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Introduction 
This report presents the results of an exploratory evaluation of the Integra strand of the Employment Initiative. Employment is one of the two main initiatives in the field of development of human resources and employability initiated by the European Social Fund after the publication by the European Commission of the White Paper on Growth, Competitiveness and Employment (December 1993). The Employment Initiative was originally divided into three strands: Now for women, Youthstart for young people, and Horizon for the disabled and other disadvantaged groups. In May 1996 the Commission decided to divide Horizon into two separate strands, keeping the name Horizon for the actions targeted at the disabled and creating Integra for other vulnerable groups. 


According to the Communication of the Commission, the aim of Integra is ”to promote measures to improve the access to the labour market and the employability of vulnerable groups who find themselves excluded from it, or at risk of being excluded from it.” Particular emphasis is to be ”given to actions that focus on the special needs of migrants, refugees and other similarly vulnerable groups, who are likely to be faced with greater discrimination on the labour market, as a consequence of the rise in social tension, racism, xenophobia and anti-Semitism that Europe is witnessing.” Other vulnerable groups targeted by Integra are the long-term unemployed, jobless single parents, the homeless, itinerants, gypsies and travellers, prisoners and ex-prisoners, and substance abusers (Com 1996/200, pp. 13 and 19).


During the first phase of the Employment Initiative (1995-97) a total of 491 projects of type Integra were selected for periods usually lasting two to three years. The second phase (1997-99) will include a similar number of projects, totalling around 1.000 projects of type Integra for the whole time span of the Employment Initiative. The Member States implement the Initiative with the help of their own Operative Programmes monitored by a National Support Structure (NSS). The Commission has created an own Support Unit (Europs) based in Brussels for technical assistance.


This evaluation was carried out during the summer of 1997 at the initiative of the Swedish NSS, the idea being to use the experience of 21 projects of type Integra participating in a Thematic Working Group (TWG) organised under the responsibility of the Swedish NSS to explore the guiding principles of Integra. The Swedish NSS thought that this was an excellent opportunity to learn something not only about particular experiences and projects but also about the methodology and approach of Integra as a whole. 


It was with this particular goal in mind that the Swedish NSS approached me in April 1997. The intention was to appoint an external expert to provide an independent assessment of Integra. In accordance with this - and it is very important to state this as clearly as possible - the focus of the evaluation work was to be on the guiding principles and working methodologies of Integra and not on each particular project. The experience of the projects participating in the TWG was to be used as an empirical frame of reference for discussing the principles and aims of Integra as such.


There were some significant limiting factors in the realisation of this evaluation work that are important to bear in mind: The very short span of time at my disposal (3 months full-time work); access to the experience of only a limited number of projects of type Integra (21 out of almost 500 participating in the first phase of the Initiative); a quite restricted and irregular access to documentation and with no possibility of checking or examining important documents like the applications presented by the projects; the fact that the Employment Initiative and the projects studied are still going on; and finally, the circumstance that I have never worked previously with matters relating to the European Union. 


These factors explain why this work cannot be more than what I would like to call an exploratory evaluation, i.e. an attempt to identify and initiate a discussion on some important general issues that can be relevant for the understanding of the problems and possibilities of Integra. This means that what is presented here must be taken as nothing more than a point of departure for a critical discussion about Integra and other Community initiatives targeted at vulnerable groups or groups affected by social exclusion in its different forms.


The important limitations pointed out here could warrant a very cautious approach in terms of statements and conclusions, but this is not what I intend to do in this report. I prefer a much bolder approach, aimed at provoking reaction, criticism and necessary correction. I hope that this ”high risk” strategy will be more fruitful for all the interested parties, especially taking into consideration the experimental intention that is at the base of Employment and other Community initiatives.


A final but quite important introductory consideration can be pertinent. As the reader will notice, a substantial part of this report is devoted to critically reviewing past Communitarian initiatives in the field of poverty and social exclusion. The reason for this is not only to understand the evolution of Community thinking and action on these matters but, and very importantly, to have a broader frame of reference for the evaluation of Integra. The experience of the 21 projects selected to participate in the TWG is in this way to be complemented by the experiences of the three previous Communitarian initiatives especially tailored to combat poverty and social exclusion. 

The inputs of this evaluation work can be listed as follows:


* The Operative Programmes for Integra from the different NSSs


* A short description of the projects provided by Europs


* Varied documentation made available to me by the 
 
   representatives of the projects participating in the Integra TWG


* Documents produced within the frame of the TWG


* Participation in the second and third meetings of the TWG


* Varied answers to an indicative questionnaire that was prepared for 
    this evaluation


* Published EU documents 


* Relevant literature

The rest of this report is organised as follows. Chapter one reviews the history of Communitarian thinking on matters related to poverty, social exclusion and the situation of immigrants and refugees. This presentation is complemented by an introductory section devoted to summarising the general debate on these topics. Chapter two analyses Communitarian actions in the field of poverty and exclusion, from the first Poverty Programme started in 1975 to the third covering the period 1989-94. This chapter is thematically organised around what I call methodological dilemmas and provides a concrete frame of questions for the evaluation of Integra. Chapter three presents the Integra strand of the Employment Initiative, putting emphasis on its structure, guiding principles and methodology. These issues are developed further in chapter four, now using the experience of 21 projects participating in the TWG as a frame of reference. Finally, some concluding remarks and what I call a decalogue for the empowerment of the truly disadvantaged bring this work to a close.

As a short foretaste of what is to come I would like to end this introduction by summarising the main conclusions of my work:


My general conclusion is that the guiding principles of Integra are affected by serious weaknesses, expressing conflicting ideas and aims plus important methodological flaws and logical inconsistencies. This is mainly due to four different reasons: a. The central tensions between supranational and national components that characterise the general process of European integration; b. The discontinuity and loss of acquis communautaire that can be observed in the Community initiatives on poverty and social exclusion in the mid-1990s; c. A fundamental mismatch between the general aims and methods of the Employment Initiative and the specific questions to be tackled in the fight against social exclusion; and d. The presence within the same programme of two conflicting approaches to exclusion, one stressing social exclusion and the other exclusion from the labour market.

1. From poverty to social exclusion
If the founding fathers of what is now the European Union could look at their creation today they would probably be deeply surprised by two issues, one positive and the other negative. The positive one, without any doubt, would be the astonishing success of the integration process and its realistic perspectives of, for the first time in history and by peaceful means, a united Europe. The negative one would surely be the increasing levels of poverty, unemployment, exclusion, social tension and racist unrest plaguing the Union. Three figures can summarise the Union’s social plight at the end of the twentieth century: more than 55 million living in poverty (i.e. with an income of less than half the average for their country), nearly 20 million unemployed, and around 3 million homeless. These distressing figures could easily be complemented by a large and interconnected range of preoccupying phenomena, from the urban crises that affect many European cities, to the thousands of racist attacks perpetrated every year within the boundaries of the Union.


These types of worrying issues form the background to Integra and other Community actions directed at combating poverty, unemployment, social exclusion, social tension and racism. But this preoccupation is not a question exclusively of the 1990s. Since the mid-1970s the Union has been increasingly worried by the persistence and new forms of poverty and social exclusion. The Council of the European Community took its first resolution approving a social action programme to combat poverty in January 1974. This was the origin of the first Poverty Programme (Poverty 1, 1975-80) that, after an interruption, would be followed by two new Poverty Programmes (Poverty 2, 1984-89 and Poverty 3, 1989-94). This means that we have a significant Communitarian history to review before jumping into the analysis of Integra. 


This historical exercise was really illuminating for me. Through the study of past initiatives and ideas I gained access to a very rich arsenal of experiences, approaches and problems, an important acquis communautaire that should be the given starting point for new Communitarian initiatives. However, I notice that this does not seem to apply to the case of Integra. Contrasting Integra with the experiences and lessons of the three Poverty Programmes, it is apparent that we are witnessing a significant discontinuity, a loss of acquis communautaire that can prove to be very costly for the Community. My definite impression is that by forgetting its own history the Union is doomed to repeat - at a very high cost indeed, depending on the scale of both the problem and the action undertaken - a long process of trial and error.


After these introductory words, it should not come as a surprise if I lead the reader, in this and the next chapter, into a quite detailed review of this acquis communautaire. The focus in this chapter is on concepts and ideas about poverty, social exclusion and the problems of migrants and refugees, beginning with a short review of the general debate on these issues and thereafter concentrating attention on the development of Communitarian thinking. In the next chapter I will review the same history, but put emphasis on the methodological aspects of the Communitarian initiatives.

1.a. The general debate on poverty, exclusion and the underclass
Poverty and exclusion are not new issues in modern society. Friedrich Engels’ Die Lage der arbeitenden Klasse in England of 1845 or the reports from the English Children’s Employment Commission of the 1860s are classical descriptions of the plight of the nascent industrial era. And more than a century ago Karl Marx produced the first and by far the most influential structural theory of deprivation in modern industrial capitalism. At the start of the twentieth century Rowntree’s classic study, Poverty: A Study of Town Life, was published (Rowntree 1901). During the 1920s and 1930s urban sociology, as developed at the University of Chicago, produced a series of brilliant studies on urban poverty in America (see for instance Anderson 1923, Thrasher 1927, Wirth 1928, Zorbaugh 1929, Faris & Dunham 1931 and Frazer 1932). In these studies the ethnic and racial component became a central element in understanding American urban poverty and exclusion. At the same time, mass deprivation and unemployment in Europe became a pivotal issue for the anti-capitalist and anti-liberal ideologies that would throw the region into one of its more tragic historical periods.


 The exceptional economic boom and generalised optimism that was characteristic for the post-war decades resulted in a slackened interest in issues related to poverty and exclusion. The general belief was that poverty was bound to gradually disappear in the new affluent society that was emerging. This over-optimistic belief was first challenged in the USA. Militant black movements and frightening urban riots forced affluent America to rediscover its own backyard. Lewis’ studies about what he called ”the culture of poverty” were seminal (see Lewis 1959, 1961 and 1968) and so were Galbraith’s The Affluent Society (1958) and Harrington’s The Other America: Poverty in the United States (1962). In 1964 president Lyndon Johnson made a detailed statement on poverty in the United States, and the War on Poverty was officially approved by Congress in the same year. After this initiative, studies on poverty mushroomed in USA, but the initial situation - the shocking rediscovery of poverty - can well be described using the words of Daniel Bell in 1968: ”...when the poverty issue arose, nobody was really prepared, nobody had any data, nobody knew what to do” (cited in Patterson 1981, p. 78).  

 
Paradoxically, the rediscovery of poverty took place in a period when poverty went markedly down in USA and other advanced societies. On the basis of the official definition of poverty, the number of poor persons in USA decreased from 39,5 million in 1959 to 24,1 million in 1969. So far, reality was following the optimistic path. The real shock was to come in the 1970s. The incidence of poverty began to increase and the number of poor people in the USA climbed to 34,4 million in 1982. But this was only the quantitative expression of a very complex phenomenon: the pathology of social exclusion or marginalisation - this was the key concept at that time - took new and more dangerous forms with a dramatic rise in the rates of crime, drug addiction, out-of-wedlock births, female-headed families and welfare dependency (Wilson 1985). 


The awareness about what was called ”new poverty” came to Europe later that in the USA, but the shock was no less. Since the first estimates of poverty in the European Community were carried out, figures have steadily gone up. Including Greece, Portugal and Spain, a figure of 38 million poor persons was estimated for 1975 (Com 1981/769 and DGV 1989). Nowadays a figure of more than 55 million is being forecast (ESF 1997) and very few analysts see poverty or exclusion as residual or minor problems.


Initially the discussion revolved around what can be termed income poverty and the appropriate ways of measuring it (often through so-called ”poverty lines”), but during the 1980s moved on to a broader discussion about deprivation, meaning lack of access to or participation in several important social systems. The rediscovery of poverty and the evidence of increasingly severe forms of exclusion generated a broad and still ongoing debate about the causes of these phenomena. Most approaches have, however, two common points of departure: a. That we are witnessing the fading away of ”industrial society” and the transition to a new form of society based on what has been termed the micro-electronic revolution; b. That advanced industrial societies reached a high level of socio-economic, political and cultural cohesion that has since been lost - permanently or during a protracted transitional phase - in the emerging post-industrial society. 


Different approaches combine a huge variety of explanatory elements, the most general being technological change, institutional aspects, corporatist conflicts and cultural features. The labour market has been at the centre of the debate, but also the welfare state, migratory flows, race relations, the evolution or rather the dissolution of the family, the process of sub-cultural formation and even biological arguments have played an important role in a debate with clear political implications. The most controversial topic in this field is the concept of underclass, used by both radical social thinkers like William Julius Wilson (1985 and 1993) or Anthony Giddens (1994) and militant critics of the welfare state like Charles Murray (1984 and 1990). 


In an attempt to capture the central ideas of what is a very complex debate, I would like to group the most frequent approaches to poverty and exclusion into three main categories or theoretical orientations with the following headings (an indication of the main alternatives of each theoretical orientation is to be found in brackets):


a. Structural dislocation theories (transitional/recurrent)


b. Structural dualism theories (functional/dysfunctional)


c. Institutional exclusion theories (forced/induced)

Theories or approaches stressing structural dislocation highlight the disruptive nature of capitalistic development in general, and the particular intensity of structural change with its subsequent dislocations during the transition from industrial to post-industrial society. This kind of what could be called a Schumpeterian approach - the main explanatory metaphor here is Joseph Schumpeter’s famous ”perennial gale of creative destruction” - postulates that the presence of strong tendencies to generate poverty, exclusion and inequality is a recurrent and natural expression of the very dynamic of change in modern society. Indeed, this type of approach is often very optimistic and pro-market economy, but not unaware of the socio-economic and political strains that intensive periods of creative destruction may generate. That is the reason why significant levels of both pro-active and corrective political intervention are often recommended to avoid the social pangs associated with economic progress developing in a manner that threatens the whole fabric of modern society. In this perspective social exclusion is recurring but does not need to crystallise in a social class of permanently excluded people if appropriate mechanisms - including political interventions - of social reabsorption or integration are at work. As we will see, this has been the main, but not the only, line of Communitarian argumentation on poverty and social exclusion, and this socially conscious but optimistic approach is fully coherent with the official position of the Community on how Europe’s destiny is to be formed, as expressed for instance in the White Paper on Growth, Competitiveness and Employment or the Agenda 2000.


Approaches stressing structural dualism can be of very different types, but their diagnosis of what is social exclusion and its consequences is much more pessimistic than in structural dislocation theories. The radical, often neo-Marxist, critique of capitalism and market economy postulates the existence of a permanent dynamic of exclusion and polarisation in the capitalist system - working at both the national and the international level - generating radically opposed social classes. Dependency theory was the best known exponent of this point of view referring to the international economy (for a classical statement see Frank 1967). In the frame of the national economies different theories on the fragmented, segmented or dual labour market have built the core of this type of explanation that in many senses follows Marx’ idea of the necessity of a permanent ”reserve army” of flexible and ”wage depressing” labour for the smooth functioning of capitalism (for an early review of the segmented labour market theories see Cain 1976). Many of these radical theories claim moreover that workers in the Third World and immigrants coming from poor countries form the bulk of this strategic reserve army offering capitalism a broad and very welcome pool of cheap labour (for two classical examples see Castles & Kosack 1973 and Piore 1979; for the later debate see Castles & Miller 1993; for an application to the European Union see Miles & Thränhardt 1995 and Pugliese 1995). In this way, social exclusion in ”rich countries” forms part of a global dynamic of polarisation and must be understood as such: ”Underclasses are not just pockets of deprivation within national societies, they are fault-lines along which the Third World rubs against the First. The social isolation which separates underprivileged groups from the rest of the social order within nations mirrors the division of the rich from the poor on a global scale - and is causally bound up with that division. First World poverty cannot be approached as though it had no connection with inequalities of a much broader scale.” (Giddens 1994, p. 148) 


In any case, the central idea in this radical approach is, to summarise, that poverty, inequality and social exclusion are functional components of general capitalist development generating well defined social categories, excluded and oppressed groups (or regions) in frontal opposition to the rest of society (or the world). And only a radical transformation of the capitalistic system can, in this perspective, solve the problem of the excluded and oppressed.


The idea of permanent structural exclusion is, however, not an exclusive property of radical or neo-Marxist theoreticians. During the latest decade a new theory of exclusion and the underclass based on biological arguments has been formulated by much more conservative authors. Its most provocative expression is to be found in Richard Hernstein and Charles Murray’s highly controversial The Bell Curve. The argument, roughly as presented in Robin Marris’ How to Save the Underclass (1996), is that the knowledge intensive society that is replacing industrial society gives ”innate intelligence” and educational achievement a crucial role in people’s possibility to participate in societal life. That is why we are witnessing a process of deep division of society: a new ”elite of brains” is rising at the top of society, but also an underclass is clearly discernible at the bottom of the ”meritocratic society”. This division can be mitigated but not eliminated in modern society. The underclass, formed by the increasingly unnecessary parts of society, those excluded ”through accident of genes, chance or whatever”, is a dysfunctional element, a dead weight to be borne, in more or less decent ways, by the rest of society.


Approaches in the third box of my classification stress institutional factors generating exclusion, either by inducement or coercion. The induced exclusion argument was paradigmatically presented by Charles Murray in Losing Ground. American Social Policy, 1950-1980 (1984). In this approach it was the welfare system that was primarily blamed for people voluntarily choosing exclusion, dependence and socially destructive forms of family. Excessive or/and badly conceived welfare benefits created strong disincentives to work and build ”normal” families. This kind of argument is often rivalled or even complemented by another institutional approach that puts stress on forced exclusion generated by corporative coalitions, insiders, locking out possible competitors, outsiders, from the labour market or other markets. A strongly regulated labour market is in this perspective seen as a typical product of mighty coalitions of insiders creating rules that give them a privileged entitlement to work, high wages and social security. In this perspective, social exclusion is a phenomenon that can be solved if institutional reform, mainly in the form of deregulation of the labour market, is seriously undertaken. This type of argument formed the core of the once so popular ”Eurosclerosis” thesis, and they also form, in a more moderated way, an important part of the diagnosis of the discouraging European growth and employment records as presented by the Commission in the White Paper of 1993 and the Agenda 2000.


Elements of these three theoretical orientations can be, and often are, combined in different ways, and this is very much the case of Communitarian thinking that is, by its very nature, a very appropriate ground for compromises and eclectic theoretical combinations. An example of this is the present-day key concept of employability that is, as The Economist (August 2nd-8th 1997) recently put it, ”a new euphemism for labour market deregulation and training”. That means a combination of the ”less government argument”, typical of institutional theories, with the ”more government argument” usually defended by analysts working within theories stressing structural dislocation.


A concluding remark of importance for the rest of our discussion is that the concept of social exclusion may well be used within the frame of all the three theoretical orientations presented here. This means not only that this concept can be defined in very different ways but even used as a key idea in quite different, and often antagonistic, political discourses. This circumstance gives the concept ”social exclusion” an ambiguity and radical undertones that can be problematic to deal with for quite moderate organisations like the European Commission or Council. In my opinion, this is one of the factors that contributed to the peculiar rise and fall of the concept ”social exclusion” in Communitarian thinking to be reviewed in the next section of this chapter. 

1.b. The Communitarian agenda: from poverty to social exclusion
It is within the frame and as a part of this general debate about poverty and exclusion that the thinking of the Community on these matters can be understood. As I have said before, poverty was not an important part of the political or theoretical agenda in Western democracies during the early post-war decades. And the same can be said for the European Community. It was not until January 1974, almost seventeen years after the signing of the Treaty of Rome, that poverty was singled out as a - rather modest - Communitarian problem. 


The cause of this notable blind spot in the Communitarian agenda was not that poverty was non-existent or a marginal phenomenon. In reality poverty was at that time a very significant part of European life. It has been estimated that at least 30 million people were beset by poverty within the Community in the mid-1970s (Com 1981/769, p. 1). The low priority of or even non-existence of poverty as a Communitarian problem can be explained by three interconnected reasons: a. The optimistic belief of the time that poverty was a residual problem that would be automatically eliminated by economic progress; b. The basically corporativist social policy approach - a natural extension of the social welfare regimes characteristic of the founding members of the Community (Titmuss 1974 and Esping-Andersen 1990) - that dominated the first decades of Communitarian history, putting a clear emphasis on employment-related rights; and c. The sad but important fact that, as the Commission plainly stated in 1981, the poorest groups in society are often politically silent, ”their isolation, separation and lack of organisation puts them in a weak position to assert their right to a fair share of society’s resources. Inequality persists because those at the bottom lack the power to pose a visible threat to society’s main institutions.” (Com 1981/769, p. 4)


The Council Resolution of January 1974 led, eighteen months later, to a Council Decision ”concerning a programme of pilot schemes and studies to combat poverty”. This was the start of the first Communitarian Poverty Programme (Poverty 1), that combined action-research projects, transnational studies and national reports on poverty. The problem that motivated the Resolution was, according to the Council, ”the continued existence of poverty”. The definitions used in this document were quite conventional and no process or reason was singled out as responsible for this continued existence of poverty. ”Persons beset by poverty” were characterised as ”individuals or families whose resources are so small as to exclude them from the minimum acceptable way of life of the Member State in which they live”. And ”resources” were defined in terms of ”goods, cash income plus services from public and private sources” (C 1975/458, p. 34).


This initiative - despite the modesty of the resources that reflected the low priority of the issue at that time - started a very important process of trial and error, a learning process that represented a decisive step forward in relation to the almost total ignorance that characterised the situation in the mid-1970s. The methodological aspects of this and other Communitarian initiatives will be discussed later. Let us concentrate now on how the understanding of poverty was influenced by these initiatives, and how the focus was shifted from the static and descriptive concept of poverty to the dynamic and analytical concept of social exclusion.


The Final Report from the Commission to the Council on Poverty 1 (Com 1981/769) constituted, in my view, a real breakthrough in the description and understanding of poverty and exclusion. Practically all the ideas and methodological issues that arose later on were, in one way or another, pointed out in this report. The importance and necessity of seriously addressing the issue of poverty was stressed by the Commission: ”To postpone  action is to risk damage to the social fabric which could last a generation... What is needed is to demonstrate the political will and mobilise public support for the battle against poverty... the case for resolute action... rests on equity, compassion and solidarity and the evident need to give new hope to the 30 million people in the Community who are currently denied social justice.” (p. 155)


The group of experts responsible for the main parts of this report - led by professor Brian Abel-Smith - described in the following way the nature and causes of contemporary poverty in the Community:


* Poverty is a multi-dimensional and cumulative phenomenon, ”disadvantage is piled upon disadvantage”, and  poverty ”includes low quality, or overcrowded housing, inadequate education and training, low health status and many other features which can isolate or separate people from the main activities of Society.” (pp. 1 and 14)


* Poverty, and even extreme poverty, is not only a very extended phenomenon, but all  the indications are that the number of the poor is increasing (pp. 1 and 27).


* New forms of poverty, related to important changes in the way the labour market works, are visible. This new poverty affects parts of the working population that previously were not beset by poverty: ”low pay, unemployment and precarious forms of employment are driving into poverty workers who were once far above the poverty line.” (p. 28)


* Some specially vulnerable groups are very clearly discernible and poverty can not be understood as a problem of personal failure: ”certain groups of the population are more often poorer than others, for example one-parent families or migrant workers, unqualified workers or the aged. They are poor, moreover, as members of particularly vulnerable groups... rather than because of personal defects.” Furthermore, the burden of the economic crisis of the mid-1970s ”has fallen disproportionately on the young, the unskilled, immigrants and those with mental or physical disabilities and handicaps” (pp. 3-4 and 28).


* Important groups of immigrants and their children are particularly affected by a ”material poverty caused by low pay and low qualified jobs, greatly amplified by their cultural isolation. This phenomenon is accentuated by the fact that the children of these workers are also subject to poverty.” (p. 28) 


* Against previous ”economistic” optimism, ”the experience of the past 30 years demonstrates conclusively that economic growth does not, in itself, eliminate poverty” (p. 3)


* Against redistributive rhetoric, the experience of those 30 years shows also ”that the expanded social services have not had a major redistributive effect toward the poorest... The gaps in the ‘Welfare State’ are large and cavernous”. (pp. 3-4)


* Traditional methods of combating poverty, based on the concept of ”taking someone into care”, proved many times to be a part of the problem because of their patronising or ”protective” approach and lack of comprehensive solutions. Fragmented social work focused on particular symptoms of the complex phenomenon of poverty and ”the poor as individuals... can have the effect of accentuating the isolation of the poor”, increasing the stigma attached to being poor and creating long-lasting dependence on the administration or the professional helpers (pp. 21 and 32-33).  

These findings, combined with the new structural theories on poverty, opened the way for a new and much deeper Communitarian understanding of the issue of poverty. The evolution from the descriptive and static concept of poverty to the analytic and dynamic concept of social exclusion was clearly on its way. This development would, after a period of stagnation during the first half of the 1980s, reach a political and theoretical momentum at the end of the 1980s and the beginning of the 1990s. But to fully understand this evolution we have to take a brief look at the general Communitarian development since the mid-1980s.


The inauguration of the first presidency of Jacques Delors in 1985 marked the beginning of a new era in the process of European integration, an era that would be very different from the twenty years that followed after the 1965 ”empty chair crisis” and the Luxembourg compromise. The dynamic personality of Delors combined with the consensus among European leaders - mainly Helmut Kohl, Francois Mitterand and Margaret Thatcher - on the strategic importance of accelerating the formation of the Single European Market, gave the Commission a golden opportunity to assert its leading and agenda-setting role in Community matters. 


With Delors the idea formulated by Francois Mitterand in 1981 of the necessity of an espace social in the Community would come to play a decisive role, and with it all the issues related to what would be called the ”social dimension” and the problem of ”economic and social cohesion”. As Delors put it in 1985: ”Any attempt to give new depth to the Common Market which neglected this social dimension would be doomed to failure.” (in Hantrais 1995, p. 6) This new orientation was confirmed by article 130a of the Single European Act  from 1986, introducing the aim for the Community to develop and pursue ”actions leading to the strengthening of its economic and social cohesion”. This concern with the social dimension would, some years later, lead to article B of the Treaty of Maastricht, establishing economic and social cohesion as one of the three central objectives of the Union and the annexed Agreement on Social Policy signed by eleven of the twelve Member States (for a short summary of the Communitarian development during this period see Mazey 1996, for the role of the Commission see Christiansen 1996, for the role of Delors see Ross 1995, and for the development in the field of social policy see Hantrais 1995, Com 1996, Newman 1996 and Streeck 1996).


The importance of this enhanced Communitarian concern about social matters - and not least of the central idea of social cohesion - for the issues of poverty and social exclusion cannot be difficult to understand. Two documents presented by the Commission at the end of 1988 - the Interim Report on a Specific Community Action Programme to Combat Poverty and the Medium-Term Action Programme to foster the Economic and Social Integration of the Least Privileged Groups  (DGV 1989) - can be seen as the starting point in a dynamic development that would reach its culmination with the Council Resolution of September 1989 on Combating social exclusion (C 1989/277) and the Communication from the Commission called Towards a Europe of Solidarity of December 1992 (Com 1992/542). Other important achievements during this dynamic period were the approval of Poverty 3 in 1989, the establishment of the Observatory on National Policies to Combat Social Exclusion in 1990 and the four European Conferences on social exclusion held in 1991 and 1992 (for a presentation of these Conferences see Social Europe, supplement 4/93, DGV 1993). 


The new standpoint of the Community was clearly expressed in the already mentioned Council Resolution of September 1989 and in the previous Decision of July 1989 establishing the programme that would be called Poverty 3 (C 1989/457). The break with earlier Council documents - for instance the Decisions establishing Poverty 1 in 1975 and Poverty 2 in 1984 (C 1985/8) - is obvious. The very concept of poverty is practically absent in the documents of 1989 and the poor are now euphemistically called ”less privileged groups”. This terminological shift is important because the introduction and initial acceptance of the concept social exclusion was directly related to the resistance on the part of several Member States against terms like poverty and, in particular, the classification of a part of their own population as poor: ”The original reason for this shift seems to have been political, as the member states expressed reservations about the word poverty when applied to their respective countries. ‘Social exclusion’ would then be a more adequate and less accusing expression to designate to the existing problems and definitions.” (Berghman 1995, p. 16)


But not only words changed. An indirect but clear criticism of earlier definitions of poverty is spelled out in the Resolution. Social exclusion is defined as structural and ”not simply a matter of inadequate resources”. This new point of view of the Council capitalised on the Commission’s more elaborated documents based on the experience of Poverty 2, especially the Interim Report on Poverty 2 of November 1988 but also the proposal on Poverty 3 of December 1988. 


These documents corroborated the assumptions made in the Final Report on Poverty 1 on increased levels of poverty. The number of persons living on less than half the average income per head of their Member State rose from 38 million persons in 1975 to 44 million persons in 1985 (this figure was later recalculated by Eurostat and increased to 50 million people; all the calculations are for the 12 countries that formed the Community until 1995). But more important than this, and well in line with the Final Report on Poverty 1, is the multidimensional approach that considered income poverty to be an expression of a complex phenomena of exclusion from several strategic levels or arenas of social participation, including the political system, the system of corporative bargaining, the labour market, the systems of social protection, important interpersonal networks, the main cultural arenas and, in some cases, also the legal system. This means that, to be effective, the fight against poverty must be multidimensional, i.e. simultaneously pay attention to all these different and interconnected aspects of  the phenomenon of social exclusion. 


If we now leave this important but descriptive level and turn our attention to the causes that explain poverty and social exclusion, we notice that the Interim Report works with a very eclectic mixture of explanatory elements coming from many of the approaches presented in the foregoing section under the headings structural dislocation, structural dualism and institutional exclusion. These different elements are listed but never combined in a consistent way or, put differently, what the Commission offers here is not a theory on social exclusion but a catalogue of the most frequent arguments on the issue at the time. The most important of them are the following (DGV 1989, pp. 5-9):


* Structural dislocation: ”Major economic and industrial changes associated with the wider adoption of new technologies and greater international competition.”


* Stuctural dualism: ”A still greater segmentation of the labour market between those with regular employment and those in precarious jobs often offering declining real wages, poor working conditions, limited job security and in some cases poor social security cover.”


* Regional structural dislocations: ”A number of regions of Northern Europe (that) were heavily dependent on older manufacturing industries have become unemployment black spots”.


* Institutional exclusion: ”In some countries, in the implementation of social protection harmful dysfunctions may be encountered arising, for example, from the gap between the low wage levels offered to disadvantaged people on the employment market and the higher level of assistance and benefits they may receive as unemployed people or single parents.”


* General social changes as manifested in family composition and the increasing number of single parents.


* And what is euphemistically called a ”variety of reasons” that particularly expose ”migrants and their families” to poverty, meaning, I suppose, discrimination, racism, unclear or exposed legal situations etc.

These arguments about the ”structural nature” of social exclusion were further developed in what is by far the most elaborated and interesting document officially produced by the Commission on this matter and the real culmination of the development that is presented here. I am referring to the 27-page long Communication of 23 December 1992 called Towards a Europe of Solidarity - Intensifying the fight against social exclusion, fostering integration (Com 1992/542).


This Communication was very much the result of the analysis and activities of the Observatory on National Policies to Combat Social Exclusion, including the four European Conferences held in 1991 and 1992 in Lille, Rotterdam, Brussels and Porto. This in many senses radical document, ”rejecting fatalistic acceptance of social exclusion and recognising that respect for human dignity is something to which all citizens have a right” (p. 27), called for intensified action against exclusion and a ”solemn recognition by the Community of the rights stemming from respect for human dignity” that ”would clearly demonstrate its political resolve to combat social exclusion”.


In analytical terms the Communication repeats or elaborates topics already contained in previous documents. But the formulations are sharper and the tone, reflecting the critical economic situation of the time, expresses alarm for the social and political development in the Community. Serious warning words about ”violent riots in urban areas”, ”upsurges in ethnic conflict”, ”growing resentment” on the part of the excluded, ”desperate or disruptive behaviour such as violence or drugs” or increasing ”susceptibility to racist ideologies, xenophobic behaviour and various forms of extremism” emphasised the urgent necessity of a serious commitment from the Union in the fight against exclusion.


In this more elaborated text the weaknesses of previous documents become more obvious. Once again explanatory elements from different approaches are listed - mainly from theories stressing structural dislocation and structural dualism (no reference is made to arguments relating to institutional exclusion) - as constituting the ”mechanism which excludes part of the population from economic and social life and from their share of the general prosperity” (p. 7). But these explanatory elements are never transformed into parts of a consistent theory on social exclusion. This creates an ambivalence that is difficult to accept considering the highly controversial matters that we are dealing with.


This is so because the two main approaches that this document uses are, as explained above, parts of quite different, nearly antagonistic, discourses about what can be termed social exclusion. In the case of structural dislocations occurring at different points and levels of society as a natural component of economic progress, the groups or individuals socially excluded do not form a coherent or homogeneous social category, or social class, to put it in more traditional sociological terms. What we are concerned with here is the social residual of a multiple process of change that, provided adequate measures are undertaken, can be reabsorbed into mainstream society. In the case of structural dualism a dynamic of polarisation and exclusion is a constitutive part of modern capitalistic development, and the result of this dynamic is a permanent social group or class, sharing similar conditions of life and generating well defined cultural and ideological responses to exclusion. Here we are concerned with what has been termed, by both radical and conservative analysts, the underclass and a process of antagonistic division of society. The problem in this case is not one of ”reabsorption” of residual categories of population, but of radical transformation of the very social fabric that generate exclusion and excluded people.   


As a way of preventing the evident risk of being associated with this type of radical interpretation the Commission made two important clarifications in the Communication. One about the nature of the process leading to social exclusion and the other about the social consequences of this process. The socially excluded are clearly defined in terms of a heterogeneous social residual produced not by one mechanism of exclusion but by what is termed a ”coincidence of phenomena”, meaning a variety of processes affecting a variety of vulnerable groups or individuals in society: ”This coincidence of phenomena explains the diverse and complex nature of the various situations which assume contrasting incidence and forms depending on the countries and regions concerned. The ‘excluded’  do not, as is often assumed, form a homogeneous population category rejected by a supposedly homogeneous society... This explains why it is difficult to come up with a simple definition of social exclusion.” (p. 10)


In any case, the mere necessity of this kind of caveat makes evident the potential problems associated with a concept like social exclusion or any talk about ”the excluded” and the like. This may sound like a paradox bearing in mind that the concept ”social exclusion” was once chosen as being less problematic than poverty, but not much imagination is needed to see a kind of class struggle rhetoric developing out of the discourse on social exclusion. From this point of view the subsequent decline of this concept in Communitarian thinking is not surprising.


At the beginning of the 1990s, the situation in Europe was going from bad to worse in economic and social terms. ”Poverty, inequality, and social exclusion” became, in the words of Michael Newman, ”desperately serious problems throughout the EU” (1996, p. 98). For the Commissioner for Employment and Social Affairs, the Directorate-General for Employment, Industrial Relations and Social Affairs (DGV) and others working with social matters on behalf of the Commission, this critical situation was interpreted as a very propitious opportunity for new and more intensive actions against social exclusion. This was obviously the understanding of the Commission in presenting a new Medium-term action programme to combat exclusion and promote solidarity to the Council in September 1993 (Com 1993/435). The new programme called for more resources and ”continuity and progress in relation to previous programmes”(p. 7). But this programme was not adopted by the Council then and still has not been adopted, in spite of the insistence by the Commission on its importance (as late as in January 1996 one could read in the Commission’s publications phrases like ”the Commission will press for the adoption by the Council of the action programme to combat social exclusion and promote solidarity”. Com 1996, p. 29). 


Equally important and highly symptomatic was the discontinuation in 1994 of the activities of the Observatory on National Policies to Combat Social Exclusion. The Observatory was the real motor behind much of the analytical and practical advances in matters of exclusion made during the period 1990-93. Moreover, the Commission’s efforts to get broad support for ”a public solemn declaration against exclusion”, as the White Paper on European Social Policy of 1994 called it (Com 1994/333, p. 37), were not successful.


This means that the momentum in the fight against social exclusion was clearly interrupted. Instead of ”continuity and progress” we get something that is better characterised by the terms discontinuity and qualitative losses. And more important than this, the focus of the concept exclusion was to change. After the publication of the White Paper on Growth, Competitiveness and Employment in December 1993 and the Essen Summit in 1994, we can observe a shift from the broader issues of social exclusion and social integration to the narrower exclusion from the labour market and the conditions of employability of ”vulnerable groups” and ”disadvantaged people”. The Communication of the Commission establishing the Employment Initiative in 1994 or the one modifying the same initiative by the creation of the Integra strand in 1996 are good examples of this change of focus: the concept social exclusion is simply not to be found in these documents! 


This does not means that social exclusion as a concept was eliminated from the agenda of the Union or from its vocabulary, but that its importance in Communitarian thinking was now clearly different compared to the period 1988-1992. This is evident from reading, for instance, two recent Communitarian documents of strategic importance, i.e. the First Cohesion Report from November 1996 (Consolidated Version from April 1997, Com 1996/542 final 2) and the Agenda 2000 presented in July 1997 (Com 1997/6). The concept social exclusion has a marginal presence in these documents, and no real political or analytical emphasis is put on the issue, even if the fight against social exclusion is to be one of four activity areas that, according to Agenda 2000, will complement the European Employment Strategy in the frame of the new Objective 3 of the Structural Funds of the Union.


I will go back later to the discussion of the possible reasons for - and the important consequences of - this significant discontinuation of the programmes and other activities specially-tailored to combat poverty and social exclusion. I would like now to complete this introductory presentation by looking at the development of the Communitarian understanding of another important aspect of what is going to be Integra, i.e. the situation of the immigrants and ethnic minorities, particularly those with roots in so called ”third countries” or countries outside the Union.

1.c. Immigration and social exclusion
There are no other issues in Europe today that provoke such inflamed reactions as the questions related to immigration and the immigrant communities living in the region. The increasing social tensions of a Europe beset by high unemployment tend to concentrate on the issue of ”the others”, the extracommunitari, people mainly with roots in Third World countries moving to or living in Europe (for a general discussion see Miles & Thänhardt 1995, Hadjimichalis & Sadler 1995, Brochmann 1996, and the annual reports of the Information Network on Migration from Third Countries - RIMET). The designation of 1997 as European Year against Racism and the creation of Integra are, of course, not accidents. At the same time, the failure of the Union to seriously address and give political priority to the question of the living conditions and integration of the immigrants - the ”immigrant question” as different from immigration and entry issues - is evident in documents like the First Cohesion Report and Agenda 2000. In the Cohesion Report the issue is surprisingly absent, and the reader cannot avoid wondering how social cohesion can be discussed at all without addressing one of the most dividing and burning issues in Europe today. The same can be said for Agenda 2000, and it is really sad to see that skimmed milk powder, butter or beef politics commands more attention in this important document than the issue of integration of the immigrants and their children. The implication is clear and disappointing: in spite of the rhetoric of the solemn occasions, the immigrant question is simply not on the real agenda of the Union. 


Reviewing the documents of the Community one can see that a serious warning on the very exposed situation of the immigrants from third countries is contained in the Final Report on Poverty 1. The preoccupying findings of the experts were not overlooked by the Commission. In the fifth chapter of the Final Report - called The next phase in the battle against poverty and written not by experts but by the Commission - two ”seriously disadvantaged groups” are singled out: the immigrants and ”other population groups”. The stress on the problems of immigrants is evident: ”A common theme throughout the Poverty Programme has been the identification of the disadvantaged position of immigrants and the developing problems of the children of immigrants... The poorest and least well-educated immigrants (particularly those from non-EEC countries) fill many of the most undesirable jobs in the labour market... by European standards they have experienced considerable deprivation, low levels of pay, poor working conditions, unsatisfactory housing and cultural isolation. In a period of high unemployment, these workers are particularly hard hit... Moreover, the social security system does not always serve them well. The children of immigrants, brought up in a deprived background, are seen as a potentially severe poverty problem for the future.” (Com 1981/769, p. 135)


These warnings were dramatically highlighted by the upsurge in conflicts and violence related to immigrants and ethnic minorities that affected several European countries during the 1980s. An initiative of the European Parliament, after the adoption of the Evrigenis Report, led in 1986 to the first important statement from the Community on matters related to ethnic minorities and immigrants, i.e. the Joint Declaration against Racism and Xenophobia from the European Parliament, Council and Commission (C 1986/158). The first serious efforts to address the immigrant question and give it political priority were made at the end of the 1980s. In December 1989 the European Council requested ”an inventory of national positions on immigration”. The Commission divided this task into two separate studies: the one devoted to examining the entry and movement of citizens of a ”third country” and the other the ”integration of these same people who had been admitted into the territories of the Member States”. 


For this second study a group of experts was constituted, chaired by Mr. F. Braun, special advisor to president Jacques Delors. The report of this group - Policies on immigration and the social integration of migrants in the European Community (Com/SEC 1990/1813), known as the Braun Report - represents one of the most undisguised accounts of the situation of non-Communitarian immigrants ever produced within the frame of the Community. 


Let me quote the statement of the group about what is termed ”the situation today”: ”Both labour immigrants and the growing number of settled refugees occupy the bottom rungs of our societies, individual exceptions notwithstanding. They constitute disadvantaged populations or, more precisely, populations at risk. They are constantly at the risk of unemployment, of having to accept the worst housing, of encountering disproportionate difficulties at school and in formal training situations. In short, of being down-and-out and remaining so.” And this ”down-and-out” position is perpetuated due to the very exposed situation of the ”second and third generations”: the children of the immigrants get ”jobs that perpetuate their bottom rung position in the labour market, in the housing market and at school... At any rate, the pattern is set: the children and grandchildren of immigrants constitute an under-class, in economic and social terms; and this pattern will not change unless integration policies are more imaginative and vigorous.” (pp. 15-16)


These paragraphs are quite unique in the context of the Community not only because of the very dark diagnosis of the situation, but particularly for the use of the controversial term underclass to describe the plight of the immigrants. The nightmare scenario of an ”US-style ghetto syndrome” - ”in which successive generations of an ethnically distinctive population would become entrapped in a vicious cycle of unemployment - educational failure - socio-economic discrimination - housing problems” (Castle & Miller 1993, p. 191) - was according to the Braun Report already a reality in Western Europe. 


But this was not all. If these tendencies are not reversed by ”imaginative and vigorous” measures, the internal stability of Europe will be seriously threatened: ”What distinguishes the children and grandchildren of Europe’s former labour immigrants from their parents is that they no longer acquiesce. They know better and they want to do better. If societies do not open up their opportunities to them, these youngsters will eventually revolt, first as individuals, then as street gangs and finally as ethnic groups.” (p. 16)


The group’s plea for urgent and intensive action on these matters was a logical consequence of the diagnosis: ”All the Community countries (except Ireland) have now become countries of immigration. The question of integration is therefore relevant to each of them. There is no alternative... Policies of ‘laisser-faire’ and marginalisation do not appear to be viable in our democratic societies.” (p. 35)


After the Braun Report the Commission addressed the immigrant issue first in a Communication of October 1991 (Com/SEC 1991/1857) and later, using the new Communitarian framework created by the signing of the Treaty of Maastricht, in a Communication of February 1994 (Com 1994/23). The Commission’s description of the situation is not as dark as in the Braun Report, pointing out for instance that: ”Those problems reflect only part of the picture. The majority of immigrants are, of course, well integrated in the labour market and continue to make an important contribution to national economies as workers and professionals and through the creation of small and medium-size enterprises.” (Com 1994/23, p. 36) But the general message of these documents is quite similar to that of the Braun Report: ”Failure to meet those challenges (migration pressures and the integration of legal immigrants) would be to the detriment of attempts to promote cohesion and solidarity within the Union and could, indeed, endanger the future stability of the Union itself.” (Com 1994/23, Foreword)


The Communication of 1994 makes a direct plea for special measures to help the immigrants and their children in a way that clearly suggests what Integra would become two years later: ”Community instruments and policy to combat unemployment and exclusion should pay particular attention to the position of immigrants. Measures taken under the Social Fund should take their special needs into account.” (p. 36)


The presentation first of the interim report (Essen/December 1994) and later the final report (Cannes/June 1995) of the Consultative Commission on Racism and Xenophobia, appointed by the Council, initiated the process that led to the designation of 1997 as the European Year against Racism and the creation of the Integra strand of the Employment Initiative. These two initiatives put the emphasis on the intimate relationship between integration issues and the willingness on the part of the native population to accept new or already established immigrants. This is a central insight and a step in the right direction. But, as I have said before, the immigrant question is far from being an important part of the Union’s agenda. 


This can sound surprising and self-defeating given the acknowledged importance of the issue and the potential risks associated with it, but the reason behind this neglect is relatively simple: few other matters touch the deepest senses of nationality and community like the immigrant question. Who belongs to ”us” and how this ”us” is to be defined are not only questions of enormous political and psychological importance. With regard to these matters, profoundly different and contradictory traditions and attitudes are to be found in the Member States of the Union (for an interesting presentation of different ”ideal-types of citizenship” see Castle & Miller 1993). That is why the issues related to citizenship and nationality are, according to the Treaty of Maastricht, for the exclusive jurisdiction of the Member States. This includes, of course, the general policy of the countries of the Community towards immigrants and immigrant communities. Policies tending to assimilate, integrate or keep the immigrants as permanent outsiders waiting for their eventual repatriation are represented in the Union, and no real progress will be made on these matters at the Communitarian level until the leaders and, particularly, the peoples of the Union are prepared to enter into a process of give and take on these very sensitive issues.

2. Combating poverty and social exclusion: 

methodological dilemmas
In the foregoing chapter I have discussed the evolution of Communitarian thinking on the issues of poverty and social exclusion. In this chapter I will review the same evolution from the point of view of the methodologies of intervention applied. The practical experimentation conducted from the initiation of Poverty 1 in the mid-1970s to the discontinuation of the programmes specially-tailored to combat poverty and social exclusion in the mid-1990s, give us a very rich spectrum of methodological approaches and problems that I intend to use as a central point of reference for the evaluation of Integra. The presentation that follows puts the spotlight on what I call methodological dilemmas, i.e. crucial difficulties or problems in Communitarian actions in the field of poverty and exclusion. In this discussion I will try to show how these dilemmas reflect strategic problems affecting the Communitarian project as a whole.


The methodological dilemmas I have in mind revolve around the problems of competence, legitimacy, coherence, innovation, experimentation, scale, scope, multidimensionality and participation.

2.a. The problems of competence and legitimacy
The European Union is a puzzling political reality, combining elements of ”an incipient federation, a supranational body, an intergovernmental bargaining arena and an international regime” (Wright 1996, p. 150). But not only this, the different actors or levels are not homogeneous structures but extremely complex bodies representing different traditions and often conflicting interests and wills. This complexity has offered a very propitious ground for the development of competing theories on the nature, dynamic and meaning of the European integration process. The most common topic of discussion has been the relationship between the Member States and the supranational elements of the Community mainly represented by the Commission and, not to forget, the European Court of Justice. This is what I call the problem of competence or of the authority to decide on different matters. Around this issue neo-functionalist and neo-realist approaches have waged a very prolonged, and still today unsettled, theoretical struggle (for a summary see Cram 1996, Newman 1996 and Schmitter 1996). 


Neo-functionalism - inspired by the ideas of David Mitrany as interpreted by Jean Monnet - put stress on the successive erosion of national sovereignty by the logic of functional, pragmatic or piecemeal integration: ”Neo-functionalists... assumed a process of functional ‘spill-overs’ in which the initial decision of governments to delegate policy-making powers in a certain sector to a supranational institution inevitably creates pressures to expand the authority of that institution into neighbouring political areas.” (Majone 1996, p. 266) The whole idea, the so called ”Monnet method”, was to build up ”a de facto solidarity from which a federation would gradually emerge” (Monnet, cited in Mazey 1996, p. 24).


Neo-realism, on the contrary, sees the Community as a creation of the Member States aimed to reinforce or, to use Alan Milward’s expression (1992), rescue their sovereignty. In this perspective the supranational element is controlled by and functional to the interests of the nation-state, which remains the key actor of the process like in traditional realist theory: ”Maastricht and its aftermath should have finally made clear what could have been recognised long ago: that the integrated Europe of the European Union will never be a supranational state on the model of European nation-states. Instead what is developing in Western Europe today is a polity of a new kind: an international order, controlled by intergovernmental relations between sovereign nation-states, that serves as a domestic order for a transnational economy.” (Streeck 1996, p. 64)


For the purposes of this work it is not necessary to take a position in this ongoing debate, but what is evident from the study of the history of the Poverty Programmes is that the tensions between supranational and national elements really are of central importance to the understanding of this history. Both the contents and the forms of these interventions are clearly shaped by the tensions between these elements, and the quite abrupt end to the programmes specially- tailored to combat social exclusion cannot be explained without reference to the problem of competence or potentially conflicting authorities.


Because of the overriding importance of this issue we will observe that practically all the methodological dilemmas that we are going to discuss are, in one way or another, expressions of this central problem of competence. What follows here is a short statement on the main aspects of this problem and its influence on the history of the Poverty Programmes. 


The general principle in the Community has always been that matters of social policy are the responsibility of the Member States. This includes, naturally, issues like poverty, marginalisation, inequality and social exclusion. Before the inauguration of the Presidency of Jacques Delors in 1985 and the signing of the Single European Act in 1986, social policy was only marginally included in the Communitarian agenda. Until then, the case for Communitarian interventions in this field was mainly related to the principle of free movement of workers within the frame of the emerging Common Market. For other interventions - and this is the case of Poverty 1 and 2 - the very general formulations of article 2 of the Treaty of Rome were invoked and complemented by article 235 on the possibility of implementing actions not established in the treaty but ”necessary to attain... one of the objectives of the Community”. 


After 1986 the case for a more active or interventionist Communitarian social policy was made by reference to the goal, established in the Single European Act, of attaining economic and social cohesion and the necessity, for the sake of economic integration, to develop the ”social dimension” of the Community. This necessity was restated in the Treaty of Maastricht, but the general principle of national primacy on social matters was also firmly restated there by means of the principle of subsidiarity and the definitive abandonment of the idea of a harmonisation of social policy and its replacement by the idea of a convergence respecting national diversity. This more activist period, and its characteristic tension between supranational interventionism and subsidiarity, is especially important for us because this is the frame of both the interventionist leap at the end of the 1980s represented by Poverty 3, and the backlash of this Programme in 1993-94 as expressed in the discontinuation of this kind of initiative.


The principle of national primacy on social matters puts some important restrictions and conditions on any Communitarian initiative in this field. This means in essence that Communitarian actions, to be legitimate, have to be: a. a complement to national policy; b. formed in an innovative or experimental way and not as permanent interventions; c. of interest to the Community as a whole; and d. based on the existence of a comparative advantage or value added in the realisation of these actions by means of Communitarian initiatives. In short, the Community initiatives are not allowed to carry out ”normal” social policy, and their role is mainly subsidiary, acting on the fringes of the competence of the Member States without invading or violating it.


Besides this we have another important problem of general character that is relevant to our topic: the problem of the ”democratic” or ”popular” legitimacy of the supranational bodies and interventions of the Community. The so called ”democratic deficit” becomes - in spite of how we may define it - a particularly sensitive issue when the Community takes its own initiative, like the Poverty Programmes or Integra. These initiatives, to be both acceptable and effective, have to be taken in agreement and co-ordination with the Member States, and look for popular local support or at least sympathy. In other words, what ”Brussels” is doing has to be both presented and experienced as an expression of the will of the Member States as well as the people of the Community, especially the people that form the target group of the intervention. This means that the problem of competence or authority is, for the Community, not only a juridical question in terms of what the treaties allow it to do, but very much a concrete issue of what the peoples of Europe can accept as legitimate interventions by supranational bodies that are neither elected nor really accountable for their actions.


With these complex problems of authority and legitimacy in mind, it is not difficult to understand why the guiding principles of the different initiatives that we are considering are formulated in the way they are. Poverty 1 put it in the form of three guiding principles - innovation, participation and Communitarian interest - that would be repeated in more or less the same form by later programmes. According to the Council Resolution on Poverty 1 (C 1975/458), the programme was to ”provide financial assistance for pilot schemes which: 


- test or develop new methods...


- are planned or carried out so far as possible with the participation of 
   those concerned, and


- are of interest to the Community as a whole...”

In the Resolution on Poverty 2 a new objective was added: to ”provide financial assistance for the dissemination and exchange of knowledge, and the transfer of innovative approaches between Member States” (C 1984/208). This was an important addition because it contained the explicit aim of influencing the everyday practice of the Member States by transferring ”innovative approaches” or, to put it boldly, new ideas and methods in the field of social policy that the Commission selected according to its own criteria to be disseminated and mainstreamed throughout the territory of the Community. This would later be known by the apparently so innocent concept of ”good practice”, which in reality means nothing less than the existence of clearly defined political criteria about what is good - and worthy of dissemination - and not so good in this context. Here we have, of course, an evident source of conflict between the supranational instance selecting ”innovations” and ”good practices” to be disseminated, and the national bodies with their own definitions, traditions and often ”not so good” practices.  


This conflict was not so evident during Poverty 2, because of the less ambitious forms of the programme. But with Poverty 3 the conflict became apparent. Influenced by the general activism in social matters that characterised the activities of the Commission at the end of the 1980s, Poverty 3 was launched as a new and much more ambitious kind of intervention based on a well-defined philosophy - ”common principles and goals” - about ”good practice” in matters of combating social exclusion. The lessons of Poverty 1 and 2 had given what the Commission considered enough insights to leave the ”research laboratory” and undertake a qualitatively different type of action. The Commission’s Proposal to the Council on Poverty 3 is very clear on this point: ”The initial findings of the second programme indicate that the situation is ready to move on from the action research phase, a sort of field research laboratory, to the phase of selective development, in other words the implementation of a few selected prototype schemes on a larger scale, and rooted in the local context. This programme will not only provide a forum for exchanges, stimulation and maximising resources but will also produce organisational models to combat poverty, which in some cases can be ‘exported’ and integrated with the local and national fabric, thus bringing all the bodies concerned in the area into partnership.” (DGV 1989, second document, p. 8)


From this quotation it is clear that the Commission was attempting to redefine its own role from that of a ”clearing house” for new ideas and innovative experiences, to that of a demonstrative policy maker applying a coherent approach and trying to influence national policies in a definite direction. The risk of taking this qualitatively new step was, however, evident. The Commission became exposed to criticism in almost the same way that national governments usually are. To assert that a given policy or political orientation is correct necessarily implies taking the responsibility for its success or failure when it is put into practice. In a situation of unclear or conflicting competencies this created the conditions for a serious backlash for the Commission - and inside the Commission for the promoters of the Poverty Programmes - when Poverty 3 ran into the kind of difficulties that I will soon discuss.

2.b. The problems of coherence, innovation and experimentation
The most manifest expressions of the problems of competence and legitimacy discussed above are the difficulties in giving coherence to the Community Initiatives. The easiest way to do this is through a high degree of central control on the part of the Commission or some other body designed to plan and conduct the initiative in question. This strict control, provided that it could be implemented effectively, would ensure that common experimental principles are applied or tested and that the results of the experimental process are comparable and possible to disseminate. This would really create the conditions for, to use the words of the Commission, a sort of field research laboratory.


But in spite of its possible technical advantages, a very centralised and top-down experimental approach runs the risk of being self-defeating not only by limiting the creative or innovative potential of the initiative, but also by undermining the willingness of the Member States to support the programme and hampering genuine local participation. In other words, and leaving aside for a moment the innovative problem, both the legitimacy and the feasibility of the initiative would be endangered in this way. This creates the necessity to involve the Member States, the local authorities and the target groups in the process by giving them some functions, but not so many or so important as to jeopardise the general coherence of the programme. To find an adequate balance in this matter has been, as we will see, extremely difficult. 


In general terms the involvement of the Member States has been quite decisive in the process of selection of the projects to be financed, having both the exclusive right to propose projects and, in most cases, the key to the requested co-financing. More unclear, and often symbolic, has been the participation of the Member States in the different steering committees and technical bodies that have conducted the programmes. The Commission’s attempts to impose coherence or discipline by influencing the selection process and keeping almost total control over the real direction of the initiatives are very notorious in the case of the second and third Poverty Programmes.


The first Poverty Programme was a quite ”chaotic” experience. Very creative indeed, but not experimental at all. It lacked clear conduction, common methodological principles, strong technical assistance and structured problems or themes to work with. That is why the practical experiences gained were quite disparate and difficult to systematise and disseminate. And this was the main lesson that the Commission learned from Poverty 1: ”...the programme lacked cohesiveness. As a result, the knowledge gained for the Community as a whole was of less value than if the programme had been built around common themes.” (Com 1981/769, p. 138) But not only this, the ”disturbing interference” and lack of discipline of the Member States created problems even before the start of the activities. Many of the projects proposed to the Commission did not even fulfil the first of the selection criteria stipulated in the Council Decision, i.e. to be innovative. They represented simply ”a development of activities which had been going on for a long time.” (ibid., p. 16) In other words, in these cases the programme was merely used as a way of financing well established activities.


The lesson of these and other similar problems was obvious for the Commission. More central control, steering capacity and thematic cohesiveness was needed. According to the Interim Report on Poverty 2, three of the four ”lessons learnt” from the first Poverty Programme revolved around the problem of coherence and cohesiveness (DGV 1989, p. 11): 


”2. It had been found that each Member State was largely operating a 
  separate programme.


 3. It had been found that the objectives of exchange of knowledge and 
 the transfer of innovative approaches could not readily be realised 
 where the action-research projects in different Member States had 
 too wide  a variety of objectives, worked with too many different types 
 of client group and used too large a number of methods of 
 
 intervention.


4. It had been found that machinery for the dissemination of results, 
 the co-ordination of projects, the exchange of experience and the 
 evaluation of the results needed to be built into the programme from 
 the start if results were to be maximised.”

Poverty 2 attempted to remedy these problems in two ways, both aimed at increasing coherence by strengthening the role of the Commission and central control over the programme. The first was the definition of a clear philosophy of action that was to be the common ground for the whole programme beginning with the selection of the projects. According to the Interim Report on Poverty 2 of November 1988: ”...the Programme has an underlying philosophy which is being proselytised, developed and applied throughout the Community. It starts from the premise that poverty is not just a matter of money or of opening up access to traditional services but of social and cultural exclusion... It therefore promotes particular methods of work which are community-based, responsive to the needs felt by the poor themselves and aimed at developing the confidence of poor individuals and poor groups to assert their rights in a competitive society.” (DGV 1989, p. 40) 


This is a key passage in many senses. This is, for instance, one of the first times that the concept ”social (and cultural) exclusion” is used in a document produced by the Commission. This text works, furthermore, with a definition of the problem of poverty and exclusion based on the idea - that would be central in the activities of the ”Observatory” and the Communication of the Commission on social exclusion of 1992 - of social rights to be asserted by collective action on the part of the excluded (for a development of this see DGV 1993 and Room 1995). In more concrete terms this explicit proselytising attitude meant that the innovative process promoted by the programme was a closed one, in the sense of starting from an a priori definition on what was the correct orientation of innovation. In this sense, the Commission was clearly evolving from a process of open, and more chaotic, innovation to a process of experimentation based on a well defined policy orientation.


The second way to gain coherence was to build up a quite complex ”machine” for animation, co-ordination, analysis, dissemination and evaluation (for this task the Commission contracted a German institute, which in its turn delegated the evaluative part of the work to the Centre for Analysis of Social Policy, located at the University of Bath, UK). This meant that the programme was not only based on a common philosophy but also that the results would be centrally processed and disseminated. This is, of course, a decisive step on the way from open innovation to closed experimentation that would prepare the conditions for the full scale experimentation with demonstrative policy making that Poverty 3 was intended to be.


Poverty 3, in line with the social activism of the Commission at the time, completed this development by attempting a definite centralisation not only of the guiding ideas and the co-ordination of the programme, but also of the resources. Instead of a relatively large number - almost one hundred in the case of Poverty 2 - of ”mini-projects” working with different targets groups, resources were concentrated to around thirty bigger projects, acting in a geographical area in partnership with all the relevant actors in that area. The explicit aim was no longer to find new perspectives or approaches but to validate, in terms of effectiveness, already established principles and methods. The development from open innovation (Poverty 1) via experimentation (Poverty 2) to demonstrative policy making (Poverty 3)  was to be completed in this way. 


The intentions and methods of Poverty 3 are summarised in the Commission’s Final Report on this programme as follows: ”...what Poverty 3 set out to do, was not merely to be an instrument for financing projects, but to be a coherent programme, i.e. a contribution of activities and players subscribing to common principles and goals...  The first two Community programmes to combat poverty were mainly of an exploratory nature: they comprised essentially a set of local micro-projects which were extremely diverse and uneven even when they were integrated in a national-level organisational structure (first programme) or a transnational one (second programme). Poverty 3 was designed to make the transition from this exploratory phase to a phase of selective development i.e. validation of the effectiveness of the principles identified from previous experience - the multi-dimensional approach to poverty, partnership between institutions and players at local level and participation of the groups concerned. The challenge of the programme was to implement these locally in pilot projects of a fair size anchored in the dynamic development process of an area. The contribution of Poverty 3 to defining suitable methods and policies assumed that the effectiveness of the programme’s principles of action would be demonstrated and resided in the demonstrative value of the projects selected. In line with this basic approach, Poverty 3 concentrated its resources on a limited number of projects. This option tied in well with the decision to take Community action into a phase of selective development.” (Com 1995/94, pp. 4 and 11-12) 


The conduction of the programme was directly undertaken by the Commission (which means concretely by a team of hired experts based in Lille, France, and personnel from the social security section of the Directorate-General V), assuring in this way - this was the belief - maximum coherence, experimental accuracy and demonstrative vigour. What was important for the materialisation of these objectives was that the Commission could influence the process from the very beginning, that is, from the selection phase. This was stated unambiguously in the Proposal on Poverty 3: ”The Commission should be associated with their selection (of the ”prototype schemes”, my annotation) from the outset to ensure that the entire programme is coherent and much more effective.” But it was equally important to monitor the outcome of the whole process: ”The Commission will play a direct role in organising the network of research and development units and will disseminate the findings to specialists, and will maintain links with the mass media to bring the programme to the attention of decision makers and the general public.” (DGV 1989, second document, pp. 10 and 15)  It was really a big step on the part of the Commission towards a direct policy-making role in these matters, but a risky one too.


Instead of coherence and demonstrative effectiveness, the programme ran into a series of important difficulties from the beginning (Com 1993/435, second document, and Com 1995/94). In an escalated tempo the programme was approved by the Council on 18th July 1989 and the Commission immediately placed at the disposal of the members States ”a detailed document setting out the guidelines of the programme”. The Commission had already received the project proposals from the Member States in October, and the selection was completed in December. Personnel for the ”Central Unit” were recruited at the end of 1989 and the programme was launched officially at a major seminar in Brussels at the end of March 1990. However, very little happened. Reality was simply not ready to follow the Commission in its demonstration of ”good practice”: in a real anticlimax the projects went into a prolonged phase of trying to understand what the Commission really wanted, looking for co-financing, recruiting local personnel, attending courses, forming the partnerships necessary for action and formulating the objectives and methods of the projects. This protracted preparatory phase took around 18 months in the case of many projects, which goes to show how easy it is to create projects in a hurry but how difficult it is to transform them into something more than fancy words.


The very chaotic development of the programme ended by eliminating any real trace of coherence in the Initiative. This is plainly recognised in the Final Report on Poverty 3: ”...the differences in the initial situations and the ways in which the projects developed make it difficult to identify any general features which they all had in common.” (Com 1995/94, p. 28)


The only things that were clearly demonstrated by this experience were the risks of activism and the Commission’s difficulties in transforming itself into a policy-making organisation in the field of social policy. The discontinuation of the Poverty Programmes was the most evident proof of this gamble. But the price was also an important loss of acquis communautaire in the transition to a new kind of initiative that, like Employment, seems to ignore the basic lessons of this problematic but, at the same time, very instructive experience from the Poverty Programmes. 


I would like, finally, to point out another problem in this context. The most frequently used word in all these programmes and in general in Community Initiatives is innovation. To be innovative is the very basis of legitimacy for this kind of Communitarian intervention. We have already seen that innovation and experimentation are two very different, but often confused, concepts, and that the Poverty Programmes clearly evolved from innovation to experimentation. But leaving aside this methodological matter, we still have serious problems with what innovation or innovative approaches really are. This difficulty was pointed out in the evaluation of Poverty 1, and the risk of using the term innovation as a ritual formula to get financial support from the Community has been present all the time. This risk is reinforced by the necessity on the part of the Commission to present these Initiatives as being innovative, thus creating the conditions for a very understandable but in the long run self-defeating complicity between central bodies and local project promoters. It is in this context that we can understand the meaning of the following remark contained in the Agenda 2000 about the necessary reform of the Community Initiatives: ”Reform is obviously required to bring out more clearly the Community interest of the Initiatives and their innovative character.” (Com 1997/6, p. 12)


In practical terms, innovation has been interpreted as synonymous with any kind of new activity or even old activities and methods applied in new contexts or to different target groups. Thus, the lists of ”innovations” that have to be produced at the end of each programme are often quite repetitive. This is not, however, to deny the value of these experiences or the fact that some of them have been genuinely innovative. 

2.c. The problems of multidimensionality and participation
One of the central lessons of the Poverty Programmes and the most important contribution of the concept ”social exclusion” is the understanding of the problem of income poverty as one of many possible expressions of a complex process of collective deprivation occurring simultaneously in several strategic social arenas. This is what the definition of poverty and exclusion as multidimensional phenomena tries to grasp. 


The methodological consequences in terms of social action of this ”holistic understanding” of these problems are quite obvious but not at all simple to put into practice. Exclusion must be attacked simultaneously at several strategic points, generating a collective process of re-integration into the main social arenas. This process, to be really successful, must be based on both a co-ordinated institutional effort and genuine local mobilisation of the groups to be reintegrated. That is why traditional methods of social work, being oriented to individuals or families and focusing on only a part or one element of the problem, are doomed to fail. Moreover, the traditional conception of taking people into care must be radically transformed into what is today called empowerment, and the methods of intervention must be appropriate to generate a bottom-up dynamic of social participation.


This ambitious and in general correct definition of the problem was fully stated in the Final Report on Poverty 1 and became the methodological basis for the following two Poverty Programmes. One important dilemma here is that ”normal size” projects cannot usually handle the very complex and resource-consuming strategy that a real multidimensional approach demands, beginning with the quite sophisticated assessment of the dynamic of the concrete cumulative process of exclusion to be tackled. And not only this, the very idea of target groups becomes quite problematic when the aim is to influence the dynamics of local development as a whole. This means that both the scale and the scope of the intervention are dependent on the methodological approach in question. That is why the steps taken by Poverty 3, concentrating resources to larger projects, looking for broad institutional partnerships and working with a geographical area instead of specific target groups, were absolutely consistent with the application of a multidimensional approach. 


The practical problems encountered by Poverty 3 do not mean that the methodological approach used was incorrect. What these problems really demonstrate is how difficult it is to put into practice this kind of very ambitious approach and the Commission’s over-confidence in its own capacity to handle this kind of very complicated issue.


But we have another important problem or dilemma here. The issue of participation was, from Poverty 1 to Poverty 3, a practically insoluble problem. And this is a very serious question taking into consideration that real participation has always been a bench mark of these Initiatives. We can, of course, as in the case of innovation, give the term participation an almost meaningless content, into which almost any kind of relationship with the ”clients” could fit (after all ”they” are ”participating” by consuming a service), but this is too obvious a play on words to suit everyone. 


The conclusions of the Final Report on Poverty 1 on the issue of participation are interesting to quote: ”Thus, if the objective of participation has not always been entirely met, it was also the most difficult to achieve. It implies a radical change in methods to combat poverty and often requires more time than the lifespan of some of the projects... It takes time to build participatory structures and for ‘felt needs’ to be identified. Indeed there are dangers of raising expectations which a project has no time to meet. Where this occurs, a project can do more harm than good by creating an even greater sense of neglect. For all these reasons any new programme of projects needs an expectation of funding, subject to performance on agreed lines, for a full five year period.” (Com 1981/769, pp. 38 and 139)   


Three specially important circumstances facilitating successful participation were singled out in this report (ibid., pp. 36-37): 


* The most participative projects were ”those which had been working in a particular area for a long time”. In the two very successful cases of participation the ”work on mobilising the poor and fostering participation had been going on for more that ten years”. And the conclusion is that ”action over a long period is needed to change social behaviour”.


* ”Projects which have had both as means and goals the participation of their target populations have achieved it quicker than those projects which regarded participation as a better means of reaching a more general goal.”


* ”Projects with a very small target population have found it easier to attain complete participation than others.”

These three favourable conditions for participation leave us faced with some very interesting methodological dilemmas. The first one is that only projects with long previous experience, well-trimmed teams and working with already proved methods were able to reach satisfactory levels of participation. This means that continuity and what we can call methodological maturity and stability are normally required to fulfil the aim of participation. But at the same time, this type of programme demands what is contrary to continuity and stability, i.e. innovation. This simply reveals an important contradiction in the very formulations of the guiding principles of all these initiatives.


The second dilemma is practically a catch-22 situation that could be expressed in this way: participation is normally a condition for further participation. The issue here is that participation is hardly a goal that can be reached by some kind of external action. Genuine participation demands an initial movement by, in this case, the excluded, in order to obtain more participation or assert some specific rights. The dilemma is obvious for professional bodies trying to induce or foster participation. A solution to this dilemma might be the concentration of support to projects that are really based on some degree of previous mobilisation of the so-called target group. Nonetheless, here we have some additional problems. One of them is that to obtain support from the kinds of programmes operated by national governments and supranational bodies like the Commission is a very demanding and professional activity, with its own rules, experts and ”clients”. The question is: How can genuine grassroots movements gain access to the technical know-how required in these contexts without being reduced to ”target groups”?


The third dilemma is the tension between, on the one hand, the scope and scale of the projects and, on the other, the goal of participation. As we have already discussed, the multidimensional approach tends, in a logical way, to escalate both the scope and the scale of the projects in an attempt to really cover all the aspects involved in the problem of exclusion. By the same token, quite complex structures of institutional co-operation have to be established in the form of partnerships including all the relevant players in a given area. But the problem is that in this technically and politically very complex frame ”the excluded” tend to remain excluded from any real participation and to be transformed into targets of the will and ideas of experts, local authorities, co-financiers and different political and institutional forces. This development, reducing grassroots participation to a mere catchword without real significance, was quite evident in the experience of Poverty 3.


The conclusion to this discussion is that genuine participation is quite likely to collide not only with the aim of innovation, but even with the holistic ambitions and technical sophistication of a multidimensional approach. And the same types of contradictions or tensions are easily demonstrable in the relationship between innovation and the possibility to apply a multidimensional approach (this is simply a development of the fundamental differences between innovation and experimentation discussed above). This does not mean that we have to renounce any of these very important principles or ideas, but we have to be aware that it is perhaps not possible to ask for all of them at the same time or from the same type of project or programme. The essential lesson to be learnt is simply that the limits of reality and those of rhetoric are not the same.

3. The guiding principles of Integra: a critical appraisal
The discontinuation of the programmes specially tailored to combat poverty and  social exclusion coincided with important reforms in the main intervention channel at the disposal of the Community, i.e. the Structural Funds. After the  publication of the White Paper on Growth, Competitiveness and Employment the reformed European Social Fund (ESF) was transformed into a more flexible and policy driven instrument whose activities were clearly centred around the matters of employability, labour force adaptation to industrial change and job creation. The two most important initiatives in the field of employment and development of human resources are, for the period 1994-99, Adapt and Employment.


The focus of Employment is on three categories of problems: to promote equal employment opportunities for women (”Employment-Now”), to promote the labour market integration of young people (”Employment-Youthstart”), and ”to improve the employment prospects of the disabled, and other disadvantaged groups (‘Employment-Horizon’).” (Com 1994/180, p. 36) Thus, the traditional target groups of the Poverty Programmes became part of an initiative that in terms of both resources and methods is very different compared to these programmes. That the emphasis of the Horizon strand was put on the disabled is, however, easy to understand from the quoted passage. Furthermore, the Commission was very clear on this point: ”Priority under this strand must be given to actions in favour of disabled people in particular with regard to the level of funding.” (ibid., p. 39) 


But in spite of this almost ”residual incorporation” of the target groups of the Poverty Programmes - long-term unemployed, single parents, immigrants, refugees, prisoners, the homeless etc. - into the Employment Initiative, the important thing to notice is the definitive inclusion of the ”socially excluded” in the mainstream activities of the Community, meaning access to financial resources that were simply unthinkable within the frame of the Poverty Programmes (an example: the Communitarian budget for Poverty 3 was 55 million ECUs compared with 730 million ECUs conceded to Horizon in 1994). 
The presence of these highly vulnerable groups in mainstream Communitarian activities was crucially enhanced by the creation of Integra as a separate strand of Employment in 1996. And not only this, for the very first time in the frame of an important Communitarian Initiative, immigrants, refugees and vulnerable ethnic minorities were singled out as groups deserving not only rhetorical attention but also sensible support in terms of resources and different measures aimed at giving them a decent degree of equal opportunities.


This is really important progress in relation to the activities previously conducted in the narrow realm of the social security section of the Directorate-General V. This unquestionable progress will allow a bolstering of the number of financed projects from less than a hundred in the case of the Poverty Programmes to almost 1000 Integra-type projects during the period 1994-99. But these gains in terms of recognition and resources also have a price: this quantitative expansion was accompanied by qualitative losses and methodological flaws that, at the end of the day, can jeopardise any potential gain from this expansion and even endanger the continuation of the Communitarian efforts in this field. 


The analysis of this contradictory development containing gains and losses, possibilities and dangers, is the aim of this and the coming chapters. In this chapter I will: a. look more in detail at the implications of the transfer of the work with ”the excluded” from the frame of the Poverty Programmes to that of the ESF; b. analyse the structure of Integra; c. analyse how the problem of competence or the relation between the Commission and the Member States has been solved in the case of Employment and Integra, and how this solution affects the possible coherence of the Initiative; d. explore the guiding principles of Integra in the light of the methodological dilemmas highlighted in the discussion on the Poverty Programmes.  

3.a. The problematic frame of the ESF
The incorporation of the Communitarian actions with ”excluded groups” or ”groups most at risk of exclusion” into one of the central initiatives of the ESF gives, as mentioned, totally new financial possibilities for these actions and a recognition that is, by itself, very valuable. But this incorporation is also problematic in many senses. The problems I have in mind affect both the content and the methodology of these actions, and are basically the result of what can be termed as a mismatch between the general aims and methods of these kinds of macro-initiatives and the specific questions to be tackled in the fight against social exclusion. This means simply that the general frame in which Integra was going to work was not created, let alone adapted, to deal with the very specific and complicated issues related to social exclusion. Besides, this situation was aggravated by a kind of rhetoric inflation in the statement of the objectives and guiding principles of Integra, only creating optimal conditions for a very disappointing failure for which neither the promoters of the projects nor the target groups should be blamed.


Let me begin by giving what may be the most obvious example of this mismatch. If something has been unambiguously stated by the Commission since the Final Report on Poverty 1, it is the problem of time and stability. Initiatives and projects working with excluded groups, and really trying to reverse the cumulative process of exclusion by generating a dynamic of participation and empowerment, need to work for a very long period of time and under quite stable conditions. Five years has been indicated as an absolute minimum for a reasonable chance to achieve any real results in these matters. And this probably underrates the problem simply because of the necessity to fit into what normally has been accepted as the maximum time span for Communitarian programmes. Moreover, as has been pointed out before, it is not only the matter of failure or success of a project that is at stake here, but the very risk of creating false expectations and therefore an aggravated sense of frustration in the target group. In substance, to exacerbate a situation that the project in question was trying to solve or alleviate. Let me quote the Commission’s words of 1981 once again: ”It was a serious disadvantage that the Programme consisted in two distinct phases so that no project could expect funding for a period as long as five years... Indeed there are dangers of raising expectations which a project has no time to meet. Where this occurs, a project can do more harm than good by creating an even greater sense of neglect. For all these reasons any new programme of projects needs an expectation of funding, subject to performance on agreed lines, for a full five year period.” (Com 1981/769, p. 139)  


With this in mind, it is quite surprising to see how administrative routines and the like can consign this kind of very serious lesson to oblivion. The Employment Initiative, in line with the ESF’s general routines for the period 1994-99, consists of two separate ”waves of projects”, to be normally run for two or three years. And this will also be the case for Integra, in spite of the very ambitious principles of the programme. 


The conclusion from this simple but illustrative example cannot be other than this: a failure to reach the very ambitious objectives of Integra is almost guaranteed by this time constraint which has nothing to do with the problems to be solved, but only with a general administrative frame that was not created to confront the type of challenges presented by social exclusion.


But let me go on discussing this topic in more general terms by quoting at length the Commission’s own assessment in 1995 of the problems related to the transfer of the fight against exclusion to the Structural Funds in general and the ESF in particular: ”As regards the possible impact of the funds it should be emphasised too that the funds and the programme (a new specific Poverty Programme, my annotation) do not have the same aims. The prime objective of the programme is not to finance action (like a fund) but to support experimentation and the transfer of good practice and its success cannot be measured by the scale of the financial resources granted but the quality of its activities on the basis of which experiments can be organised and compared. By contrast, funds are first and foremost an instrument of financial support and their scale of intervention usually results in standardised activities rather than innovatory activities being financed in cooperation with promoters who are mainly looking for funding rather than with promoters interested in creating know-how (this is true of Community initiatives which cover thousands of projects, even though the programmes emphasise the value of innovation and transnationality). Moreover, and above all, intervention by the funds in the field of exclusion is, by necessity, limited and, in the current legal and practical situation could hardly support a multidimensional approach to exclusion even though the relevant provisions were relaxed in the latest regulations... What is more, the rules which govern the funds activities do not in practice enable a multidimensional approach to be taken to exclusion. The new Objective 3 of the ESF refers to measures to integrate persons exposed to social exclusion in the labour market and this authorises support for integration schemes but could hardly be extended to integrated social development programmes or integration activities on behalf of the homeless. Also the programmes are more suitable for mobilising a range of different partners whilst a fund’s activities largely concentrate on training and employment bodies even though a considerable effort has been made to extend its range of partners. The Member States’ use of the new provisions is very uneven which shows that the funds, and specially the ESF, have not yet capitalised on national and Community action on exclusion.” (Com 1995/94, pp. 59-60)


This very frank statement by the Commission contains several important problems to be discussed. I will concentrate my attention on three issues. The first one related to the shift from social exclusion to exclusion from the labour market, the second one to the difficulties in applying a multidimensional approach in the frame of the activities of the ESF, and the final one to the problem of innovation and experimentation.


As I have mentioned before, one of the most interesting things with the Communications of the Commission creating the Employment Initiative in 1994 and amending it by the establishment of Integra in 1996, is the total absence of the term ”social exclusion”. This absence, also noticeable in the first diffusion brochure about Integra, is not a mere matter of negligence. The purpose of this noticeable omission is partly to state, as clearly as possible, the focus of the Initiative (and of the ESF in general), i.e. exclusion from the labour market and not the wider issues related to the concept of social exclusion. But not only this; the absence of the concept ”social exclusion” or terms like ”the socially excluded” reflects also an implicit but quite evident dissociation from this kind of terminology, and the analysis behind, for reasons that I have already discussed.


However, the question is not so simple. No decision of the Council or the Commission can cancel reality. Exclusion from the labour market cannot, in the case of these vulnerable groups, be tackled without seriously addressing the cumulative process of deprivation that the term social exclusion tries to embrace. Any attempt to reduce the problem of exclusion to labour market exclusion is a serious analytical step backwards - with obvious practical consequences - in relation to the achievements of the Poverty Programmes and particularly to the multidimensional approach. It is this obvious danger that the Commission is so neatly pointing out in the quoted text. The gains in terms of the scale of the intervention, given the discussed mismatch between the frame of the Funds and the problem to be solved, can result in important losses in the quality and the depth of the intervention or, to put it differently, by a kind of activism that can be very spectacular in terms of the number of financed projects, but very ineffective if the true intention is to change the reality of exclusion. 


The practical risk is to regress from integrated social development programmes and long-term community development actions to segmented and short-sighted interventions, very similar indeed to the kind of traditional social work that was already so severely criticised in the Final Report on Poverty 1. This risk becomes imminent when taking into consideration the serious time constraint discussed above. This is precisely the case, according to the Communication of 1994, with the types of labour market oriented actions that constituted the eligible measures of the Horizon strand. Support is to be given, for instance, to ”tailored advisory services”, ”local development agencies to help to create jobs”, ”flexible training and learning systems such as distance and interactive computer learning”, ”reception/guidance and employment centres”, ”training of advisers”, ”support for the start-up of cooperatives”, ”awareness actions” etc. In short, a quite conventional catalogue of rather disparate measures far from any attempt to address, in a comprehensive and coherent way, the dynamic of social exclusion.


But it is not only the multidimensional approach to exclusion that, according to the quoted text of the Commission, is in danger. The Commission is equally preoccupied about such central aspects as experimentation, innovation and dissemination or, in short, the possibility of producing transferable knowledge with a transnational potential. The Commission knows better than anyone else the real value of words like innovation, experimentation and the like within the frame of these macro-initiatives. And this is not only a problem of ”national indiscipline” or the use of the Structural Funds as a mere financial instrument. The problem is basically, as the Poverty Programmes so well demonstrated, methodological. As we know, the main lessons of Poverty 1 revolved precisely around this issue, and the evolution from ”chaotic” innovation to controlled experimentation within the frame of the Poverty Programmes was absolutely coherent, even if not so successful, with the intention to produce knowledge and ”good practices” which could be systematically disseminated. Now, the conditions for this kind of production of knowledge are normally not present in the type of initiative financed by the Funds simply because this is not the intention. The Funds exist to give financial support and no more than very general guidelines to the initiative in question. The coherence required for true experimental programmes and the production of really disseminable knowledge is usually not even attempted within the frame of these macro-initiatives that leave huge spaces for manoeuvre to the Member States. The cases of Employment in general and Integra in particular are very good examples of this.

3.b. The split structure of Integra
Integra is quite a special creation. Its structure is formed by very different, and not always coherent, components. In this sense, it could be understood to be a kind of hybrid between, on the one hand, elements coming from the tradition of the Poverty Programmes and, on the other, elements forming part of the normal working procedures and objectives of the ESF and the Employment Initiative.


The components representing the tradition of the Poverty Programmes are clearly dominant in the formulation of the guiding principles that are special for Integra. Characteristic for these principles is the manifest intention to restate a multidimensional or holistic approach to the issue of exclusion from the labour market as a central instrument of analysis and action or, to put it differently, to re-introduce the wider problem of social exclusion even if the term ”social exclusion” is still absent from the document creating Integra. This is accompanied by a very radical statement of the principle of empowerment, in itself a holistic concept, as both the central methodological instrument and the very objective of all the actions to be promoted. 


The difference in these matters between Horizon (1994) and Integra (1996) is striking. Horizon follows very strictly the general guidelines of the Employment Initiative which, in the particular case of socially excluded groups, results in a very inadequate or insufficient approach. Exclusion from the labour market is treated practically as an isolated problem, that can be attacked by using very traditional means essentially consisting in supplying the target groups with more information, or education, or some technical arrangement aimed at facilitating the start-up of some type of economic activity. In this perspective, the problem is simple - a lack of ”something” - and the methodology of action obvious - to provide by means of specialised agencies that ”something” that is missing. And for this kind of traditional action, with no intention of generating a dynamic of participation by the target group, the time constraint of two to three years discussed above is no problem at all.


In re-stating, at times in a very radical way, some of the basic ideas of the Poverty Programmes, Integra creates a manifest tension or even incoherence between the general objectives, frame and routines of Employment, and these ”new principles” based on a very different approach to the whole issue. Thus, what was coherent within the confines of a traditional approach, like the time constraint or the type of segmented action proposed by Horizon, becomes an obvious contradiction if the new principles are considered, as I do, to be more than rhetorical statements.


The origin of the problem is quite simple. Integra, as a strand of Employment, obviously cannot discard the general objectives and procedures of this initiative, in spite of how inadequate these can be from the point of view of the problems to be tackled and the principles specially asserted for Integra. This is why the new principles are simply added to the old ones, resulting in what I have called an hybrid or quite incoherent compromise between two traditions and approaches. This is apparent not only at the level of the general principles but even more so when looking at the measures to be promoted. The smörgåsbord of eligible measures proposed to the Member States is a direct juxtaposition of the traditional measures of Horizon, and new ones trying to capture the spirit of an integrated approach intended to address the global process of exclusion. And this peculiar composition of the programme is critical when the Member States have the right to select or put emphasis on some of these measures, and in that sense to give the concrete national programme a character that, theoretically, can vary from a very traditional approach to more ambitious, integrated or holistic ones. The possible consequences of this for the global coherence of the programme or its transnational potential are not so difficult to imagine, and I will come back to these important issues in due course.


Some final remarks about the process leading to this split structure of  Integra may be necessary to understand what otherwise could simply be interpreted as a lack of logical or methodological coherence. As we know, the creation of Employment coincided with the discontinuation of the Poverty Programmes. This discontinuation represented a serious setback not only for a specific type of programme and idea but also for the persons promoting them. This is important because what we call ”the Commission”, let alone the Council, is not a homogeneous body but very much an arena for competing traditions, approaches, bureaucracies, ”political entrepreneurs” and ”epistemic communities” (see Christiansen 1996, Newman 1996, Edwards & Spence 1994, and for the ”epistemic communities” Richardson 1996). An important part of the conflicts in this arena revolve around the definition of the political agenda of the Community as such, but almost equally important to these agenda-setting conflicts are the conflicts about how the problems considered on the agenda are going to be defined and presented (Peters 1996).


The discontinuation of the Poverty Programs and the inclusion of ”the excluded” in the activities of the ESF presents what is really a showcase example of these conflicts between competing or ”alternative conceptualisations”. After the disappointing experience of Poverty 3, the radical promoters of the Poverty Programmes were on the defensive and lost their privileged position in the formulation or conceptualisation of the problem of exclusion. As discussed previously, the topic as such was redefined in a narrow labour market oriented perspective, and the type of concrete action to be promoted changed consequently from a comprehensive approach to a quite traditional view focusing on ”practical matters” like training, counselling and job-supporting measures.


But the process we are looking at did not end there, that is in 1994. Integra represents a clear attempt to regain the initiative on these matters by the groups and ideas behind the Poverty Programmes. This is the concrete explanation for the hybrid nature of Integra, representing simply a new balance between competing ideas, epistemic communities and groups of political entrepreneurs.


But this is not all. The balance or compromise that the Communication creating Integra gives expression to is, as I have said, a part of a process, and there is still one more step in this development to be considered. The recuperation of the radical ideas coming from the tradition of the Poverty Programmes was to continue as anyone can see in the Special Report on Integra published in February 1997. In this important report, aimed at presenting Integra throughout the Union, social exclusion is not only terminologically present but at the centre of the analysis. The title of the report - Routes to integration and employment for the socially excluded - as well as its central chapter - Social exclusion in the European Union - summarise this quite remarkable reappearance of the notion of social exclusion in this context. Furthermore, a quite unique and very symptomatic reference to the Poverty Programmes is to be found in this text (p. 16).


The practical significance of this development is more difficult to assess over and above what has already been said about the split structure of Integra. What the radical restatement of social exclusion as the central problem to be tackled can in essence mean for the actions promoted will, taking into consideration the high level of national autonomy characteristic of Employment, almost entirely depend on the capacity to influence the Operative Programmes at a national level and, even more importantly, the real practice of the different National Support Structures (NSS). But considering the problems already discussed, and the natural inertia or even the possible reluctance of the NSSs to follow ideas representing a departure from what is the normal praxis in the respective Member States, it must be conceded that the prospect of these ideas having a real impact on the programme seems not to be very encouraging. But this is a matter for coming evaluations. It is too early today to venture a definite opinion on this or, more generally, on the future of the concept of social exclusion and its promoters. 

3.c. The primacy of the national level
The critical issue of chapter 2, that I called the problem of competence, is the key to the understanding of the array of methodological dilemmas confronted during the history of the Poverty Programmes. Both the forms and ambitions of these programmes were related to the changing balance of competencies between the Commission and the Members States. And the same is true for Employment and Integra.


We know that Poverty 2 and especially Poverty 3 expanded the competence of the Commission to what proved to be a critical point, preparing in that way the conditions for a serious setback, for the ambitions of the Commission. As a consequence of this setback the balance of competencies evolved in the opposite direction, and the Member States regained a decisive control over coming initiatives in this field. This is apparent in the case of Employment and Integra. The contrast with Poverty 3 is striking. What in the context of Poverty 3 was defined as a common philosophy of action, with well-established principles and methodologies that were to be proselytised by the Commission throughout the Community, is now replaced by a number of ”guiding principles” formulated in a very general way and what I have already called a smörgåsbord of eligible measures. This allows the Member States to mould the programme pretty much as they like, both in terms of priorities, methodology and the concrete actions to be promoted.


In line with this, the key actor in Employment (and Integra) is not the Commission’s European Office for Programme Support (Europs) or any other central body, but the National Support Structures appointed by the national authorities. And the decisive document for practical purposes is not the Communication of the Commission, but the Operative Programmes produced at the national level. This national primacy and the broad margins of choice allowed to the national authorities is established in the following way in the Communication creating Employment: ”The list of measures which follows presents all eligible measures which may be financed under this initiative. When preparing their proposals for Operative Programmes or global grants, Member States are invited to select, in co-operation with the Commission, a more limited list of measures per strand on which concentrate financial assistance... During the preparation of proposals, Member States are invited to discuss with the Commission the main priorities and eligible measures and the mechanism of implementation... The proposals must include a general appreciation of the situation indicating the objectives to be attained and should include a timetable, criteria and procedures for implementation, monitoring and assessment... A single Monitoring Committee within each Member State will be responsible for the initiative as a whole... During and at the end of the planning period the Commission shall evaluate, in partnership with the Member States, the results of the programmes submitted. In order to carry out this evaluation the Commission will use the objectives specified by Member States... as the main benchmark against which to assess progress.” (Com 1994/180, pp. 37 and 43-44)


The consequences of this strong national autonomy are apparent when reading the Operative Programmes or their amended versions required by the creation of Integra. The striking differences in priorities, target groups, methodologies and eligible measures make it difficult to see any coherence at all in the initiative as a whole. The situation is, from this point of view, very similar to that of Poverty 1, but on a much bigger scale. And it would be very surprising if the problems detected then did not appear now: ”...the programme lacked cohesiveness. As a result, the knowledge gained for the Community as a whole was of less value than if the programme had been built around common themes... It had been found that each Member State was largely operating a separate programme... It had been found that the objectives of exchange of knowledge and the transfer of innovative approaches could not readily be realised where the action-research projects in different Member States had too wide a variety of objectives, worked with too many different types of client group and used too large a number of methods of  intervention.” (Com 1981/769, p. 138 and DGV 1989, p. 11)


The variety of national approaches can be illustrated in many ways, but let me give only one example that summarises many others. We know that the size of the projects is of central importance for the implementation possibilities of different approaches. So, for instance, the decision of Poverty 3 to go from ”micro-projects” to larger ones was the result of very serious methodological considerations. It was estimated then, and should be true today as well, that the very possibility of applying a multidimensional approach depended on the size of the projects, i.e. of the concentration of considerable resources around a concrete action. In addition, size (and time) is naturally central to partnership. The building of real partnerships is a very resource and time-consuming task, and it would simply be counterproductive to demand it from a project that, for instance, is very limited in terms of both resources and objectives.


What we can observe in the case of Employment in this respect, based on the experience of the first wave of projects of Integra-type (1995-97), is a quite chaotic situation expressing clearly the absence of any general methodological principle combined with the high level of national autonomy that is the feature of the initiative. An important number of the Member States decided to promote what Poverty 3 called ”micro-projects” (with an average total budget of 250.000 to 500.000 ECUs), but we also have examples of a very significant concentration of resources. This means that the lessons or acquis communautaire of the Poverty Programmes on the essential importance of size are simply not being capitalised: all projects, in spite of size (let alone the time aspect), are expected to be multidimensional and based on broad local partnerships.

3.d. The guiding principles of Integra
In this section I will explore in more detail the structure of Integra by discussing the guiding principles of the programme, meaning by this those principles that every action or project promoted within its frame has to conform to in accordance with the Communication of the Commission establishing Integra. The discussion will revolve exclusively around methodological aspects, or more precisely the practical feasibility of the stipulated principles and the internal coherence among them. The subject of the desirability of the guiding principles as such, being a matter of moral values and political preferences, is not discussed at all in this context. The point of reference of the analysis that follows is mainly the methodological experience of the Poverty Programmes as discussed in chapter 2.  


 The guiding principles of Integra are presented by Europs/DGV (1996) in Employment-Integra, A new separate strand for the Employment Community Initiative, as being composed of general principles valid for Employment as a whole and some particular principles or ”emphases” that apply specially to Integra. Let me, for the sake of simplicity, follow this presentation in the coming discussion. The guiding principles of the Employment Initiative as a whole are transnationality, innovation, bottom-up approach, multiplier effect and complementarity (which will not be discussed because this is a criterion that, in contrast to the other four, does not apply to each particular project). The special principles or ”new emphases in Integra” are participation, multidimensional approach and local partnership. And to these principles I will add the principle of coherence.

* Transnationality: ”Projects must operate in close co-operation and partnership with at least one project financed by the Employment Initiative in another Member State, in order to permit the exchange of information and experience, facilitate the transfer of know-how and make possible an acceleration of positive change.”


This first tenet, that is a way of making operational a general principle of the Community initiatives implemented by the ESF, concretely means that the main responsibility for the transfer of new knowledge is delegated to the individual projects. The form chosen is very simple indeed: the co-operation or partnership between two or more projects in different countries financed by Employment. But simplicity is not always the most fruitful path to follow in matters as complicated as the transnational transfer of knowledge or the transfer of know-how in general. This was precisely, as discussed above, the essential lesson of the Poverty Programmes on this subject, and the loss of acquis communautaire is in this respect quite evident. 


As we know from the experience of Poverty 1, common methodological principles, strong technical assistance and well-defined problems or themes to work with are the very conditions for a broad dissemination process that must begin with the production of transferable knowledge before any kind of transfer is possible at all. The production of transferable knowledge or know-how requires, in other words, to be based on a coherent methodological approach, and has very little to do with a kind of ”mutual inspiration by contact” or any such like. This ”spontaneous synergy” can, of course, come about under favourable conditions, but many other things can also occur. For instance the emergence of heavy costs in terms of time and resources without any sensible gain or the import of know-how that, in the long run, can even prove to be harmful when applied in a different context, precisely because we do not have any type of experimental control or theoretical understanding over the conditions that explain success in a particular case. Consequently, we cannot have any systematic ideas of what is really worth transferring or learning from a concrete experience. To assume that the projects, often with very limited financial resources, expertise and time at their disposal, will have the capacity to ”export” and ”import” know-how satisfactorily is not a very realistic working hypothesis.


Some understanding of this kind of problem seems to be the reason behind the Commission’s warning in the Communication establishing Integra against too early transnational contacts by the projects: ”It is essential that sufficient time is given in programme-planning to allow for capacity-building among potential project promoters to establish themselves at the local level before developing transnational co-operation.” (Com 1996/200, p. 19) How this, in concrete terms, is supposed to happen is, however, not explained, and it is really hard to imagine how projects, at a planning stage and with a few months (and this is already a very optimistic assumption) at their disposal, can generate the stipulated conditions for the last stage before the start of the projects, in which ”transnational partnerships are formed and work programmes agreed by partners” (ESF 1997, p. 17).


The most probable outcome of this methodology - or rather lack of a serious methodology - is the establishment of a very formal type of international partnership, merely to fulfil the requisites to get definitive approval for an own project. In some cases, if conditions are propitious, some gains and mutual inspiration can emerge. But all this is far from the quite ambitious objective of the Employment Initiative in the sense of serving ”as a catalyst... for the organised transfer of expertise and the dissemination of good practice between the Member States” (Com 1994/180, p. 36).

* Innovation: ”The Community Initiatives exist to stimulate change and innovation in European labour market policies and practices. Every project is expected to be innovative in terms of its contents, tools, methodologies, mode of organisation or in the type of local partner it involves. Projects should lead to developments in aspects of labour markets policy which concern the integration into the labour market of the most vulnerable groups.”


The first thing that is interesting to note in this context is the consistent labour market orientation in defining what innovation is to be about. This is in line with the already discussed change of focus from social exclusion to exclusion from the labour market, but not so easy to reconcile with the much broader approach that the principles specially tailored for Integra - empowerment, multidimensionality and local partnership - give expression to. We have already discussed the reasons behind this kind of tension between a holistic and a more one-dimensional approach, which leaves the national level plenty of opportunities to choose one or the other approach or any mixture of these approaches in selecting the projects to be promoted. 


The second noteworthy aspect here is the very wide definition of innovation used, making it posssible for practically any kind of activity to be called innovative. In other words, no real common criteria are established to decide what is and what is not innovative. This means in practical terms, especially bearing in mind the almost total control of the selection process by the respective NSS, that the autonomy of the national level is reinforced in a radical way, giving it not only the right to select measures and projects but also to define what an innovative project is.


This high degree of national autonomy can in itself be very problematic for the materialisation of really innovative projects. Since Poverty 1, a tendency can be observed on the part of the Member States - and this is even more pronounced in the case of activities financed by the Structural Funds - to use Communitarian Initiatives to finance a part of their normal activities or extensions of the same. The enhanced control by the Commission that Poverty 2 and especially Poverty 3 attempted was very much motivated by this problem. But this is not all, as we will see that one of the principles of Integra is the coherence between local actions or projects and the objectives defined at regional and national levels. This means that projects have to form functional parts of a comprehensive program defined at a higher level, i.e. the NSS’ level. 


The questions here in relation to innovation are quite obvious: How can really innovative projects, that is projects that want to do things in a different manner presumably challenging the mainstream practices and ideas, have a reasonable chance of being selected by people representing this challenged mainstream? And, how can really innovative projects be compatible with the already mentioned principle of coherence? It is not difficult to imagine the answers to these key questions, and that is why I find it very difficult to believe that Employment can be what it was thought to be, i.e. ”a catalyst for Community-wide innovation” (Com 1994/180, p. 36).


That these are not only theoretical fears can be illustrated by quoting one of the answers to the questionnaire that I prepared for this evaluation: ”National and local institutions should have to respect the innovative aspects of ESF-projects more than now - now the ESF-money is used to bring more money to the old system. In our project, for instance, some innovative ways to do things were forbidden by the provincial employment office - the national legislation does not allow innovations.”


As we can see, we are constantly touching the strategic and very delicate relationship between supranational and national elements or, more precisely, between the Commission and the Member States. And the balance, or the different possible balances, in this relationship is really significant for the possibility of generating a process of innovation and/or experimentation. Using the ideas of Jürgen Habermas (1996), we can analyse the Commission (and also, inter alia, the European Court of Justice) as an expression of an ”autonomisation” process in terms of a transnational body or bureaucracy gaining spaces of autonomy and power vis-a-vis the national bodies. From this perspective, we can see the Commission as a competing bureaucracy opening fissures in the national structures and creating ”windows of opportunity” for marginalised groups and ideas inside the Member States. In my opinion this is very much the case of the Poverty Programmes. New or neglected ideas get an opportunity to be realised and even to challenge mainstream thinking and practices. We also know that this development was severely reversed by the backlash of Poverty 3. Employment and Integra very much represent this new situation, in which the national bodies are virtually in control of the programme and this creates a situation that, from the point of view of innovation, is not at all the most propitious. 

* Bottom-up approach: ”Experience shows that intervention at grassroot level, or the ‘bottom-up approach’ is the most effective way of understanding and meeting the needs of the targets groups, of identifying companies’ or organisations’ needs and, of exploring the potential for job creation.”


This is another of the general principles of the ESF. Its meaning is better explained in another publication related to Integra: ”The ‘bottom-up’ rather than ‘top-down’ approach means mobilising the expertise and experience of a broad base of players who are active in the field and are well placed to identify local, regional and multisectoral problems and needs.” (ESF 1997, p. 6)


This principle is not so very different and can therefore be translated, depending on where we place the emphasis in the interpretation of the ”bottom-up approach”, in terms of two other principles that will be discussed later. If we stress grassroot mobilisation, we are in the sphere of participation and empowerment. If we instead put stress on the role of institutional players in a given field, we are in the sphere of the principle of local partnership. This is why I am not going to discuss this bottom-up approach any further.


The only remark to be made here is about the intention, that is the very essence of this approach, to identify problems, needs and solutions by a process based on and reflecting the ideas and initiatives of local actors. This intention is clearly very laudable, but not unproblematic within the frame of an initiative that at the same time demands coherence between local and national levels, and gives the national level an almost total control over the initiative. The problem here is almost the same as the one we have already touched on in relation to innovation. Given the central position of the NSSs, and thereby the national mainstream bodies, priorities and ideas, how can a genuine local initiative or alternative attempts to define problems and needs have a reasonable chance to be considered and eventually financed? What will happen to the strong demand for global coherence if competing local conceptualisations and approaches can survive the process of selection? 


These and many other similar, and to me obvious, questions are simply absent. The initiative seems to assume, and this is a central problem, the existence of a harmonious reality in which different players act in an altruistic way, and decisions are taken on the basis of technocratic criteria, neutrally selecting best solutions to common problems. But as we know, such a ”reality” is far from being real, particularly in the case of groups living in or affected by situations that in themselves reflect the existence of serious social and political tensions and rivalries.

* Multiplier effect: ”It is intended that the results of Employment projects should benefit other groups and agencies that have not been directly involved. Each project is given the resources to disseminate its experience and products so that the best features can be emulated and can have an impact on mainstream provision and policy priorities, at home and abroad.”


This principle is partly a restatement of the principle of transnationality, but oriented towards the national arena: the aim in both cases  is to disseminate own experiences (”good practices”) to others. But something else, much more delicate and ambitious, is also expressed in this principle: the intention to influence and change mainstream policy and practices.


We know that this intention was very notorious during, for instance, the initial phase of Poverty 3 or, in general, the period of activism by the Commission preceding the deep political crisis that came after the signing of the Treaty of Maastricht. But we also know that this is not the case of Employment and Integra. On the contrary, as discussed above, the primacy and autonomy of the national level is very strong in these contexts, and the Commission is not attempting to play, in any serious way, a leading or policy-making role. For this reason, the principle has to be seen mainly as a rhetorical statement, expressing nothing more than the hope that the possible ”good practices” of the projects can give some good ideas to normal policy makers. This explains why, in sharp contrast to for instance Poverty 3, ”mainstreaming” is simply delegated to the projects. And as everyone understands, it cannot be easy for ”micro-projects” or, in general, quite limited actions at the local level to have an ”impact on mainstream provision and political priorities... at home and abroad”. What we realistically should expect here is, for the reasons already discussed, the inverse process, that is a decisive impact of mainstream provision and political priorities on the formulation, selection and practice of the projects.

* Participation: ”All projects should be based on the principle of empowerment of the target groups and persons concerned. They should be people-driven and based on active participation in decision-making processes and on the principle of civic responsibility, in defining structured integration pathways into employment.”


This is a central and very radical passage. It is also the most unrealistic in the whole text creating Integra. We know that participation was an Achilles’ heel of all the Poverty Programmes, in spite of their superior methodological coherence and maturity, and the longer time span at their disposal. The problematic nature of the issue was clearly stated by the already quoted Final Report on Poverty 1. If participation is to be something other than ”active consumption” of a service or co-opting of some ”representative” people from the target group, radical (”revolutionary” is the term used by the Commission in the Interim Report on Poverty 2) methodological changes are necessary together with a type of action characterised by stability, methodological maturity and a very long-term perspective.


Empowerment is naturally more than participation, and implies a radical involvement of the target group in an action that is both generated by a grassroot initiative and controlled by ”the people” (”people-driven” is the term used in this context by the Commission). This is based on the old idea that power cannot be given, but only taken. That means that we can create favourable conditions for a process of empowerment, but the process itself must be generated and controlled by those that are going to gain power over their own life conditions. Empowerment implies, to be real and effective, both the creation of the conditions of power and an indispensable learning process of how power is constituted and exercised. In this sense, the very term ”target group” is not compatible with the principle of empowerment. ”Target group”, which is no more than a polite way of saying ”client group”, is a concept supposing a subject, i.e. a specialised body, targeting a group to be the beneficiary. 


Moreover, empowerment means not only the creation of power by excluded groups. Empowerment also means that some other groups are going to lose power and the economic gains normally associated with it. These can be professional bureaucracies whose function is to administer and keep exclusion under control, or enterprises using the cheap labour supply from groups without a voice or recognised legal status, or small-business communities exploiting the exposed situation of excluded groups etc.  


These short remarks should be enough to understand how problematic this kind of goal is within the frame of initiatives like the one we are analysing. How can concrete projects, with all the constraints that we have discussed and often created by professional project promoters, fulfil or handle such a difficult task as empowerment? How can an initiative like Integra, that stipulates empowerment as its fundamental goal, produce results that can be presented as a reasonable fulfilment of this goal? 


The only way to do this is to devalue the concept of empowerment, transforming it into being synonymous with some kind of ”active consumption” of a service or some form of ”representative co-opting”, or symbolic participation by some individuals from the target group. Such an attempt has already been made within the frame of Integra, illustrating in a very eloquent way how powerful words can suddenly be deflated. In the already mentioned Special Report on Integra of February 1997, we find under the headline Empowerment (pp. 15-16): ”Integra promotes the active participation of its target groups in decision-making processes. Active participation can be encouraged at the level of individual decisions. Each person should be able to follow an individual structured pathway to training and employment, and to make an informed choice at each step along the way. Integra experience has shown that the participation of the target groups in decision-making can be encouraged in a number of ways, including:


* involving informal groups such as users groups of local facilities, 
  umbrella groups, consumer associations and resident associations in 
  the design and running of the project;


* training local volunteers and active citizens in business and 
  organisational skills;


* training a range of local professionals and decision makers in the 
  skills necessary to work with people at risk of marginalisation;

 
* training local people in the design and management of information, 
  training and employment programmes.”

What we see here is an attempt to adapt what initially were very ambitious formulations to what reality, the reality of the projects in this case, allows. As such, it is a welcome rectification, not because what the very powerful idea of empowerment suggests is wrong or undesirable, but because the means proposed have simply no relation to such an ambitious goal. 


The risk of this and similar ”rhetorical traps”, and the necessary ”rectifications” to escape from these traps, is not only to transform valuable concepts into what is no more than a parody of their original meaning. The most important risk is related to the unrealistic expectations than can be generated among the people singled out as a target group, precisely as it was stated in the Final Report on Poverty 1: ”Indeed there are dangers of raising expectations which a project has no time to meet. Where this occurs, a project can do more harm than good by creating an even greater sense of neglect.” (Com 1981/769, p. 139) This is why caution is to be strongly recommended when using such powerful words like empowerment or people-driven actions.    

* Multidimensional approach: ”All projects should promote a more multidimensional approach. A multidimensional approach takes into account the impact on the person, group or area of a wide range of problems associated with exclusion from the labour market including housing, health, social protection, mobility, access to justice and public services. Multidimensionality requires interagency partnerships.”


Multidimensionality is, as we know, the central methodological consequence of the holistic analysis that defines social exclusion as a cumulative process of deprivation, occurring simultaneously at a social, economic, political and cultural level. As such it is quite a sophisticated multifocal instrument of analysis and action, requiring, on the one hand, highly qualified and broad expertise and, on the other, the involvement and co-operation of many different players. The materialisation of this complicated method of analysis and action is what Poverty 3 attempted with very limited success, in spite of the efforts to concentrate resources and a substantial accumulation of experience and expertise by the promoters of the Poverty Programmes. This limited success does not mean, as I have said before, that the approach was erroneous in itself, but that the conditions for a successful application are very difficult to achieve, especially within a relatively short period of time and with very limited resources.


What can the demand to use such a complicated methodology mean within the frame of an initiative or programme that, like Integra, does not provide the technical support, expertise, methodological conduction, financial conditions or the time necessary for the realistic implementation of a multidimensional approach? In the most optimistic hypothesis this ”demand” can work as a reminder of what should be done to really achieve serious progress in the fight against social exclusion. In a more pessimistic hypothesis, this demand can lead project promoters to a quite desperate attempt to really put into practice a multidimensional approach, in spite of all the limitations in terms of time, resources and expertise that should affect normal projects in the frame of Employment. In normal conditions - this can of course be different if the ”projects” are no more than integrated parts of well established organisations or institutions - such an attempt should lead to a considerable and very frustrating waste of energy and resources. 


This is why a more traditional approach and actions with a very narrow focus can in this case, despite all its acknowledged shortcomings, be preferable.
This is simply a matter of logic. Methodologies of analysis and action are instruments requiring some very specific conditions to work properly. In the absence of these conditions, even the best methodology and the most laudable ideas can do more harm than good, as the Commission so wisely pointed out in the Final Report on Poverty 1.


My conclusion about multidimensionality is, in other words, not very different to the opinion of the Commission on the prospects of the multidimensional approach within the frame of the initiatives promoted by the Structural Funds: ”Moreover, and above all, intervention by the funds in the field of exclusion is, by necessity, limited and, in the current legal and practical situation could hardly support a multidimensional approach to exclusion even though the relevant provisions were relaxed in the latest regulations... What is more, the rules which govern the funds activities do not in practice enable a multidimensional approach to be taken to exclusion.” (Com 1995/94, p. 60)

* Local partnership: ”Greater participation and a more multidimensional approach can only be achieved through the mobilisation of a wide range of local actors. The projects will seek the involvement, in a common commitment to their objectives, of public authorities and their agencies, non-governmental organisations, semi-public bodies, the social partners, small and medium-sized enterprises, co-operatives, associations, friendly societies and charitable trusts, and consumer and resident associations... A number of new measures in Integra will assist the development of skills and capacities amongst local residents to help them prepare for a more effective operation of such local partnerships.” 


We have already discussed the possible conflicts than can emerge between the establishment of partnerships and grassroot participation. And this is really a crucial point that deserves some more elaboration. Partnership is a typical situation of bargaining in which different organised groups, often representing differing or even opposed ideas and interests, try to agree on a common line of action in which they can maximise their access to new resources and power structures. That is why in the real world, partnership has very little to do with altruism or the ”public good”. This reality was sadly experienced by many of the projects participating in Poverty 3, and has to be seriously considered not only for the sake of realism, but because this complicated situation of local bargaining - that also involves regional, national and international actors with local presence - creates conditions in which the participation, and even more so the potential empowerment, of ”the excluded” can be quite elusive and illusive. How can ”the excluded” assert their interests and ideas when confronted with well organised pressures groups and professional bureaucracies? Can it be that in reality this demand for partnership works as a form of control, forcing the target groups into a bargain that they can scarcely handle?


This kind of serious methodological problem or contradiction is not considered at all within the frame of Integra which seems to assume, as I have said before, the existence of a quite harmonious reality and altruistic actors prepared to find ”good practices” for the ”common good”. But not only this. Partnership, as demonstrated conclusively by Poverty 3, takes time and demands considerable investments to be materialised. 18 months and significant investments by the Commission in terms of technical support was not an unusual cost of partnership in the case of Poverty 3! 


How has this important experience been capitalised in the case of Integra? The answer here is quite disappointing, but not different to the opinion of the Commission on this matter: ”...the funds, and specially the ESF, have not yet capitalised on national and Community action on exclusion.” (Com 1995/94, p. 60)

* Coherence: ”Links will be promoted between policies at local, regional and national levels.” This short statement is reinforced later on in the same document with: ”All Employment-Integra projects will reflect local and regional policy objectives”. In the Communication of the Commission creating Integra this principle is asserted more forcefully: ”All actions should have defined objectives at local level, which are coherent with objectives at the regional and national level.” (Com 1996/200, p. 19)


This final principle asserts, simply and unambiguously, the crux of the matter, which is the primacy of the national level in relation to both the supranational and the local level. We have already discussed this topic from different points of view, for example, innovation, bottom-up approach, genuine participation, the size and methodology of the projects and the transnational coherence of the whole initiative. We also know the reasons behind this predominant position of the national authorities, in terms of the general procedures of the Structural Funds and more concretely in matters relating to social exclusion, the backlash of the highly centralised and Commission-driven Poverty Programmes. I think that this is enough for an understanding of the consequences and importance of the essential principle of coherence.

This is what can be said about the guiding principles of Integra using the methodological experience of the Poverty Programmes as a reference. In the next chapter I will explore these principles from a different angle: the experience of 21 projects of Integra-type selected to participate in a Thematic Working Group (TWG) organised under the responsibility of the Swedish NSS. But before this, I would like to pay attention to an additional aspect of central importance to the understanding of Integra: the definition of the target groups of the programme. 


Characteristic for Employment-Integra (and also for the original Employment-Horizon strand) is the huge variety of target groups included in the programme. This heterogeneity, that was also apparent in the Poverty Programmes, became extreme in the case of Integra by the general inclusion of ”migrants, refugees and other similarly vulnerable groups, who are likely to be faced with greater discrimination on the labour market, as a consequence of the rise in social tension, racism, xenophobia and anti-Semitism that Europe is witnessing.” (Com 1996/200, p. 19) This definition makes possible the targeting of groups that are essentially different compared to those classically included in the Poverty Programmes, i.e. groups that are vulnerable (discriminated) but not disadvantaged in the sense of having a weak resource basis. This possibility introduces what is an obvious anomaly or incoherence in the very foundations of the programme with serious methodological consequences.


Generally speaking, the case of vulnerable groups (or parts of a group) with a strong resource basis in terms of formal education, professional experience or any other ”class-resource” typical of a middle-class position, requires a methodology of intervention mainly directed, on the one hand, towards changing the structures or/and attitudes that prevent the social participation of groups that possess all that can normally be requested for this participation and, on the other hand, the creation of some specially-tailored pathways facilitating the recycling or adaptation of already adquired skills. 


The case of socially-disadvantaged groups is pretty different. Actions directed at clearing away obstacles to participation and changing negative attitudes are also required in this case, but the main effort must be oriented towards a substantial strengthening of the productive and participative resources controlled by these ”less privileged” sectors of society. The instruments of intervention developed within the frame of the Poverty Programmes are direct expressions of the multiple needs to be simultaneously considered in the case of socially disadvantaged groups in order to reverse the cumulative process of exclusion (which can also include the special reality and effects of racial prejudice and ethnic discrimination). 


To apply the same methods or guiding principles to so different types of groups, as in the case of Integra, cannot be a very sensible alternative. But not only this, to put these groups together may even foster serious misunderstandings of the character of the groups in question and the nature of the problems affecting them. 

4. Principles and practices: the experience of 21 projects
This part of the evaluation is based on the experience of 21 projects that participated, during the first half of 1997, in the Integra TWG organised under the responsibility of the Swedish NSS. According to Europs, ”it was at the instigation of the European Commission and the Member States that the Community-sponsored Employment-Integra programme was used as a framework for setting up a thematic working group. Its remit is to exploit the approaches and innovative activities resulting from a total of 21 projects... The Swedish National Support Structure took charge of organising the thematic group. The 21 projects were selected on the basis of the NSS proposals, and their relevance to the problems involved and the target group, but also their overall consistency, so as to ensure the group’s effective motive force.” (Europs 1997, pp. 1 and 19)


This quotation makes it evident that we are dealing with special projects, explicit showcase examples proposed by the respective NSSs and representing what we must suppose is among the best that the different Member States can exhibit in this context. This means that the light that these projects throw on Integra is probably different to what would be the case using the experience of more ordinary projects as a frame of reference. This evident bias can, however, present some advantages from the point of view of an exploratory evaluation like this one. Projects promoted by experienced organisations, like those participating in the TWG almost without exception, work with very well-defined approaches and methodologies of intervention, facilitating in this way a discussion whose only aim is to explore these types of matters within the frame of a programme like Employment-Integra.


Two further circumstances must be pointed out before we jump into the analysis of the experiences of the projects. The first one is that the projects were not selected as a part of the Integra strand, but of Horizon. The simple reason for this is that Integra was not created until 1976, and the first selection of projects using the specific principles of Integra will only be finished at the end of 1997. This circumstance is problematic because we are going to discuss some principles that, at least in part, were simply not formulated when the projects in question were created. All the same, this difficulty was not an obstacle to the constitution of the Integra TWG, meaning that the projects selected were considered, both by the respective NSSs and Europs, as relevant examples of the philosophy and principles represented by Integra. For the sake of this evaluation, I have no other alternative than to assume that this was a sensible decision.


The second circumstance to be considered here is that the amount of information at my disposal on the different projects was very inconsistent. I some cases, the representatives of the projects sent me plenty of information and were kind enough to answer my questionnaire. In other cases, fortunately a tiny minority, the situation was very different, and the information at my disposal was so scanty that I feel quite unsure about some important aspects of these projects. In these cases I will simply not discuss at any deep the experiences of these projects. 

This chapter is organised in the following way. Firstly, a succinct description of the projects involved in the TWG is provided. After this, the types of target groups and project promoters involved are explored. Finally, a thematic discussion is presented connecting the experiences of the projects with some of the most important guiding principles of Integra.

4.a. The projects
To facilitate the analysis to come, here is a very short description of the projects participating in the Integra TWG, including the name of the project (in italics), the name of the promoter, the Member State, the main target group(s) and the principal aim(s) of the project. I first list the projects dealing mainly with immigrants, refugees and ethnic minorities. Within this category I begin with the projects targeting individuals or groups with a strong resource basis in terms of formal education and skills. After that I continue presenting the projects whose target groups are also immigrants, refugees or ethnic minorities but have a weak resource-basis in terms of formal education, professional experience and/or motivation. Then I list the projects targeting other disadvantaged or vulnerable groups. In this case all the main target groups can be described as having a weak resource-basis, especially in terms of formal education, professional experience and socio-economic background. I divide these projects into two categories depending on the long-term ambitions of the actions promoted. Firstly, projects inspired by the idea of a solidarity-based economy or economic sector, offering an alternative to mainstream business practices. Then, projects with a more limited aim, trying mainly to create specially-tailored integration pathways for target groups who have been disregarded or are not satisfactorily considered by mainstream provisions.

Projects dealing with immigrants, refugees and ethnic minorities (strong resource-basis):


1. Project: New Perspectives for Higher Educated Refugees and Migrants. Promoter: Expertisecentrum Loopbaan en Management - Hogeschool van Amsterdam. Member State: The Netherlands. Target group: Migrants, especially refugees, with higher education and eligible for a residence permit. Aims: a. To acquire a job consistent with the education received and the professional experience gained in the country of origin b. To set up own business.


2. Project: On Air - More Colour in the Media. Promoter: Stichting Omroep Allochtonen (STOA). Member State: The Netherlands. Target groups: a. Highly talented individuals from ethnic minorities with journalistic experience; b. Decision-makers in the broadcasting companies. Aims: The general goal is to introduce equal employment opportunities for ethnic minorities in radio and television by means of a. Adapted training and employment pathways provided by the Dutch National Media Training Centre (the major mainstream training centre for Dutch broadcasting) for individuals from ethnic minorities; b. Introduction of inter-cultural management policies in the Dutch media industries.


3. Project: Cultural Bridges. Promoter: Continuing Education Centre - Vaasa University. Member State: Finland. Target group: Immigrants living in Finland with higher education and/or entrepreneurial skills. Aims: a. The starting up of own firms; b. To provide training in marketing own skills and finding employment in existing firms; c. At least to know the goals and what is needed to reach them.


4. Project: Integration through Training and Work. Promoter: Vocational Training Centre Efpyrides. Member State: Greece. Target group: Pontian Greeks repatriated from the former Soviet Union. Aims: a. Upgrading of basic skills including Greek language; b. Training in business skills with a view to creating own enterprises; c. Providing qualifications as executive staff to work in information and support centres for migrants.


5. Project: Formation d’immigres comme agents commerciaux en import-export dans des pays du continent africain (Training of Immigrants as Import-Export Agents in African Countries). Promoter: Associació per a la Promoció i Inserció Professional (APIP). Member State: Spain. Target group: Immigrants for economic reasons from Central and North Africa, with residence and work permit. Aims: a. Integration into the labour market via existing import-export companies or self employment; b. To change the common view of immigrants from the Third World as a problem by stressing and developing their capabilities to make an innovative contribution to the economic development of the country.


6. Project: New Perspectives, New Horizons. Promoter: Steunpunt Buurtopbouwwerk (STEBO); Member State: Belgium (Flemish Community). Target groups: a. Entrepreneurially-minded inhabitants - especially immigrants - of a deprived neighbourhood affected by the decline of the coal-mining industry (Sledderlo in the town of Genk, province of Limburg) who want to start their own business; b. Trainers, business counsellors, community development services, local services and local authorities. Aims: a. To provide the necessary training opportunities (via the Flemish Institute for Training and Counselling for Entrepreneurs, VIZO, a parastatal organisation that has a monopoly on recognised vocational training certificates for entrepreneurs) and support structures to make possible the starting up of new business (”ethnic business” in particular); b. To orient the interest of mainstream business support structures towards this target group.


7. Project: Rinkeby Business House. Promoter: Rinkeby Stadsdelsförvaltning. Member State: Sweden. Target Group: Immigrants with a good business idea living in the immigrant-dominated area of Rinkeby, in the periphery of Stockholm. Aim: To create a business house able to provide training, infrastructure and counselling to prospective entrepreneurs with an immigrant background.

Projects dealing with immigrants, refugees and ethnic minorities (weak resource-basis):


8. Project: Textil 2000. Promoter: Flyktingkontoret - Högsby Kommun. Member State: Sweden. Target group: low-educated refugee women from Bosnia. Aim: To create a textile co-operative through a combination of production activities and on-the-job training.


9. Project: Sintegra. Promoter: Berufsförderungsinstitut Wien (BFI Wien). Member State: Austria. Target groups: Immigrants and their children aged 19 to 25 with insufficient scholar and/or professional qualifications. Aim: To offer an educational alternative to young people of immigrant origin.


10. Project: Europa Fortaeller. Promoter: Kulturkaelderen. Member State: Denmark. Target group: Mainly marginalised long-term unemployed refugees and migrant-women living in the northern part of the city of Randers. Aim: To improve the individual’s position in the labour market through artistic activities and interactive language training.


11. Project: Novos Horizontes. Promoter: Associacão Cultural Moinho da Juventude. Member State: Portugal. Target group: Young people, predominantly with African roots, living in the slum area of Alto da Cova da Moura in Buraca. Aims: a. Training of young ”social mediators”; b. Setting up of a network of collaboration among young people, families, schools and the project’s training centre; c. Creation of a catering enterprise in the area.


12. Project: Tziganes et gens du voyage - Dynamisation (Gypsies and nomadic people - Dynamisation). Promoter: Association pour la promotion des populations d’origine nomade d’Alsace (APPONA). Member State: France. Target groups: Gypsies and nomadic people living in the Upper-Rhine area. Aims: a. Development of the basic training of the target group; b. Training of mediators; c. Creation of two ”integration enterprises”; d. Job creation in both the environmental sector and the non-sedentary business sector; e. Creation of a structure for training, guidance and counselling in the Upper-Rhine area.

Projects dealing with other disadvantaged or vulnerable groups aiming at the creation of an alternative, solidarity-based, economic sector:


13. Project: Horizon 2001 - Region Nord-Pas-de-Calais. Promoter: Groupement pour l’initiative et l’elaboration de projects professionnels (GIEPP). Member State: France. Target groups: Long-term unemployed, young people without training or work experience, recipients of the National Minimum Income, and ”isolated” persons. Aims: a. Employment creation via the development of solidarity-based enterprises; b. Specially-tailored training and coaching programmes for the productive integration of disadvantaged persons; c. Development of support structures for the creation of solidarity-based economic alternatives.


14. Project: Horizon 2001. Promoter: Fundación privada Trinijove. Member State: Spain. Target group: Disadvantaged groups living in the neighbourhood of Trinita Vella, northern Barcelona. Aims: a. Provide training and create employment in solidarity-based businesses; b. Contribute to a community-based development of Trinidad Vella.


15. Project: Diploma for Social Entrepreneurs. Promoter: Alliance for Work Forum (AWF). Member State: Ireland. Target group: Long-term unemployed people living in Dublin’s North-East Inner City. Aim: Provide accredited training to long-term unemployed as entrepreneurs oriented to the development of new models of enterprise in the ”social economy”.


16. Project: Ensamble. Promoter: People for Action (PFA) - South London Family Housing Association (SLFHA). Member State: United Kingdom (Great Britain). Target groups: Long-term adult unemployed and socially-excluded people resident in Greenwich and Lewishan, inner London. Aims: a. Provide support to co-operative enterprises and self-employment via advice and training; b. Development of ”social enterprises” via local partnership.


17. Project: Zoning Economie Sociale. Promoter: Accompagnement et Création d’Entreprises Sociales (ACES). Member State: Belgium (French-language Community). Target groups: Social enterprises (”enterprises sociales”) in a developmental phase. Aim: The creation of a centre of social-economy on the site of a former coal mine localised in Monceau-Sur-Sambre with a coherent set of services to enable training in strategic marketing, sponsoring of new enterprises and the search for new outlets.

Projects dealing with other disadvantaged or vulnerable groups aiming at the creation of specially-tailored integration pathways:

18. Project: Moving On. Promoter: Youth Action Northern Ireland. Member State: United Kingdom (Northern Ireland). Target group: Young mothers aged 18 to 25 from areas of social and economic disadvantage who are unemployed and have few qualifications. Aim: Provide initial access to a pathway to education and employment by means of accredited pre-vocational training including flexible work placements.


19. Project: Biotope. Promoter: Comité National de Défense Sociale (CNDS). Member State: Luxembourg. Target group: Disadvantaged persons at risk of marginalisation. Aim: Social re-integration by means of socio-therapeutic work combined with environmental activities within the frame of the ”Foyers de l’Entr’aide” (houses open to disadvantaged or excluded individuals).


20. Project: Social and Vocational Integration of Prisoners and Ex-Convicts. Promoter: Hoppenbank e. V. Member State: Germany. Target group: Offenders in open and closed prison in the Land of Bremen. Aim: Social rehabilitation through client-centred work, vocational education and professional integration into the labour market.


21. Project: Andrea. Promoter: Ora d’Aria-Arcisolidarietà. Member State: Italy. Target groups: Prisoners and former prisoners in Rome. Aims: a. Traditional training in basic skills supported by a motivational pathway, psychological and relational guidance, job guidance and tutoring; b. The starting up of a solidarity-based enterprise specialised in placing (ex)prisoners and run by the prisoners themselves.

4.b. The target groups
As I have said before, characteristic for Employment-Integra is the huge variety of target groups included in the programme. This heterogeneity is due not only to the great variety of disadvantaged groups encompassed by the programme, but also to the general inclusion of groups - immigrants, refugees and ethnic minorities - that are, both internally and in relation to each other, extremely heterogeneous in social, economic, educational and cultural terms. The consequence of the indiscriminate inclusion of these very heterogeneous groups is that the programme can also include groups or individuals that are vulnerable but not socially disadvantaged in terms of their resource basis. This is an important anomaly within the frame of a programme whose basic intention and guiding principles are clearly related to the situation of disadvantaged or less privileged social groups.


This characteristic anomaly of Employment-Integra was very well represented in the projects participating in the TWG. The first seven projects listed above deal mainly with individuals or groups that in terms of formal education and professional/entrepreneurial skills and possibilities cannot be defined as disadvantaged. On the contrary, in some cases the projects were explicitly looking for exceptionally talented, well-trained and experienced persons, an élite among broader groups that also comprise, to different degrees, really disadvantaged people. 


To illustrate this situation I would like to quote the description of the main target group of the Dutch project More colour in the Media (project No. 2 in the list above; all the quotations to come are taken from the material provided to me by representatives of the projects): ”The Dutch project realised that when choosing trainees, broadcasting companies were looking for an elitist group, so they aimed to select trainees that were highly talented... Criteria for selection were education, experience in the media and a high level of speaking and writing the Dutch language.”


More striking are the cases of the following three participants in the other Dutch project, New Perspectives for Higher Educated Refugees and Migrants. These are the descriptions of the professional backgrounds of these persons. Case 1 (Ph. D. in Education, University of Colorado, USA): ”One of our students is a 46 year old psychotherapist and counsellor from Iran. He graduated in Iran and the United States. He gained his professional experience in Iran, the United States and the Netherlands. In the Netherlands, he worked for Amsterdam University as a scientific researcher at the Foundation for Educational Research. He is also a member of the Interdisciplinary Foundation for Analytical Psychology in the Netherlands. His professional experience and participation in a professional network provide him with excellent networking possibilities in the Netherlands.” Case 2 (a married couple, both civil engineers from the University of Sarajevo with postgraduate studies at the International Institute for Hydraulics and Environmental Engineering, IHE-Delft, in The Netherlands): ”In one of our groups there is a married couple, who are both civil engineers, both specialised in Water Quality Management. They graduated at Sarajevo University; this schooling was validated in the Netherlands as ‘ample higher education in engineering and technology’. In Bosnia, he made a career as a senior engineer at the Sarajevo Institute for Water Resources and Development. He was invited as a lecturer in an institute for higher technical education. She made a career as a senior engineer-manager for a regional waterworks company. In this quality, she managed large projects in the areas of water- and gas supplies, sewage and irrigation. In 1988, both undertook an international postgraduate course in Sanitary Engineering at Delft University in the Netherlands.”


This kind of target group has, obviously, very little to do with the socially excluded groups traditionally targeted by the Poverty Programmes or with the target groups of other projects that were represented in the Integra TWG. The Portuguese project (No. 11), for instance, is working with a category of immigrants/refugees (low-educated African immigrants living in a slum area) that is very much the antithesis of the above examples. More or less the same can be said of other projects targeting immigrants, refugees and minorities (No. 8, 9, 10 and 12) and of all the projects working with socially excluded groups irrespective of their ethnic or national origins (projects No. 13 to 21).


These important qualitative differences of the target groups included in one and the same programme poses several important questions. In this context I would like to address four of them. 


The first one is on the reasons behind such a peculiar mixture of target groups. What are the motives that explain why the Iranian Ph. D. or the Bosnian ingneers of the Dutch projects and the criminal offenders of the Italian or German projects are targets of the same programme? The answer to this question is mainly to be found in the analysis of Communitarian thinking and action on the ”immigrant question” presented in the third part of the first chapter of this evaluation (1.c. Immigrants and social exclusion). As stated there, the immigrant question has been a real blind spot in Communitarian action. The burning urgency of the marginalisation, discrimination and racial violence affecting important European groups with roots mainly in the Third World has not led to any coherent action on the fundamental matter of how to integrate with decency these growing European populations. The indiscriminate inclusion of immigrants, refugees and ethnic minorities in Integra cannot be explained in any other way than as the result of the paradoxical combination of the will to ”do something” with the incapacity or political impossibility to really address the immigrant question as such. 


This is often called political realism or a sense of opportunity for what is possible in a given situation. But the negative consequences for the ”target groups” of this ”realism” should not be underestimated. The very real risk here is to transform the basic question of the vulnerability of groups that ethnically and/or racially differ from what some people see as ”normal” European standards, into a question of social disadvantage, typical of ”less privileged” or ”weak” social groups. Social disadvantage means lack of the fundamental resources that allows a group to live, here and now, fully normal and participative lives. The consequence of this transformation is that the victims of discrimination and racial harassment are presented as ”problem groups” or ”weak groups”, i.e. groups lacking the very conditions for a satisfactory social integration. In this way the exposed situation of these groups becomes basically a natural consequence of their insufficient resources. This is, of course, a very serious confusion, and to avoid it the ”immigrant question”, or the general question of the new and old European minorities, must be addressed on its own premises.


The second question to be raised here refers to the consequences of this inclusion of highly-skilled groups both in methodological terms and in terms of the potential project promoters. What is evident, when looking at the experience of the first seven projects listed above, is that the majority of these projects work with a very conventional approach, trying essentially to expand the normal activities of the promoters by providing a professional service to a new segment of customers (or clients if we take into consideration the particular conditions under which the product or service is delivered). The basic aim of these projects is to provide supplementary training and support needed for the recycling of already acquired professional skills or/and the development of new ones, oriented to special labour market niches or possibilities (this often includes the training and support necessary to set up own businesses).


The direct involvement in these projects of universities and well-established professional institutes (the Finish Vaasa University, the Hogeschool van Amsterdam, the Dutch National Media Training Centre, the Flemish Institute for Training and Counselling for Entrepreneurs, the Dutch Joke Smit School or the Barcelona-based Associació per a la Promoció i Inserció Professional) as promoters, co-promoters or central service-delivering organisations is not surprising at all. The very specialised and well-delimited type of services demanded in these cases give these institutions a decisive comparative advantage.  


In this context any ambition to seriously apply a multidimensional approach (not to be confused with multi-disciplinary courses and the like) or any attempt to develop more participative methods, in the sense of ”people-driven” projects (not to be confused with interactive educational methods, course evaluations and similar pedagogical tools), would be counterproductive or simply nonsensical. Universities and experienced professional institutes (in some cases, like the Flemish VIZO, delivering officially-established training programmes) know very well how to deliver highly-qualified education and training, and this is exactly what they intend to do. 


In these cases the relationship between the deliverers of these services and the target group is not very different to any other relationship between producers and consumers of an educational service and, leaving aside the guiding principles of Employment-Integra, it is really difficult to understand why this should be any different. 


But this circumstance is naturally problematic for projects promoted within the frame of a programme that demands much more than the simple supply of a service to a particular group of individuals. This peculiar circumstance can force the projects, borrowing the expression of the promoters of one of these projects, to present proposals ”clearly worded to reflect the funder’s own requirements” in spite of what is demanded by the real needs of the targeted groups. This is a central but very well-known problem of any provision of goods or services in which the capacity to pay for the product delivered is not in the hands of the direct consumers. In the obove mentioned cases the conflict between principles and practices is particularly apparent because the target groups involved and their needs are so clearly different from the groups and needs that the programme was really intended for. 


The third question to be discussed here has to do with the proper utilisation of the resources of a programme like Employment-Integra or, to put it in a different way, the risk of depriving the already deprived of potential resources by the incorporation in the same programme of alternative target groups that offer very attractive, accessible and rewarding possibilities of action to well-established professional deliverers of highly-qualified educational and labour market oriented services. 


That as much as a third of the projects participating in the TWG are working with individuals eligible as beneficiaries of the projects precisely because they are not disadvantaged in terms of human resources can simply be an accidental circumstance in the sense of not being representative of what is normal in the context of Employment-Integra. Nevertheless, it is a very meaningful accidental circumstance. The fact that so many NSSs and Europs selected this kind of project as showcase examples for Integra is highly significant. This is probably due to two reasons. The first is that very professional and well-established promoters or co-promoters can present very well-designed projects and all the expertise needed for their success. The second is that these types of projects have much better prospects of producing tangible results in a short period of time (two-three years or even less) than projects working with the immensely complex problems related to social exclusion. These reasons make projects targeting élite groups very serious competitors for the resources available in a programme like Employment-Integra.  


To point out these problems is not to say that resources invested in facilitating the labour-market integration of these highly-skilled groups should be less or to question the direct involvement of top-educational organisations in this context. On the contrary, from both an individual and a social perspective this is really well-invested money. What is problematic here is the possible competition for, and eventually a substantial diversion of, the always so scarce resources destined for, using the expression of W. J. Wilson, the ”truly disadvantaged”.


The fourth and final question to be raised here has to do with the definition of the target groups in terms of resources combined with what I would like to call the collective or  individual orientation of the project. The analysis of the projects that participated in the TWG shows that we are dealing with two pretty different definitions of the target group that, especially when élite groups are targeted, can lead to essentially different outcomes of the action promoted. 


A majority of the projects targeting truly disadvantaged groups work clearly with a collective-oriented approach. This means that the real focus of these projects is on a group of people broader than the actual group of participants in the project. The target group is defined as a collective, and the individuals directly involved in the project are mainly conceived as participants in or mediators of an action that, in a systematic way, has the broader group as a goal. 


Telling examples of this collective perspective are the Portuguese project Novos Horizontes (No. 11) and the French project Tziganes et gens du voyage (No. 12). The targets of these projects are under-privileged neighbourhoods or ethnic groups, in which the promoters are deeply rooted. In these cases, the strategy of intervention - pooling external resources to the area in question, training different categories of local mediators and undertaking an array of local initiatives including awareness actions and the starting up of enterprises - revolves explicitly around the generation of a cumulative process of collective participation and empowerment.


A different collective-oriented definition of the target group is to be found in the projects supporting the idea of the creation of a social or solidarity-based economy (projects No. 13 to 17). The purpose of these projects is not so much to help some individuals to find employment or to set up new enterprises, but to develop an alternative economic sector deeply committed to combating social exclusion. The central goals of this alternative economic sector are to create employment opportunities for the less-privileged sectors of society and to develop participative enterprises. In this respect, the real target group of these projects is the collective of disadvantaged people for whom the new economic sector is intended to work. The most developed example of this approach in the TWG was the project promoted by the French GIEPP, Horizon 2001 - Region Nord-Pas-de-Calais (No. 13). This project is part of a very comprehensive effort to develop solidarity-based enterprises (in which at least 25 percent of the employment is reserved for ”people particularly disadvantaged in terms of the prospects of being employed”; these enterprises are called Alteractives), institutions to provide financial and technical help to these enterprises (notably Autonomie et Solidarité, a co-operative that since its foundation in February 1991 has helped more than sixty enterprises), employment pathways for disadvantaged people and management methods able to combine economic efficiency and social commitment. 


Beside these projects using a collective or group perspective there are projects applying a more individual-oriented approach. We find this approach in some projects dealing with disadvantaged groups, like the Austrian project Sintegra (No. 9), but even more so in projects targeting vulnerable but not disadvantaged persons (with the notable exception of the Greek project, Integration through Training and Work, No 4). In this approach the target group works simply as a recruitment basis for beneficiaries of the action promoted (individuals to be trained/re-trained and to gain some basic/additional skills is the typical example here). Characteristic for many of the projects working with this perspective is the absence of  mechanisms systematically linking the individual gains with some kind of collective gain for the rest of the target group or groups with ”some relation” to the actual target group (for instance individuals with the same national or ethnic origin, or the common ”quality” of being immigrants).  


The assumption behind these projects seems to be that a broader beneficial impact on this larger target group is anyway obtained through these individual-oriented actions. But this assumption is highly problematic and many other things, some of them pretty unexpected, can occur as a result of this individual-oriented methodology. This is especially the case when the beneficiaries of the project are members of the (actual or potential) élite of a group in an exposed or disadvantaged situation. In principle, there is no guarantee of any collective gains for the larger group unless systematic mechanisms exist to link individual and collective gains. In this sense an individual ”empowerment”, giving an individual more control over hes own life conditions, can very well result in an increased level of collective deprivation if the individual in question makes use of the gained autonomy/resources to break with the original group or act in a disloyal way towards the same. The parallel history of the rise of the Afro-American middle class and the increased misery of the Afro-American ghetto, is a telling example of how the success of the few can go hand in hand with the failure of the many.  

What this discussion reveals is not so much insufficiencies in or the potentially contradictory effects of some projects (this kind of conclusion would demand a totally different type of evaluation than the present one). The essential lesson to be learnt is different and points in the same direction as the general analysis of the guiding principles of Integra in chapter three: the basic problems of Integra have to do with fundamental flaws in the very structure of the programme. The weaknesses explored in chapter three had mainly to do with conflicting principles, while the weaknesses explored in this section have primarily to do with a very problematic definition of the target groups of the programme. This problematic definition manifests an evident lack of reflection on the possible consequences of the use of different concepts of the target group (collective- or individual-oriented concepts) and the importance of targeting more coherent or homogeneous social sectors to avoid the types of methodological inconsistencies and other problems pointed out here.


This lack of reflection constitutes an additional proof of the detrimental effects of the already mentioned loss of acquis communautaire that occurred in connection with the interruption of the Poverty Programmes and the inclusion of the traditional target groups of the Poverty Programmes in the activities of the Structural Funds. The concept of target group was not only critically examined but discarded in the transition from Poverty 2 to Poverty 3. This very concept was found to be incompatible with a genuine multidimensional approach and the likelihood of reaching what was the essential goal of the Poverty Programmes, i.e. to generate a collective process of participation and empowerment capable of reversing the cumulative process of social exclusion. In this sense, and without any explanation of why the experiences of twenty years are not being considered, Employment-Horizon and Employment-Integra are simply going back to the ”chaotic” point of departure of the Poverty Programmes in the mid-1970s.

4.c. The promoters
One of the most frequent themes in the materials that the representatives of the projects provided refers to the complicated art of obtaining economic support from the EU-programmes. Let me give two examples. First a short but striking remark: ”I seriously doubt that a small, lets say idealistic organisation based on voluntary work could handle the amount of paperwork involved in EU projects.” Then a more elaborate statement: ”The European Commission has many ‘budget lines’ which aim to provide financial aid for the development of different areas of interest, e.g. new technology, education, employment markets, media and urban development. Each budget line has its own rules and regulations and these vary every year. It’s easy to be put off by all this complexity: fortunately, according to experienced EC applicants, the forms have improved recently and information on how to complete them is now much clearer than it used to be! To find out what is currently being funded and to get a better feel for the process, it can be useful to take out a subscription to the EC publications in which calls for proposals are made.” 


These commentaries point out what is evident for any person who knows something of these matters: getting financial support in these contexts requires a type of professional expertise that is scarcely available to not only normal grassroots organisations but also to more sophisticated organisations. This is very much a catch-22 situation. The explicit intention of these programmes is to promote ”people-driven” initiatives, genuine expressions of the needs and actions of not only ordinary citizens but even people in situations of social exclusion. At the same time, the skills required for getting the needed support practically preclude the success of these kinds of non-professional applicants. 


The consequence of these circumstances is the creation of an ”in-group” or a circle of ”experienced EU applicants”, with good contacts with the financiers and the know-how required to have a realistic chance of being successful. Very professional and well-established organisations can gain access to this circle, if they consider it rewarding to invest considerable time for qualified personnel to learn ”the art of applying for EU-money”. How other, less-professional organisations can enter this circle is difficult to envisage without a conscious effort from the Communitarian and national financiers to change the rules of the game in these matters.     


The presence of this highly problematic filter in the project’s access to financial support is very evident when looking at the projects that participated in the TWG. The professional skills of a broad majority of the promoters and co-promoters, in many cases coupled with long-standing experience as EU applicants, as well as the institutional framework of many of these projects, are very impressive indeed. But this is also a very clear indication of, on the one hand, the distance that can separate professionally less-qualified applicants from the possibility of getting support and, on the other hand, the attraction that this kind of professional project has for the respective NSSs and Europs. 


Some interesting exceptions in this context are the most genuine grassroots projects represented in the TWG, like the Portuguese project promoted by Associacão Cultural Moinho da Juventude (No. 11) or the Spanish project promoted by Trinijove (No. 14). In both cases the promoters are neighbourhood organisations trying to implement different developmental actions in their own area. To make a study of these and similar grassroots projects is very important if the aim is really to facilitate and encourage this type of initiative in future Communitarian programmes.  


Leaving aside this aspect, the projects involved in the TWG represent a huge variety of promoters and co-promoters. In the rest of this section I will approach this variety by means of a classification or typology.

Looking at the different types of organisations involved it is possible to propose the following typology of the promoters behind the projects that participated in the TWG:

* Governmental organisations. Parts of or organisations strictly dependent on the public sector of a country (central or local authorities). The existence of these promoters, the aims of the projects and the appointment of the personnel running the projects are the result of political/administrative decisions. In these cases, the projects have no more autonomy of action or goals than is regarded by the political/administrative sector as being suitable for or compatible with its own ideas and goals. Furthermore, being directly or indirectly a part of the political/administrative power structure these projects can have a very strong position in relation to both the target/client group and potential partners. The two Swedish projects (No. 7 and 8) fit into this category.   

* Professional institutions. These are universities, educational/training institutes and organisations professionally devoted to the production of different services (training, counselling, consulting etc.). The main feature of these promoters is to be highly-specialised organisations supplying professional services to authorities, enterprises or individuals. The origin, legal status and position ”in the market” of these organisations can be very varied, but their business is quite the same. In some cases, these organisation are what we can call quasi-governmental organisations. This is true, for instance, of universities and professional institutes whose activities are regulated, oriented and mainly financed by the public sector. In other cases, a relationship of clear dependency towards the public sector (often the only or practically the only buyer/financier of the offered services) is very apparent. These two types of professional institutions were very common in the TWG, contrasting with the nearly total absence of market-oriented firms working in this field. The Austrian (No. 9), Danish (No. 10), German (No. 20), Greek (No. 4), Belgian (Flemish Community, No. 6), Finish (No. 3), Dutch project promoted by the Hogeschool van Amsterdam (No. 1) and the Spanish APIP-project (No. 5) fit fairly well into this category.

* Ideological organisations. These are promoters whose actions are inspired by an alternative vision of how society and human relations in general should be shaped. Here the project in question is neither the final nor the principal aim of the action undertaken, but only a functional step conducive to the realisation of the societal change that is the very goal and leitmotif of the organisation. Central themes in this kind of organisation are a critique against the egoistic/profit-oriented rationality of ”capitalism” and the attempt to establish economic relations and forms of enterprise that combine economic efficiency with a commitment to more altruistic moral values. An important problem for these organisations is to get financial support from mainstream institutions without jeopardising their own ideological independence. And the same problem arises in relation to the constitution of partnerships with organisations that do not share the ideological convictions of the promoters. These circumstances generate a clear tendency to the development of what can be called ideological partnerships, in which the existence of a common ideological aspiration is the basis of the co-operation. The projects from the French-speaking part of Belgium (No. 17), Great Britain (No. 16), Ireland (No. 15), Italy (N0 21) and the French GIEPP-project (No. 13) qualify for this category, but some of the projects in the next group, such as the Spanish Trinijove-project (No. 14), can very well fit here.

* Target-group organisations. These promoters are organisations representing parts or the whole of the target group in question. This is, of course, the most interesting type of promoter taking into consideration the important role that the ideas of local participation and target-group empowerment play in the formulation of the principles of Integra. This simply must be a prerequisite of every eligible project if these ideas or principles are not to remain decorative phrases. The organisations involved here can be of very different character and level of professionalism. They can be well-developed, experienced and powerful organisations run by a professional full-time staff or local associations mainly based on the voluntary efforts of simple community members. The posssible variety of these organisations creates very different conditions for both the real participation of the target group and the capacity to establish partnerships without losing control over the project. These and other important aspects should be seriously studied in the final evaluation of Integra, with the aim of facilitating and making as real as possible the participation and empowerment of the target groups in future Communitarian initiatives. This category includes the French APPONA-project (No. 12), the Spanish Trinijove-project (No. 14), the Dutch STOA-project (No. 2) and the Portuguese project promoted by the Associacão Cultural Moinho da Juventude (No. 11).   

* Humanitarian associations. Under this category I would like to gather organisations devoted to helping disadvantaged people or people in exposed situations for humanitarian reasons. These organisations are of a very varied nature and often work as complements to the public welfare sector. Among the projects represented in the TWG I found two promoters that can fit into this category, Moving On from Northern Ireland (No. 18) and Biotope from Luxembourg (No. 19).

This typology contributes to a more systematic discussion about the relationship between principles and practices within the frame of Integra. This will be done in the next and final section of this chapter. Before this, I would like to close this section by pointing out some interesting traits of this classification that become apparent when we look at the predominant types of promoters in different cultural areas of the Community. In what I would like to call the Germanic and Nordic areas of the Union (I include here Germany, Austria, The Netherlands, the Flemish part of Belgium, Finland, Sweden and Denmark) all the promoters, with only one exception, fall into the first two categories of the classification, i.e. governmental organisations and professional institutions. In the rest of the Community these type of promoters are clearly exceptions. In the Anglo-Saxon area (the United Kingdom and Ireland), what I have called ideological organisations and humanitarian associations are the rule. In the French-speaking and Western Mediterranean areas (including France, the French-speaking part of Belgium, Luxembourg, Portugal, Spain and Italy) these ideological and humanitarian organisations are also present but co-exist with target-groups organisations often of a local character. 


These differences can, of course, be purely accidental, but they can also express more fundamental and for any purpose very important cleavages in European cultural geography and political/social history. In some senses it is as if the old limes or boundaries of the Roman Empire still have some significance. But I will leave it at that because it is the theme of a totally different evaluation or study to this one.

4.d. Practices and principles
A proper evaluation of the experiences of the 21 projects that participated in the TWG cannot be done here given the constraints of time and information, not to mention mandate. What can be attempted though is to extract in a very selective way some aspects of these experiences of relevance to our general discussion on the guiding principles of Integra. This is why the presentation that follows revolves explicitly around some of these principles under the headings of innovation and alternative approaches, structural change and multidimensional approach, and participation and empowerment.   

* Innovation and alternative approaches
Innovation has been the most permanent criterion in all Communitarian programmes targeting disadvantaged groups since Poverty 1. We know that the reason for this has to do with the delicate position of the Commission in matters of social policy. Everyday or mainstream social policy has always been the exclusive prerogative of the Member States. The interventions of the supranational bodies, such as the Commission, are only legitimate in so far as these interventions do not interfere with normal social policy or violate the competence of the national authorities. The innovative character of the Communitarian initiatives has been used as the main argument to gain a space of legitimate intervention at the fringes of the national bodies. The Communitarian initiatives, and this has been the basic argument, are there not to impose any socio-political measure or idea but only to increase the choice options of the national authorities through limited actions promoting innovative approaches. This argument has formally been maintained even when the real intention has been very different and much more ambitious, as indeed it was in Poverty 3.


This condition of being innovative to be legitimate has often forced programme leaders and project promoters to call almost anything innovative or innovation. The concept ”innovation” has always been very vague, allowing an ”innovative inflation” of practices that were mere extensions of already well-established activities or applications of very well-known ideas or principles. A comparison of the lists of innovations produced from time to time in this context reveals how limited the real innovative substance has been in every new programme. And this is not so surprising: real innovation, especially in the field of social policy, is quite an unusual phenomenon. 


In this sense, the really innovative aspects of many of the projects involved in the Integra TWG are not so impressive and resemble pretty much what was the innovative list presented almost 20 years ago as a result of Poverty 1. But this must not be interpreted as a criticism against the projects or the promoters. The main interest of the promoters is to present effective solutions to what they define as important problems affecting the target group in question. And this interest in effective solutions should, if there is agreement on the problem to be solved, be fully shared by the target group of the intervention. Whether these solutions are innovative or not is in reality only a problem for ”Brussels”, i.e. for the legitimacy of the Communitarian interventions.


Leaving aside this innovative condition it is clear that practically all the projects that participated in the TWG proposed well thought-out interventions aimed at achieving important goals. This means simply, as I have said before, that we are dealing with professional and experienced project promoters. And not only this, the more the experience of the promoter on the method to apply or the problem to solve, the more the credibility of the proposed proposed in terms of efficiency.


What these observations mean to me is that it is probably high time to question if innovation is a pertinent criterion of selection in this context. But in this case, how can we define an acceptable fundament for Communitarian interventions in a field that is still primarily the prerogative of the Member States? I think that one possibility could be to place the stress on the alternative character of a project instead. By alternative I mean methods, approaches and even definitions of a certain problem that are not currently accepted or applied by mainstream institutions. Alternative is not necessarily innovative, and innovative not necessarily alternative. In fact, some of the most clearly alternative projects in the TWG were the less innovative, applying a methodology that the promoters had previously developed and applied in similar circumstances. 


Using the alternative character of a project as a decisive criterion of eligibility for funding also permits distinguishing between different efficient proposals. If efficient projects are parts or extensions (innovative or not) of mainstream activities the natural financial source should be the normal resources of the Member States. Communitarian resources should in this context be reserved for activities that have been proved effective, or have a reasonable prospect of being effective, but have not had a real chance of being put into practice because they are proposed by outsiders or represent a different way of doing things to what is normally accepted in mainstream institutions. Such an approach to Communitarian funding in social matters could, in addition, foster a type of innovation that is much more radical than is usual. Innovation is also a path-dependent activity, which is why some processes of innovation and not others are accepted in a given context. An approach stressing the alternative traits of the eligible projects can foster innovative activities that really open qualitatively new possibilities for mainstream actors in a society.  


However, the problem with an approach that promotes genuine alternatives is obvious. Promoting alternative solutions and even more alternative or competing ways of formulating the problems can be highly provocative for mainstream institutions.As we know from economics, real competence is the most dynamic force we can imagine, but it is also a force that is resisted as much as possible by everyone who can do so. This is the dilemma, the natural inertia and narrow-minded self-interest that have to be overcome for the sake of general social progress.  

* Structural change and multidimensional approach 

One of the most important theoretical gains of the Poverty Programmes and a central component of the official Communitarian documents addressing the issue of social exclusion at the beginning of the 1990s was the definition of the problem as structural. This structural character of the problem was, however, never satisfactorily explained in theoretical terms, and the ambiguity on this matter was always pretty evident. Anyhow, the basic insight that the nature of the problem was not so much a problem of some ”misfits”, but a problem of social structures creating the conditions of social exclusion, was real and extremely valuable progress. It is this progress that can be jeopardised by a perspective, very popular nowadays, that emphasises quite unilaterally the employability of the potential or actual labour force.  


This is not to deny the dramatic change in the conditions of employability that we are experiencing today, or the imperative necessity of important efforts to cope with this change. But in the case of excluded groups or groups facing the risk of exclusion, the problem of employability is coupled with and dependent on an array of wider issues related to basic social structures affecting the distribution of resources and power, or opportunities, in contemporary society. These issues have to be addressed if we really want to attack the problems affecting a not negligible section of the Communitarian population, even if these issues are, per definition, much more controversial than the quite technical matters normally related to ”employability”.


These are the reasons why projects targeting the truly disadvantaged have to address these wider matters and propose, besides measures directed to enhance employability in more technical terms, necessary changes in the social and economic structures that create or reinforce the conditions of exclusion. It was for this purpose that the multidimensional approach was elaborated within the frame of the Poverty Programmes. And it is of vital importance that this tool of analysis and action is maintained as the indispensable fundament, or at least a serious aspiration, of any action targeting socially excluded groups. 


But this brings once again to the fore the difficulties inherent in a method of considerable complexity in both theoretical and practical terms. I have already discussed these topics in some detail and I have nothing substantial to add here. I would only like to reiterate here the fundamental question of how to give grassroots initiatives, in which the truly disadvantaged have a central role to play, a fair chance of access to such a sophisticated and resource-demanding method. I will come back to this strategic question in the concluding remarks of this work. 


If we now look at the experiences of the projects that participated in the TWG, it is not difficult to notice the existence of two clearly divergent approaches to the strategic choice between putting the stress on changing prevalent structures or on adapting the target group to these structures. The orientation of simply adapting the target group to the prevalent structures is quite apparent in the majority of the projects targeting vulnerable but not disadvantaged groups, but many examples of the same orientation in projects working with disadvantaged groups could also be pointed out. This ”adaptive approach” is particularly dominant in the case of projects promoted by governmental, professional and humanitarian organisations. On the other hand, in the case of projects promoted by what I called ideological and target-group organisations, the intention to generate a process of structural change is very evident. This is, of course, a natural consequence of the fundamental differences in the character of these different types of promoters.


In terms of the multidimensional approach, the panorama of the experiences represented in the TWG is not particularly encouraging. One could say, to be provocative, that those organisations that have the professional resources to apply this method are not interested in it, and the organisations that are interested in it do not have the professional resources demanded by this method. To solve this problematic paradox is of central importance to any initiative really aiming to reverse the process of social exclusion. 


The case of Employment-Integra is an example of a failure to address, in both theoretical and practical terms, these kinds of strategic issues. This is why the insufficiencies that the projects show in these matters should not be blamed on their promoters. These insufficiencies only express fundamental shortcomings of a Communitarian programme unable to capitalise on the extensive Communitarian experience that exists in these matters. 

* Participation and empowerment 
From the discussions presented in different parts of this evaluation we know that these principles or goals are both the most important and difficult to be reached. The experience of the Poverty Programmes stresses the decisive importance of previous and long-standing work with the target group to have any realistic hope of generating a process of participation and empowerment. This work, to be successful, should, in addition, be conducted by people deeply rooted in the target group and be supported by or directly incorporate the active participation of the same. In other words, genuine participation could only be achieved when it was both the means and the aim of the action. Moreover, projects required continuity and financial stability over a long period of time to create reasonable conditions in which to develop actions and methods that are fruitful only in the long run. 


Having these prerequisites in mind, it is not so difficult to realise how far many of the projects that were involved in the TWG were from these goals. Many of these projects simply have no real intention of working towards the goals. Others use what is no more than a caricature of the idea of participation as it was stated in the document founding Integra, i.e. ”people-driven” projects, giving the target a decisive voice in both the formulation and conduction of the projects.  


The transformation of this ambitious participation/empowerment goal into something pretty different is particularly evident in the case of projects managed by professional institutions. Some of these projects try, for instance, to present course evaluations or interactive pedagogical methods as ”participation”, and the acquisition of some skills as ”empowerment”. In many cases the real participation of the target group in the creation and management of the project is conspicuous by its absence. For some projects ”participation” was reached through readings of relevant literature written, in some cases, by ”members of the target group”, or through a visit to another project working with a similar target group, or some interviews, or the fact that some person from the target group had been employed in the project or act as guest lecturer. I have already explained, particularly in the second section of this chapter,  why this is so in the case of professional institutions and there is nothing substantial to add here. 


Understanding how the goal of participation/empowerment is to be reached is also difficult in the case of other types of promoters. Practically none, and this also applies to the promoters classified as target-group organisations, present a real methodology of participation, explaining how participation has been/is to be reached in the different phases/aspects of the project (creation, management, evaluation etc.). In the case of these target-group organisations one could say that all this is superfluous because the promoter, representing the target group, is a guarantee of full participation. But this belief would reveal sheer ignorance on how complicated the issue of genuine participation can be even in this case. Let me elaborate a little bit on this to bring to light some of the complications potentially involved here.


The organisations directly rooted in or even created by members of the target group can in real life be of very different types, from well-structured and highly-professional associations representing thousands of people to small neighbourhood clubs reuniting local people with some common interests. This means that between organisation and ”target group” we have an array of possible relationships and degrees of ”representativity”, and in some cases the organisations represent no more than a tiny minority of individuals that, from the point of view of the majority of a group, are quite odd or exceptional. Target-group organisations can, in addition, be structured in very different ways, from highly democratic or participative forms to very hierarchical or top-controlled forms. In any case, a broad target-group participation can never be taken for granted in spite of how local the promoters can be. 


Moreover, we know that some local or target-group organisations can even be real obstacles to a broader and more genuine participation. This situation is not at all uncommon particularly in the case of disadvantaged groups or communities, in which a small élite of active and often more educated (or well-off) people can easily reach a strong, but in many cases very undemocratic, dominant or leading position. And we have no reasons to assume that the risk of abuse of (formal or informal) power in these contexts should be less than in any other context. But not only this, the dominant position of a local élite can be decisively reinforced or even created through mechanisms of external legitimisation, for instance by being accepted by some ”significant others” (authorities, political parties, international organisations etc.) as representatives of an area or group, or by getting access to and becoming the administrators of external aid/resources devoted to the group or area in question. Situations of this kind are very well known from, for instance, the often so disappointing experiences of many international aid programmes directed to the Third World.


To mention these potential problems is not to say that the actual projects of this type that participated in the TWG are affected by them. What I have tried to bring out is the complexity of aims like participation or empowerment. This complexity and the evident risk of giving rise to or reinforcing a development that is the very opposite of what was intended, are the reasons why any programme, that seriously wants to promote genuine participation and empowerment, must address these problems, and provide a clear and mature methodology on how and under which conditions these laudable aims really can be reached. This is, as we know, definitively not the case of Integra, and this fundamental weakness of the whole programme is clearly mirrored in the way the concrete projects approach these important matters.

Concluding remarks: a decalogue for 

the empowerment of the truly disadvantaged
This aim of this evaluation has been to present a critical view on the guiding principles of Integra. This is the work of a person that is neither an apologist nor a detractor of the European Union. The author is inspired by a deep sympathy for the ideas that one day gave raise to the integration process that today can celebrate unparalleled successes and look forward to new and more ambitious achievements. But this sympathy is based on the belief that only by honestly and openly recognising the shortcomings of this unprecedented process can we contribute in a positive way to its future development.


The general conclusion of this evaluation is that the guiding principles of Integra are affected by serious weaknesses, expressing conflicting ideas and aims plus important methodological flaws and logical inconsistencies. This is mainly due to four different reasons: a. The central tensions between supranational and national components that characterise the general process of European integration; b. The discontinuity and loss of acquis communautaire that can be observed in the Community initiatives on poverty and social exclusion in the mid-1990s; c. A fundamental mismatch between the general aims and methods of the Employment Initiative and the specific questions to be tackled in the fight against social exclusion; and d. The presence within the same programme of two conflicting approaches to exclusion, one stressing social exclusion and the other exclusion from the labour market.

I would now like to bring this work to a close by presenting, in brief, some practically- oriented thoughts that came to me while analysing the Communitarian experiences in the fight against poverty and social exclusion. The premises or basic definitions of these policy recommendations for future Communitarian interventions are inspired by what I understand as the fundamental methodological gains and the essential aims and values of both the Poverty Programmes and the more radical part of the principles of Integra:

* Definition of the problem: Social exclusion understood as a cumulative process of structural exclusion from several strategic arenas of social intercourse. The result of social exclusion is a situation of radical deprivation in terms of the basic resources and entitlements demanded for a real participation in those arenas. 

* Definition of the target group: The groups affected by this form of radical deprivation or the truly disadvantaged constitute the exclusive target of the intervention. It is the group, as a collective affected by social exclusion, that is the fundamental target of the action, and any individual gain must be systematically connected with or be conducive to some kind of collective gain.

* Definition of the aim of the intervention: The strategic goal of the intervention is to reverse the process of social exclusion by means of an autonomous collective action based on the successive acquisition of and control over the resources and entitlements required for full participation in the different arenas of social intercourse. This social movement towards full social participation is a process of empowerment, and empowerment or full citizenship is the final aim of the intervention.

* Definition of the method: Breaking the cumulative process of social exclusion demands a method capable of understanding and changing the different structures that interact in the creation of social exclusion and counteract its effects in terms of deprivation. The most adequate method in this context is a combination of genuine participation of the excluded group in question from the very beginning of the action, with a multidimensional approach capable of grasping the full complexity of the problem and designing a multifocal strategy of intervention.

Based on these premises I would like, finally, to propose the following decalogue for the empowerment of the truly disadvantaged as a fundament for coming Communitarian interventions on this field:

1. The coherence of the target group is a fundamental condition for the possibility of creating a consistent programme in terms of both methodology and content. In this case the target group is exclusively constituted by the truly disadvantaged, i.e. groups affected by social exclusion and radical deprivation.

2. To secure the participation of the target group from the very beginning of every action as well as to avoid ”unfair” competition from more professional project promoters, the right to apply for Communitarian funding must be strictly reserved for genuine target-group organisations.

3. In the constitution of partnerships the steering position of the target-group organisation promoting the project must be clearly established to avoid, as far as possible, any risk of subordination to more experienced and professional organisations.

4. A clear methodology of participation and empowerment must constitute a fundamental part of the whole programme as well as of every project. Participation can never be taken for granted or only defined as the final aim of a project. Participation must instead be demonstrated in relation to every relevant step in the realisation of a project.

5. In the selection of the projects the alternative character of the action proposed must be, besides the participative aspect and the character of target-group organisation of the promoter, a decisive feature. The possible innovative aspects of a project have to be weighed against the efficiency of other projects. Innovation is not a goal in itself, but only a means to achieve efficient solutions for the needs of the target group.

6. Projects that include the change of the socio-economic structures, which foster social exclusion, as a central aim should be given priority in relation to projects simply oriented to adapt some individuals of the target group to the requirements of existing structures.

7. Projects working with a multidimensional approach to the problems of social exclusion and a multifocal methodology of intervention must be given priority in relation to projects focusing on segmented aspects of reality.

8. To make available the professional resources necessary for a multidimensional methodology, a ”bank of resources” should be established. The function of this bank should be to pool together, within the frame of an accessible and reliable network, the professional institutions willing to offer their services to project promoters. This bank of resources could guarantee the professional quality of the services offered and the commitment to the aims of participation and empowerment of the truly disadvantaged which is the fundament of the whole programme. In any case, the existence of this bank should not represent a restriction of the right of the projects to choose its partners with full independence. 

9. To make it possible for genuine target-group organisations to both present and manage efficient projects of the type outlined above it is essential to fulfil three ”procedural” conditions. The fist is to establish and finance a period of pre-selection during which very elementary project sketches can be transformed into fully-developed project proposals. The second is to concentrate resources on a limited number of projects finally selected to really allow the application of an ambitious approach  to social exclusion. The third is to guarantee the financial stability of the projects selected, subject to performance on agreed lines, for a period of at least five years.

10. Last but not least, a programme seriously aiming to foster the empowerment of the truly disadvantaged must be consistent with this idea from its very beginning and from top to toe. This means in essence that the responsibility for the implementation of the programme at Union level as well as Member State level, including naturally the selection of the projects and the direction of the bank of resources, should be delegated to persons genuinely representing the target group of the programme. To achieve this representation is not an easy matter, but we are not dealing with easy matters in this context and it is much better to fail trying to achieve what is right than to fail by not trying at all.
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