelli (2003:8) ‚may work as a radar searching for solutions and new usable 

knowledge‛. 

 

After the launching of the Social Inclusion OMC (2000), the priority was to build up the 

technocracy to support it. The first common objectives in this area set a few months 

later by the December 2000 Nice European Council and included (a) facilitation of 

participation in employment and access by all to resources, rights, goods and services, 

(b) helping the most vulnerable, (c) prevention of the risks of social exclusion and (d) 

mobilisation of all relevant bodies. The idea behind the establishment of that set of 

fairly broad objectives was to take into account the multi-dimensional nature of social 

exclusion as well as the variety of forms it can take. This multi-dimensionality implied 

that a wide range of policies needed to be implemented in order to achieve the goals of 

the strategy (Ramon Pena Casas, 2009). For some scholars the Nice objectives reflected 

a more social democratic orientation for EU social policy and a desired European 

model that emphasizes social rights and understands the ‚community‛ as one in which 

people are or should be economically, socially and politically included (Daly, 2010:19). 

The detailed content of the Nice objectives and related implementation arrangements 

were confirmed by the EPSCO Council, with a few amendments stressing the 

importance of setting quantitative targets in National Action Plans on social inclusion, 

the need to strengthen the gender perspective in those Plans (in the analysis of social 

exclusion and in assessing policy impact), and the risks of poverty and social exclusion 

faced by immigrants. The Social Inclusion Process was supported by a 5 year 

Programme of Community action to encourage cooperation between Member States to combat 

social exclusion (2002-2006), which aimed at promoting policy analysis and the 

collection of statistics, the exchange of good practice, and the networking across 

Europe of NGOs and regional and local authorities active in combating the risks of 

poverty and social exclusion.  

 

Until 2006 the process had resulted in three sets of National Action Plans submitted by 

the 15 old and one by the 10 new Member States, one round of implementation reports, 

22 peer reviews (of member state policy innovations that are considered interesting 

and relevant to the EU process), and the expenditure by the EU of some 75 million euro 

on action projects that enhance the understanding and quantification of social 
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exclusion, improve policy coordination and promote participation and dialogue (Daly, 

2007:4). 

 

1.1.2. Downgrading Social Inclusion in Lisbon II (2006-2010) 

 

Since the beginning of 2006, the Social Inclusion OMC has been changed substantially 

as part of a broader reforming of the Lisbon Strategy. Lisbon I was highly criticised by 

the 2004-05 Mid-Term Review for its lack of strategic focus, multiplication of objectives, 

targets and coordination processes, for an ‚implementation gap‛ and a ‚lack of 

determined political action‛ (Kok Report, 2004; European Commission, 2005a). This 

Review process resulted, in 2005, to a ‚new‛ Lisbon Strategy (Lisbon II) where the 

three core objectives of Lisbon I, growth, jobs and social cohesion, became essentially 

revised to just two: growth and jobs (Stubbs and Zrinscak, 2010:166).  

 

In this context, Social Inclusion OMC was kept separate from the core Lisbon II and 

‚streamlined‛ with the other two younger OMC processes in the social field – pensions 

and health care – into a single overarching Social OMC, with both common and sector-

specific objectives, under the overall rubric of ‚social protection and social inclusion‛ 

(Daly, 2007; Zeitlin, 2010). Hence, making a decisive impact on the eradication of 

poverty and social exclusion became one of the three strands (along with pensions and 

health care) rather than the prime focus as previously (Daly, 2010:19). In the social 

inclusion strand of the social OMC the new specific common objectives became narrower 

and more focused on particular domains (labour market participation) and sub-groups 

(most disadvantaged groups) (Daly, 2010). These include: (a) promoting inclusion, and 

providing access to resources, rights, goods and services for all, (b) preventing the risks 

of social exclusion, (c) developing actions for disadvantaged groups, and (d) 

mobilising all relevant civil society and governmental actors in policy formulation and 

implementation. These objectives were supposed to ‚feed in‛ to the achievement of the 

growth and employment objectives, while at the same time, the latter would ‚feed out‛ 

to advance social inclusion goals, something that has not been much in evidence or has 

existed more in theory than in practice (Frazer and Marlier, 2010a). In addition, social 

inclusion OMC seemed to abandon a holistic approach to social exclusion and focused 

on a number of specific policy themes, namely active inclusion, child poverty, 

homelessness, and social exclusion of migrants and ethnic minorities.  
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To sum up, under Lisbon II, social inclusion could be said to have been downgraded as 

a policy priority with the former trinity (of jobs, growth and inclusion) being replaced 

by a duality. Social inclusion was seen to follow from success in achieving the growth 

and jobs targets, coupled to them through a series of loose connections (feed in and 

out). The asymmetry between economic and social policy and the tendency to force 

social policy through economic progress continued (Daly, 2007:14).  

 

1.2. Social Inclusion Process in the context of Europe 2020: Putting back the “social” at 

the heart of the European Project. 

 

The Europe 2020 strategy is the key overarching strategy for the European Union for 

the next 10-year period. The European Commission published the Europe 2020 

strategy in March of 2010 (European Commission 2010a). Its broad parameters were 

endorsed by the heads of the EU Member States and governments at the 2010 Spring 

European Council. The 2020 Strategy does not define all of the key areas of EU work, 

but attempts to communicate to EU citizen’s the EU’s key priorities and actions for the 

coming period. It will be a key driver in the establishment of key priorities for the EU; 

hence, the importance of ensuring that social policies are integrated into the strategy. 

In its rhetoric, at least, the Europe 2020 strategy appears far more ‚social‛ than the 

Lisbon Strategy, particularly in its revised iteration (Lisbon II) for a number of reasons: 

Firstly, inclusive growth is again, alongside with smart growth and sustainable 

growth, one of the 3 key priorities of the Strategy, thus putting social cohesion, once 

again, at the centre of the European project. Secondly, the target of ‚reducing the number 

of Europeans living below national poverty lines by 25%, lifting 20 million people out of 

poverty‛ is one of the five headline targets to be achieved by 2020. The adopted EU 

target is based on a combination of three indicators: the at-risk-of-poverty rate (EU 

definition), the material deprivation rate, and the percentage of people aged 0-59 who 

live in jobless households (i.e., households where the members aged 18-59 either do not 

work or have very limited work attachment Thirdly, a "European Platform Against 

Poverty", has been established is one of the seven ‚flagship initiatives‛ the purpose of 

which would be ‚to ensure social and territorial cohesion such that the benefits of 

growth and jobs are widely shared and people experiencing poverty and social 

exclusion are enabled to live in dignity and take an active part in society‛ (European 

Commission, 2010b)  Fourthly, a Guideline (10) on ‚promoting social inclusion and 
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combating poverty‛, which sets out policies to reach the proposed EU headline target on 

poverty reduction, has been included under the Employment Guidelines.  

 

1.3. EU Social Inclusion Process so far: some critical remarks. 

 

Eleven years after the launching of social inclusion OMC, there have been numerous 

accounts of the process by the European Commission (2008), by various commentators 

(Daly, 2006, 2010; Zeitlin, 2007; Marlier et al., 2007, Frazer et al, 2010b; Crepaldi et al. 

2010), by independent experts in the context of Mutual Learning Programme and by 

many of the Networks involved (eg. European Anti-poverty Network, 2009; Social 

Platform, 2005, FEANSTA 2007 etc.).    

In summarizing the results of these evaluations, we should start with the obvious: 

Social Inclusion OMC has failed in contributing to the achievement of the overarching 

objective set at Lisbon in 2000, of making a decisive impact on the eradication of 

poverty and social exclusion by 2010. The harsh reality is that, according to latest 

available data, the at risk of poverty rate for the 15 countries that were members of the 

EU in 2000 has not even remained stable, but increased. The EU 15 average was 16% in 

2008 compared to 15% in 2000, while the average in EU 27 was 17% in 2008 (Eurostat, 

2010). For those looking from the side of political economy, the failure of the social 

OMC would be attributed mainly to the fact that it is not a neutral process but rather 

supportive of a neo-liberal governance architecture (Lisbon Strategy) in which the 

economy is the ordering principle (Kroger, 2009). It’s seen as setting a normative 

mechanism in motion, thereby advancing a particular vision of what appropriate 

policy is about, while other options are left out (Radulova, 2009; Flear, 2009). Under 

this vision, poverty and social exclusion are seen as being produced by the inability of 

certain individuals to exercise their autonomy, rather than a social question. Hence, 

social OMC aim at increasing competitiveness and supply side policies, priviledging 

the market over social rights and the individualisation of social risks, rather than 

influencing market correcting policies and preventing welfare state retrenchment 

(Kroger, 2009).  A strong evidence for that is the low political status given to the Social 

Inclusion process and the lack of political leadership at EU level, particularly in 

relation to the other policies of the Lisbon Strategy (growth and jobs). In reality, the 

mutually reinforcing nature of economic, employment and social policy envisaged 

when the Lisbon process was launched has not been much in practice, particularly in 

Lisbon II. While in theory, social OMC would interact closely with the Growth and 

Jobs agenda, in reality such reinforcing interconnections have been disappointingly 

weak (Frazer and Marlier, 2009). Moreover, social OMC has been criticized for being 

too ‘soft’. In many Member States, NAPs/inclusion are treated as routine reporting 

exercises and have not led to increased efforts at national level. Until very recently 

monitoring, evaluation and reporting of Member States’ performance have been weak. 
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The lack of timely statistical evidence has limited possibilities for using EU 

benchmarking of Member States’ performance. In many Member States, progress in 

strengthening governance arrangements remains limited. The exchange of learning 

and good practices has been too piecemeal and reached too narrow a range of actors. 

EU Structural Funds have not sufficiently supported the achievement of social 

inclusion goals (Frazer et al, 2010b).  

On the other hand, the first and probably the most important aspect of the social OMC 

is that it has helped to put and keep social inclusion on the political agenda, even if not 

always as strongly as many would wish, and provided an opportunity to highlight the 

importance of ensuring that economic, employment and social policies are made 

mutually reinforcing, especially in the context of Lisbon I (Frazer and Marlier, 2010a). 

Moreover, as many studies and reports commissioned as part of the process have 

shown, it has contributed to the deepening of knowledge and the exchange of learning 

in relation to social inclusion, particularly in policy areas such as child poverty, active 

inclusion, homelessness etc. (Joint Reports on Social Protection and Social Inclusion, 

Social Protection Committee, 2008; EAPN, FEANTSA etc.). In addition, it has led to real 

improvements in data and indicators, and to a stronger framework for analysing, 

monitoring and reporting. It has helped improve governance and supported more 

effective social inclusion strategies in several Member States. It has mobilized a wide 

range of actors and fostered EU-wide networks of people and associations involved in 

the struggle against poverty and social exclusion. Finally, it has given a greater voice to 

those experiencing poverty and social exclusion (Frazer et al, 2010b).  

 

As regards to the future prospects of social OMC, it seems that the new EU Strategy 

’Europe 2020‛, as noted before, provides a window of opportunity to reinvigorate the 

Social OMC, and to reinforce its autonomy and independence. The future Social OMC 

should benefit from the successes that have been achieved since its introduction in 

2000, while increasing its efficiency, clarifying its objectives and taking advantage of 

the opportunities provided by the Europe 2020 strategy, inter alia the introduction of a 

headline target on the reduction of poverty and social exclusion, However, it remains 

to be seen how this new governance architecture will work in practice.  

 

2. The Europeanization of social inclusion: methodological issues and types of 

influences 
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In analysing the impact of OMC social inclusion on domestic policy reforms, most 

studies use conceptual frameworks derived from the literature on Europeanization 

(Amstrong, 2006; Graziano, 2009). The notion of Europeanization deals with the impact 

of European Union on domestic politics and policy and refers to processes ‚of a) 

construction, b) diffusion and c) institutionalisation of formal and informal rules, 

procedures, policy paradigms, styles, ‘ways of doing things’ and shared beliefs and 

norms which are first defined and consolidated in the EU policy process and then 

incorporated in the logic of domestic (national and sub-national) discourse, political 

structures and public policies‛ (Bulmer and Radaelli, 2004:4). Such a comprehensive 

approach takes into account the formal and informal rules and the cognitive dimension 

of public policies, which gives the analyst the opportunity to include elements that 

cannot be defined as direct adaptational pressures‛ (Jacquot, 2008: 10). It is also 

grounded in an understanding of Europeanization as an interactive process, which 

include both ‚top-down‛ and ‚bottom up‛ dynamics and which does not suppose the 

only passive reaction of national actors (Borzel, 2003, 2005). Actors are not frozen in 

one identity or one level of action, there are not either European or national actors, they 

use political opportunities given by the EU but they are also transformed  by their 

actions, (Jacquot, 2008:10; Graziano, 2009).  

 

With regard to the issue of influence of the EU on domestic systems, most of the recent 

Europeanization literature agree on the necessity to go beyond a narrow notion of 

impact.  Radaelli and Pasquier (2008:38) have argued that except from ‚vertical‛ types 

of impact, in the sense of laws created in Brussels and then ‚imposed‛ onto MS via 

transposition and implementation, there are other types of impact. First of all, there are 

also horizontal processes based on cooperation among the MS’s governments in the 

context of the EU but outside the Community Method. For example the OMC produces 

‚pressure‛ in a radical different way, drawing on the logic of benchmarking, 

networking and, ultimately, learning facilitated by the EU institutions. Yet, there is the 

political construction of impact derived from creative usages of Europe by domestic 

actors who are at the same time filters and users of European norms and rules. Finally, 

impacts can be discursively created and concequently we must refer to the notion of 

Europeanization as discourse.  

 

To come back to our main question of the impact of social OMC on domestic welfare 

reforms, it still remains a controversial issue in most of the recent literature. On the one 

hand, many critics of the OMC consider the method as a failure, arguing that ‚soft‛ 
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coordination in the form of peer review and exchanges of good practices rarely results 

in direct transfer of policies and programs at the domestic level (Citi and Rhodes, 2007; 

Casey and Gold 2005; Kerber and Eckhardt 2007). There are no sanctions against 

Member States who fail to make progress and the European Commission does not 

issue recommendations to Member States on what they would need to do to strengthen 

their efforts. There has thus been little pressure on Member States to move forward. 

Furthermore, the absence of any clear EU quantified social outcome targets has 

diminished the status of the Social OMC in relation to economic and employment 

policies. All of this has meant that the Social OMC has had a very low public visibility 

and there has been a lack of public promotion of the process (Farzer and Marlier, 

2010a). For some scholars OMC equals cheap talk, in that it hardly concludes to real 

policy outcomes (Chalmers and Lodge, 2003; Hatzopoulos, 2007; Lodge, 2007; 

Smismans, 2006). 

 

Most of the critical accounts, however, have focused on the institutional and 

operational framework of social OMC and its ineffectiveness to satisfy its main 

potential, as a ‚soft‛ law instrument, the expectation of learning (de la Porte and 

Pochet, 2002; Eberlein and Kerwer, 2004; Trubeck and Mosher, 2003; Wincott, 2003; 

Zeitlin, 2005; Heidenreich, 2009). Learning is associated with subtle forms of influence 

on the basis of new information, and ongoing communication and exchanges between 

involved actors through which existing interpretations of reality are perceived to be 

open to change, whole a common discourse about casual relationships between 

policies and performances can be developed and policies eventually adapted and 

modified (Kroger, 2009:4). Learning processes could then lead to substantive changes 

(policy thinking (cognitive shifts); policy agendas (political shifts); and in specific 

policies (programmatic shifts), as well as to procedural changes (horizontal and 

vertical coordination, evidence based policy making and stake holders involvement 

(Zeitlin, 2009; Vanherche, 2010).  

 

The learning potential of social OMC has been strongly questioned (Mainland, 2008). 

Kroger (2009), in reviewing the relevant literature, has distinguished obstacles to 

learning at three levels: At the macro level, the main obstacles have been attributed to 

politics, eg. the absence of a shared political vision of the ‚social‛ at the EU level 

resulting to a vague language to objectives, guidelines and indicators, the boundaries 

set by the EU’s single market and monetary union context, the conflicts between 

economically and socially oriented actors etc. At the meso level, the different interests 
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present in the Council, the political guidelines which seem to stand in contrast with 

open-ended processes, the benchmarking exercises which ignore national diversity and 

exclude alternatives, the lack of political will of the governments to integrate the Social 

Inclusion process into national and sub-national policy, the inefficient involvement of 

sub-national actors in the preparation of national reports, the existing different national 

definitions which make comparison impossible etc., are identified as working against 

learning processes. At the micro level, the learning obstacles have been associated with 

more procedural aspects of the OMC, as language barriers, too much information and 

documents with too little time for discussion, a lack of political elites in OMC 

processes, the bureaucracy of the Committees, the insufficient administrative capacity 

at the national level, the insufficient back up with resources etc. 

 

On the other hand, proponents of the OMC argue that it exerts an influence on the 

national level, including not only procedural, but also substantive changes taking the 

form of cognitive, political or programmatic shifts (Heidenreich and Bischoff, 2006; 

Hemerijck 2007; Zeitlin 2005, 2009; Hamel and Vanhercke, 2009; Vanhercke, 2010; 

Frazer and Marlier, 2010a, de la Porte, 2010). 

 

The first type of influences concerns substantive policy change. There is strong 

evidence that social OMC has had a considerable impact on Member States policies 

and politics, even though this impact varies between countries and type of impact 

(Vanhercke, 2010). Thus, social OMC has helped to raise the salience and ambition of 

national social inclusion policies in many MS; has contributed to changes in national 

policy thinking (cognitive shifts) by incorporating concepts and categories (such as 

prevention, social exclusion, active inclusion, gender mainstreaming etc.) into domestic 

debates; changes in national policy agendas (political shifts) by putting new issues 

(such as child poverty, integration of migrants etc.); changes in specific national social 

policies (programmatic shifts) (Zeitlin, 2010). Finally, the literature provides a number 

of examples where the OMC has had ‚mirror effects‛, in that it has led to stimulation 

of self-reflection on national performance and to creative appropriation (picking up of 

social OMC by actors at the domestic level, who use it as a leverage to selectively 

amplify national reform strategies (Visser, 2005; Zeitlin, 2009; Vanhercke 2010).  

 

A second type of positive influence of the social OMC concerns procedural shifts in 

governance and policy making arrangements. Here there is abundant evidence that it 
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has contributed in various Member States to better horizontal coordination and cross-

sectoral integration of interdependent policy areas; enhanced vertical coordination 

between levels of governance; improved steering and statistical capacity; increased 

consultation and involvement of non-state actors; and the development of horizontal 

or diagonal networks for participation of non-state and sub-national actors in EU 

policy making. Here too, however, OMC processes are not the only cause of these 

shifts in governance arrangements, and the degree of involvement of non-state/sub-

national actors in particular also depends both on domestic institutional configurations 

and the actors’ own strategies (Zeitlin, 2010). 

 

As became obvious from the above analysis the controversy of views concerning the 

impact of social OMC on domestic policy changes is attributed to the fact that the aim 

of OMC is not to produce common identical measures, which would be nationally 

implemented as such. The focus of the analysis should not be reduced to traditional 

and vertical Europeanization and to take into account horizontal more subtle impacts 

of socialization processes, ideational convergence, learning and interpretations of 

policy paradigms and ideas (Jaquot, 2008:20; Radaelli and Pasquier, 2008:38). As Zeitlin 

(2009:2) has demonstrated, the empirical assessment of OMS is extremely challenging 

for a number of interrelated issues, which include: (a) The methodological difficulties 

of assessing the causal impact of an iterative process based on collaboration between 

EU institutions and Member States, without legally binding sanctions. Thus Member 

State representatives continuously participate in the definition of OMC objectives, 

guidelines, targets, and indicators, allowing ‘uploading’ of domestic concepts and 

preferences which blurs the causal boundary between the national and European levels 

(Borzel, 2003, 2005); (b) OMC processes do not necessarily result in new legislation or 

justiciable obligations, rendering the concept of Member State ‘compliance’ 

problematic; (c) Member States may often have political reasons for playing up or 

down OMC influences on domestic policy, from strategies of blame avoidance and 

credit claiming at home to self-presentation as a ‘good European’ or a defender of the 

national interest in Brussels; (d) It is not easy to isolate the influence of the OMC on 

national policy from those of other EU-level processes (such as the Stability and 

Growth Pact, European court decisions, or the structural funds), other international 

organizations (such as the OECD, the World Bank, or the IMF), and domestic political 

changes (such as shifts in government). In each of these respects, the OMC 

encapsulates in extreme form the broader methodological problems involved in 

studying the impact of ‘Europeanization’ on domestic policy and politics. 
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Last but not least, OMC’s influence on the national level is strongly shaped and 

constrained by long established domestic institutional pathways and political 

conditions. Thus, it is difficult to evaluate its results separately from national 

procedures (Sakellaropoulos, 2007). According to historical institutionalism, existing 

domestic institutions and previous choices largely determine the standards of political 

conduct and the direction of subsequent developments in formulating strategies, 

policies and decisions. The influence of exogenous factors, such as Europeanization is 

indirect. The policy reforms are turned into a question of institutional capacities and 

determinants of intervention in certain sectors and in specific political situations as 

they are based on the ideas of the political system, governments structures and social 

institutions themselves (Pierson, 1996, 2001). 

 

3. The impact of OMC Social Inclusion on Greek social inclusion policies 

 

3.1. The research design 

 

Against this background, the following section of the paper analyzes the 

Europeanization of Greek social inclusion policies, providing empirical evidence on the 

extent at which social inclusion OMC has influenced policy change at the domestic 

level. For present purposes, Europeanization refers to the impact of Europe on the 

domestic level using a ‚top down perspective‛. Social inclusion OMC is considered as 

the independent variable while domestic influence (in the form of policy changes) is 

the dependent variable. Although, Europeanization, as noted before, is conceived as an 

interactive process, which include both ‚top-down‛ and ‚bottom up‛ dynamics and 

which does not suppose the only passive reaction of national actors, ‚bottom up‛ 

perspectives are often overlap with European integration theories. Moreover, as Greece 

is a country which is characterised by low capabilities of policy making, the top-down 

perspective seem to be more appropriate as the state lacks the resources needed to 

upload its preferences or it is difficult to define these preferences (Dyson and Goetz, 

2003: 19).  
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For the empirical analysis I will draw on the analytical framework proposed by Zeitlin 

(2009). He has distinguished between two major types of OMC influence on national 

reforms:  

 Influence on substantive policy changes in three interrelated forms: 

o  Changes in national policy thinking (cognitive shifts); 

o Changes in national policy agendas (political shifts); and  

o Changes in specific national policies (programmatic shifts). 

 

 Influence on governance and policy-making processes in five main forms: 

o Reinforced horizontal coordination and cross-sectoral integration between 

interdependent policy fields;  

o Improvements in national steering capacity;  

o Enhanced vertical coordination between levels of governance;  

o Increased involvement of non-state actors; and  

o Development of new horizontal and/or diagonal networks for participation of non-

state and sub national actors in EU policy making processes. 

 

The empirical analysis will draw, apart from reviewing the relevant academic 

literature, on an extensive range of official documents most of which have been 

generated by the social inclusion OMC process.2  These include the formal aspects of 

the process such as the National Action Plans on poverty and social exclusion 

(NAPs/inclusion) and the joint analysis of these Plans by the European Commission 

and EU Member States summarised in the ‚Joint Reports on Social Protection and 

Social Inclusion‛. They also include the many reports emerging as a result of the wide 

range of work (evaluations, reports etc.) carried out or funded by the European 

Commission in support of the process.  

 

3.2. Social inclusion policies in the context of Greek welfare regime 

 

Greek welfare state has been classified in the literature, either as a subcategory of the 

conservative - corporatistic welfare regime of continental Europe, being characterized 

by corporatist status divisions in the social security system which is based on 

                                                           
2  Much of the material generated by the social inclusion process should be available on the 

web-site of the Directorate-General ‚Employment, Social Affairs and Equal Opportunities‛ (DG 

EMPL) of the European Commission at: 

http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catId=750&langId=en. 
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employment and occupation; residual social assistance schemes to persons without a 

‚normal‛ employment relationship; strong labour market regulation; and familialism, 

(Esping-Andersen, 1999; Katrougalos and Lazaridis, 2003; Matsaganis, 2005) or as 

belonging to a distinct Southern welfare regime, being characterized by 

underdeveloped state provision; strong familialism in social protection and service 

provision; extreme fragmentation of the social security system; large gaps in social 

protection, and the selective distribution of benefits through clientelism (Leibfried, 

1992; Petmesidou,  1996; Ferrera, 1996; Karamesini, 2008). 

 

The path dependent characteristics of the Greek social protection system have been 

extensively discussed in the relevant literature (Petmezidou, 1992; Venieris, 2003, 2006; 

Sotiropoulos, 2003; Matsaganis, 2005, 2010; Petmezidou and Mosialos (eds) 2006; 

Petmezidou, 2010; Amitsis, 2009). Petmezidou (2006) has offered a very brief but 

comprehensive summary of welfare arrangements, which I reproduce here: ‚An 

impeded and partial development of universalist welfare policies, particularly in the health 

sector; the predominance of income transfers (mostly defined on a contributory basis) whose 

redistributive effects, however, remain very low; and extensive imbalances within social policy 

interwoven with discretionary privileges that reproduce strong inequalities and polarisation. 

Imbalances are also reflected in the uneven development of policy areas; contributory social 

benefits, and particularly pensions, constitute a developed element of welfare, while on the other 

hand, health and social care services, as well as social assistance, are less developed. 

Furthermore, the social security system is highly fragmented: generous social protection for 

those who can secure a full and uninterrupted occupational career establishing contributive 

entitlements is counterpoised to the scarcity of social assistance programmes for those social 

groups that cannot secure such entitlements in the formal labour market. Additionally, wide 

inequalities in the level and range of benefits offered by social security funds increase 

polarisation between groups of strongly and weakly protected beneficiaries; while the low 

administrative capacity of the social protection system and its rudimentary response to risks, 

such as poverty, deprivation and unemployment, further intensify imbalances. Moreover, 

family has played an important role of the family as a welfare provider, although on the other 

hand, a systematic and effective policy supporting the family (and dealing with families’ 

housing needs) is almost absent‛.  

 

In this context, the social inclusion policies reflect the inadequacies and imbalances of 

the general social protection system. First of all, they are characterized by the non 

existence of a minimum guaranteed income scheme, which provides for the social 
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protection of all the population in case of need. Instead, there exists a variety of 

categorical -and fragmented- social assistance schemes for the protection of certain 

categories of the population, such as: unprotected children, single- parent families, non 

insured-mothers, disabled, uninsured elderly, large families, mothers of many children 

and unemployed persons. The benefits in cash provided to these categories are welfare 

benefits, in the main non- contributory, while many of them are no-means-tested. 

Complexity coupled with an overall meagreness of cash benefits are characteristic 

features of the Greek system of social welfare provision. It seems likely that the more 

complex the system, the harder it will be for claimants to have access to it and thus the 

take-up is expected to be lower (Ziomas et al, 2009: 3). Secondly, the social assistance 

system is characterised by lack of planning, administrative and functional deficiencies 

and fragmented implementation of measures. Finally, benefits in kind, such as social 

care and other services, remain at an early stage of development – with the exception 

of health (Matsaganis, 2005:238). 

 

The above inadequacies has led to the so called ‚paradox‛ of the Greek social 

protection system (Matsaganis, 2005:245): Although social protection expenditure in 

Greece is no longer low by European standards, the poverty rate is higher and the 

impact of social transfers on poverty reduction lower than in most EU countries (3 

percentage points against 9 percentage points for EU-27 in 2008). 

 

3.3. Substantive policy changes 

 

It is difficult to track such influence of the OMC as the process does not produce legally 

binding obligations that the governments would use in their reasoning for decisions 

taken (Public Policy and Management Institute, 2011: 10). Moreover, disentangling the 

independent causal influence of OMC presents formidable problems of 

implementation, as the origins of changes in national policy thinking, in some cases, 

preceded OMC developments, or have been influenced by other EU policy channels 

(eg. ESF), or by other than the OMC sources of external pressure (globalisation, 

demographic trends, other international organisations etc.) (Zeitlin, 2009:7). Having 

said this, in the following I try to identify examples where the social inclusion OMC 

has influenced policy thinking in Greece which led to policy decisions.  
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3.3.1. Changes in national policy thinking (cognitive changes) 

 

Joint EU action, especially in a field where EU lacks supranational legislative capacity, 

presupposes to a certain extent agreement on common problem definitions. If there is a 

common framework for understanding and describing the problems, policy 

prescriptions can more easily be delivered (Jacobsson, 2004:15) Speaking the ‚same 

language‛ across Europe shapes the way issues are thought about and publicly 

discussed, and thus acts as ‚sign posts‛ towards which ‚good policy‛ is supposed to 

be directed (Public Policy and Management Institute, 2011: 117). 

 

The social inclusion OMC has raised the profile of EU social inclusion policy and 

defined common priorities which in much came to be accepted among the member 

states. By declaring fighting poverty and social exclusion as a common challenge, it put 

European action on these problems on a more ambitious footing. In this vision, an EU 

policy discourse on poverty and social exclusion has developed, built on the key 

concepts such as social exclusion/inclusion as a multi-dimensional concept, child 

poverty and child well-being, in work poverty, active inclusion, active ageing etc. 

These key concepts provide the structure of the national action plans, thus providing a 

scheme for policy thinking nationally. 

 

First of all, it has to be stressed that discussion and research on social exclusion in 

Greece was not the result of a special interest of scientific community about a new 

social phenomenon, but developed in the context of E.U. funded social policy 

programmes. The term «social exclusion» appeared in Greece for the first time in 1990 

in the context of the operation of the National Observatory to Combat Social Exclusion 

(EKKE). Moreover, during the last decade, social inclusion OMC has indeed 

contributed to the introduction and acceptance of a wide range of relevant concepts. 

All national actors involved in OMC social inclusion are now familiar and work with 

concepts, such as integrated approach to fighting social exclusion, active inclusion, 

child poverty, in work poverty, reconciliation of work and family life, etc. The same 

applies to the National Acion Plans, which are constructed around these new concepts 

and ideas. .  
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As Sotiropoulos (2004) has argued, at the cognitive level, there has been a major 

change: The socialization of national actors, such as welfare administrators and social 

partners into the logic of EU driven social inclusion policies, involved the diffusion of 

extended social rights, including gender equality and rights related to the hygiene and 

safety of working conditions, as well as the rationalization of social policies. Moreover, 

Greek authorities and social partners have been socialized to work in a context of 

programming, coordination and rationalization of social policies, the standards for 

which have been set in the EU and diffused in the country. 

 

3.3.2. Changes in national policy agendas (political shifts) 

 

There is evidence, that in some cases social inclusion OMC has had a direct influence 

on national policy agenda. Even at the early stages of the social inclusion OMC, the 

evaluation report of the Greek NAP Incl 2003-05 was stressing that ‚ active employment 

measures concerning the vulnerable social groups have been on the increase over recent years, 

while a number of integrated action plans for particular social groups is being under way” 

(Ziomas et al, 2004:3). 

 

Two years later, in its response to the social OMC evaluation, Greece has been stated 

that it “felt that the OMC had helped put social exclusion issues on the political agenda and 

promote social and civil dialogue” (European Commission, 2006) 

 

Moreover, the thematic reporting on child poverty under the streamlined social OMC 

(after 2006) was an important factor which has helped to put child poverty in the 

domestic political agenda. Hence, the Greek NSR 2008-10 has stressed that ‚with respect 

to children’s poverty , which has noted an increase since 2002, particularly important to 

enhance and improve targeting of social provisions to families with children, and to facilitate 

access of young couples with children to employment combined with other policy measures, 

such as improvement of the educational level‛ (NSR, 2008:38). The same also applies to the 

concept of working poor. NSR 2008-10 has stated that ‚it has to be noted that a main 

objective is to reduce the rate of working poor (NSR, 2008:38).  
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The above references are, of course, just a few examples of the OMC influence on 

putting new issues in the domestic political agenda. It must be noted, however, that 

while the impact of social OMC might be visible in the government documents, in 

some cases that was a ‚rhetorical‛ influence in the sense that these issues and concepts 

have not been implemented in practice ‚ and thus ‚several listed ideas have rather 

intensive ‘paper life’ (Sotiropoulos, 2004). 

 

3.3.3. Changes in specific national policies (programmatic shifts) 

 

Moving away from traditional social policy and turning to measures and actions 

reflecting the policy mix defined as active social policy, is one the more generally 

accepted influences exercised by the social inclusion OMC and, indisputably, by the 

(arguably stronger) European Employment Strategy, while the availability of ESF’s 

financial support under the Greek CSF has played a motivating role towards this 

direction (Ziomas et. al, 2006:12).  

 

Hence, in all National Action Plans for Social Inclusion one can find a wide range of 

active measures and actions aiming at meeting the first common social OMC objective 

(facilitation of participation in employment and access by all to resources, rights, goods 

and services) or after 2006 the so called ‚Active Inclusion‛ strategy. In almost all NSRs 

it is stated that ‚Boosting active policies addressed to special population groups is a priority of 

our employment policy. Our goal is to facilitate both their access to employment and prevent 

exclusion phenomena”. To this end, OAED has created 121 ‚one stop shops‛ while it 

implements special programs for their inclusion / re-integration. These programs focus 

on women, young people, all long-term unemployed with special emphasis on persons 

with disabilities, rehabilitated persons, persons released from prison, young offenders 

or young persons facing social risk, cultural groups (such as Gypsies and Pomacks), 

long-term unemployed above 45 years of age, parents with many children, single-

parent families and unemployed mothers.  

 

Moreover, a number of integrated programmes for certain vulnerable groups (Gypsies, 

Greek Muslims, Greek Roma, persons with disabilities, persons with psychiatric 

disorders, immigrants (ESTIA programme), refugees, prisoners and ex-prisoners, 

special cultural groups, ex-drug addicts, HIV patients and women who are threatened 
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by labour market exclusion) have also been implemented. These actions aimed, in 

particular, at upgrading their social and professional skills through empowerment, 

vocational guidance and access to basic services. Similarly, Regional O.Ps and 

Community Initiatives such as the EQUAL O.P. included integrated measures aiming 

at the labour market inclusion of persons of various vulnerable groups, reflecting thus, 

to some extent, an active inclusion policy action which was targeted to persons furthest 

from the labour market, who might be welfare recipients or not. The vast majority of 

such programs rely heavily to the financial support of the EU funding (Ziomas et al, 

2009). 

 

As regards legislative reforms and institutional arrangements, a number of initiatives 

have been taken during the last decade, most of them aiming at facilitating a more 

efficient and integrated action for the promotion of social inclusion in Greece. A 

characteristic example is the area of Gender Equality. The passing of laws 3304/2005 

and 3488/06 signaled Greece’s commitment to meet the general EU guideline of gender 

equality and quality regardless of race, ethnic origin, religion or other beliefs, 

disability, age or sexual orientation to services related to work and social protection. 

Furthermore, the National Committee for Equality between Women and Men was 

launched (L.3491/2006), with the main task to design, promote, monitor and evaluate 

relevant policies and measures implemented, at national and regional level. Finally, the 

position of the Assistant Ombudsman on Gender Equality issues was established 

(article 13 of law 3488/2006). It has been argued that the EU policies and guidelines in 

this policy area has had a positive influence on Greece (Stratigaki, 2006:280).  

 

Other examples of introducing and implementing more integrated measures for 

vulnerable groups, under the financial support of ESF funding. are the Integrated 

Program for Greek Gypsies (2004-08), the Integrated Action Plan for social inclusion of 

immigrants (Program ‚ESTIA‛ 2007-13) and the ten years program for the chronically 

and mentally ill ‚Psychargos 2000-2010‛. Moreover, there were efforts to improve the 

institutional framework of social protection by establishing institutions, such as the 

Equality Research Center (KETHI), National Center for Direct Social Assistance 

(EKEKB), Social Protection and Solidarity Institute (IKPA), and the National Center of 

Health Organizations (EKEPY), while at the same time, a National Committee for 

Social Inclusion of Immigrants (Law 3136/2007) and National Committee of Equality 

between men and women (L.3491/2006) were activated. 
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However, the impact of the above legal and institutional initiatives to date on 

alleviating poverty and social exclusion remains an open question, given that it takes a 

long time before the laws and the institutional arrangements in Greece are actually 

enforced and become fully operational. Besides, the capacity of existing mechanisms 

and institutions, let alone the capacity of human resources, necessary to carry out 

effectively these reforms, more often than not, prove not adequate enough. The lack of 

forward planning, together with the lack of coordination between the various 

Government Departments, are considered among the main factors impeding the 

prompt and effective implementation of these reforms and institutional arrangements 

Ziomas et al, 2006:13). 

In terms of income support measures, they have been expanded and extended, over the 

last decade, to cover more socially vulnerable groups, providing a categorical income 

support, which is gradually being improved. However, it continues to fall short of 

forming a "safety net" for everyone in need, while no national guaranteed minimum 

income scheme exists. (European Commission, 2007:234). The lack of such a scheme the 

main obstacles, as it has been stated in the National Action Plan for Social Inclusion 

2003-2005, are: mistargetting, the bureaucracy caused and the threat to individual 

rights. 

 

In respect to social assistance the most important development during the last years 

was the launch of the National Social Cohesion Fund (ETKS, established by law in 2008) 

with the aim to design and implement income support schemes to vulnerable groups 

with incomes below the poverty line, and also provide documentation on income 

support needs and policy programmes. Initially a substantial budget of about EUR 2 

billion was planned (for 2010), in order for the Fund to provide an income support of 

about EUR 1,000 to 2 million people falling below the poverty line (e.g. with incomes 

below 60% of the median equivalised income). This target, however, was never met. Its 

2009 budget reached only EUR 350 million. Out of this budget a one-off benefit 

payment  - called social cohesion benefit – of 100 to 300 euro was provided to low-

income pensioners, unemployed persons, disabled persons under the welfare benefit 

scheme and other low-income vulnerable groups ammounting to EUR 230 million) 

(Petmesidou, 2010:31). This benefit was actually a heating financial support (also called 

heating benefit) and it was given to certain vulnerable groups (unemployed, disabled 

and low-pensioners) who already were beneficiaries and receive financial support from 

other social benefits. Consequently, this new benefit was not aiming at the social 
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inclusion of all the people in great need, but its character is supplementary, targeted at 

those already covered by the social welfare system. In other words, people not 

belonging to any category of beneficiaries of the welfare system, are left out from this 

benefit also (Ziomas et al, 2009:8).  

 

When PASOK came to office it abolished the Fund. The new Government legislated (in 

November 2009) a one-off, means-tested, tax-free benefit, called solidarity benefit, 

targeted to vulnerable groups (low-income pensioners, unemployed, people receiving 

social assistance benefits and other low-income groups amounting to about 2,500,000 

beneficiaries). Disappointingly, neither this scheme was fully implemented. The benefit 

was planned to be provided in two instalments. The fist instalment was released in late 

2009; the second instalment however was cancelled as part of the austerity measures 

announced on the 2nd May 2010 in the context of the rescue package agreed with the 

EU, the ECB and the IMF (Petmesidou, 2010:31). 

 

Finally, in the social care sector, EU-wide policy orientations, such as the reconciliation 

of family and work and encouraging women to work, have guided most recent policy 

measures, largely funded under the CSFs. As the last Greek NSR states: ‚To facilitate 

work and family life it is necessary to provide support with employment actions along with 

social care structures provided to citizens by the state and local administration in order to cover 

the care needs of dependent persons. The provision of this kind of structures has become 

particularly important in our country over the last years in combination with the indisputable 

need to provide support to families, given the increased responsibilities towards family 

members, especially the weaker ones‛  (NSR, 2008-10:38). To that end a considerable 

number of social care structures has been developed with a view to expanding them in 

the future (e.g. Nurseries, Children’s Creative Activities Centers (KDAP) and KDAP 

for Children with Disabilities, Social Care and Training Centers for People with 

Disabilities (KEKYKAMEA), Assistance at Home, Daycare Centers for the Elderly 

(KIFI), Social Care Units, ‘Assistance at Home’ programme etc.   

 

3.4. Procedural shifts in Governance and Policy Making 

 

3.4.1. Reinforced horizontal coordination and cross-sectoral integration between 

interdependent policy fields 
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At the heart of the social inclusion process is the understanding that, given the 

multidimensional profile of poverty and social exclusion, effective responses have to be 

coordinated across a range of different policy areas and a concern with promoting 

social inclusion mainstreamed into national policy making. In its response to the OMC 

evaluation, Greece has stressed that the OMC has prompted a significant increase in 

interaction between different policy sectors and cooperation with other departments 

and agencies (European Commission, 2006). 

 

In Greece, the obligation to draft National Action Plans for social inclusion has 

strengthened horizontal coordination between ministries and agencies through the 

development of new institutional arrangements and inter-ministerial working-groups. 

The first step has been made under Law 3144/2003 which provided for the creation of a 

new Directorate in the Ministry of Employment and Social Affairs, designed to be 

responsible for the Social Protection Policies pursued in Greece. This new Directorate 

consists of three units, one of which is entrusted with the responsibility of coordinating 

and supporting the elaboration and implementation of the NAPincl, constituting thus a 

permanent administrative structure (Ziomas et al, 2006:13). 

 

Moreover (NSR 2008-10:7-8) during the period (2006-08) better inter-ministerial 

coordination was secured regarding actions for social inclusion and social protection. 

As it is stated in the NSR 2008-10 ‚there are now designated working parties in three of the 

main Ministries involved in the implementation of actions for the National Strategy Report, 

while representatives from the competent Ministries participate in the coordination team for 

compilation of the report‛ (NSR, 2008-10:8,9) 

 

Unquestionably, the coordination of actions in the social protection sector in Greece 

would have been strongly benefited from the creation and full implementation of two 

new institutions. The first was the National Social Cohesion Fund, (ETKS, established 

by law in 2008), as a new tool to combat poverty. The Fund’s organization and 

operation would contribute towards the goal for better coordination of the agencies 

involved with fighting poverty since it was governed by a Board of Directors and the 

members are the Ministries involved (Economy and Finance, Employment and Social 

Protection, Health and Social Solidarity). The second is a Social Protection National 
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Council, which has been announced several times since 2006. The establishment of the 

Council would ‚solve the problem of a central mechanism lack that would have an overall 

picture of the actions effectiveness. It would be called upon to use the findings and research of 

the existing network of monitoring and evaluation mechanisms of sectoral policies in the 

framework of ESDEN (NSR, 2008-10:50). However, both institutions have never been 

under implementation. The former, as noted before, was abolished in 2009. The 

establishment of the latter has met with a series of difficulties (what it will fall under, 

staffing, duties) and although it has been included as one of the main actions of 

Priority 1 ‚Systemic Interventions‛ in the framework of the OP ‚Human Resources 

Development 2007- 2013‛, is still pending.   

 

3.4.2. Improvement in national steering capacity 

 

Greece is a country with less well-developed national statistical and monitoring 

structures. Hence, OMC is considered to have made a substantive contribution to 

national data collection, availability, and usage, to the improvement of the national 

statistical capacities and to the acceptance of the idea of monitoring of social policies 

(using indicators) and target setting in the social field. In its response to the social 

inclusion OMC evaluation, Greece has pointed to ‚the positive influence which the OMC 

and the creation of EU-SILC have had on national data collection. They point out that some 

data necessary for monitoring poverty and exclusion is not yet covered in the national statistical 

system and that EU-SILC will in fact put these at their disposal for national policy making for 

the first time” (European Commission, 2006). 

 

On the other hand, as regards to the development of monitoring mechanisms, progress 

has been rather limited. Greece reported that ‚monitoring mechanisms are being put in 

place but further development is needed‛ (European Commission, 2006). 

 

All hopes for the improvement of monitoring and evaluation of social inclusions 

policies have been lately put on the establishment of the National Social Protection 

Council whose implementation is still pending. Hence, the Commission for one more 

time in its last Joint Report Monitoring has stated that ‚Monitoring and evaluation 

mechanisms and arrangements are urgently needed‛ (European Commission, 2009: 285). 
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3.4.3. Enhanced vertical coordination between levels of governance 

 

It seems that social inclusion OMC has had only a marginal effect on vertical co-

ordination efforts in Greece. ‚The centralized character of policy making in the areas of social 

protection has been considered one of the main factors impeding the development of a 

comprehensive and coherent approach to the local dimension of poverty and social exclusion. 

Indeed, the policy design process remains a predominantly “top-down” activity. Besides, no 

appropriate institutional mechanisms and arrangements appear to be in place to embed a focus 

on social inclusion at local level and to ensure effective coordination among the relevant policy 

areas as well as to promote combined partnerships, involving statutory and non-statutory 

bodies. The inadequacy of broader human resources infrastructure at local level appears also to 

be a crucial factor, which impedes the development of such locally-based integrated approaches 

(Ziomas et al, 2004b: 4). This shortcoming is also reflected in Greece’s response to the 

social OMC evaluation, arguing that “there is increased cooperation of central government 

with regional and local authorities although acknowledging that this is still limited and needs 

further improvement‛ (European Commission, 2006). 

 

Recent efforts seem to have improved the situation, at least at the level of 

implementation of social inclusion actions, as the Municipal and Community Code 

stipulates extensive responsibilities for Local Administration Organizations. For 

example the operation of social care services (nursery schools - kindergartens / 

children's creative activities centers / nursery schools for disabled individuals / 

disabled children's creative activities centers / Home Assistance Service / KIFI 

(Hospitality Centers for the Elderly) / KAPI (Rehabilitation Centers for the Elderly) are 

being implemented  at the local level.  

 

Finally, the new PASOK government has recently proceeded to a structural reform of 

local administration (the so-called ‚Kallikratis‛ plan), by reducing the number of local 

authorities (from 1,033 to about 340), restructuring prefectures, instituting elected 

regional authorities, and introducing new rules in local funding and administration. In 

this context, the establishment of social services under the authority of municipalities is 

also envisaged with the aim to integrate the currently fragmented social care units (for 

instance, most ‚Home Help‛ programmes are run by independently operating 
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‚municipal development enterprises‛). Nevertheless so far details on the transfer of 

powers to local administration have not been unveiled, while public debate focuses 

mostly on the merging plan that has caused strong political conflicts (Pemtesidou, 

2010:28). 

 

3.4.4. Development of new horizontal networks for participation of non-state and sub-

national actors in EU policy making process 

 

Although the Greek response as regards to improvements in terms of mobilising and 

involving all stakeholders in the design and implementation of social inclusion policies 

was very poor at the first period early stages of social OMC coordination process (2000-

2006), there is evidence that, during the last years, there has been some progress. The 

first step to that direction was Law 3144/2003 which provided for the establishment of 

a National Committee for Social Protection with the participation of Social Partners and 

non-governmental organizations, with a view to function as a permanent forum of 

Social Dialogue on issues of social protection. However, reservations has been made as 

regards to its effectiveness, as three years after its establishment was criticized as rather 

inactive (Ziomas, et al, 2006:17).  

 

Some progress has been observed during the preparation of Greek NSR 2006-08 when 

the European Commission asked member states to ensure a more active participation 

of stakeholders in the social OMC. There is a clear shift in the rhetoric of the formal 

texts but not in reality. A change/interesting practice that has occurred is the more 

active involvement of the administration (not just the Ministry of Employment and 

Social Protection but also other relevant public bodies) in the processes (Delistathis, et 

al, 2009:3). The NSR was prepared under the coordination of the Minister of 

Employment and Social Protection, which had set as a priority the involvement of all 

relevant bodies. At the first stage of preparation of the report, survey questionnaires 

were sent to all relevant actors. Subsequently round tables with the Social Partners, 

NGOs and civil society were organised, before the draft report was presented by the 

Secretary General of the Ministry of Employment to the National Economic and Social 

Committee (NSR 2006-8). Moreover, in its response to the social OMC evaluation 

questionnaire, Greece has stressed that ‚consultation and involvement has increased as the 

process has developed‛ (European Commission, 2006).  
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However, the evaluation reports of the NSR 2006-08 were still critical. The Independent 

Experts Assessment Report (2006) stressed that ‚the issue of mobilization of various 

stakeholders and their participation in areas of public policy decision-making processes is, in 

substance, still underplayed in Greece, although steps have been made over recent years to 

change this..‛ (Ziomas, et al. 2006:17). Similarily, the Commission in its Joint Report 

(2007) stated that ‚before its finalisation, the report should ideally have been discussed within 

the National Social Protection Committee, while the launch of broad social dialogue following 

the presentation of the draft would have been welcomed”, but it recognized the progress 

made by concluding that ‚Identifying the need to improve governance, as an overall strategic 

priority, is a good starting point for developing an integrated social inclusion policy‛ 

(European Commission, 2007:235). 

 

Another step forward was made in the Greek NSR 2008-10, were it is stated that the 

position of social partners and other institutions (NGOs, vulnerable group unions) are 

taken into consideration during the preparation phase of National Action Plans for 

Social Inclusion, so that the policy and political priorities reflect the social needs in the 

best possible manner. It is characteristic that 22 public agencies and 24 civil society 

institutions participated in the ESDEN preparation procedure (NSR, 2008-10:48). But, 

as Commission has noted ‚consultation on the draft report was still not based on structured 

involvement and participation by the various stakeholders, particularly regional and local. Their 

involvement over the full policy cycle continues to remain limited‛, European Commission, 

2009:285). 

 

To sum up, until today among decision makers and with the exception of the 

parliament, both government and administration are engaged in almost all the phases 

of the social OMC. The administration is involved in the preparation of the National 

Strategy Report, takes part in committees and working groups and provides the 

necessary input, but it is not part of the decision making process and it is not clear if 

and how its views influence the final decisions. Among secondary stakeholders, social 

partners and NGOs, in their majority service providers, participate in OMC process in 

the phase of design and preparation. But, they are not part of the decision making 

procedure and they do not have a decisive role in the implementation, monitoring and 

evaluation phases. Finally, There are no provisions or arrangements as regards the 
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participation of people suffering poverty and social exclusion in any stage of the OMC 

process at all (Delistathis, et al, 2009:2). 

 

3.5. Domestic resistance shaping OMC influences 

 

As it became clear from the above analysis, in spite of a number of positive 

developments in the social policy field over the last ten years, social inclusion policies 

are still characterized by a traditional approach to needs. Social inclusion OMC has 

undoubtedly influenced Greek social inclusion policies, both at the substantive and 

procedural level, but it has not been effective in changing the basic path dependent 

characteristics of the Greek welfare regime (see above section 3.2.). Hence, today, social 

inclusion policies in Greece still: 

 

(a) Do not provide a national minimum income – fragmented selectivity remains. Thus 

far, Greece has not yet put in force the EU Recommendation 92/441/EEC of 24 June 

1992, concerning the implementation of a Minimum Income Scheme (MIS) for all 

people in need. There fore it enjoys the rather dubious distinction of being one of 

the very few EU countries where a nation wide rules-based programme of social 

assistance providing a social safety net of last resort, is not available (Matsaganis, 

2010:10). As a result the existing social assistance system tends to compensate 

selective categories and does not constitute a safety net for all people in need 

(Ziomas et al, 2009:3). 

 

(b) Characterized by poor planning, monitoring and evaluation. Poor planning still 

undermines support for data provision, will attention to evaluation is fragmentary 

and it is carried out mostly on a ‚project basis‛, to the extent that this is a 

mandatory requisite of EU-funded programmes. Thus, promoting coordination 

(and networking) among various providers, transparency and information and 

most importantly put in place a system of gathering and compiling data that are 

indispensable for social care planning, remains a great challenge for the Greek 

social protection system Petmesidou, 2010:29) 

 

(c) Ineffective in reducing poverty and social exclusion. Despite, the substantial 

increase in social expenditure - today the corresponding share of GDP is not 

substantially lower that the EU-25 average- the Greek welfare system remains far 

less efficient in alleviating poverty than respective systems in other EU member 
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states. According to Eurostat’s latest available data (EU-SILC 2009) reveal that 

social transfers - except pensions- reduce the poverty rate by only 3 percentage 

points in relation to 9 percentage points for the EU-27 respective average. The 

Greek paradox remains. 

 

3.5.1. Explaining domestic resistance 

 

To the question of how the domestic resistance of the Greek welfare regime to external 

pressures could be explained, Sotiropoulos (2004:280) has identified three answers.  

 

The first argues that the resilience of traditional policies is owed to the fierce resistance 

of advocacy coalitions, composed of the ‚insiders‛, who can obstruct reforms and are 

able to influence public opinion, i.e. interest groups benefiting the most from the 

prolongation of the inequities of the social-security system (Matsaganis, 2002, 2007; 

Featherstone, 2005). The second view stresses the negative role played by predominant 

public attitudes which inhibit reform, as relevant public opinion surveys have shown 

that most respondents were optimistic about their individual prospects as pensioners 

in the future. In this case, optimism may be explained, for those who belong to the 

endowed occupational funds, by the advantages they enjoyed, while for the rest, by 

ignorance of what is at stake in pension reform or by their fear that even their low 

benefits could be threatened by any change to it (Sotiropoulos, 2004:280). A third view, 

blames weak state institutions for the perpetuation of reform failure and in particular 

state incapacity to implement policies (lack of adequate funding and infrastructure, 

inadequate mechanisms of planning, monitoring and evaluation (Petmesidou, 2000, 

2006, 2010; Amitsis, 2009).  

 

Sotiropoulos (2004), while finds the above noted explanations complementary to each 

other, emphasizes the role of the political system and the public and private interests. 

As regards to the former, he argues that even though neither ND nor PASOK have 

espoused welfare retrenchment, they have never reached to a consensus over specific 

social-policy reforms, thus political polarization is not conducive to welfare reform. As 

regards to the latter, the cause of resilience lies in collusion between private and public 

interests and particularly in the reluctance of different social classes to share the cost of 

welfare-state reform (Sotiropoulos, 2004:280) 
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In our view, the first two answers are more relevant in explaining domestic resistance 

in the case of the pension reforms. Although, providing a theoretical framework for 

explaining domestic resistance is beyond the scope of the present paper, it seems that, 

in the case of social inclusion policies, domestic resilience could be explained by using 

the analytical framework of the third and fourth answer and in particular by reference 

to the political system and the weak state institutions. In this context, we would fully 

agree with the argument that, in the Greek case, domestic resistance in the field of 

social inclusion policies is not expressed by society, corporate interests and ‚hyper-

protected‛ workers as in the case of other reforms but by the governments themselves. 

A major example is the case of minimum income. Despite the existence of two 

Community Recommendations on sufficient resources, published during the Greek 

Presidency in 1992, successive Greek governments -although displaying a pro-

European and reformist orientation- have showed unwillingness in adopting them, 

calling upon fiscal problems and their inability to control the provision of benefits 

(Sakellaropoulos, 2007).  

 

Conclusion 

       

The aim of this paper was to offer some preliminary results concerning the types of 

influences of social inclusion OMC on Greek social inclusion policies. The results of the 

analysis do not differ dramatically when compared with the results of previous 

relevant studies. It is true, that Greek social inclusion policies have not changed 

substantially, over the last decade, as a result of the impact of the social inclusion 

OMC. EU ‚soft‛ coordination has been strongly ineffective in changing the basic path 

dependent characteristics of the Greek welfare regime. Unwilling successive Greek 

governments, weak state institutions and serious problems when it comes to the 

implementation of planned or already institutionalised policy reforms, seem to be the 

main factors explaining domestic resilience. As a consequence, Greek welfare regime 

still does not provide a national minimum income, is still characterized by poor 

planning, monitoring and evaluation procedures and is still strongly ineffective in 

combating poverty and social exclusion. In this sense, the Europeanization of Greek 

social inclusion policies could be characterised as procedural, formalistic, mechanistic 

or ‚on paper‛ (Petmesidou, 2006; Sotiropoulos, 2004).  
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Does this mean that the OMC equals with ‚cheap talk‛. In our view, definitely not. The 

analysis has also shown that social OMC has influenced policy changes at the domestic 

level, both in substantive and procedural terms. As regards to the former, social OMC 

has helped to raise the salience and ambition of national social inclusion policies; has 

contributed to changes in national policy thinking (cognitive shifts) by incorporating 

concepts and categories (such as activation, integrated approach to fighting social 

exclusion, active inclusion, child poverty, in work poverty, reconciliation of work and 

family life, etc) into domestic debates; changes in national policy agendas, (political 

shifts) by putting new issues (such as child poverty, integration of immigrants etc.), 

that it would not be there if a legislative method was attempted; and has influenced 

changes in specific national policies, in the form of initiating new legislative reforms 

and institutional arrangements, and creating and expanding social care structures. 

 

As regards to the latter, the obligation to draft National Action Plans for social 

inclusion has strengthened horizontal coordination between ministries and agencies 

through the development of new institutional arrangements and inter-ministerial 

working-groups; OMC and the creation of EU-SILC have had a positive influence on 

national data collection; and OMC has contributed to the development of new 

horizontal networks for participation of non-state and sub-national actors in EU policy 

making process. On the other hand OMC has had a very limited impact on 

improvements concerning the issues of vertical co-operation and co-ordination 

between different government levels and of improving planning, monitoring and 

evaluation procedures. 

 

It must be stressed here that, apart from socialization and discursive diffusion and 

mutual learning, the most effective mechanism in influencing the fore mentioned 

domestic changes has been the financial support from the EU. As became obvious from 

the analysis, apart from a wide range of income support schemes, the majority of the 

measures presented under the Greek NAPs incl appear to rely heavily upon the 

availability of EU funding (European Structural Funds, ESF, PROGRESS). Hence, their 

financial sustainability, after the EU funding comes to an end, still remains an open 

question.  

 

In this sense, a general conclusion could be in line with what Sotiropoulos has argued 

in a recent article: ‚Indisputably, the national social protection systems have not changed 
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much because of the OMC. But it has been created, because of this method, a “climate” for 

continuous improvement of social policy measures which, without forcing, however, urge 

Member States to coordinate between them. It could be argued that countries without a 

developed tradition of social policy (such as Greece) has benefited from OMC more than the 

others. This is why the OMC is a lever of social policy change even if only in cognitive and 

methodological formulation of new measures (Sotiropoulos, 2007:11). 

mailto:espanet2011@uv.es


 

 
Universitat de València - ERI POLIBIENESTAR.  

Edificio Institutos-Campus de Tarongers. Calle Serpis, 29. 46022. Valencia.  
Phone: (+34) 96.162.54.12– C.I.F. Q4618001-D 

Email: espanet2011@uv.es 

Page 35 of 47 

Bibliography 

 

Amitsis, G. (2009), ‚The impact of E.U. Social Inclusion Strategies on Mediterranean 

Welfare Regimes: Challenges for Greece and Cyprus‛ Paper prepared for the 7th 

ESPAnet conference 2009, Urbino, Italy, 17-19 September, 2009. 

 

Armstrong, K. (2006), "The ‘Europeanisation’ of Social Exclusion: British Adaptation to 

EU Co-ordination." British Journal of Politics and International Relations, Vol. 8, pp. 79–

100. 

 

Angelaki, M. (2007) ‚Applying the Open Method of Coordination back home: The case 

of Greek pension policy‛, Social Cohesion and Development, 2(2): 129-138. 

 

Begg, I. and Berghman, J. (2002), ‚Introduction: EU social (exclusion) policy revisited?‛ 

Journal of European Social Policy 12 (3): 179-194. 

 

Borr{s, S. and Jacobsson, K. (2004), ‚The open method of co-ordination and new 

governance patterns in the EU‛, Journal of European Public Policy 11 (2): 185-208. 

 

Börzel, T. (2003), Shaping and Taking EU Policies: Member State Responses to 

Europeanization, Queen’s papers on Europeanization, No. 2/2003. 

 

Börzel, T.A. (2005), ‘Europeanization: How the European Union Interacts with its 

Member States’ in Bulmer, S. and Lesquesne, C. (eds.) The Member States of the European 

Union, Oxford: Oxford University Press 

 

Bulmer, S. and Radaelli, C. M. (2004) ‘The Europeanization of National Policy?’, 

Queen’s Papers on Europeanisation, NO1 / 2004 

mailto:espanet2011@uv.es


 

 
Universitat de València - ERI POLIBIENESTAR.  

Edificio Institutos-Campus de Tarongers. Calle Serpis, 29. 46022. Valencia.  
Phone: (+34) 96.162.54.12– C.I.F. Q4618001-D 

Email: espanet2011@uv.es 

Page 36 of 47 

 

Casey, B. and Gold, M. (2005), ‚Peer review of labour market programmes in the 

European Union: what can countries really learn from one another?‛ Journal of 

European Public Policy 12 (1): 23-43. 

 

Chalmers, D. and Lodge, M. (2003), ‚The Open Method of Coordination and the 

European Welfare State‛, Discussion Paper no. 11, London School of Economics. 

 

Citi, M., and Rhodes, M. (2007) ‘New Modes of Governance in the EU: Common 

Objectives versus National Preferences’, EUROGOV Working Papers No. N-07-01, 

www.connex-network.org/eurogov/pdf/egp-newgov-N-07-01.pdf. 

 

Crepaldi, C., Barbieri, D., Boccagni, P., Naaf, S. and Pesce, F. (2010), EU Cooperation in 

the Field of Social Inclusion: Final Report, Brussels: European Parliament. Available 

from: 

http://www.europarl.it/ressource/static/files/EU_cooperation_social_exclusion.pdf. 

 

Daly, M. (2006), ‚EU social policy after Lisbon‛, Journal of Common Market Studies, 

vol. 44, 3: 461-481. 

 

Daly, M. (2007). ‚Whither EU Social Policy? An Account and Assessment of 

Developments in the Lisbon Social Inclusion Process‛, Journal of Social Policy, Vol. 37, 

No.1, pp. 1-19.  

 

Daly M. (2010), ‚Assessing the EU Approach to Combating Poverty and Social 

Exclusion in the Last Decade‛. In Marlier, Eric/ Natali, David (eds.), Europe 2020 

Towards a More Social EU? Brussels: PIE Peter Lang, pp. 143-162. 

 

mailto:espanet2011@uv.es


 

 
Universitat de València - ERI POLIBIENESTAR.  

Edificio Institutos-Campus de Tarongers. Calle Serpis, 29. 46022. Valencia.  
Phone: (+34) 96.162.54.12– C.I.F. Q4618001-D 

Email: espanet2011@uv.es 

Page 37 of 47 

De la Porte, C. and Pochet Ph. (eds.), (2002), Building Social Europe through the Open 

Method of Coordination. Brussels: Peter Lang. 

 

De la Porte, C. (2010), ‚State of the Art. Overview of Concepts, Indicators and 

Methodologies used for analyzing the social OMC‛, RECWOWE Working Paper, REC-

WP 15/2010. 

 

Delistathis, A. , Papayannopoulou, M., Stratigaki, M. (2009), Study on Stakeholders’ 

Involvement in the Implementation of the Open Method of Coordination (OMC) in Social 

Protection and Social Inclusion, Country Report, Greece. Carried out by INBAS GmbH 

and ENGENDER asbl On behalf of the European Commission, Employment, Social 

Affairs and Equal Opportunities DG 

 

Dyson, K and Goetz, K. H. (2003), ‘Living with Europe: Power, Constraint, and 

Contestation’, in Dyson and Goetz, K H (eds.) Germany, Europe and the Politics of 

Constraint, Oxford: Oxford University Press 

 

EAPN, (2009). ‚EAPN Social Inclusion Scoreboard on the National Reform 

Programmes (2008-2010): Full Report‛, February.  

 

Eberlein, B. And Kerwer, D. (2004), ‚New Governance in the European Union: A 

Theoretical Perspective‛, Journal of Common Market Studies 42 (1): 121-142. 

 

Esping Andersen, G. (1990), The Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism, Cambridge: Polity 

 

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 COM(2005)706 final 

 

mailto:espanet2011@uv.es


 

 
Universitat de València - ERI POLIBIENESTAR.  

Edificio Institutos-Campus de Tarongers. Calle Serpis, 29. 46022. Valencia.  
Phone: (+34) 96.162.54.12– C.I.F. Q4618001-D 

Email: espanet2011@uv.es 

Page 38 of 47 

European Commission (2005a), Communication to the Spring European Council: Working 

together for growth and jobs. A new start for the Lisbon Strategy - COM(2005) 24  

 

European Commission (2006), Evaluation of the Open Method of Coordination for Social 

Protection and Social Inclusion, SEC (2006) 345. 

 

European Commission (2007), Joint Report on Social Protection and Social Inclusion. 

Brussels. 

 

European Commission (2008), A Renewed Commitment to Social Europe: Reinforcing the 

Open Method of Coordination for Social Protection and Social Inclusion, COM (2008) 0418 

final. 

 

European Commission (2009) Joint Report on Social Protection and Social Inclusion. 

Brussels.  

 

European Commission (2010a), Europe 2020. A strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive 

growth, Communication COM(2010) 2020, Brussels. 

 

European Commission, (2010b), ‚The European Platform Against Poverty and Social 

Exclusion: A European Framework for Social and Territorial Cohesion‚, 

Communication (COM/2010/758). 

 

European Council, (2000), Presidency Conclusions, Lisbon European Council 23 and 24 

March 2000 

 

FEANTSA (2007), Untapped Potential: Using the Full Potential of the OMC to Address 

Poverty in Europe, Brussels. 

mailto:espanet2011@uv.es


 

 
Universitat de València - ERI POLIBIENESTAR.  

Edificio Institutos-Campus de Tarongers. Calle Serpis, 29. 46022. Valencia.  
Phone: (+34) 96.162.54.12– C.I.F. Q4618001-D 

Email: espanet2011@uv.es 

Page 39 of 47 

 

Flear, M. (2009). ‚The Open Method of Coordination on Health Care after the Lisbon 

Strategy II: Towards a Neoliberal Framing?‛. In Sandra Kröger (ed.), ‚What Have We 

Learnt: Advances, Pitfalls and Remaining Questions of OMC Research European 

Integration online Papers (EIoP), Special Issue 1, Vol. 13, Art. 12. Available at: 

http://eiop.or.at/eiop/texte/2009-012a.htm.  

 

Frazer, H. and Marlier, E. (2009), Assessment of the extent of synergies between growth and 

jobs policies and social inclusion policies across the EU as evidenced by the 2008-2010 National 

Reform Programmes: Key lessons, Brussels: European Commission. 

 

Frazer H. and Marlier, E. (2010a), Strengthening Social Inclusion in the Europe 2020 

Strategy by Learning from the Past. . In Marlier, Eric/ Natali, David (eds.), Europe 2020 

Towards a More Social EU? Brussels: PIE Peter Lang, pp. 225-252. 

 

Frazer, H., Marlier E. and Nicaise, I. (2010b), A social inclusion roadmap for Europe 2020, 

Antwerp/Apeldoorn: Garant. 

 

Featherstone, K. (2005) ‚Soft‛ coordination meets ‚hard‛ politics: the European Union 

and pension reform in Greece, Journal of European Public Policy, 12(4): 733-750. 

 

Ferrera, M. (1996) „The 'Southern model' of welfare in social Europe‟, Journal of 

European Social Policy, 6 (1): 17- 37. 

 

Ferrera, M., Matsaganis, M. and Sacchi, S. (2002), ‚Open Co-ordination Against 

Poverty: The New EU ‘Social Inclusions Process’’, Journal of European Social Policy, 

Vol.12, No.3, pp.227-239. 

 

mailto:espanet2011@uv.es


 

 
Universitat de València - ERI POLIBIENESTAR.  

Edificio Institutos-Campus de Tarongers. Calle Serpis, 29. 46022. Valencia.  
Phone: (+34) 96.162.54.12– C.I.F. Q4618001-D 

Email: espanet2011@uv.es 

Page 40 of 47 

Feronas, A. (2004), ‚The Europeanisation of national social policies through the OMC: 

the case of Greek employment policy‛, paper presented at the ESPAnet conference, 9-

11 September 2004, Oxford. 

 

Graziano, P. (2009), Bringing the Actors Back In: Europeanization and Domestic Policy 

Change: The Case of the Employment Strategy in Italy and France, Center for Comparative 

Political Studies – POLEIS, Working Paper No. 10.  

 

Hamel, M.-P. And Vanhercke, B. (2009), ‚The Open Method of Coordination and 

domestic social policy making in Belgium and France: window dressing, one-way 

impact, or reciprocal influence?‛ in Heidenreich, M. Zeitlin, J. (eds.) Changing European 

Employment and Welfare Regimes. The influence of the open method of coordination on 

national reforms. New York: Routledge. 

 

Hatzopoulos, V. (2007), ‚Why the OMC is bad for you: A letter to the EU‛, European 

Law Journal 3/2007: 309-342. 

 

Heidenreich, M. and Bischoff G. (2008), The Open Method of Co-ordination: A Way to 

the Europeanization of Social and Employment Policies? Journal of Common Market 

Studies 46(3): 497-532. 

 

Heidenreich, M. (2009), ‚The Open Method of Coordination. A pathway to the gradual 

transformation of national employment and welfare regimes?‛, In: Heidenreich, M. 

Zeitlin, J. (eds.) Changing EuropeanEmployment and Welfare Regimes. The influence of the 

open method of coordination on national reforms. New York: Routledge, 10-36. 

 

Hemerijck, A. (2007), From Retrenchment to Recalibration: How Welfare States Learn, 

Unpublished Working Paper. 

 

mailto:espanet2011@uv.es


 

 
Universitat de València - ERI POLIBIENESTAR.  

Edificio Institutos-Campus de Tarongers. Calle Serpis, 29. 46022. Valencia.  
Phone: (+34) 96.162.54.12– C.I.F. Q4618001-D 

Email: espanet2011@uv.es 

Page 41 of 47 

Jacquot, S. (2008), National Welfare State Reforms and the Question of Europeanization: From 

Impact to Usages, Recwowe Working Paper, No. 1. 

 

Jacobsson, K. (2004), ‚Soft Regulation and the Subtle Transformation of States: The 

Case of EU Employment Policy‛, Journal of European Social Policy, (14)4:355-370. 

 

Karamesini, M. (2008), ‚Continuity and Change in the Southern European Social 

Model‛, International Labour Review, Vol. 147, No. 1, 43-70. 

 

Katrougalos, G. and Lazaridis, G. (2003) Southern European Welfare States, London-New 

York, Palgrave Macmillan.  

 

Kerber, W. and Eckardt, M. (2007), ‚Policy Learning in Europe: the Open Method of 

Co-ordination and Laboratory Federalism‛, Journal of European Public Policy 14 (2): 227-

247. 

 

Kok, W. (2004), Facing the Challenge: The Lisbon Strategy for Growth and 

Employment. Report from the High Level Group Chaired by Wim Kok , Brussels: 

European Commission. 

 

Kröger, S. (2009). ‚The Open Method of Coordination: Underconceptualisation, 

Overdetermination, De-politicisation and Beyond‛. In Sandra Kröger (ed.), ‚What 

Have We Learnt: Advances, Pitfalls and Remaining Questions of OMC Research‛, 

European Integration online Papers (EIoP), Special Issue 1, Vol. 13, Art. 5. Available at: 

http://eiop.or.at/eiop/index.php/eiop/article/view/2009_005a  

 

Leibfried, S. (1992), ‚Towards a European Welfare State? On Integrating poverty 

regimes into the European Community‛, in Ferge Z. and Kolberg J.E. (eds), Social Policy 

in a Changing Europe, Boulder, CO, Westview Press, pp. 245-279. 

 

mailto:espanet2011@uv.es


 

 
Universitat de València - ERI POLIBIENESTAR.  

Edificio Institutos-Campus de Tarongers. Calle Serpis, 29. 46022. Valencia.  
Phone: (+34) 96.162.54.12– C.I.F. Q4618001-D 

Email: espanet2011@uv.es 

Page 42 of 47 

Lodge, M., (2007). ‚Comparing Non-Hierarchical Governance in Action: the Open 

Method of Co-ordination in Pensions and Information Society‛, Journal of Common 

Market Studies, Vol. 45, No. 2, pp. 343–365.  

 

Mainland, M. (2008), ‚The uneven impact of the European Employment Strategy on 

members states’ employment policies: a comparative analysis‛, Journal of European 

Social Policy, Vol. 18, No. 4, pp. 353-365 

 

Marlier, E., Atkinson, A.B., Cantillon, B. and Nolan, B. (2007), The EU and Social 

Inclusion: Facing the challenges , Bristol: The Policy Press. 

 

Matsaganis, M. (2002) ‘Yet Another Piece of Pension Reform in Greece’, South European 

Society and Politics 7 (3): 109–22. 

 

Matsaganis, M. (2005) The Limits of Selectivity as a Recipe for Welfare Reform: The 

Case of Greece, Journal of Social Policy, 34(2): 235-253. 

 

Matsaganis, M. (2007) ‚Union Structures and Pension Outcomes in Greece‛, British 

Journal of Industrial Relations, 45(3): 537-555. 

 

Matsaganis, M. (2010) ‚The welfare state and the crisis: the case of Greece‛, Paper 

presented at the 8th Annual ESPAnet Conference, Budapest, 2-4 September 2010. 

 

Ministry of Employment and Social Protection (2006), National Strategy Report on Social 

Protection and Social Inclusion 2006-2008, Athens 

 

Ministry of Employment and Social Protection (2008), National Strategy Report on Social 

Protection and Social Inclusion 2008-2010, Athens 

 

mailto:espanet2011@uv.es


 

 
Universitat de València - ERI POLIBIENESTAR.  

Edificio Institutos-Campus de Tarongers. Calle Serpis, 29. 46022. Valencia.  
Phone: (+34) 96.162.54.12– C.I.F. Q4618001-D 

Email: espanet2011@uv.es 

Page 43 of 47 

Pena - Casas, R. (2009), ‚Europe’s employment and social inclusion policies amidst the 

crisis: an opportunity for the future?‛, in Degryse Ch. (ed.) Social Developments in the 

European Union, 2009. OSE, ETUI, Brussels. 

 

Petmesidou, M. (1992), Social Inequalities and Social Policy, Athens: Exandas (in Greek). 

 

Petmesidou, M. (1996), ‚Social Protection in Southern Europe: Trends and Prospects‛, 

Journal of Area Studies, 9:95-125. 

 

Petmesidou, M. (2000), ‚Social Protection in Greece in the Nineties: Reforming the 

‚Weak‛ Welfare State‟, in A. Mitsos and E. Mossialos (eds), Contemporary Greece and 

Europe, Aldershot: Ashgate. 

 

Petmesidou, M. and Mosialos, E. (2006), Social Policy Developments in Greece, Ashgate. 

 

Petmesidou M. (2006), ‚Introduction‛, in Petmesidou M. and Mosialos E. (eds), Social 

Policy Developments in Greece, Ashgate. 

 

Petmesidou, M. (2010), Pensions, Health and Long Term Care, Annual National Report 

2010, Greece, ASISP. 

 

Pierson, P. (1996) ‘The new politics of the welfare state’, World Politics, vol. 48, 2, 143–

179. 

 

Pierson, P. (ed), (2001), The New Politics of the Welfare State, Oxford : Oxford University 

Press. 

 

mailto:espanet2011@uv.es


 

 
Universitat de València - ERI POLIBIENESTAR.  

Edificio Institutos-Campus de Tarongers. Calle Serpis, 29. 46022. Valencia.  
Phone: (+34) 96.162.54.12– C.I.F. Q4618001-D 

Email: espanet2011@uv.es 

Page 44 of 47 

Public Policy and Management Institute (2011), Evaluation of the Effectiveness and impact 

of the social OMC since 2006 (Deliverable 7). Suggestions for improvement and strengthening 

of the effectiveness and impact of the social OMC (Deliverable 8), Lithuania. Report 

commissioned by the European Commission. 

 

Radaelli, C., (2003), ‚Policy Learning and the Open Method of Co-ordination‛, Paper 

prepared for the Conference on Policy Learning and the New European Governance, The 

European Commission, London.  

 

Radaelli, C., and Pasquier, R. (2007), ‚Conceptual Issues‛, in Graziano, P. and Vink, 

M.P. (eds) (2007), Europeanization: New Research Agendas, Basingstoke: Palgrave, 35-45. 

 

Radulova, E. (2007). ‚Variations on Soft EU Governance: the Open Method(s) of 

Coordination‛. In Dirk De Bievre and Christine Neuhold (eds.), Dynamics and Obstacles 

of European Governance. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar, pp. 3-27.  

 

Sakellaropoulos, Th. (2007) Greece: the quest for national welfare expansion through 

more social Europe, in Kvist, J. & Saari, J. (eds.) The Europeanization of social protection, 

Polity Press.  

 

Smismans, S. (2006), ‚New Modes of Governance and the Participatory Myth‛, In: 

European Governance Papers, No. N-06-01, 

http://www.connexnetwork.org/eurogov/pdf/egp-newgov-N-06-01.pdf  

 

Social Platform, (2005) ‚Social Platform Contribution to the Evaluation of the Open 

Method of Coordination (OMC) on Social Protection & Social Inclusion‛, Brussels, July 

2005. 

 

Social Protection Committee, ‚Opinion of the Social Protection Committee on 

Reinforcing the Open Method of Coordination‛, 7 November 2008 (SPC/2008/16 final). 

mailto:espanet2011@uv.es


 

 
Universitat de València - ERI POLIBIENESTAR.  

Edificio Institutos-Campus de Tarongers. Calle Serpis, 29. 46022. Valencia.  
Phone: (+34) 96.162.54.12– C.I.F. Q4618001-D 

Email: espanet2011@uv.es 

Page 45 of 47 

 

Sotiropoulos, D.A. (2004), ‚The EU‟s Impact on the Greek Welfare State: 

Europeanization on Paper?‟ Journal of European Social Policy, 14 (3), 267-284 

 

Sotiropoulos, D.A. (2007), ‚Opportunities and problems of European Social Policy: 

European Employment Policy and the Open Method of Coordination‛, Unpublished 

Working Paper (in Greek). 

 

Stratigaki, M. (2006), ‚Policies for Gender Equality in Greece: European Directions or 

National Practices?‛, in Maravegias N. and Sakellaropoulos, Th. (eds), European 

Integration and Greece: Economy, Society, Policies, Athens: Dionicos, 279-300 (in Greek). 

 

Stubbs, P, and Zrinscak S. (2010), ‚Social Protection and Social Inclusion from Lisbon to 

Europe 2020‛, in Samardzija, V. and Butkovic, H. (eds), From the Lisbon Strategy to 

Europe 2020, Institute of International Relations, Zagreb. 

 

Tsarouhas D. (2006), Social Partnership in Greece: Is there a Europeanization effect? Paper 

presented at the 56
th 

Annual Conference of the Political Studies Association (PSA), 

University of Reading, April 2006.  

 

Trubek, D. and Mosher, J. (2003), ‚New Governance, Employment Policy, and the 

European Social Model‛, In: Jonathan Zeitlin and David M. Trubek (eds.): Governing 

Work and Welfare in a New Economy: European and American Experiments, Oxford : Oxford 

University Press, 33-58. 

 

Vanhercke B. (2010), Delivering the Goods for Europe 2020? The Social OMC's 

Adequacy and Impact Re-assessed. In Marlier, Eric/ Natali, David (eds.), Europe 2020 

Towards a More Social EU? Brussels: PIE Peter Lang, pp. 115-142 

 

mailto:espanet2011@uv.es


 

 
Universitat de València - ERI POLIBIENESTAR.  

Edificio Institutos-Campus de Tarongers. Calle Serpis, 29. 46022. Valencia.  
Phone: (+34) 96.162.54.12– C.I.F. Q4618001-D 

Email: espanet2011@uv.es 

Page 46 of 47 

Venieris, D. (2003), ‚Social Policy in Greece: Rhetoric Versus Reform‛,  Social Policy & 

Administration, 37 (2): 133-147. 

 

Venieris, D. (2006), The Virtual Reality of Welfare Reform‛, in Petmesidou, M. and 

Mosialos, E. (eds), Social Policy Developments in Greece, ASHGATE. 

 

Visser, J. (2005), ‚The OMC as a Selective Amplifier for National Strategies of Reform. 

What the Netherlands Want to Learn from Europe‛, In The Open Method of Coordination 

in Action: The European Employment and Social Inclusion Strategies, ed. Jonathan Zeitlin, 

Philippe Pochet and Lars Magnusson, 173-215. Brussels: Peter Lang. 

 

Wincott, D. (2003), ‚The Idea of the European Social Model: Limits and Paradoxes of 

Europeanization‛, In Kevin Featherstone and Claudio M. (eds.), The Politics of 

Europeanization, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 279-302. 

 

Zartaloudis, S., (2010), ‚Follow the money: Tracing the Europeanization of Greek 

Employment Policy with regard to Public Employment Service’s Reform‛. Paper 

Presented at ECPR’s Fifth Pan-European Conference on EU Politics, Porto, Portugal - 

23-26 June 2010. 

 

Zartaloudis, S., (2007), ‚Explaining Domestic Structural Reform of Employment and 

Pension Policy in Greece: Towards Europeanization?‛ Paper prepared for the 3rd 

Hellenic Observatory PhD Symposium ‘Contemporary Greece: Structures, Context and 

Challenges’ 14 & 15 June 2007 London School of Economics and Political Science. 

 

Zeitlin, J., (2005). ‚Conclusion: The Open Method of Coordination in Action: 

Theoretical Promise, Empirical Realities, Reform Strategy‛. In J. Zeitlin et al. (eds), The 

Open Method of Coordination in Action: The European Employment and Social Inclusion 

Strategies, Brussels: PIE-Peter Lang, pp. 441-98.  

 

mailto:espanet2011@uv.es


 

 
Universitat de València - ERI POLIBIENESTAR.  

Edificio Institutos-Campus de Tarongers. Calle Serpis, 29. 46022. Valencia.  
Phone: (+34) 96.162.54.12– C.I.F. Q4618001-D 

Email: espanet2011@uv.es 

Page 47 of 47 

Zeitlin, J. (2007), The Open Method of Coordination and the Governance of the Lisbon 

Strategy, University of Wisconsin- Madison EUSA conference. Available from: 

http://aei.pitt.edu/8032/01/zeitlin-j-06e.pdf. 

 

Zeitlin, J., (2009). ‚The Open Method of Coordination and National Social and 

Employment Policy Reforms: Influences, Mechanisms, Effects‛. In Martin Heidenreich 

and Jonathan Zeitlin (eds.), Changing European Employment and Welfare Regimes: The 

Influence of the Open Method of Coordination on National Reforms, London: Routledge, pp. 

214-45. 

 

Zeitlin J. (2010), Towards a Stronger OMC in a More Social Europe 2020: A New 

Governance Architecture for EU Policy Coordination. In Marlier, Eric/ Natali, David 

(eds.), Europe 2020 Towards a More Social EU? Brussels: PIE Peter Lang, pp. 253-272. 

 

Ziomas, D., Bouzas, N., Spyropoulou, N. (2004), ‚Assessment of Implementation of the 

Greek NAP incl 2003-05‛, First Report, Group of non-governmental experts in the fight 

against poverty and social exclusion, Institute of Social Policy, National Centre of 

Social Research, Athens. 

 

Ziomas, D., Bouzas, N., Dontis, D. (2006), ‚Trends, Recent Developments, Active 

Inclusion and Minimum Resources‛, First Semester Report, Group of non-governmental 

experts in the fight against poverty and social exclusion, Institute of Social Policy, 

National Centre of Social Research, Athens. 

 

Ziomas, D., Bouzas, N., Spyropoulou, N. (2009), ‚Minimum Income Schemes, A Study 

of National Policies‛, Group of non-governmental experts in the fight against poverty 

and social exclusion, Institute of Social Policy, National Centre of Social Research, 

Athens. 

 

 

 

mailto:espanet2011@uv.es

