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Abbreviations

AS Asylum seeker

CIP Community Initiative Programme
CSR Corporate Social Responsibility

DP Development Partnership

DPA Development Partnership Agreement
ECDB EQUAL Common Database

ECTIM EQUAL Transnational Cooperation Internet Module
EES European Employment Strategy

ESF European Social Fund

ETG European Thematic Group

GL Guideline

HG Horizontal Group

HRD Human Resources Development

JAP Joint Assessment Paper

JIM Joint Inclusion Memorandum

LM Labour Market

LLL Life Long Learning

MA Managing Authority

MC Monitoring Committee

MS Member States

NAP National Action Plan

NMS « New » Member States

NSS National Support Structure

NTN National Thematic Network

OMS « Old » Member States

PCM Project Cycle Management

PES Public Employment Service

R1 Round 1

R2 Round 2

TA Technical Assistance

TCA Transnational Co-operation Agreement
TLP Twinning Light Project

TN Transnational

TNP Transnational Co-operation Partnership
TOR Terms of reference
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Thematic priorities

Employability

Entrepreneurship

Adaptability

Equal Opportunities
for women and men

Asylum Seekers

Facilitating access and return to the labour market for those
who have difficulty in being integrated or re-integrated into a
labour market which must be open to all

Combating racism and xenophobia in relation to the labour
market

Opening up the business creation process to all by providing
the tools required for setting up in business and for the
identification and exploitation of new possibilities for
creating employment in urban and rural areas

Strengthening the social economy (the third sector), in
particular the services of interest to the community, with a
focus to improving the quality of jobs

Promoting lifelong learning and inclusive work practices
which encourage the recruitment and retention of those
suffering discrimination and inequality in connection with the
labour market

Supporting the adaptability of firms and employees to
structural economic change and the use of information
technology and other new technologies

Reconciling family and professional life, as well as the re-
integration of men and women who have left the labour
market, by developing more flexible and effective forms of
work organisation and support services

Reducing gender gaps and supporting job desegregation
Member States must plan at least a minimum level of action

aimed at asylum seekers, in line with the dimensions of the
problem in the Member State.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1. This is the fourth and final EU-wide evaluation report of the EQUAL Community Initiative
covering the activities of EQUAL between 2001 and the beginning of 2006.

2. The aim of EQUAL is to promote new means of combating all forms of discrimination and
inequalities in connection with the labour market. To achieve this aim, EQUAL operates in
9 thematic fields. Implementation takes place through geographical or sector-based
Development Partnerships (DPs), and is guided by 5 key principles (partnership,
empowerment, trans-nationality, innovation and mainstreaming). DPs are also required to
follow a horizontal approach for equal opportunities. A first call for proposals was
organised in 2001 in the 15 Member States (17 CIPs) as well as in CZ and HU, and led to
the funding of 1,352 DPs. With the enlargement, EQUAL opened to the 10 New Member
States. A 2™ call for proposals, in 2004, led to the selection of 1,999 DPs across 27 CIPs.

3. The activities of EQUAL at national level will be completed by the end of 2008. This report
includes recommendations for the two last years of the Initiative with particular reference to
evaluation at national level.

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY

4. The 3 overall objectives of the EU-wide evaluation, which started in 2002, were:

e To assessthe rationale, the potential and initial impact of EQUAL as a testing ground to
develop, validate and disseminate new ways of delivering employment and social
inclusion policies;

e Toidentify and assess the added value of EQUAL to existing labour market policies and
practices at national and EU level,

e To identify good and innovative practice in delivering employment policy, developed
and tested under EQUAL with the potential to be mainstreamed into ESF programmes
and the European Employment Strategy and relevant parts of the Social Inclusion
Process.

5. Four EU-wide evaluation reports have been produced since the beginning of the contract:

e The 1¥Interim report (26/9/2003) provided a synthesis of the appropriateness of CIP
strategies, an overview of management and implementation systems with a focus on the

selection procedure in R1 and an analysis of the understanding of the key principles at
CIP and DP level.

e The Mid-termreport (2/3/2004) provided an update on the appropriateness of strategies
and on management systems, a first analysis of the implementation of the key
principles, as well as an analysis of European networking and mainstreaming
mechanisms, including mechanisms for the identification and validation of good
practice.

e The 2™ Interim report (29/03/2005) mainly focused on the implementation of the
EQUAL principles and on their contribution to innovation. European level networking
and mainstreaming were also addressed with an update assessment of the mechanisms
for the identification and validation of good practice.

e ThisFinal report derives the main lessons of the implementation and results of EQUAL
so far, with a particular focus on R1 and on the launch and preparation phase of R2 in
the New Member States (NMS). The time span covered is 2005 and the beginning of



2006, although the report also integrates previous results, notably those of the 2™
Interim Report.

6. The specific objectives of this report are to integrate and update the EU-wide evaluation

findings concerning:

e The appropriateness of strategies in EQUAL, both at CIP and DP level (including in the
NMS);

e Management and implementation systems at CIP and DP level (including in the NMS)1;

e The effectiveness and added value of the key principles and of the horizontal approach
to equal opportunities in round 1 (R1);

o The effectiveness of dissemination, networking and mainstreaming arrangements at the
national and EU level in round 1 (R1);

e The intermediate impacts of EQUAL: policy, institutional and organisational impacts in
the Member States”.

7. The present report is based on:

e The review and analysis of the national evaluation reports;

o Case studies of transnational partnerships (TNPs);

o Interviews with programme actors: the Managing Authorities and National Support
Structures of the EQUAL programmes in the 10 NMS;

e Interviews with potential policy users in the European Commission;

¢ Participant observation in various European mainstreaming events;

e Surveys - An e-mail questionnaire to the ‘non-EQUAL’ participants in the Madrid
policy forum of June 2005 (July-September 2005); an e-mail survey with the MAs and
NSS of the 10 NMS (March 2006); an e-mail survey targeted at the ESF Heads of
mission_(March 2006).

8. Generally the coverage by OMS national evaluation reports of the issues to be addressed by
the EU-wide evaluators has been good, although less so for the issues of appropriateness of
strategies and programme management, which most evaluators had addressed in their Mid-
Term reports and for which they were not necessarily required to provide an update in the
2005 reports. Impacts have been looked at unevenly across Member States, and the picture
provided is necessarily preliminary, given the stage of programme implementation.
Community added value has hardly been addressed at this stage.

9. The evaluation questions addressed in the NMS have been modelled on the terms of
reference suggested by the EU Commission and were more specifically focused on the
appropriateness of strategies at programme level and the consistency between DP work
programmes and CIP priorities; on management and the implementation systems at CIP and
DP levels, and for Transnational Cooperation. However not all the questions asked in the
EU terms of reference were addressed in all NMS. In particular questions concerning
monitoring systems, self-assessment and transnationality were not systematically dealt
with.

10. A wide variety of methodological instruments was used, in 2005, by the national evaluators
of the 25 MS, ranging from documentary analyses to interviews at various levels of
implementation and quite often surveys. More specifically, the methods used included:

e Desk research (review of documents, analysis of monitoring data, analysis of DP
reports and in some cases analysis of statistics on the target groups);

e Interviews with programme actors on implementation issues (i.e. MA, NSS and, where
relevant, regional support structures, Monitoring Committee members). In addition,

' The effectiveness of management systems in transnational partnerships is addressed in the analysis of the
implementation of the principle.

% The initial evaluation questions concerned the impact of EQUAL on the European Employment Strategy, the Social
Inclusion Process and other Community programmes and Community added value. These were rephrased in the
course of the evaluation. However, elements of response to the initial questions can be found in Chapter 14
(Conclusions).
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11.

NTN moderators and experts were often interviewed as well as external actors (experts,
officials of other public administrations) in some MS;

e Participation in — and organisation of — meetings and seminars with programme actors
(in most OMS and in 3 NMS). In some OMS, workshops with selected experts and/or
DP evaluators were also organised.

e Case studies of DPs and interviews at DP level (in most OMS but only in 2 NMS). Case
study methodologies and samples vary widely.

e Most of the evaluators carried out surveys of R1 DPs. Surveys could be general and
address implementation issues as well as results or could be more focused on specific
aspects. R2 DPs were surveyed in several MS.

e A few evaluators carried out surveys of beneficiaries, with varied success given the
difficulty to contact beneficiaries, especially once the action has come to an end.

The national evaluation process in the NMS took more time than planned, with important
delays in half of the NMS, due to a very tight schedule. Evaluators often had only a few
weeks, during summer. In most cases, the period covered by the evaluation reports extends
from June 2004 to June 2005. Thus DPs had only been operational for a few weeks at the
time of the evaluation and the information available was sometimes limited. The main
difficulties faced by some evaluators may have come from the limited budgets dedicated to
the evaluation.

OVERARCHING CONCLUSIONS

Overall assessment of the rationales at play in EQUAL. Initial and potential
impacts.

12.

13.

14.

EQUAL was set out as a ‘testing ground to develop and disseminate new ways of
delivering employment policies in order to combat all sorts of discrimination and inequality
experienced by those seeking access to the labour market and those already within it’. A
posteriori, this overall rationale can be said to have given rise to 3 main, not mutually
exclusive, orientations and rationales for implementation:

e A first approach to EQUAL was to use it as a strategic instrument for reforming existing
policies in order to improve their effectiveness.

e A second approach consisted in making existing policies more inclusive, e.g. by
exploring ways for strengthening the access of specific groups to existing programmes,
and therefore by adapting existing policies and programmes.

e The third approach was to seize EQUAL as an opportunity to strengthen and
consolidate recent policy initiatives in line with the European Employment Strategy or
to explore or improve the organisation and structure of fields of practice which had so
far received little policy attention.

In the first rationale, which applied particularly to thematic fields where policies are well
established, and which has been dominant in some Member States in R1, the
implementation capacity has been good, since experienced players could apply, although
this may also have resulted in few new players coming on board. Innovation has been
focused on the promotion of new mechanisms of governance between partners.
Mainstreaming opportunities are good, in principle, since the stakeholders concerned by
reformed governance are the very partners of development partnerships. However, evidence
of impacts has been limited so far, with a few noticeable exceptions.

The second rationale was also applied to thematic fields where policies are well established,
but has been dominant in other Member States. In these cases, capacity building took place
through partnerships between experienced players and newer, and usually smaller, partners,
such as grass-roots NGOs. The innovation reported in these cases has consisted in adapting
and tailoring existing solutions in order to cater for new target groups. Mainstreaming faces
more obstacles than in the first strategy, since there can be a lack of political will for
ensuring mainstream funding for these groups.
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15.

Finally, the third rationale applies to themes which correspond to a new policy impetus in
some Member States, or which had not received much policy attention in others. Here,
implementation capacity can be at issue: given the lack of prior experience, there has
sometimes been a lack of promoters, and/or applications have been, at times, of poor
quality. However, these are themes where much innovation has been reported (new
structures and systems). Again, mainstreaming requires political will, but the choice of
these thematic priorities at CIP level has usually been indicative of such interest. There are
already significant results.

Added value with regard to existing labour market policies and practice at the
national and EU level

16.

17.

18.

The clearest added value lies in the promotion of/further progress in new, stable, co-
operation mechanisms giving rise to integrated and co-ordinated approaches, in lieu of the
piecemeal approaches sometimes prevailing. Co-operation between statutory agencies, as
well as the opening up of labour market agencies to partnerships with employers and grass-
roots NGOs, has sometimes led to sustainable changes in ways of delivering policies.
Integrated strategies for combating discrimination addressed factors of discrimination lying
in institutional and employer-based strategies, processes, and prejudices in parallel with
mentoring for individuals.

Secondly, added value has stemmed from the exploration and/or further structuring of
relatively new fields of intervention. For example, in combating racial discrimination,
added value has lied in the already mentioned integrated strategies, as well as in equipping
employers with ‘soft tools’ (self-diagnoses, codes of conduct) in a context in which legal
obligations (equality legislation) had already set the basis. Another example of thematic
added value lies in the global approach taken to the social economy. Whereas it is often
considered merely as a vehicle for the reintegration of vulnerable people in the labour
market, EQUAL has promoted it as an economic sector per se, in the sense of an alternative
organisation of economic activity. It thus contributes an alternative approach, not just to
employment, but also to the economy as a whole.

Finally there is an added value of the EQUAL architecture per se, as compared with other
labour market integration programmes, in particular through, the idea of the phasing of
actions, and especially the introduction of a ‘preparatory phase’ (Action 1); the requirement
to form partnerships, with ‘all relevant stakeholders’, from the beginning or over time; the
(on-going) learning which has taken place with regard to experimental and project
management methods, from initial research and diagnoses, to monitoring and self-
assessment; and the various strategies and arrangements which have been set up for the
exploitation of results (‘valorisation’) and for ‘vertical mainstreaming’®, even though they
are still in their first stages.

Good and innovative practice with mainstreaming potential in ESF, the EES and
the Social Inclusion process

19.

EQUAL good practice should not be limited to project results and include programme
strategies, structure and management. In particular, there has been an original attempt, at
the European level, to provide support to implementation, networking and mainstreaming
both on the thematic and on the organisational front, around the implementation of the key
principles. Clearly the role of the European Commission has not been only one of
secretariat or ‘platform’ for Member States to meet — it has also provided direction, not co-
ordination in a vacuum. A second achievement of programme management to be capitalised
upon has been the importance given to mid-term evaluation reports in the Member States.

3 See for definition paragraph 91
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20.

21.

With regard to ‘good and innovative practice’ at project level, we have selected practices
which were identified as innovative by the national evaluators, and, whenever possible, for
which preliminary impacts had also been detected in the Member States. In addition, we
have sought practices which seemed illustrative of the wider results achieved in EQUAL
and which could be relevant for the Integrated guidelines and the Social Inclusion process.
Results and illustrations are provided for each relevant ‘Integrated Guideline’ as well as for
the Social Inclusion process and other European strategies and programmes: see below,
Paragraphs 117-123).

It is still too early to identify areas of take up of good practice at the European level.
Mainstreaming at the European level has so far taken place mainly concerning the take up
of the EQUAL principles in the programming of ESF programmes for 2007-2013, where
considerable support has been provided to the Member States in order to inform their
choices for the organisation of the principles. Concerning the mainstreaming at the
European level of the thematic lessons of EQUAL (such as the ones we present below in
Paragraphs 117-123), the mechanisms for mainstreaming are in place (see below,
Paragraphs 102-114 and our recommendations) and their impact will need to be reviewed in
the medium term. However it may be regretted that the mechanisms for informing the
future review of the European Employment Strategy are lacking and, what is more, no step
seems to be taken in that direction.

KEY FINDINGSON THE EVALUATION TASKS

Appropriateness of strategies

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

CIP priorities have been specified to varying degrees in R1. However the analysis of DP
activities has shown, a posteriori, a trend towards homogeneity of actions across all
themes, and, in some cases, vague targeting of beneficiaries, which may have stemmed in
part from a lack of specification at CIP level, and, in the first place, of the EQUAL
guidelines, as they tended to promote support to labour market access across all themes.

In 9 CIPs, 7 or more thematic fields were selected out of 9. In 4 CIPs, 6 thematic fields
were selected. And in the other CIPs, including all New Member States except CZ, one or
less thematic field per (former) pillar has been selected. Opting for a focused or more
spread programme appears as a strategic decision with important consequences for the
effectiveness of the programmes, in particular with regard to mainstreaming, as, when there
are less thematic fields, efforts can be focused on the mobilisation of a smaller number of
potential users.

CIP strategies have generally been assessed as appropriate by the national evaluators,
including, in R2, in the New Member States. The consistency and the complementarity of
the EQUAL priorities with the national employment and social inclusion policy have been
improved in R2, in the old Member States, and the external coherence of EQUAL has been
reinforced.

The CIPs are generally regarded as being still valid in their main orientations. The main
reason for the continued relevance is that EQUAL seeks to address structural inequalities,
which were independent from the economic cycle. However, national evaluators pointed
out to insufficiencies in R1 in some Member States concerning (a) specific groups who
were not being targeted adequately by EQUAL (b) a lack of specification of the thematic
fields. Adjustments were thus advocated for Round 2 (R2). Moreover, there has been a
general lack of initiatives addressing the quality of employment conditions, whereas
inequalities in employment, for example for migrants, are, in some Member States, a more
serious issue than access to the labour market.

Although national evaluators generally found, in R1, a good level of consistency between
CIP priorities and DP objectives, some of them also alerted to an excessive focus on
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27.

28.

29.

30.

support to labour market access, and, consistently, to a lack of targeting of workers. In the
NMS a high level of consistency between CIP and DP priorities had been found even
though assessments are, in most cases, rather general. The distribution of the selected DPs
is similar to the distribution of the planned budget in most NMS.

In R1, geographical DPs prevailed and DP strategies were found to be highly responsive to
local contexts. However this does not mean that geographical disparities were addressed. In
the NMS, the share of geographical DPs is comparatively lower. There is a prevalence of
sector-based DPs in 6 out of 10 NMS. In addition, the small size of the programmes has
limited the possibility for selecting DPs focusing on remote or disadvantaged areas.

On average, the number of DPs selected has increased by 21% between R1 and R2 in the
OMS, but has decreased in some MS. The DPs selected in the NMS represents 19% of all
DPs in R2.

The changes introduced in R2 were oriented towards an improvement of the definition and
the focus of the existing priorities. A more balanced distribution of DPs between thematic
fields has also been observed. In most MS, the CIPs have thus been revised and adjusted
quite thoroughly on the basis of the lessons learnt in R1 and of national policy changes.

In several MS, the target groups have been defined in a more precise way. The partial re-
orientation of thematic fields towards specific target groups, which was not the approach
initially favoured in the EQUAL guidelines, became dominant in some OMS and prevails
generally in the NMS. There is some evidence that this may make innovation more focused
— and certainly more visible. However, this may also contribute to the prevalence of a
‘supply side’ approach to the detriment of initiatives addressing structural factors of
discrimination on the demand side of the labour market.

Management and | mplementation Systems

31.

32.

33.

34.

Overall management and implementation systems have been improved over time towards
greater quality and efficiency.

EQUAL has been implemented differently according to the level of decentralisation of
employment policy within the Member States. In BE and the UK, regional authorities have
produced their own CIP; in FR, and now IT, EQUAL is implemented in a context of
territorialisation, and in a number of MS, regional authorities have been involved in
monitoring and in the selection process. The close involvement of regional level actors in
programme management has favoured the regional relevance of EQUAL. However, it may
also give rise to conflicts of interests — when institutions participating in selection
committees are also involved in projects (this is valid for other actors as well). The
participation of regional actors in selection committees may also account for higher
numbers of selected DPs than planned in some cases.

On the issue of partnership and multi-stakeholder governance for the design and
management of the programme, a number of government departments or public institutions
are systematically involved in Monitoring Committees (MC) and have sometimes been
involved in drafting the CIPs. However, the role of MCs in the programme should not be
exaggerated as they have sometimes met relatively rarely since the beginning of the
programme. Social partners have been systematically involved and they are likely to have
made a greater contribution in those MS where they are active stakeholders of the
employment policy.

In R1, all NSS have carried out tasks of information and advice to applicants, guidance to
the development partnerships (DPs) once selected, monitoring, and support to the MAs.
The main difference between NSSs has lied in their role in the selection process. Opinions
(e.g. of national evaluators) are divided as to the relevance of NSS staff’s participation in
the selection process. Although NSS staff may have knowledge of applicants which no
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35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

other actors taking part in the selection process can have, they are, for that very reason, both
judges and parties.

The integration of the NSS in the same Ministry or department as the MA has facilitated
cooperation between the two, although this cannot be a guarantee of good communication.
Some coordination problems between NSS and MA were indeed pointed out by the
evaluators which could be explained, notably in the NMS, by staffing problems
(understaffing, inexperience people).

The objective of the preparatory phase (Action 1) was to improve work programmes and to
develop partnerships. This phase has proved crucial for setting a good basis for
implementation.

In R1, in some MS, Action 1 was used for the consolidation of selected partnerships while
in other MS it was used as a period to prepare DPs for selection for entry in Action 2. Even
though it seemed more rigorous to keep the possibility of de-selecting DPs at the end of
Action 1, in practice this caused many difficulties especially with regard to the preparation
of transnationality. It seems more reasonable to maintain this possibility, but as an
exceptional case, as has been done for example in LT in R2.

Different approaches were taken, in R1, to the definition and weight of selection criteria: in
some MS, the distribution of DPs according to planned budgets by theme and political
criteria played an important role; in others, technical criteria prevailed. As a result of this,
the variation of selection rates between MS and themes ranged between 10% and 100%.
Both strategies have their relevance: following strictly the planned budget allocation is
relevant when new fields are being explored and few applicants are expected — as a
selection on the basis of the quality of applications leads to having very few projects in
these specific priorities. It may be more relevant in such cases to select the planned number
of DPs and to focus efforts on supporting DPs in the implementation of their projects.
Conversely when the priorities selected in the CIP are not new, and many applicants are
likely to come to the fore, an assessment mainly on the basis of the technical quality of bids
seems more adequate.

The implementation phase (Action 2) has been the phase of implementation of DP work
programmes in R1 and covered a period to 2 to 3 years. During this phase, the NSSs
provided guidance to DPs, especially on administrative issues, monitored and controlled DP
activities, and organised communication activities. Evaluators’ assessments of programme
guidance have been contrasted. A main source of dissatisfaction for DPs has lied in the very
important administrative burden and problems with delays of payments. Evaluators, both in
R1 and in R2 (NMS) have advocated the strengthening of technical guidance to DPs.

In most MS, budgets for the implementation of the work programmes were assessed as
realistic and appropriate. However, implementation difficulties, leading to delays, were
identified in R1.

The phase of transfer to policy and practice (Action 3) has been dedicated to the
organisation of networking, dissemination of good practice and mainstreaming activities
and has taken place through 3 main mechanisms:

e Individual Action 3 budgets included by DPs in their Development Partnership
Agreements (DPA), along with Action 2 budgets: all DPs could thus benefit from an
Action 3 budget;

¢ Individual or collective Action 3 budgets accessible through a call for proposals: not all
DPs could obtain such funding;

e Action 3 budgets made accessible as an option to all DPs that submit an application.

Several changes were introduced in programme implementation in R2 which are likely to
improve the quality of implementation and of outputs. The capacity of programme actors to
learn from national evaluation reports and take up their recommendations has usually been
high. Amongst the most significant changes, we have noted:
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43.

44,

45.

e The increased flexibility of each Action, of their phasing and of the allocation of
budgets to each Action;

e The clarification of NSS roles;

e More qualitative guidance and monitoring;

e Improvements in the launch phase (2nd call) leading to higher numbers of applications
and applications of a greater quality;

e Adjustments in the selection process, with, for example, more weight given to
innovation and mainstreaming in the selection criteria.

In the NMS, the usefulness of the preparatory phase was highlighted and NSS guidance
during the preparatory phase has sometimes been very substantial (training sessions,
seminars, guides).

The selection process was also assessed positively in the NMS, although evaluators
sometimes pointed to the low quality of applications, which led to severe selection rates in
some NMS.

At DP level in NMS, management and monitoring are, at the moment, very much
constrained by financial issues, including heavy administrative procedures, payment delays,
complex verification of eligibility and low advance payments. In CZ, DPs created a Council
of Final Beneficiaries in order to collectively claim for payments and to find solutions to
avoid payment delays in the future.

Effectiveness and added value of the Partner ship and Empower ment principles

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

The implementation of the partnership and empowerment principle, understood as a
mechanism for bringing together various relevant actors for tackling an issue and for
working together towards shared goals, has probably been one of the main successes of
EQUAL. It has been a necessary (though not sufficient) condition to facilitate access, both
to ‘target groups’ and, though to a lesser extent, to the decision-making community.

The design of partnerships appears as crucial. Successful partnerships involve all strategic
partners® (which facilitate sustainability), seek the early participation of the relevant co-
funding agencies, and promote the concrete and active participation of partners, including
representative of target groups.

Partnership composition based on the comprehensive representation of all relevant
stakeholders is important for external credibility and for mainstreaming. Partnership
composition on the basis of the skills and expertise of each partner is likely to facilitate
joint work to a greater extent.

The difficulty to attract enterprises in DPs has often been explained by the fact that
enterprises are deterred by the administrative requirements, but also that participation
throughout the DP lifecycle is difficult for companies to sustain. Thus, acquiring the ‘right
skills’ and involving the key stakeholders at the right time constitute a success factors for
the implementation of the partnership.

The issue of the optimal size of the DPs remains debated. Some MAs now recommend
restricted partnerships, regarded as more reactive, more manageable and hence more
efficient. Others recommend wide partnerships, as this increases the potential for
mainstreaming and sustainability. In any case, whilst the average size of R1 DPs had been
10.4 partners, R2 DPs have an average of 7.5 partners (all MS). In the NMS the average
size is 6 partners.

Successful partnerships have achieved a balance between ‘stability’ and ‘fluidity’ over
time: fluidity, i.e. the flexible mobilisation of partners at different phases in the DP

# Strategic partners are members that are not actively involved in the DPs’ work, but which have are supposed to play
a role for mainstreaming.
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lifecycle, is necessary to adjust capacity and activities in a reactive way, whilst the stability
of a core group of partners is important to maintain direction and have credibility in the
mainstreaming stage.

Various decision-making mechanisms have been used at DP level: centralised decision-
making seems to have been more effective (provided adequate consultation and capacity
building mechanisms took place) than fully participative mechanisms, which can be slower
and heavier. However, day-to-day decision-making bodies have been the working groupsin
charge of the projects of the Development Partner ships, much more than partner assemblies
or steering/monitoring committees.

Capacity building has taken place, notably for small organisations, which testifies to the
effectiveness of empowerment. Some evaluators found that large DPs had acted as fora for
capacity building and ‘social learning’. However, capacity building has been hampered by
financial difficulties in small organisations, and has been found to be less feasible in small
partnerships.

The quality of project management, in particular adequate starting diagnoses and on-going
monitoring and evaluation, has progressed over time across the MS, but self-assessment
and monitoring still need strengthening, as R1 DPs still found it difficult at this stage to
explain what they had achieved.

NSS methodological guidance (through tools, training, guides, and visits) has contributed
actively to enhancing the quality of the projects and of project management. Proper staffing
and proper training of NSS staff is thus essential and should be given due consideration.

Overall, the implementation of the partnership principle in EQUAL has made a significant
contribution to the added value of the Initiative: It has contributed to progress towards the
reduction of inequalities and discrimination; It has contributed to innovation, especially as
ways of working together have sometimes been profoundly changed, and transfer of
knowledge and experience took place between partners. It has contributed to transfer and
mainstreaming, especially as partners became able to speak a common voice in key policy
areas and therefore to influence policy.

Effectiveness and added value of the innovation principle

57.

58.

59.

60.

Innovation is the raison d'étre of EQUAL. The initiative has been designed as a ‘testing
ground to develop and disseminate new ways of delivering employment policies’.

DPs sometimes struggled, at the beginning of R1, to understand how they could comply
with the principle. Over time, however, awareness of innovation as experimentation, in
other words, as a concept which can steer project management and procedures, has
increased. An experimentation dynamics has been documented in some MS, in which the
monitoring of project results led to abandoning some projects and setting up new ones.

Evaluators often found that innovation had mainly been incremental (bringing about
improvements of former practices), which is partly linked to the fact that EQUAL was often
used to open up existing programmes to new target groups. In view of this, the distinction
made in the EQUAL guidelines between process, goal and context innovation did not
appear as very operational or useful for an analytical understanding of innovation, since
process innovation (new methods) often went together with goal innovation (new target
group) and context innovation (to change the context of provision for these target groups).

Despite the prevalence of incremental innovation, innovation has been more ‘radical’ in
some themes: in a few MS, EQUAL was used as a strategic instrument to explore or further
structure fields of intervention where policy was not developed and/or there was not much
practical experience. The more or less new character of thematic fields naturally depended
on the MS, but 4 of them were particularly mentioned as relatively new areas of
policy/practice developments: the fight against racism and xenophobia (1B); the social
economy (2D); reconciling family and professional life (4G); and support to asylum seekers
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(5I). Conversely, some areas of intervention, such as training in general, seem to have been
less prone to innovation.

A few evaluators carried out a systematic analysis of the quality of the innovation produced,
with very different methods and criteria. However, there were some common findings. In
particular, as could be expected, only a share of operations or DPs can be considered as
having produced innovation with clear added value, relevance, sustainability and/or
mainstreaming possibilities. This, to a certain extent, can be considered as intrinsic to any
experimental programme. However, this may also be due to what could be called a
‘trivialisation effect’, derived from the ‘obligation to innovate’ extended to the whole
programme.

The main areas of innovations put forward by the national evaluators include:

o Comprehensive, integrated strategies, targeting the demand side and the supply side of
the labour market at the same time; seeking to rely on new ‘multipliers’ for combating
discrimination — amongst elected policy makers, social workers, in the media etc.; and
targeting discrimination in various contexts in parallel (the education system, the
workplace, social services, public opinion in general).

e Both in support schemes for labour market reintegration and business creation, more
attention has been paid to the preliminary phases of support and to follow-up (once in
employment or once established as entrepreneur or self-employed).

o A range of EQUAL initiatives have sought to professionalize, equip and structure
sectors such as the social economy and the care sector.

e Finally much innovation has been taking place in relation to the enhanced capacity of
institutions, support centres and methodologies to cater for highly marginalised groups
or groups suffering from multiple discrimination.

Concerning the factors which have favoured the emergence of innovation,

e A few evaluators argue that DPs with a target-group orientation, with partners chosen
for their complementary knowledge of the target group(s) are more prone to innovation,
than, for example, wide territorial partnerships targeting a range of different target
groups, as they are more focused. However more analysis would be required to
generalise this finding.

e Many evaluators have highlighted the positive contribution of the partnership principle
to the development of innovation. However some of them found that the partnership
principle should be considered a favouring but by no means a sufficient factor.

Limits to innovation have been identified when DPs were insufficiently prepared to
experimentation methods, in particular with regard to starting diagnoses, monitoring and
self-assessment. But structural limits in the EQUAL Initiative have also been pointed out:
thus the short timeframe for project implementation, as well as the lack of further funding
perspectives, have been an important explanatory factor of the type of innovations
developed, i.e. improvement of existing practices rather than testing new practices,
especially in DPs dealing with very vulnerable groups.

Effectiveness and added value of the transnationality principle

65.

66.

The main expected outcome of transnationality was to add value to DP actions. In addition
TN cooperation was also to contribute to European and national policy developments. One
major conclusion is that TN learning has been capitalised upon by DPs but that added value
has been uneven.

The European Common DataBase (ECDB) has been an effective and relevant resource for
partner search. However the use of the ECDB constitutes only the first step for identifying
the ‘right partner’: direct communication and in-depth talks were felt to be necessary and
helped decide whether a potential partner was ‘suitable’ or not.
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Others channels were also used for finding potential partners, including relying on previous
contacts or hiring an external consultant. This latter channel has been effective to build TN
partnerships provided sufficient debate with DP partners on the various dimensions of the
draft Transnational Co-operation Agreement (TCA) was ensured. The organisation of
seminars and conferences between MAs and NSSs at the European level has also been
helpful for support in partner search.

DPs were encouraged to form TN partnerships with DPs working in the same theme. In R1
there were slightly more plurithematic than monothematic TNPs. This was in part due to
the fact that the types of actions promoted under each thematic priority at times differed
strongly from one MS to the other.

DPs were encouraged to form TN partnerships all throughout the EU. However, in most
MS, links have been much stronger with 2 or 3 other MS. In R2 some OMS are ‘over-
represented’ in partnerships with NMS DPs. NMS DPs have also been interested in partners
from other NMS, due to similarities in language and common historical background.

On the basis of our fieldwork, we found that the success factors in the formation of a TNP
included: (a) choosing partners working on common issues and/or with similar target
groups, and with comparable TN budgets; (b) ensuring that there is a congruency or
complementarity of interests and objectives; (c) drafting a precise work plan and involving
all partners in this exercise; (d) taking into account that the construction of transnationality
requires time.

DPs have experienced TCA preparation as a rather complex process in R1, due to the
inherent difficulties of reaching agreements with often unknown foreign partners, but also
due to some specific aspects of the framework for transnationality in EQUAL R1
(differences in time schedules between MS, in the thematic content of programme
priorities, in budget sizes etc.). R2 TCAs were drafted more rapidly thanks to the previous
experience of R1 DPs. Nevertheless, quality remained uneven.

During R1, the process of validation of the TCAs by Managing Authorities was rather
difficult and long: despite the common criteria agreed for the validation of TCAs,
MASs/NSSs were not always in agreement about the minimum effort required and what each
section should contain. The validation process was less lengthy in R2, thanks to a shared
concern for not delaying validation and not hindering TN cooperation work. Thus guidance
during the implementation phase of TNPs in R2 will need strengthening, as TCA validation
has sometimes been lenient.

Whatever the mechanisms chosen for decision-making at TNP level, they tend to ensure, at
least formally, the participation of all transnational partners on an equal basis and their
voice in the steering of the TN partnership. The most frequent models include a rotating
secretariat supplemented by co-ordination meetings or a lead partner with a steering group.
In both models, decisions are usually made by consensus.

We have found 3 main models of work organisation in TNPs: (a) Working groups led by
each partner in their area of competencies, and involving all partners: in principle, this
model favours maximum co-operation but has hardly been feasible economically. (b)
Working groups led by each partner in their area of competencies, in which other partners
participate if they are interested. This organisation proved to be quite efficient. (¢) Division
of labour between partners: each partner is responsible for a specific product or activity.
One risk of this organisation is that it only provides for limited exchange of experience-
However, when common objectives are clear, this way of working can be very effective,
especially if the ‘products’ developed by each partner are then subjected to constructive
feed-back by other partners.

There have been important differences in the budgets dedicated by DPs to transnationality
(between 5% and 15%). Budget differences tend to be particularly important in R2 TNPs
involving NMS DPs and this represents an obstacle to the implementation of TN activities,
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as partners with low budgets cannot fully participate in TN activities. A solution has been
to organise large events in the country with the lowest budget to save travel costs.

76. Three main formal models of self-evaluation have been identified: (a) An external evaluator
is contracted for the evaluation of the whole TN partnership; (b) The evaluation of the TNP
is organised internally; (c) The TN partners assess transnationality through their self-
evaluation at DP level. The combination of a TN partnership level and of a DP level of
evaluation is particularly rich and consistent with the orientation of transnationality in
EQUAL. However, our case studies of R1 TNPs showed that self-evaluation reports were
often delivered at the end of the TN project, which is of course of little use.

77. Many TN partnerships, in R1 and R2, focused their activities on the structured exchange of
information and experience. This type of activity, when it has had continuity over time, has
been highly successful, as it led to a widening of the scope of activity of each partner, to
increased professional skills, and to the transfer and adoption of methods. Exchange of staff
has also generally been a source of high satisfaction, both for the visitors and for the hosts.
Structured visits have been an opportunity to see concretely other professional practices,
and to reflect back upon one’s own. As the TN project is developed on the basis of national
projects, joint development has been less frequent and more difficult.

78. Although high starting commitment to transnational co-operation is desirable, we have
shown that motivation for transnationality can increase over time when concrete benefits
are derived from transnational work.

79. All NSS have provided, as a minimum: (a) Basic collective guidance: This includes guides
on transnationality, translation or adaptation of the EC Guides; budgetary guidance;
organisation of seminars with DPs. (b) Individualised support to DP: This kind of guidance
was mostly provided in the preparation phase. But lack of human resources in the NSSs has
been a serious issue in several MS and especially in the NMS.

80. The guidance and co-ordination provided at the European level has been regarded as useful
in both rounds. The guides and handbooks on TN were generally received positively by
DPs, MAs and NSSs. The ECDB was regarded as a helpful tool for partner search, although
the quality and reliability of the information has been criticised in both rounds. The
cooperation between MS intensified in R2 as it had been found to be insufficient in R1. A
network of transnationality co-ordinators was set up and a series of seminars and
conferences took place, which were assessed very positively by programme actors.

81. Overall the added value of transnationality has mainly derived from the learning processes
it gave rise to. Direct contribution to innovation in domestic projects has not been
frequently documented, but there is more evidence that transnationality impacted on the
quality of DP activities. The structured exchange of experience as well as study visits and
staff/beneficiary exchanges have generated learning and benchmarking. The development
of ‘European products’ through joint development has not been frequent. However the
more general benefits of transnational work for fostering a sense of European belonging
should not, in our view, be undervalued.

Effectiveness and added value of the horizontal approach to equal opportunities

82. ‘Equal Opportunities for all’ is meant, in EQUAL, as equal access of all discriminated
groups to each thematic field. In addition the EQUAL guidelines specified that ‘within this
horizontal approach, the promotion of equality between women and men will be integral to
thematic fields in all four pillars as well as being targeted through specific actions in the
fourth pillar.’

83. Only a few MS have conceived their programmes as addressing explicitly ‘Equal
Opportunities for all’.
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Two MS both promoted ‘gender equality’ and ‘diversity mainstreaming”’. The overlapping
between both concepts created some difficulties for DPs.

DPs have tended to focus on specific discriminated or disadvantaged groups although this
depended on the themes. For instance, theme 1A (facilitating access and return to the labour
market) is more likely to include a wide variety of target groups as compared to other
themes. As said above, some MS have reinforced the target group approach in R2. National
evaluators have generally tended to see this as a positive development.

In a majority of MS, the notion of ‘Equal Opportunities’ has been interpreted as ‘gender
equality’. This does of course not mean that combating other forms of discrimination and
inequalities have not been the focus of the Programme, but rather that this was not achieved
as a transversal principle.

The implementation at DP level of the horizontal approach to Equal Opportunities between
men and women has been disappointing. DPs found it difficult to define clear objectives
and deficiencies were identified in the monitoring and evaluation of the equal opportunities
approach (as said above, monitoring has been a more general weakness in the
implementation of the programme). Nevertheless some evaluators assessed the
implementation of the horizontal approach as globally positive (e.g. ES) or show that
progress has been made (e.g. DE, FR). Improved guidance of MAs/NSSs has certainly
contributed to an important degree to this progress.

In many MS, more weight and attention has been given in R2 to equal opportunities
between men and women, through the reinforcement of the horizontal approach towards
equal opportunities between men and women, and/or through additional funding in the two
equal opportunities themes. A number of MS have also reinforced guidance on gender
mainstreaming.

Little is said in the evaluation reports about the added value of the horizontal approach to
‘Equal Opportunities for all’. This is linked in our view to the difficulties that emerged to
measure the effects of the implementation of this principle as well as in the clear preference
of a target group approach in many MS. It is also linked to the lack of identification of the
object of the evaluation and of what can be understood as efficient results.

Concerning the added value of the horizontal approach to ‘Equal Opportunities between
men and women’, the dual approach — horizontal and thematic — taken in EQUAL has
resulted in probably more efforts and attention than if it had only been a transversal
principle. However, in several cases, evaluators found that gender equality received little
attention except in the two equal opportunities themes. Even in these themes, projects have
tended to be more ‘women focused’ than ‘gender focused’. Overall, compliance with this
approach has tended to be disconnected from the other aspects of implementation of the
projects, and the added value has remained limited. However, gender awareness, capacity
building, and the knowledge on the causes of discrimination have been improved.

Effectiveness of networking, dissemination and mainstreaming at the national level

91.

Three main models have been developed for the organisation of mainstreaming at the
national level. In Model 1, horizontal mainstreaming® and vertical mainstreaming’ are both
under the responsibility of NTNs are at the core of the mainstreaming strategy. In Model 2,
horizontal mainstreaming is under the responsibility of NTNs and vertical mainstreaming is
the responsibility of the Monitoring Committee or of an ad-hoc Committee. Model 3 can be

5 The concept of ‘diversity’ refers to the view that sex, age, ethnical and social background, sexual orientation and
functional disorder are all factors that can represent a barrier for employment and career prospects.

% horizontal mainstreaming is “the transfer of lessons learnt to similar organisations’

7 vertical mainstreaming is ‘the transfer of lessons learnt and integration of all or part of results into policy and
practice at the institutional, political, regulatory or administrative level’
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seen as a combination of the last two. The choice to adopt Model 1, 2 or 3 may have been
related with the time at which a mainstreaming strategy was launched at the national level.
MS which went for an early launch and implementation of their mainstreaming strategy
were better placed to adopt Model 1 or 3.

Whilst mechanisms facilitating the ‘push’ dimension® of mainstreaming have been set up in
all MS, those promoting the ‘pull’ dimension’ are less developed. In some MS, the pull
dimension is addressed by a dedicated Mainstreaming Group in charge of collecting
thematic requests from policy makers and establishing the thematic priorities for
mainstreaming both on that basis and on the basis of DP work. Other MS have chosen to
give their Monitoring Committee a responsibility for mainstreaming. Finally, in a few
cases, MAs have taken a proactive role.

National thematic networks constitute the main networking vehicle at the national level. All
R1 MS have set up such NTNs, although at different times since the beginning of the
programme. Three networking strategies have been identified: (a) to involve all DPs in
national networking, (b) to select DPs for their participation in thematic networking, and (c)
a DP participation to NTNs on a voluntary basis.

The composition of NTNs is highly dependent on the role they are allocated. In particular,
the participation of non-EQUAL policy makers and multipliers (e.g. the social partners)
depends on whether NTNs are in charge of vertical mainstreaming or not. NTNs have been
hesitant to involve policy makers external to EQUAL whilst there were not any concrete
results to show.

Different NTN management and co-ordination mechanisms have also been adopted. In
some cases they are chaired by high level policy/decision makers (i.e. former government
ministers and key employers and trade union representatives); in other cases they are co-
ordinated by DPs selected either through a call for tender; they are also sometimes directly
coordinated by the MA, by the NSS and/or by appointed experts and facilitators.

Some weaknesses have been identified in the way in which NTNs operate, and in particular
in the distribution of roles between NTNs and other programme actors. Whilst NTNs have
played an important role to ensure the transfer of know-how and exchange between
participants, they have faced more difficulties for the mobilisation of policy actors. On the
other hand, vertical mainstreaming is quite a new way of envisaging policy making and it is
unsurprising that knowledge and practical know-how are still lacking.

Horizontal mainstreaming has been more effective than vertical mainstreaming at DP as
well as at programme level. Internal transfers between DP actors, as well as between some
DP members and TN partners have been really effective, whereas mainstreaming towards
the policy community has been more limited.

Although NTNs have been supportive of DP mainstreaming strategies in a few MS, there
has been a lack of programme support to DPs in the implementation of Action 3 (transfer to
policy and practice). As a result, Action 3 has been more focused on dissemination actions
than on mainstreaming operations. In most cases, mainstreaming was interpreted as the
communication of results achieved. Lack of funding has also been an obstacle to the
mainstreaming of results by DPs.

More generally, mainstreaming, and particularly ‘vertical’ (i.e. policy) mainstreaming, is a
complex task. In many MS, MAs and NSS recommended DPs the early identification of
policy links and even the involvement of policy makers as partners quite early in the
programme. In our view, it is certainly important to identify these key partners and to raise

¥ The push dimension refers to a mechanism by which DPs ‘seek to increase the visibility of their results with a view
to transferring the latter to the other actors’

° The pull dimension is ‘a mechanism in which policy, decision makers or other key actors identify priorities within
the experimental activities and follow their progress with a view to using the results’
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their awareness on the programme early. However it is also important to involve them at
the right time and for the right tasks, not too early and not too often, given their limited
availability.

The creation of an ad-hoc group in charge of mainstreaming including key policy actors
very early on at programme level, on the one hand, and adequate support to NTNs
(adequate resources, clear objectives and methods), on the other hand, have been identified
as factors likely to facilitate ‘vertical mainstreaming’.

Overall the contribution of the mainstreaming principle to the added value of the
programme has so far been limited: as pointed out by some national evaluators, ‘most
EQUAL achievements remain in the EQUAL Community’, ‘networking and
mainstreaming have worked well inside EQUAL but had little impact outside’. However,
following the Commission’s second communication on EQUAL, the experience in R1, and
the exchanges and guidance which have taken place at the European level, more attention is
being given to the implementation of mainstreaming in R2.

Effectiveness of dissemination, networking and mainstreaming at the EU level

102.

103.

104.

105.

An intense networking activity has taken place at the EU and cross-national level in the last
years. This networking has been concerned both with identifying, sharing and
disseminating lessons derived from the DP initiatives in the 9 thematic fields and with
facilitating the implementation of the EQUAL principles during EQUAL as well as their
transfer to the 2007-2013 ESF programmes.

Until mid-2005, European thematic work has mainly been organised in the framework of
European Thematic Groups (ETGs). These groups first played an important role as platform
of exchange and ‘voice’ for DPs and TCPs at the European level, whilst in 2004, the
priority became ‘to validate the good practice from R1 in co-operation with the MS, and to
synthesise these into policy messages’. The new structure for European Thematic work
adopted in the meeting of MA of June 2005 is meant to address all of these successively
adopted objectives — exchange, ‘voice’, validation of good practice and policy transfer.

Our assessment of European networking and mainstreaming events in 2005 has been
focused on the Warsaw conference (February 2005, ‘Free Movement of Good Ideas’, 400
participants), the Paris Agora (June 2005, ‘Experience is Capital’, more than 600
participants), and on the Madrid Policy Forum (June 2005, ‘Gender Equality: a key to
change’, 270 participants), and more particularly on the latter. Both the Warsaw Conference
and the Paris Agora can be considered more as dissemination and networking fora than as
platforms for mainstreaming. However, it cannot be doubted that the Paris Agora took place
in a stream of events and policy communications (outside EQUAL), both in FR and in
Europe, which have contributed to raising the issue of ‘age management’ at the top of the
employment policy agenda.

The Madrid Policy Forum has demonstrated the interest of organising more focused
thematic events, bringing together practitioners and policy-makers. The design of the
conference and its methodology made it possible for participants to derive concrete lessons
and in some cases concrete inputs for their policy agenda and/or professional practice, even
though this could only be a first step. In particular, the advocate/user methodology
(presentation of DP practices by a DP ‘advocate’ to a potential ‘user’ who asks questions)
has been useful and has been usually well assessed. The policy briefs were also found very
useful, as they present syntheses of practices by various DPs instead of focusing on single
examples. However, participants found a lack of independent analyses of the transferability
potential of the good practice which was presented to them. They also called for more
continuity, a report on the event, the organisation of further, even more focused events, on
issues addressed in the Forum.
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From mid-2005 onwards, the new approach is that of European Commission grants to
Member States for the organisation of various types of events. By March 2006, a total of 30
expressions of interest had been put forward by Member States, and validated. This falls
within the Commission’s objectives. 12 ‘old’ and 4 ‘new’ Member States expressed
interest. New Member States have thus so far been less numerous in putting forward their
proposals, which seems logical given their more recent entry in the programme. Most
events are thematic in outlook.

The predominance of exchange events amongst the events planned is to be noted, as their
aim is rather vague (sharing of good practice) at this stage of the programme. However,
policy fora, more focused on mainstreaming, also form an important share of the events
planned. What seems most relevant for making a policy impact is the combination of
various types of events in a given theme or on a given issue, with a planned progression:
this is for example the case for the re-integration of ex offenders and for ‘entrepreneurship
for all’ (business creation). Planning progress in mainstreaming through related events also
means inviting at least partly the same participants to these events, as shown by our
analysis of the Madrid forum. It would be hardly thinkable to mobilise MAs for inviting
each time new participants for little less than 30 events programmed over 18 months.

Collaboration with other units and DGs of the European Commission is another
mainstreaming instrument. However, with European Commission Units in charge of other
programmes and financial instruments, collaboration has mainly tended towards the co-
ordination between programmes. With the Policy Units, more direct contribution by
EQUAL has been identified in the case of focused units (e.g. disability, demography) than
in the case of general policies such as the Employment Strategy. The efforts recently made
by the EQUAL unit for a more systematic cross-unit communication have been greatly
appreciated.

The construction of a European repository of transferable good practices has also been
planned by the EQUAL Unit in agreement with the Managing Authorities. The database
will include good practice of the national databases.

One of the functions of the ETGs had been the collection and validation of good practice in
view of their further dissemination and mainstreaming. This was attempted through the
production of 29 policy briefs and 30 ‘success stories’ of individual DPs. Despite the
considerable difficulties associated with identifying, gathering, and validating good
practice, the intensity of collective work in the working groups of the European Thematic
Groups (until the end of 2004) and expert input succeeded in making the production of
these documents possible. However the new focus on success stories (away from the policy
briefs) serves more a dissemination purpose than a pro-active mainstreaming strategy.

Despite the fact that some of the cases presented as success stories were also identified by
national evaluators as innovative practices, it should also be pointed out that there is a gap
between the overall impression stemming from reading the policy briefs and success
stories, on the one hand, and the results and impacts identified so far by national evaluators,
on the other hand, these being more limited. This shows the need for an update of the policy
briefs for the gathering of concrete evidence of results.

European and cross-national facilitation of the implementation of the EQUAL principles

has also been provided. Our assessment has focused on their usefulness for the NMS, as

they were the prime targeted beneficiaries. The relevance of EU-level support mechanisms

and tools including guides were stressed with extreme clarity by the NMS Managing

Authorities, and this is an important lesson for future programming.

« Bi-lateral co-operation: Advice sought from other MA and NSS has been crucial at all
stages — and could probably only be provided by national programme actors which had
passed through the same processes and asked the same questions.
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e The mechanisms — events, products — set up at EU-level for support to the
implementation of the key principles of EQUAL have been assessed as highly relevant
and useful. This has been especially important for the facilitation of transnationality.

The decision not to pursue EQUAL in the next ESF programming phase was accompanied
by a decision to provide space for the ‘mainstreaming’ of the key principles of the
Community Initiative. On the basis of an ad-hoc meeting of the ESF Committee in June
2005, 4 working groups of MS were set up, with a view to drafting reflection notes on the
best ways to integrate the principles in planning the new ESF programmes. Four reflection
notes were produced, and served as background documents for seminars mainly targeting
ESF negotiators at the national level. These working documents and the seminars have
generally been well assessed by ESF Heads of mission. Following presentations to the ESF
Committee, the final versions of the reflection notes have been distributed widely and will
also be used by the Commission for assessing the 2007-2013 programme proposals.

Nevertheless, our survey of ESF Heads of Mission in March-April 2006 showed that the
legacy of EQUAL has been interpreted and capitalised upon in very different ways in the
different Member States and that architecture of the ESF programmes is likely to be very
diverse. The partnership principle and the gender equality principle are the ones where
options are less varied, but the implementation of innovation and, above all, of
transnationality is foreseen in highly diverging ways. This is of course a special cause for
concern in the case of transnationality where decisions made by MS have effects not only
for their own programmes but for those of others. See our recommendations below.

Potential and initial impacts of EQUAL at the EU level and across Member States

115.

116.

117.

Overall it is still difficult at this stage to form a fair view of the impacts achieved by
EQUAL in the different Member States. Many DPs were still at the beginning or in the
midst of their Action 3 (transfer and mainstreaming) projects at the time of evaluation
fieldwork. Institutional impacts have by far been the most documented. Impact on policies
are said by most evaluators to be limited, however quite significant examples have been
provided. There is a notable lack of reporting on impacts on organisations (other than
partner organisations). Impacts can be said to still be very much local in scope.

Drawing on the work of the European Thematic Groups, on our review of national
evaluation reports as well as on our own fieldwork, we have nevertheless identified
innovations and their potential or initial impacts in areas of relevance for the European
Employment Strategy, the Social Inclusion process and other Community strategies and
programmes. We have related these achievements (innovations and impacts) to those of the
Integrated Guidelines where we thought they made a contribution, as well as to the relevant
Social Inclusion objective and other European strategies and programmes.

Potential and initial impacts on Integrated Guideline 15 (Promote a more entrepreneurial

culture and create a supportive environment for SMEs):

e Reinforced support mechanisms and access to finance in existing business support
centres and creation of new integrated support centres: ‘non traditional’ entrepreneurs,
especially women (e.g. in remote rural areas) have been drawn in the business creation
process. In some Member States (ES, UKgb) there is evidence that some of these
initiatives have secured or are in the process of securing mainstream funding. However,
the ‘opening up of the business creation to all’, which was supposed to be an important
added value of EQUAL with regard to the Guideline has not been well documented so
far with regard to access of marginalised and vulnerable people, and questions have
been raised as to the relevance of such an objective.

e Creation of second level networks, i.e. networks between business support centres or
between social enterprises, which have contributed to the professionalisation of their
members.
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Recognition of the social economy as an economic sector rather than only as a vehicle
for the labour market reintegration of vulnerable people: new support structures, such as
offices of social entrepreneurship and social franchising systems, have been developed.
The status of ‘social co-operatives’ (an Italian institution) has been taken up in GR and
SE. Governance arrangements were improved, particularly with regard to the place of
social enterprises in public procurement. Many of these developments have good
sustainability prospects — indeed some of them are already institutionalised.

118. Potential and initial impacts on Employment Guideline 18 (Promote a lifecycle approach to
work) as well as for the European Strategy for Equality Between Men And Women:

Integrated strategies and mechanisms for gender equality and occupational
desegregation: there is some evidence of cross-national impacts. For example the NL
campaign on gender roles (‘Wie doet wat?’), which has been presented in various
international fora, has already attracted the attention of other MS and the BEnl ministry
of Equal Opportunities is due to launch a similar campaign in 2007. Impacts of such
integrated strategies on employers, however, have so far not been well documented.
Resource centres on women’s training and employment in scientific and technical
professions: EQUAL has given rise to the creation and institutionalisation of such
centres in GR and the UKgb.

Creation of new integrated and quality approaches to care: EQUAL has contributed a
number of initiatives achieving the virtuous circle recommended at the EU level in
terms of support services in the care sector — i.e. providing more flexible care allowing
for the labour market participation of women and at the same time creating employment
for women in particular. However, some (not all) EQUAL initiatives in this field have
made a difference in that they have also qualified the staff recruited (for example, to the
level of care assistants) and sought to improve the quality of employment in the sector
(e.g. new collective agreement in AT). Many of these initiatives have now secured
mainstream funding.

119. Potential and initial impacts on Employment Guideline 19 (Ensure inclusive labour
markets, enhance work attractiveness, and make work pay for job-seekers, including
disadvantaged people and inactive) as well as for the European Refugee Fund and future
anti-discrimination actions:

Take up of new methodologies and new roles in existing centres of support to asylum
seekers — paying particular attention to outreach activities, the stability of staff, and
language and skills upgrading methodologies. In many cases these initiatives are
sustainable as the reception centres concerned participated in the development
partnerships (significant examples have been documented in Scotland and IE).
Integrated strategies and new resources targeting employers for the integration and
retention of migrant workers and members of ethnic minorities (Corporate Social
Responsibility campaigns, codes of conduct, self-diagnoses, creation of roles of
‘intercultural mediator’): evidence of significant and sustained results at employer level
has so far mainly been provided in the media /creative sector (GR, UKgb).

120. Potential and initial impacts on Employment Guideline 20 (Improve matching of labour
market needs):

Multi-agency approaches to improve the interface between the (long-term) unemployed
or other benefit recipients and the institutions and agencies in charge of delivering
employment policy and benefits (significant sustainable examples of such institutional
co-operation mechanisms have been provided in IE).

Diversification of gateways to employment, for example through the creation of new
temping arrangements for specific groups (low qualified people in BEfrg, people with
disabilities in AT), through the promotion of self-employment (for people with
disabilities in AT), or the promotion of telework (for people with disabilities in DE).
Creation and sustainability of networks involving labour market integration agencies,
non profit organisations and employers in sectors facing recruitment difficulties (e.g.
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construction) for the upskilling and recruitment of long-term unemployed people.
Examples have been provided in FI and the UKgb.

121. Potential and initial impacts on Employment Guideline 21 (Promote flexibility combined
with employment security and reduce labour market segmentation, having due regard to the
role of social partners):

e New forms of work organisation allowing for a better ‘work/life balance’: there is some
evidence of such schemes and of their effects with public or semi-public employers,
although evidence is still lacking on the impact of such schemes in the private sector.
What is remarkable about some of the schemes highlighted by the national evaluators
(e.g. in FR) is that work-family balance is not used as a device to introduce more
employer-led flexibility (part-time contracts which increasingly contribute to forming a
stratum of working poor, especially amongst women) but can be arranged and combined
with full-time employment.

o Initiatives for anticipating and accompanying industrial change both through local
regeneration partnerships, economic actions, and upskilling and qualifying mature
workers: the shipbuilding industry, for example, has benefited in 3 MS (FR, GR, IT).

122. Potential and initial impacts on Employment Guidelines 23 (Expand and improve
investment in human capital) and 24 (Adapt education and training systems in response to
new competence requirements) as well as for the programmes of DG Education and
Culture:
¢ Dissemination of new methodologies for encouraging low skilled workers’ participation
in training: impacts have been scattered but some of them are significant (take up of the
job rotation methodology in IE for upskilling both the unemployed and low skilled
workers, workplace learning agreements in the retail sector in the UKgb with the
participation of unionists as ‘brokers’ of learning).

e Use of ICT to increase access to learning for people considered as ‘disengaged learners’
or facing physical barriers to traditional learning: there is evidence of an institutional
sustainability of such schemes, through their accreditation.

123. Initiatives informing the Social Inclusion process:

EQUAL has promoted local multi-stakeholder partnerships to tackle not only employment
issues but also the underpinning attitudes and behaviours of employers leading to the
discrimination of employees or jobseekers. New co-operative mechanisms for tackling social
exclusion have also been set up. This has probably been one of the major areas of achievement
of EQUAL.

In particular we have noted:

e The creation and sustainability of new networks for tackling worklessness in a more
holistic and client centred way, and the design of multilevel and multifaceted strategies
to counter discrimination (especially racial and gender discrimination), involving actors
located in different institutional and organisational settings.

e Multi-agency work for an improved interface and ‘empowerment’ of people suffering
from social disadvantage and discrimination. Sustainable initiatives have been
documented in the area of support to drug users, the labour market re-integration of
prisoners and ex offenders etc.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Implementation-oriented recommendations in the New Member States for R2,
applied to EQUAL implementation in the period 2006-2008

124. In order to improve the management of EQUAL at national level, we recommend for New
Member States :
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To clarify programme management roles, enhance the co-ordination between the MA &
NSSs and organise joint training of NSS/ MA staff to reduce the share of inexperienced
people, staff turn-over and increase the quality of the cooperation NSS/ MA;

To simplify administrative procedures and processes and to make them more
transparent and understandable by all;

To enhance qualitative guidance and support to DPs.

125. We also recommend for the European Commission more EU-level facilitation and cross-
MS support to NMS Managing Authorities for the last years of implementation of EQUAL,
in the following areas:

Monitoring and evaluation of the added value of transnationality;

Organisation of the call for proposal for Action 3 (transfer to policy and practice);

Best practice of ‘old” MS for mainstreaming (especially vertical mainstreaming) and for
thematic networking;

Bilateral co-operation with other MS in thematic networks;

Capitalising the results of EQUAL for the new programmes;

Capacity building on evaluation, including self-evaluation; and

Methodologies and indicators for project monitoring.

Evaluation-oriented recommendations applied to EQUAL implementation in the
2006-2008 period

126. At national level, three areas are especially recommended for evaluation in MS :

127. The evaluation of innovation should:

Include an assessment of the incidence of innovation: Are there new developments with
regard to the state of the art in given areas of policy development, sectors or territories?
Include an assessment of the conditions of emergence of innovation.

Include an assessment of the quality of innovation: potential relevance; effectiveness;
added value as compared with existing policies and practices; feasibility/sustainability;
and mainstreaming potential/capacity.

Be carried out both at programme level and by theme.

Be based on the analysis of DP sources (applications, DP work programmes, monitoring
reports, case study interviews with co-ordinator, partners, and beneficiaries) as well as
on interviews with experts of the fields concerned.

128. The evaluation of mainstreaming should:

Include an assessment of the interpretation of the concept of mainstreaming by
programme actors and by DPs;

Include an assessment of the mechanisms set up to make the concept operational;
Include an assessment of the relevance, comprehensiveness, feasibility and
sustainability of the mainstreaming strategy at the programme level;

Include an assessment of the organisation of the mainstreaming strategy at DP and
Programme management level;

Include an assessment of the programme level mechanisms to assess and validate DP
good practice;

Include an assessment of the results of vertical and horizontal mainstreaming.

Be carried out both at programme level and by theme.

Be based on interviews with programme actors and DPs as well as on interviews with
policy makers, multipliers and key potential users of EQUAL results.

129. The evaluation of impacts at MS level should:

Include an assessment of policy impacts: impacts on employment, inclusion and anti-
discrimination policies and impacts on policy making;

Include an assessment of institutional impacts: impacts on labour market intermediation;
on the education and training system; support to business creation; impacts on the
regulatory work arrangements;
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Include an assessment of organisational impacts: impacts on employers — public, private
for profit or private non profit.

Be carried out both at programme level and by theme.

Be based on a review of DP and NTN material, interviews of actual and potential users
of EQUAL results and with experts of the field.

Beneficiary data should be used to assess the actual outreach of the programme (by
theme).

Cross-national impact evaluation studies could be interesting on specific issues.

130. The evaluation process in the NMScould be strengthened by:

Paying more attention to the extent to which the programme communication strategy,
the selection process have contributed to shape the implementation of the programme;
to facilitating factors, obstacles and problems in programme management; to the
distribution of roles between programme actors; and to the performance of the NSSs.
Giving more emphasis to qualitative evaluation methods (e.g. case studies including
interviews with all partners, with external stakeholders/potential users of DP lessons,
and including focus groups with beneficiaries).

Adjusting timeframes and budgets to the evaluation objectives, scope and methods, as
too limited budgets and timeframes are not conducive to quality results.

Recommendationsfor mainstreaming of EQUAL lessonsin future programmes

131. In terms of orientations for future programmes, we recommend:

To identify those policy areas most likely to benefit from innovative projects and to
recognise potential barriers to policy mainstreaming at an early stage;

To consider setting up dedicated programmes and/or measures directly targeting
employers and employed workers, especially the most vulnerable, and to be proactive in
seeking to attract suitable promoters with a good knowledge of and good links to
employers;

To consider setting up dedicated programmes for tackling in-work inequalities,
especially in terms of employment and work conditions;

To encourage initiatives improving work/life balance in the workplace, with due regard
to the quality of employment contracts and wages.

132. In terms of future programme management, we recommend:

To carefully design the launch of the programmes in order to attract suitable applicants -
suitable meaning with the right mix of skills over time and/or with a clear capacity
building strategy (especially if relatively new areas of intervention are selected);

In the calls for innovative projects, to consider the following selection criteria: potential
relevance, added value, feasibility and mainstreaming potential;

To consider imposing requirements concerning starting diagnoses, monitoring systems
and self-assessment procedures, especially for innovative projects, and to review
compliance at selection stage;

To consider organising an ‘Action 1’ (preparatory phase) in the future programmes and
to organise guidance and support accordingly;

To organise support structures and prepare staff so as to ensure administrative and
financial support; ongoing support on demand; and systematic proactive actions aiming
at professionalisation of project teams;

To organise distinct programme level monitoring systems for innovative projects and
for mainstream projects with more qualitative indicators for innovative projects, and
more attention on changes in structure and systems than in assistance to persons. We
recommend setting up working groups involving the European Commission, the
Managing Authorities, statisticians as well as former promoters of innovative projects
(e.g. EQUAL promoters, Article 6 promoters) in order to ensure the relevance, user-
friendliness, feasibility, usefulness and reliability of future monitoring systems. Finally
training and support should be provided to project promoters and partners in future
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programmes, not only on the use of the monitoring software for data entry and update,
but also on how to exploit results.

The European Commission should consider taking over a coordinating role for the
different types of transnational cooperation within the Programmes.

To consider when designing programme sections or sub-programmes on transnationality
that transnational projects can be planned by project applicants as own project or
simultaneously with national projects.

To ensure sufficient resources for transnational cooperation.

To dedicate priorities to equal opportunities between men and women as well as to
ensure that Gender Mainstreaming is implemented as a crosscutting horizontal principle
in the Programme as a whole.

To organise programme level monitoring systems that include indicators for Gender
Mainstreaming

133. In terms of evaluation systems, we recommend to maintain the three levels of evaluation
experienced in EQUAL (European, national, project level) and to learn from their strengths
and weaknesses:

Cross-national evaluation should focus on specific subjects and fields of intervention;
European evaluators should have the possibility to conduct their own field work in the
Member States; exchange on evaluation methodologies and results should be organised
at the European level; twinning and multilateral exchange between national authorities
should take place on evaluation issues;

At the national level, the scope of evaluations should include all dimensions and phases
of programme management; the formative role of national evaluators should be
maintained and reinforced; the evaluation timeframe has to be planned to allow for an
evaluation of impacts;

At project level, it is crucial to require project self-assessment and monitoring and to
train project managers and partners accordingly.

134. Concerning the mainstreaming of the EQUAL principles in the next generation of European
Social Fund and possibly other programmes, we recommend:

For the organisation of the partnership and empowerment principles: to clarify whether
partnerships are a means to achieve an objective or whether they are an objective per se
as well (creation of new governance mechanisms). If it the former, a good skill mix has
to be ensured over time — with possibly different partners at different phases; if it is the
latter, a good representation of all stakeholders has to be ensured as well. Make sure that
the planned involvement of each partner is based on a credible and feasible assessment
of their potential contribution, skills and availability. Promote the idea of differentiated
involvement, so as to avoid to deter private sector participation;

For the organisation of transnationality: transnational projects should be planned
directly as such or simultaneously with national projects, rather than as an ‘added-on’
once national projects have already been designed. Structured exchanges between local
actors should also be made possible. Ensure adequate resources. Organise close co-
ordination between all the Member States funding transnational partnerships and co-
operation, so that there may be a minimum number of common issues, co-ordinated
time schedules for the calls, and common instruments (partner search database);

For the organisation of innovation: plan a ‘laboratory function’ in all programmes,
which will allow for a clear distinction to be made between innovative projects and
more ‘mainstream’ projects. Clarify the rationales for organising an innovation function
in the programmes (making existing policies more effective, making them more
inclusive, exploring new policy fields) so as to draw the implications in terms of likely
applicants and needs for project guidance. Organise training and guidance on
experimental approaches (research, monitoring, evaluation etc.);

Partnerships working with highly vulnerable people sometimes hesitate to pilot
experimental schemes and prefer to innovate ‘on the margins’ in order not to take the
risk of having to face an absence of further funding with dramatic consequences for the
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beneficiaries. A clear positioning of innovation in the future programmes on policy
areas where there is an explicit demand for new developments will help reduce that risk.
In addition, Managing Authorities may decide to grant support to experimental projects
targeting highly marginalised groups even without clear policy take up perspectives:
increased support and direct help by programme actors to accompany such projects in
their mainstreaming strategy has then to be foreseen;

For the organisation of equal opportunities: maintain the dual approach taken in
EQUAL (dedicated priorities and cross-cutting horizontal principle). Indicators should
be developed for monitoring the implementation of gender mainstreaming. We also
recommend the organisation of training on gender mainstreaming and the appointment
of gender mainstreaming specialists at project level,

For the organisation of national mainstreaming: programme actors should clarify their
expectations with regard to the mainstreaming of innovation and define early
comprehensive mainstreaming strategies, including ‘horizontal’ and ‘vertical’
mainstreaming and the ‘pull’ and ‘push’ dimensions. We also strongly recommend the
organisation of regional networking and mainstreaming mechanisms. Finally we
recommend the development of monitoring of mainstreaming activities and results at
programme and project levels; and the training of programme actors, so that they can
adequately support project promoters.

135. Concerning the organisation of networking and mainstreaming mechanisms at the
European level, we recommend, for the future European Social Fund programmes in
particular:

To maintain the double focus (thematic and organisational) of networking adopted in
EQUAL (in addition to the country desks).

For thematic networking: to agree with Member States on a limited number of policy
issues for which some or all of them are interested in mutual learning, networking and,
possibly, lobbying. To organise networking at various levels (between national
authorities, other stakeholders, project promoters, as well as between the members of
national thematic networks), with continuity over time and with clear purposes
(preferably common production and/or pushing a policy agenda). To back this up with
stable European expertise in the fields concerned as well as with dedicated co-
ordination and follow-up in the European Commission. The appointed experts should be
asked, as in EQUAL, to produce policy analyses and cross-national thematic analyses of
project practices and results on the basis of agreed criteria and with sufficient resources
for carrying out their own field assessments.

For organisational networking: networking on the implementation of the principles in
the Member States will be made more difficult given the lack of common definitions
and modes of implementation. It will be all the more important to organise cross-
national exchange on the interpretation of the principles and on their concrete
translation into selection criteria, so as to compare models of implementation and
inform the Mid-term reviews. Facilitation at the European level is required, also with a
view to capitalise on the know-how and knowledge acquired in the previous
Community Initiatives.

A co-ordination role for the European Commission in matters of transnationality is
absolutely essential. This co-ordination role is even more important as more possible
ways of exchange and collaboration are intended. Member States need to agree on a
minimum set of common issues on which transnational projects can be funded.

136. Concerning innovative practices which could be recommended for taking on board in other
programmes, we have explained earlier the limitations, at this stage, for the identification of
innovative practices and of their emerging impacts. The policy briefs prepared by the
European Thematic Groups had provided a much more comprehensive picture than the one
we feel entitled and legitimate to give: we would therefore strongly recommend the update
of the existing policy briefs in order to take better account of the project results now

XXX1il



available. Nevertheless, and with these limitations in mind, we would recommend the
practices presented in points 116-122 above for capitalisation and further support.

XXX1V



1. INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY

1.1. OBJECTIVE AND SCOPE OF THISREPORT

This is the fourth and final EU-wide evaluation report of the EQUAL Community Initiative. It has
been prepared by Bernard Brunhes International (Paris), the ICAS Institute (Barcelona) and Economix
Research & Consulting (Munich).

1.1.1. TheEQUAL Community Initiative

The aim of EQUAL is to promote new means of combating all forms of discrimination and
inequalities in connection with the labour market. To achieve this aim, EQUAL operates in 9 thematic
fields, defined on the basis of the pillars of the former European Employment Strategy, complemented
by actions targeted to asylum seekers. Implementation takes place through geographical or sector-
based Development Partnerships, and is guided by 5 key principles (partnership, empowerment,
transnationality, innovation, and networking and mainstreaming). Development Partnerships are also
required to follow a horizontal approach for equal opportunities.

A first call for proposals was organised in 2001 in the 15 Member States (17 CIPs'’) as well as in the
Czech Republic and Hungary, and led to the funding of 1,352 Development Partnerships (DPs).
Funding of DPs in R1 was organised in three ‘actions’: the objectives of Action 1 were to consolidate
the partnerships, to develop common strategies and joint work programmes at DP level and to organise
transnational co-operation; Action 2 was the phase of implementation of DP and Transnational
Partnership (TNP) work programmes; and Action 3 aimed at disseminating and mainstreaming good
practice. These 3 Actions have been renamed in R2 as: ‘preparation phase’ (former Action 1);
‘implementation phase’ (former Action 2); and ‘transfer to policy and practice’ (former Action 3).

With the enlargement, EQUAL opened to the 10 New Member States (two of which had taken part in
the first round). In R2, launched in 2004, a 2™ call for proposals led to the selection of 1999 DPs
across 27 CIPs .

The EU contribution to EQUAL stands at approximately 3.2 billion € for the period 2000-2006, and is
complemented by public national co-funding of over 2.2 billion €.

In each CIP, Managing Authorities (MAs), assisted by National Support Structures (NSSs), are
responsible for the management of the programme, and in particular for the design of Community
Initiative Programme and its monitoring; the organisation of the calls for proposals and the selection
of Development Partnerships; guidance and support to DPs; facilitation of national networking
between DPs and of mainstreaming into national employment and social inclusion policies and
mainstream ESF programmes; and evaluation.

The European Commission (Unit B4 of DG Employment and Social Affairs) supports Member States
in the implementation of the programme, provides facilitation for the co-ordination between CIPs, and

' Belgium and the United Kingdom count with two EQUAL programmes each (In Belgium: one for Flemish Belgium —
hereafter BEnl and one for the French and German speaking Community — hereafter BEfrg. In the UK: one for Great Britain
— hereafter UKgb and one for Northern Ireland — hereafter UKni).

" Source: ECDB. April 2006.
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for European networking and mainstreaming. The European Commission (Unit 14 — Evaluation) is in
charge of the EU-wide evaluation of EQUAL.

1.1.2. The EU-wide evaluation
The 3 overall objectives of the EU-wide evaluation are:

1. To assess the rationale, the potential and initial impact of EQUAL as a testing ground to develop,
validate and disseminate new ways of delivering employment and social inclusion policies for
those seeking access to the labour market, those already within it or at work, and taking into
account the particular needs of asylum-seekers;

2. To identify and assess the added value of EQUAL to existing labour market policies and practices
at national and EU level,

3. To identify good and innovative practice in delivering employment policy, developed and tested
under EQUAL with the potential to be mainstreamed into ESF programmes and the European
Employment Strategy and relevant parts of the Social Inclusion Process.

The evaluation was structured around 6 initial tasks:

Assessment of the appropriateness of strategies;

Evaluation of management and implementation systems at CIP, DP and TNP level;

Analysis of the effectiveness of the key principles across the 9 thematic fields;

Analysis of the effectiveness of networking, dissemination and mainstreaming at national level

and across the EU;

5. Analysis of the impact of EQUAL on the European Employment Strategy, the Social Inclusion
Process and other Community programmes;

6. Analysis of the Community added value.

PO

However, the content of these tasks evolved over time in accord with the Evaluation Unit of DG
Employment and Social Affairs and with the Steering Group of the EU-wide evaluation. These
changes concern:

e The identification of good and innovative practice: within task 5, the EU-wide
evaluation was initially expected to identify and recommend good practice for EU
mainstreaming. However, the European Thematic Groups (ETGs) were allocated the
same task. It was therefore agreed that we would provide an assessment of the
methodology used, in the ETGs, for gathering, validating and mainstreaming good
practice, which was done in the 2™ Interim Report of the EU-wide evaluation. An
update of this assessment is available in the present report (see Chapter 9 below).
However, on the basis of the material gathered by the ETGs and of the national
evaluation reports, we have been able to provide an analysis of innovative practice'
and emerging impacts which could inform the European Employment Strategy, the
Social Inclusion Process and other European strategies and programmes (see Chapter
14, Volume 3).

e In order to address the evaluation questions concerning Community added value (task
6), which depended on the availability of a minimum set of findings in common areas

12 “Good practice’, in European thematic work, corresponds to projects, processes and outputs which are, so to speak,
emblematic of EQUAL, as they testify to the implementation of the EQUAL principles (partnership, empowerment,
transnationality, innovation and mainstreaming) and of the approach to equal opportunities. Their innovative character is thus
one aspect amongst others. On the other hand, the national evaluators have (generally) sought to identify and assess
‘innovation’ rather than ‘good practice’ in the sense just explained. Logically, this has also been our approach, since our work
is based essentially on the national evaluation reports. This is also more proper of an evaluation exercise than the
identification of good practice.



in the Member States, the European Commission asked the EU-wide evaluation team
to design and propose a common possible approach to the evaluation of impacts and
added value of EQUAL in the Member States. This approach was presented and
discussed in two successive partnership meetings with the Managing Authorities and
the national evaluators (29 April 2004 and 29 April 2005). It was agreed that the focus
would be on intermediate impacts and added value at the policy, institutional and
organisational level (see Chapter 10 below).

A stronger focus has been set on the evaluation of the implementation, effectiveness
and added-value of the key principles of EQUAL than on the evaluation of thematic
implementation. This was discussed with and admitted by the Steering Group at the
time of the submission of the 1* Interim Report of the EU-wide evaluation. The reason
for this lied in the lack of systematic evaluation by theme in most national evaluation
reports, whereas these were our basic source of information. In the 1* Interim Report,
we had provided the basis for such an analysis by theme, but subsequently lacked
information to sustain this analysis, except in the area of innovation and emerging
impacts. In this report, conclusions by theme (and area of intervention) are therefore
provided with regard to the implementation of innovation and starting impacts, but not
with regard to the implementation of the other principles. It may be surmised that
national evaluators have not found it relevant to carry out thematic analyses of the
implementation of partnership, empowerment or transnationality.

In order to achieve these objectives and to carry out these tasks, the EU-wide evaluation was to be

based on:

Syntheses of national evaluation reports (with respect to the national implementation
of the Initiative);

Fieldwork carried out by the EU evaluation team (with respect to the implementation
of the transnational dimension, including transnational co-operation partnerships,
European networking and European mainstreaming).

More details are provided in the section below on methodology.

Four EU-wide evaluation reports have been produced since the beginning of the contract, including
the present one':

The 1st Interim report, dated 26/9/2003, provided a diagnosis of labour market
discriminations and inequalities in the Member States, a synthesis of the
appropriateness of CIP strategies for addressing these discriminations and inequalities
and in the current policy context, an overview of management and implementation
systems — with a particular focus on the selection procedure in R1, and an analysis of
the understanding of the key principles at CIP and DP level. These analyses were
based on an extensive documentary analysis and on the synthesis of 9 national
evaluation reports.

The Mid-term report, dated 2/3/2004, provided an update on the appropriateness of
strategies (at CIP and DP level) and on management systems, a first analysis of the
implementation of the key principles, as well as an analysis of European networking
and mainstreaming mechanisms, including the mechanisms to identify and validate
good practice and those to ensure impacts on the European Employment Strategy.
These analyses were based on a documentary analysis, on the synthesis of all 17 Mid-
term reports, and on interviews at the European level.

13 See reference table in Annex 1.1



o The 2nd Interim report, dated 29/03/2005, mainly focused on the implementation of
the EQUAL principles, with a particular emphasis on transnationality, and on their
contribution to innovation. European level networking and mainstreaming were also
addressed, with an update assessment of the identification and validation of good
practice. These analyses were based on an extensive documentary review, the
synthesis of 13 national evaluation reports, 34 case studies of transnational
partnerships (TNPs), interviews at the national and European levels, a questionnaire to
Managing Authorities and participant observation.

THIS REPORT

This report, the final report of the EU-wide evaluation, is meant to derive the main lessons of the
implementation and results of EQUAL so far, with a particular focus on R1, and, following the
contract extension decided by the Evaluation Unit of the European Commission, on the launch and
preparation phase of R2 in the New Member States. Its scope therefore includes the 6 tasks mentioned
above, bearing in mind the above explained changes in their content.

The specific objectives of this report are to integrate and update the EU-wide evaluation findings, as
well as to draw conclusions and recommendations concerning:

o The appropriateness of strategies in EQUAL, both at CIP and DP level (including in
the NMS);

e Management and implementation systems at CIP and DP level (including in the
NMS)";

e The effectiveness and added value of the key principles and of the horizontal approach
to equal opportunities in round 1 (R1);

e The effectiveness of dissemination, networking and mainstreaming arrangements at
the national and EU level in round 1 (R1);

o The intermediate impacts and added value of EQUAL R1 (policy, institutional and
organisational impacts and added value within and across Member States) and their
relevance for the European Employment Strategy, the Social Inclusion process and
other Community strategies and programmes.

The time span covered by the report is, essentially, 2005 and the beginning of 2006, although the
report also integrates previous results, notably those of the 2™ Interim Report.

The report is structured in 4 distinct volumes. The first volume bears on the implementation and
results of Round 1(R1) and addresses the main changes in implementation at the beginning of Round 2
(R2). Its scope is thus mainly formed by the 17 initial CIPs. The second volume reviews the
orientation and first implementation phase of the EQUAL programmes in the New Member States.
The third volume brings together the conclusions and recommendations of the EU-wide evaluation.
Annexes are provided in the fourth volume.

4 The effectiveness of management systems in transnational partnerships is addressed in the analysis of the implementation
of the principle.



Volume 1 has 10 chapters:

The rest of this introductory chapter provides an explanation of the methodological sources for the
EU-wide evaluation and an overall view of EQUAL, in order to set the context of the evaluation.

Chapter 2 provides an integrated and comparative analysis of the appropriateness of the strategies
adopted for EQUAL in the national contexts of the 17 initial CIPs, including lessons concerning their
relevance, and the consistency between programme-level and DP-level strategies. The chapter
integrates prior analyses carried out for the 1% interim and Mid-Term reports of the EU-wide
evaluation. The 2005 analysis of strategies in the 17 initial CIPs was mostly aimed at identifying
changes between R1 and R2 and their rationales.

Chapter 3 seeks to derive the lessons of how EQUAL has been implemented at the programme and
DP levels in R1, casting light on the management systems set up, on the way in which the different
‘Actions’ of the Initiative have been implemented, and on evaluation and monitoring systems.
Changes in R2 are also highlighted. The sources are the same as for Chapter 2.

Chapters 4-8 provide an integrated analysis of the effectiveness and added value of the key principles
of EQUAL during R1 (including equal opportunities, which did not feature amongst the key principles
but nevertheless has been a requirement of the Initiative): partnership and empowerment (chapter 4),
innovation (chapter 5), transnationality (chapter 6), equal opportunities (chapter 7), and mainstreaming
(chapter 8). The report adds to the findings of the previous EU-wide evaluation reports by integrating
those of the 2005 reports of the ‘old’ Member States. In addition, the transnationality chapter brings
together the results of prior fieldwork, and new fieldwork carried out in 2005 (face to face or phone
interviews with half of the initial sample of case studies of TNPs, as well as 10 additional case studies
of R2 TNPs involving partners in the new Member States). The mainstreaming chapter also relies on a
documentary analysis.

Chapter 9 sets out an updated analysis of effectiveness of the dissemination, networking and
mainstreaming mechanisms set up at the EU level as well as of the good practice identified at EU
level. In this chapter we also seek to identify the impacts of these mechanisms in order to derive
lessons for mainstreaming in future programmes. Starting from the analysis carried out in the Mid-
term and 2" Interim evaluation reports, the chapter brings together the results of specific evaluation
activities carried out in 2005: documentary review, a questionnaire to the Managing Authorities in the
new Member States, a questionnaire to the heads of ESF departments in the 25 Member States,
participant observation in three conferences and seminars, followed up, in one case, by a survey of
participants, and phone interviews with European Commission officials.

Chapter 10 provides an analysis of the policy, institutional and organisational impacts and added value
of EQUAL in the Member States, on the basis of the 2005 national evaluation reports. It also reflects
on the methodologies used for the evaluation of impacts.

Volume 2 has 3 chapters:

Chapter 11 provides an analysis of the appropriateness of strategies at CIP and DP level in the NMS.
It also addresses to some extent the implementation of the partnership and other EQUAL principles.

Chapter 12 examines and compares the management and implementation systems of EQUAL in the
NMS, with a particular focus on the preparatory phase.

Chapter 13 looks at the first results of the implementation of transnational cooperation at programme
and DP level.



Volume 3 has 2 chapters:

Chapter 14 provides overarching conclusions, conclusions on each of the evaluation tasks, as well as
conclusions by theme and/or area of intervention.

Chapter 15 provides recommendations concerning implementation in R2 (with a focus on
implementation in the New Member States); recommendations concerning future evaluation activities
in EQUAL R2; and recommendations for the orientations, management and evaluation of future
programmes, including recommendations for the mainstreaming of the EQUAL principles.

The annexes are available in Volume 4.

1.2. METHODOLOGY

1.2.1. Methodological overview

As required in the terms of reference of the EU-wide evaluation, the analysis of the implementation
and results of the Community Initiative at Member State level is almost exclusively based on the
national evaluation reports, with the complement of documentary analyses. However, all transnational
strands of the evaluation (i.e. the evaluation of the principle of transnationality, and of EU networking
and mainstreaming) are informed, in addition, by work which we carried out directly. There has been
no major change in the methodology of the EU-wide evaluation' in the course of the contract.
However, for the reasons explained above, the initially planned ‘thematic profiles’ of implementation
and results by theme have been replaced by a cross-thematic analysis of the principles, complemented
with an analysis of innovation and impacts by area of intervention (rather than strictly by theme).
Similarly, the initially planned screening of the good practice gathered by the European Thematic
Groups has been replaced with a screening of the methods for identifying, collecting and validating
good practice. Finally, the approach to the evaluation of impact and added value has been considerably
developed and made more operational.

Our methodology and sources have been the following:
- Review and analysis of the national evaluation reports:

This has included the review of 16 national evaluation reports prepared in 2005 in the ‘Old’ Member
States CIPs'® and of 9 national evaluation reports prepared in 2005 in the ‘New’ Member States'’. The
analysis also builds on our previous synthesis reports (1% interim, mid-term and 2™ interim) to
consolidate, update, amend findings and take them further.

- Case studies of transnational partnerships (TNPs):

These included a second wave of case studies of TNPs in the 17 initial CIPs: 15 TNPs out of our initial
34 were revisited after one year. The selection of 15 TN partnerships out of the 34 case studies was
based on different constellations of TNPs identified in our second interim report on the basis of the
first wave of visits as well as on size'®. Interviews with the representatives of 40 DPs were carried out
during May and July 2005. The aim of these case studies was to assess the dynamism of the
partnerships over time, in particular in terms of decision making and work arrangements, and results.

15 As set out in the Methodological note of 15/11/2002.

'® Due to the time constraints, we were only able to take into account the national evaluation reports provided to us before

mid-January 2006 and were thus unable to take into account the report for BEnl.
17 No evaluation report was delivered in CY.

'8 More explanations on these configurations are provided in Chapter 6 below.



10 new case studies of R2 TNPs involving NMS partners were also carried out between September
2005 and January 2006. Explanations for sampling are provided in Chapter 13 (Volume 2). The
purpose of these case studies was to analyse the way in which the TCAs had been set up, the patterns
of TN co-operation established by DPs in the 10 NMS, and the extent to which support and technical
assistance at the European and national levels had been helpful.

- Interviews with programme actors:

A set of interviews was carried out with the Managing Authorities and National Support Structures of
the EQUAL programmes in the 10 NMS, between September 2005 and January 2006. The purpose of
these interviews was essentially to identify the mechanisms of support and guidance for
transnationality.

On the other hand, several exchanges (face to face or by telephone) took place over the whole duration
of this evaluation exercise with members of the EQUAL Unit, including the Head of Unit, in order to
identify and assess the new networking and mainstreaming mechanisms set up at the European level.

- Interviews with potential policy users:

11 telephone interviews took place in March 2006 with European Commission officials not directly
involved in EQUAL but identified by the EQUAL Unit as potential or actual users of EQUAL results
at the European level. The purpose of these interviews was to gather the interviewees’ opinion on the
communication established with the initiative and to assess the extent to which and how they actually
used EQUAL results.

- Participant observation:

The evaluation team took part in various EQUAL European mainstreaming events: the Warsaw
conference in February 2005, the Madrid policy forum on gender equality in June 2005, the Paris
Agora on age management in June 2005, the ESF seminars on innovation and transnationality
(December 2005) and on partnership, empowerment and gender mainstreaming (January 2006), and
finally the evaluation conference and seminar in February 2006. These mostly informed the
assessment of the mechanisms set up at the European level for networking and mainstreaming
EQUAL results.

- Surveys:

An e-mail questionnaire was sent to the ‘non-EQUAL’ participants in the Madrid policy forum (i.e. to
actors not directly involved in the management and implementation of the programme). The purpose
was to assess the lessons derived from the policy forum and the practical mainstreaming outcomes
after a few months (response rate 38%).

An e-mail survey with the Managing Authorities and National Support Structures of the 10 NMS was
carried out in March 2006, in order to gather their opinions on the various cross-national and European
mechanisms set up for the facilitation of the implementation of the programme. Responses were
received from 9 Member States out of 10.

Finally an e-mail survey targeted the ESF heads of mission, with the aim to assess the extent to which
and how they were planning, at that stage (March 2006), to organise the implementation of the
principles of partnership and empowerment, transnationality, innovation and gender mainstreaming in
the future ESF programming phase, and what lessons had been derived from EQUAL in that respect
(response rate 52%).

- Documentary analysis:



The review of documentation included an in-depth analysis of the NMS CIPs, Joint Assessment
Papers and Joint Inclusion Memoranda; the review of EU-level guidance (e.g. the Guides for
transnational co-operation and the Mainstreaming Guide); an analysis of EU-level outcomes (papers
produced by the ESF working groups on the key EQUAL principles; policy briefs; success stories;
thematic background documents); minutes of meetings (especially meetings of the Managing
Authorities); and evaluation documents (assessments of EU events carried out by the EQUAL Unit
and Managing Authorities).

As can be seen from the table below, which maps out the sources used for each of the strands of the
evaluation in conformity with the Terms of Reference, the Evaluation Guidelines and other direct
guidance provided by the European Commission, triangulation of data has been carried out where
possible.

Table 1.1 — Sources used for the final evaluation

Effectiveness and
added value of

EQUAL . Effectiveness

. Effectiveness .
Management & | principles except and added value of European | Intermediate
implementation | transnationality of dissemination, | impacts and
systems and including Transnationalit networking & | added value
national Y mainstreaming
networking &
mainstreaming

Appropriateness
of strategies

Former EU-wide
evaluation
reports

X X X X X

National
evaluation X
reports

TNP case
studies

Interviews with
MAS/NSSs in
NMS

E-mail survey to
MAS/NSS in the
NMS

Survey to ESF
heads of mission

Participant
observation in
European events

Survey to
participants to
Madrid policy X X

forum

Interviews with
European
Commission
officials

Documentary
review

Finally, let us recall that, in agreement with the European Commission, we took on a role, wherever
possible, of animation of the evaluation at the European level and launched methodological
discussions (especially on the assessment of impacts and added value) with the aim to progress
towards a more harmonised evaluation approach across the Member States. This animation role was
implemented in the context of the “partnership meetings” organised by the European Commission, in
which Managing Authorities as well national evaluators participated. However this role has




necessarily been limited, as the terms of reference for national evaluations had already been agreed
previously in the Member States.

1.2.2. Thenational evaluation reports

As said above, the main source of the EU wide evaluation is constituted by the national evaluation
reports. For this final report, we have relied on 16 evaluation reports (2005) of the initial CIPs, as well
as on 9 evaluation reports (2005) for the New Member States. It is therefore important, before
proceeding further, to provide an overview of the scope, evaluation questions and methodologies
adopted in these reports. We will deal separately with the reports in the ‘old’” and in the ‘new’ Member
States as their remit differed.

1.2.2.1. The national evaluation reportsin the ‘Old” Member States

The national evaluation reports provided to the EU evaluators were those whose final draft was ready
before 15. January 2006. In total, 16 reports were thus analysed. No 2™ interim report was available on
time for BEnl. However it should be borne in mind that we have also relied on previous reports
(especially on Mid-term and, where they existed, 2™ Interim reports).

Scope

The scope suggested by the European Commission for the update Mid-Term or final evaluation reports
at the national level was detailed in a note dated 15. April 2004". The reports were to address the
following issues:

Actions 1-3 of the 1% Call;

Assessment of the Mid-term CIP reviews;

First stage of 2" Call (Action 1 and first 6 months of Action 2);

Effectiveness of key principles;

Effectiveness of networking, dissemination and mainstreaming;

First impacts of EQUAL on the EES and on the social inclusion process (SIP);
Community added value.

However, as the terms of reference for the final report of the EU-wide evaluation phrase the scope of
the evaluation slightly differently, and as we have analysed the national evaluation reports so as to
inform these various strands, we look at the scope of national reports in that light.

Generally the coverage by national evaluation reports of the issues to be addressed by the EU-wide
evaluators has been good, although less so for the issues of appropriateness of strategies and
programme management, which most evaluators had addressed in their Mid-Term reports and for
which they were not necessarily required to provide an update in the 2005 reports. The issue of
impacts and added value has been dealt with in very varied ways to very different extents.

More specifically:

- The question of the ‘appropriateness of strategies’ (changes in R2) was not an issue in the terms
of reference of the AT and DE evaluators. The scope of the AT report has been the 1% round DPs
and their impact. The DE report has had a specific focus this year on innovation, though covering
other issues as well.

19 Ref: G5/0R D(2004) 8025, ‘Note to EQUAL Heads of Mission’.



- Programme management analysis, which was to bear in particular on the changes in the selection
process and in the preparation phase in R2, was not a focus in the 2005 AT, LU, and NL reports.
As said the scope of the AT report was on R1 DPs. The LU evaluators focused their analysis of
programme management on the monitoring system. The NL report does make a reference to the
programme structures, but especially with regard to NTNs rather than more globally.

- The implementation and effectiveness of the key principles is addressed in all reports, though, as
said, with a focus on innovation in the DE report (as there is a special focus on one or two
principles in each successive evaluation report). In some cases, the added value of each specific
principle is not analysed and few reports address the way in which each principle has contributed
to the actual reduction of inequalities and discrimination in the labour market. Analyses by theme
are often lacking, except for the implementation of the innovation principle. Lessons are usually
drawn at programme level for the other principles, which, a posteriori, seems a reasonable choice,
especially in MS with small programmes.

- Networking and mainstreaming have, as is logical, been devoted more attention in the 2005
reports than in the Mid-term and 2™ Interim reports.

- lmpacts have been addressed in a variety of ways and to varied extents: 9 reports adopt to a
greater or lesser extent, and with more or less variants, the approach proposed by the EU-wide
evaluators in the 2004 partnership meeting or provide material which can be re-analysed in this
light. The BEfrg evaluators prefer to look at the contribution of DPs to reaching the CIP
objectives. The DK and NL evaluators have focused on impacts for participants (this is also
looked at by other evaluators but alongside other analyses). The DE and PT evaluators will
analyse impacts in their next report, and the FI and FR evaluators provide a very preliminary
analysis and/or isolated examples, as the stage of implementation at DP level did not allow for
more.

- When the added value of EQUAL has been addressed, this has generally been done by assessing
the added value of the EQUAL principles (all or some of them), which is logical given that the key
principles have been the distinctive feature of the Community Initiative.

Some of these differences are due to the fact that the reports analysed have different statuses: in a
majority of cases, we are dealing here with final reports. In other cases (BEfrg, DE, GR, IT, PT), other
evaluation reports are expected .

Methodological instruments

The variety of methodological instruments resorted to by national evaluators has been more important
in the 2005 reports than in Mid-term and 2™ Interim reports, which has probably given rise to more
triangulation of data. Only in very few cases is there only one major source of data. This can be a
problem especially when this source of data is a DP survey, as it means that assessments are mainly
based on DPs’ self-perception. However usually a review of DP monitoring reports has also been
carried out in these cases, which can provide evaluators with another basis for forming their own
judgement. In addition, survey questions can be asked in such a way as to bring much qualitative
information, from different perspectives, which can then be compared: thus the DP survey has been
the main instrument used this year by the BEfrg evaluators, but their report is extremely complete and
provides qualified assessments.

Table 1.2 — Overview of main methodol ogical instruments used for the 2005 evaluation reports
Desk research (use Interviews with Participation in Case studies, visits
of national programme & organisation of and interviews at DP

Surveys

20 We ignore what the situation is for NL.
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monitoring data, stakeholders seminars and level
DP reports etc.) (other than DPs) meetings
and/or external
actors
No DP case study for
this report but case
AT X X X studies of enterprise x(2)
participants
BErrg X X X Not for this report X
DK X X X X x (3)
DE X X X X x (2)
ES X X X X x (3)
FI X X X X x4
FR X X X X x (2)
GR X X X X X
IE X x X X No
IT X X X X No
LU X X X X No
NL X X No X x (4)
PT X X X X x(3)
SE X X X X No
X
UKgp X No X x (3)
UKy X X X X x (2)

Source: national evaluation reports (2005). The more developed table which served as a basis for this one and is presented
in annex 1.2 has been checked by national evaluators (with the exception of the NL evaluators).

A more developed table is provided in Annex 1.2.
Desk research

Desk research usually consists of a review of policy and guidance documents as well as of the analysis
of programme monitoring data. DP reports have also quite systematically been analysed, although in
the countries with large EQUAL programmes this would naturally only concern a sample. Some
evaluators have complemented the analysis of monitoring data with statistics on the target groups —
e.g. the DK evaluators have studied the social security database, which provides quite a detailed
picture of employment trajectories. However, as employment has not been an important outcome of
the programme, only limited lessons could be derived. It is interesting to note that, in GR and PT, the
evaluators have had access to the self-assessment reports and have analysed them, which, combined
with surveys of DP co-ordinators and case studies, allows for a multi-stakeholder approach to the
experience of DPs. We ignore the ways in which these reports have been accessed, and of course this
raises questions as to the status of self-assessment. However, in principle, the consultation of DP
evaluators by the national evaluator appears as an interesting approach, which could also form the
basis for the formation of a network (or ‘community’) of EQUAL evaluators and thus consolidate the
evaluation practices in these countries.

Interviews with programme actors and external actors
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Interviews with programme actors on implementation issues, i.e. with the Managing Authority, the
National Support Structure, members of the Monitoring Committee, have been carried out by almost
all evaluators, contrary to what we had found in our 2™ interim report. In addition, NTN moderators
and experts were often interviewed. In FR, this involved an exhaustive survey of officials of regional
support structures, a relevant approach in a country in which programme implementation has been
devolved, and for the knowledge that these actors have of the DPs on their territories.

External actors, such as experts or officials of other public administrations were only interviewed in
few countries. In FR, again, an interesting approach, in principle, has been to interview 30 staff of the
Public Employment Service, not involved in EQUAL, to identify links between EQUAL and on-going
policies (especially the Social Cohesion Plan): these can be considered as interviews with potential
policy users of the EQUAL results. However, as far as we could see, not many lessons could be
derived from their responses as they seemed to have only a generic knowledge of EQUAL. In other
countries such an enquiry has taken place more at DP level, which turned out to be more useful (see
below, case studies).

Participation in and organisation of events with programme actors

Here the focus and purpose of such methods is varied — they can be one more mechanism for gathering
data, or, as well, a way to engage with DPs or programme actors in a more interactive way. As a
source of information, such methods seem all the more useful when the number of participants is small
and the agenda is focused: in other cases there is a risk of gathering only rather general information
and opinions.

On the one hand, it has been frequent for evaluators to attend DP meetings, whether national or
transnational, i.e. to carry out ‘participant observation’. Evaluators have also attended other types of
meetings involving DPs, for example NTN meetings. Several evaluators have set up or contributed to
set up meetings with DPs, to discuss specific issues: in IT and PT for example, regional and provincial
conferences were organised, which represented a major source of information for the evaluators. Such
meetings could also serve to gather DPs’ feed-back on the evaluation, as in FI. The GR evaluators set
up focus groups with participants in DP actions (outside of the individual DP case study context). In
addition, the IT evaluators also organised an evaluation group with the officials of the Ministry and the
Regions, where mainstreaming strategies were discussed.

In three countries (AT, DE and PT), workshops were organised with DP evaluators, which is an
interesting way of capitalising on the knowledge of these actors without running into the issues raised
by the use of self-assessment reports. This also provides a multi-stakeholder view on DPs, since DP
co-ordinators have also been surveyed or interviewed.

There were also in some cases, group discussions with selected experts and/or programme actors, for
example on innovation (in DK and FR).

Case studies of DPs and interviews at DP level

Case study methodologies and samples vary widely across evaluators. Some evaluators have only
carried out a small number of case studies, with a specific focus. Thus the DE evaluators carried out
10 case studies of R1 DPs on innovation (sample = 10%); the DK evaluators carried out 4 case studies
(sample = 19%) in order to identify the characteristics of ‘good projects’; the FR evaluators carried out
12 case studies of round 1 DPs on transnationality; 9 case studies of R1 DPs on best practice of
capitalisation and 11 case studies of R1 DPs on self-assessment (total = 14%). The IE and IT
evaluators are also in this configuration.

Other evaluators carried out more exhaustive case studies, on a wide range of issues, with a

representative sample of DPs. This has been the case in ES, PT and the UKgb, with samples
respectively of 25% R1 DPs and 16% R2 DPs (ES); 23.5% R1 DPs (PT); and 36% R1 DPs (UKgb).
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The sampling in PT was particularly interesting as it was based on a prior clustering of DPs in 5
groups (see below). The variety of views gathered by the UKgb evaluators, which we already
signalled in our 1 Interim, Mid-term and 2" Interim reports, is impressive: interviews took place with
project managers, key staff, partners, steering group members, transnational partners and beneficiaries.
Only the ES evaluators mention case studies of Action 3 projects specifically, but this is also due to
the fact that in many countries Action 3 was automatically carried out by all DPs, and the review of
Action 3 projects probably formed part of the scope of the case studies.

The FI evaluators have developed, since the beginning of the evaluation, an on-going communication
with all FI DPs. Interviews have taken place regularly with DP co-ordinators, project co-ordinators
and other partners. The GR evaluators have also carried out interviews with all 40 DPs, and had more
in-depth case studies with 8 of them. Such comprehensive approaches would be expected in smaller
programmes, but, amongst these, only the UKni evaluators carried out case studies of all R1 and R2
DPs.

Finally, at this stage of the evaluation where it was relevant to look outside DPs and assess
dissemination and take up of results, the methodology adopted by the SE evaluators appears as quite
relevant, with the interviews of about 35 potential and actual users of DP lessons. The UKgb
evaluators included such interviews in their case studies. The IT and PT evaluators also interviewed
‘external partners’.

Surveys

Nearly all evaluators carried out surveys of R1 DPs, although some addressed all partners, alongside
or in parallel with DP co-ordinators and others focused on DP co-ordinators. Response rates varied
widely, from about 1/3 (in AT — where all partners were surveyed — and FR) to 100%. Again surveys
could be general and address implementation issues as well as results or could be more focused on
specific aspects. In PT two surveys were carried out with R1 DPs, one on Action 2, and one on Action
3 projects.

R2 DPs were surveyed in DK, ES, FR, NL, PT and the UKgb usually with very high response rates.
The UKgb carried out interviews of unsuccessful R2 applicants as well, as they had done in R1, a very
useful tool for assessing the selection process.

A few evaluators carried out surveys of beneficiaries, with varied success as could be expected given
the difficulty to contact beneficiaries especially once the action has come to an end. The AT evaluators
carried out a unique and difficult exercise of surveying participants in 2 waves, one in 2004 and one in
2005. The loss was very significant (only one third of the 1% wave respondents could be included in
the 2™ wave). The 2™ wave also included new participants (up to a total of 875 responses). The ES
evaluators surveyed 2,000 participants (we ignore the response rate), the NL evaluators about 1,150
participants (2.8% response rate), and the PT evaluators reached 44.4% of participants having
completed training courses (we ignore the absolute figure). These surveys bear on expectations and
outcomes for participants, including soft outcomes. They provide a general view on the effectiveness
of the programme with respect to concrete outcomes (employability, employment, business creation,
advancement in work). However, as they cannot be related to the specific innovations produced by
single DPs, it is difficult to derive lessons as to which DPs and DP projects have really made a
difference for beneficiaries.

There have been other surveys as well. For example, the DE evaluators surveyed DP-level evaluators,
again, an interesting step for contrasting views with those of the DP co-ordinators. The FI evaluators
carried out, in addition to their DP surveys, a survey of NTN steering group members and one focused

on the adaptability priority (survey to individual and enterprise participants).

Other
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Few other tools were added to this already impressive array of methodological instruments. The most
original one has been the cluster analysis developed by the PT evaluators, as already mentioned. These
clusters not only served for the elaboration of the case study sample, but also to assess the
effectiveness and efficiency of the programme.

The clustering criteria used concerned project management and partnership issues. They included:
budget size; quality of the diagnosis assessment; consistency between objectives and activities; quality
of self-assessment; diversity of partners; and extent to which tasks are distributed amongst partners. 5
DP clusters were defined on that basis’'.

1.2.2.2. The national evaluation reportsin the New Member States

The evaluation processin theNM S

9 NMS out of 10 proceeded to an evaluation of their EQUAL programme which led to the publication
of evaluation reports, validated by evaluation committees at the end of 2005 for some of them.

As far as we know, the national evaluation process usually took more time than planned and important
delays were noted in half of the NMS. However this is due to a very tight schedule in the first instance
(evaluators had very few weeks and in addition, these were during Summer):

- in HU, evaluators only had 7 weeks to give their conclusions;

- In PL, the evaluation report was prepared in 2 months;

- InLT, LV and SI, evaluators only had 6 weeks (at least initially) to complete their report.
In addition, at least in several cases, evaluation budgets were very limited.

Member States have made different decisions concerning the overall timeframe of the evaluation:
- In the first group of MS, evaluators were appointed up to the first evaluation report. In those
NMS (EE, HU, LV, SI, CZ), the MA did not want to be committed for all the period. They
will organise a new call for tender for the next evaluation report (September 2006).
- In the second group of MS, evaluators are appointed up to the end of the programme, ie for 3
years, beginning in 2005 and finishing in 2008 (MT, LT, SI).

We also noted that in 4 cases the evaluation team was supported by evaluation experts from the OMS
(the MT evaluator worked with a NL consultancy, the HU evaluator is a subsidiary of a DK
consultancy, the EE evaluation has been carried out by a consultancy partly held by a NL consultant,
the LT evaluator asked for some expertise from a NL consultant, precisely from the EE-based
company).

In most cases, the period covered by the evaluation reports extends from June 2004 to June 2005
except for CZ (where more recent findings are included as field work lasted until December 2005).
Thus, in a majority of NMS, DPs had only been operational for a few weeks at the time of the
evaluation.

The evaluation process has led to the production of one single report, except in PL where 2 evaluation
reports were presented.

211, Projects with evidence of underrating by formal evaluation processes. 2. ‘Short sighted’ projects. 3. Ambitious projects.
4. Projects with work load concentration on few partners. 5. Poorly structured projects.
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All of them were approved, though not always straight away (the LT Managing Authority requested
re-submission). In EE the managing authority decided to publish a written reaction to the report,
stating its main points of disagreement.

Some smaller countries had difficulties to identify an evaluation team, especially where there were
possible conflicts of interest (LV) but the main difficulties may have come from the limited budgets
dedicated to the evaluation in the NMS especially in LT, LV, EE and PL.

Some of the evaluators come from private consultancy companies (HU, MT, LT, LV, SK, SI, CZ) and
only a few are coming from the University (e.g. LV).

Scope and objects of the national evaluation reports

The table below maps out the scope of national evaluation reports against the evaluation questions
outlined in the TOR proposed by the European Commission.

In most of the 9 NMS, the Managing Authority followed the recommendations of the European
Commission for evaluation and used the model of Terms of Reference provided, although not
answering to all questions. For example, no assessment of monitoring systems was carried out in HU
and MT. In PL, appropriateness of strategy was not a topic of the evaluation report. In SK,
management at DP level was not addressed. Self assessment approaches were not evaluated in MT,
HU and SK. 2 NMS (SI and SK) had more global difficulties in following the EC’s evaluation
guidelines.

In theory, the implementation of the EQUAL principles, except transnationality, was not to be
assessed at this stage. Nevertheless, in some reports, partnership or empowerment have been studied.
Furthermore, in LT, recommendations for mainstreaming were given.

Finally, some questions that were not included in the TOR were addressed by the evaluators, for
example, concerning management and implementation systems at the CIP level, the role of Managing
Authority, the question of eligibility of expenditure and the role of MA in facilitating mainstreaming
were addressed in EE, the selection procedure was also addressed in LV and in HU.
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Table 1.3 — Scope of evaluation reportsin the NMS

Proposed topics of evaluation (source : terms of (074 EE HU LT LV MT PL SI SK
reference proposed by the European Commission)
1. Appropriateness of strategies yes yes yes yes yes yes no yes yes
Clear priorities? X X X X X X no X X
Taking forward domestic priorities? Addressing real X X X X X X no partly partly
policy (delivery) needs and emerging labour market (1)
issues?
Addressing the variety of local, regional and national X X X X X X no partly X
social and economic contexts?
Consistency between DP work programmes and CIP X X X X partly X X X X
priorities?
2. Management and implementation systems at yes yes yes yes yes yes yes partly partly
CIP level
What type of organisations is involved in the X X X X X X X X X
management of EQUAL in the Member States?
Selection criteria? Weighting? Gender perspective? X X X partly X X X X X
How effective is the monitoring system? X X X X X partly X no partly
What guidance have the national management X X no X X partly X no partly
authorities provided for DPs in their self-assessment?
3. Management and implementation systems at yes yes yes yes yes partly yes partly no
DP-level
Core partners. Participation of non-traditional X X X X X X X X no
partners. Participation of all relevant partners.
What procedures have been put in place in order to X X X X X no X no no
agree on objectives to develop a strategy, and to
identify key priorities for activity?
Effectiveness of monitoring systems? X X X X X no X no partly
Budget appropriateness? X X X X X no X no partly
What use has been made of the self-assessment at DP X X not not X no X no no
level? started started
4. Management and implementation systems at yes yes yes partly partly partly partly no no
Transnational Cooperation level
How have DPs ensured that transnational activities X X X no X no no no no
provide added value to their strategy?
Thematic field of transnational partners, impact of X X partly no X no no no no
different thematic fields.
Role definition, decision making procedures, X X no no partly no X no no
organisational arrangements
Budget appropriateness? X X X X partly X no no no
Barriers to transnationality X X no no partly no X no no
Effectiveness of monitoring systems? X X partly partly partly no partly no no
Implementation of principles (acr oss thematic X X no no no partly X X partly

fields)

(1) ‘Partly’ means here that the question was not treated in depth by the evaluation report.

Source: National evaluation reportsin the NMS
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In our view, it would have been relevant to provide more in-depth analyses on the following issues:

- Information campaigns and publicity on EQUAL: especially in the new Member States, where the
concept of partnership proposed by EQUAL could be new, it seemed interesting to know who had
been targeted in the run up to the application phase, who had participated in the information
meetings etc.

- Sdlection: the only question asked by the model Terms of Reference proposed by the European
Commission concerns the evaluators’ ‘opinion’ on the selection criteria (their definition,
weighting, and the application of a gender perspective), but no analysis of the selection process is
required. There are no questions, for example, on who was responsible for the selection (were
external experts appointed? On what basis? What was their influence? Was there a selection
committee? What was its influence?), on possible conflicts or tensions or disagreements during the
selection process and how these were to be solved and were effectively solved, on the overall
fairness of the process and its capacity to deliver a mix of DPs which actually had the best
potential to reach the CIP objectives, on selection rates (which can be very different by theme as
in EE), on what happened with the non-selected DPs etc.

- Overall programme consistency: EQUAL is more than a sum of DPs, it is a programme, at the
national level. The CIP orientation, the selection criteria, the priorities decided by DPs, and then
the mainstreaming strategies, especially vertical mainstreaming by public authorities, all
contribute to making it a policy change programme: it would have been interesting if evaluators
had been invited to provide their first analysis on how all this was taking shape in their country.

- The question of programme management is dealt with only through the composition of the
different programme management structures and the monitoring system. However staffing, human
resources, capacity, and guidance issues should, in our view, have been researched, especially in
the context of capacity building in the NMS.

In terms of evaluation scope and objects, the HU evaluation report also presents the main conclusions of the
implementation of the EQUAL Pilot programme in R1, which had been managed by the Ministry of Education at
that time (this is not the case anymore). The HU evaluator formulated 3 conclusions: 1) the pilot programme did
not really have a strong influence on the new programme 2) the way in which the pilot programme was handled
was very different from the way in which the EQUAL programme is handled today 3) TN activities require
higher resources than in the PHARE phase and the number of partners has to be increased.

Mapping of evaluation methods used by the national evaluators
The following table (see details in annex 1.3) maps out the methods adopted by national evaluators.

All evaluators resort to a mix of methods and tools ranging from documentary analysis to interviews at
various levels of implementation and quite often surveys. But it is interesting to note that case studies
and workshops/seminars are rarer : case studies were carried out in only 2 NMS (PL, CZ) while
seminars and/workshops were developed in 3 NMS (HU, LT, SK). One explanation is that in most of
the NMS, evaluators did not have, as said, enough time to write their report, whereas case studies are
very time consuming. However, in a ‘qualitative’ initiative such as EQUAL, and in the NMS context
of capacity building, resort to case studies appears as highly relevant.

Interviews/surveys of DPs not selected in preparation phase were usually not organised, except in MT.
Such interviews are usually quite informative for the assessment of the selection process, but, as said
above, the selection process has not been a frequent evaluation topic.

In two member States, the evaluation methodology adopted has been very restrictive, and may have

been insufficient for carrying out a proper evaluation exercise: In SK the evaluator was not supposed
to interview anybody else than the representatives of the Ministry. As a consequence, these interviews
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were together with a documentary analysis, the only methodological tools used to carry out the
evaluation. Similarly, in SI, the evaluators only carried out an interview of the MA and did not have

any contact with selected DPs.

Table 1.4 — Mapping of evaluation methods in the NMS

Documentary Interviews with Surveys of Case studies Workshops/
analysis programme level applicants seminars
CY NA NA NA NA NA
CZ X X X X no
EE X X X no no
HU X X X no X
LV X X X no no
LT X X X no X
MT X X X no no
PL X X X X no
x (but only with

SI X MA) no no no
SK X X no no X

NA = Not available

Source: National evaluation reportsin the NMS
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1.3.

STATE OF PLAY

At the end of R1 and at the beginning of R2, EQUAL can be said, first of all, to have stimulated a very
intense networking activity across the EU, for combating inequalities and discrimination in the labour

market:

Table 1.5 - Distribution of R1 DPs by CIP and by thematic priority

Our sources 1A 1B 2C 3E 3F 4G 4H 51 | TOTAL (% TOTAL
AT AR 2004 21 8 3 11 3 58 4.3%
BEfrg ER 2005 17 5 11 3 1 37 2.7%
BEnl AR 2004 9 1 1 3 1 1 19 1.4%
DE ECDB & ER 45 6 8 10 13 5 5 9 109 8.1%
DK National data 11 3 4 1 19 1.4%
ES ER 48 25 24 22 32 1 159 11.8%
FI ER 14 8 2 1 36 2.7%
FR ECDB 66 22 23 35 28 25 4 231 17.1%
GR ECDB & ER 11 3 5 5 4 1 40 3.0%
IE ECDB & ER 10 5 2 1 21 1.6%
IT ECDB & ER 84 7 81 34 2 279 20.6%
LU ECDB & ER 1 1 1 3 0.2%
NL AR 2004 30 2 10 15 5 12 8 6 95 7.0%
PT AR 2004 30 5 21 5 24 5 5 1 102 7.5%
SE ECDB 16 6 17 5 3 47 3.5%
UKgb ECDB & ER 23 9 13 11 5 4 3 76 5.6%
UKni ECDB & ER 5 1 6 0.4%
TOTAL OMS 441 75 121 204 | 112 75 116 39 1337 98.9%
Ccz CIP R2 1 2 1 1 1 10 0.7%
HU ECDB 5 0.4%
TOTAL NMS 1 2 1 1 1 15 1.1%
TOTAL 450 76 123 205 | 113 76 116 39 1352 100%
Distribution of DPsacross [33.3% | 5.6% | 9.1% 15.2%| 8.4% | 5.6% | 8.6% | 2.9% | 100%
priorities

Sources: AR = Annual Reports prepared by the Managing Authorities. ER= national evaluation reports. ECDB = European
Common Database.

- 1,352 Development Partner ships (DPs) in Round 1 (R1), gathering about 14,000 partners across

the 19 initial CIPs (including CZ and HU) *;

- 1,999 DPs in round 2 (R2), gathering about 13,300 partners across the 27 CIPs, including all
New Member States;
- 453 Transnational Co-operation Partnerships (TCPs) in R1 (34% gathering 2 DPs, 33%

gathering 3 DPs, 20% gathering 4 DPs, and 13% gathering 5 or more DPs) **;

- Possibly 715 TCPsin R2 * gathering 2,040 partners;

22 Source: ECDB. The number of partners has to be taken as an approximation, as the data has not been updated since 2003

and we know that the data was inaccurate for some countries at the time.

2 Source: 1*' EU-wide evaluation report (2003), on the basis of data provided by the EQUAL Unit.
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- A minimum of 693 Action 3, i.e. dissemination transfer and mainstreaming projects (some of them
collective projects gathering several DPs) across the 14 CIPs for which we have data;

- 97 National Thematic Networksin R1; as well as

- Numerous encounters and events, at the regional, national and European level. Amongst the latter,
some events have given rise to more stable European networks (e.g. on ex offenders issues, in the
social economy etc.)

Table 1.6 — Action 3 projectsin EQUAL R1

TOTAL DPsin Action Total Action 3 projects Number of National Thematic
2 Networks

(b)
AT 58 58 11
BEfrg 37 37 5
BEnl 19 N/A 3
DE 109 109 14
DK 19 7 4
ES 159 98 3
FI 36 36 5
FR 231 80 9
GR 40 40 4
IE 21 21 2
IT 279 37 2
LU 3 3 -
NL 95 95 5
PT 102 N/A 9
SE 47 N/A 8
UKgb 76 73 8
UKni 6 6 1
CZ 10 N/A 4
HU 5 N/A 0
TOTAL 1,352 693 97

Source: National evaluation reports

24 Source: Presentation by the EQUAL Unit in the Meeting of Managing Authorities of 30/6/2005. At the time, the total of
715 TCAs included: 58 in force, 522 in Managing Authority approval, 21 at DP validation stage, and 73 rejected TCAs
(usually the TCAs rejected are revised and finally approved). No data was available thereafter.
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Table 1.7 — Distribution of R2 DPs by CIP and thematic priority

1A 1B 2C 2D 3E 3F 4G 4H 5 | Total |% difference| % TOTAL
with R1
OoMS
AT 24 4 0 8 5 0 0 7 4 52 -10% 2.6%
BEfrg 19 0 7 0 0 1 0 1 35 -5% 1.8%
BEnl 9 1 2 4 10 0 2 3 1 32 +68% 1.6%
DE 48 8 9 9 15 16 8 9 8 130 +19% 6.5%
DK 4 0 0 0 2 0 0 10 1 17 -10% 0.9%
ES 72 13 37 0 0 38 32 36 1 229 +44% 11.5%
FI 15 7 0 13 0 10 0 7 1 53 +47% 2.7%
FR 72 21 21 18 30 35 14 0 8 219 -5% 11.0%
GR 15 6 10 6 8 5 3 2 64 +60% 6.5%
IE 9 0 3 0 5 1 2 0 2 22 +5% 1.1%
IT 119 8 111 123 0 0 51 6 418 +50% 20.9%
LU 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0% 0.2%
NL 43 2 15 7 27 4 5 11 3 117 +23% 5.9%
PT 19 6 16 6 3 22 9 4 1 86 -16% 4.3%
SE 10 0 3 0 0 0 3 1 25 -47% 1.3%
UKgb 28 9 13 10 16 11 1 6 4 98 +29% 4.9%
UKni 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 13 +117% 0.7%
TOTAL OMS | 516 85 135 | 196 | 257 | 145 80 155 44 | 1613 +19% 80.3%
Distribution of |32.0%| 5.3%| 8.4%|12.2%|15.9%| 9.0% | 5.0% | 9.6%| 2.7% |100%
DPsacross
priorities
(OMYS)
NMS
CY 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 1 7 0.4%
Ccz 12 3 10 9 9 4 4 4 4 59 3.0%
EE 5 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 1 13 0.7%
HU 16 0 0 0 16 0 0 5 2 39 2%
LV 4 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 1 9 0.5%
LT 20 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 1 28 1.4%
MT 2 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 5 0.3%
PL 37 0 0 24 0 25 12 0 3 101 5.1%
SK 23 14 0 24 0 21 0 14 3 99 5.0%
SI 16 0 0 0 5 0 0 4 1 26 1.3%
TOTAL NMS | 138 17 11 57 30 50 37 28 18 386 19.7%
Distribution of |35.8% | 4.4%| 2.8%|14.8% | 7.8%|13.0%| 9.6%| 7.3%| 4.7% | 100%
DPs across
priorities
(NMS)
TOTAL 654 | 102 | 146 | 253 | 287 | 195 | 117 | 183 62 | 1999 100%
Distribution of {32.7% | 5.1% | 7.3% |12.7% [14.4% | 9.8% | 5.9% | 9.2% | 3.1% | 100%
DPs across
priorities (all)

Source: ECDB April 2006.

In both rounds, development partnerships have been formed mostly to address the employability and
lifelong learning priorities, both reflecting the priorities set by Managing Authorities in line with the
European Employment Strategy and possibly the experience in European work thanks to the previous
Community Initiatives. However, the weight of these priorities has decreased in R2; conversely the
weight of the DPs located in the social economy, addressing adaptability issues and gender
segregation, has increased. The social economy and gender de-segregation may have attracted more
interest due to the visibility acquired in R1. The rise in adaptability DPs may be due to the increased
attention given to restructuring, especially in two New Member States (PL and SK) but also in ‘Old’
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Member States (DE, ES, FR and UKgb have invested more or much more in this priority in R2 than in
R1)”.

This partnership and networking experience has given rise to a stock of experience in terms of project
and partnership management, with the learning or further development of modes of working with
partners — nationally and transnationally, the development of project management methods — in
particular with regard to monitoring and evaluation, and learning on ways of implementing equal
opportunities policies in the organisations taking part in EQUAL and in their projects. This stock of
experience, which it is the remit of this evaluation report to analyse and assess’, is in the process of
being capitalised in view of the next ESF programming phase®’.

It has also given rise to new practices or improvements in existing practices for combating labour
market discrimination and inequalities — again the extent and nature of this contribution is assessed
further in this report (see especially Chapters 5 and 10). At the European level, this contribution has
started to be described and disseminated, through the publication of 29 ‘policy briefs’ and 30 ‘success
stories’ so far (see Chapter 9 for an analysis). The European Commission is currently preparing an
electronic database or repository of EQUAL good practices and DP lessons and products, with links to
the national databases. 300 products and practices should be presented in this database.

%5 See Chapter 2 for an analysis of the strategic choices made in the R1 CIPs and Chapter 11 for the analysis of strategies in
the NMS.

26 See Chapters 3-8 and Chapters 12-13.
" See Chapter 9.
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2. APPROPRIATENESS OF STRATEGIES

2.1. EVALUATION QUESTIONS

The Terms of Reference for the EU-wide evaluation requested an assessment of the appropriateness of
strategies in EQUAL on the basis of the following criteria:

- The clarity of the priorities identified in the CIPs;

- The consistency and complementarity of the policies identified with those of ESF as a whole and
with national employment policy. A focus on existing gaps was expected;

- The responsiveness to the diversity of local contexts;

- The consistency between DP objectives and CIP priorities.

In this Chapter, we have sought to answer these evaluation questions by building upon the results of
the analyses carried out for thelst Interim, Mid-term and 2™ Interim reports as well as by addressing
the main changes between the two EQUAL rounds, especially with regard to:

- The choice of thematic priorities and their definition;
- The definition of target groups; and

- The relevance of strategies in the national policy contexts.

Our main sources have been the 2005 national evaluation reports and the previous synthesis reports at
the EU level. We have complemented these with an analysis of ECDB data.

The evaluation of the appropriateness of strategies at the national level

Most of the 2005 national reports have addressed the theme of appropriateness of strategies through a
specific analysis and pointing out the main changes that have occurred between the first and the
second round of EQUAL.

Two evaluation teams (AT, DE) did not specifically address this issue in their 2005 report, but had
done so in their Mid-term reports. However the DE evaluators stress the continued relevance of the
programme and do not see any need for programme adjustments. In FR, the report does not have a
specific chapter on this subject, but the evaluators analysed the consistency of the revised CIP with the
priorities of the National Action Plan, the National Inclusion Plan and the European Employment
Strategy. The UKgb report addresses appropriateness in a broad way.

The evaluators who addressed appropriateness of strategies did so in a similar way. The questions
asked, scope and criteria are usually the same. Their analysis usually included:

- An assessment of external coherence and consistency of the CIP, namely the coherence of the
programme with other national programmes with related objectives. This analysis was carried out
by the LU, PT, FI, UKni, BEfrg, IE, and DK evaluators;

- A reassessment of appropriateness, understood as the relevance of programme priorities and
objectives with regard to the changes in the political and socio-economic environment. This
analysis was carried out by the UKni, PT, IE, DK and ES evaluators;
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- An assessment of the internal consistency of the programme, i.e. of the consistency of programme
objectives with priorities and actions. This analysis was carried out by the LU, PT, UKni and GR
evaluators;

- An assessment of the complementarity of the programme with national policy, carried out by the
FI and NL evaluators.

2.2. CIP RELEVANCE AND CONSISTENCY

2.2.1. Clarity and focus of CIP priorities

In our Mid-term report, we had indicated that there seemed to be a tension between the need for CIPs
to clearly define target groups and priorities, and the need to leave a certain flexibility to DPs.
National evaluators seemed to disagree on this matter, some of them advocating more specifications at
CIP level, whilst others validated the choice made to leave an important margin of manoeuvre for DPs
to define their orientations. On reflection, the analysis of DP priorities (see below) shows that
homogeneity of actions across all themes, and, in some Member States, vague targeting of
beneficiaries may have stemmed in part from a lack of specification at CIP level.

In a way, this lack of specification at CIP level could be said to derive from that of the EQUAL
guidelines themselves. Thus a training project targeting the reintegration of women in the labour
market could be eligible for funding, in principle, under theme 1A (facilitating access and return to the
labour market); theme 3E (promoting lifelong learning and inclusive work practices which encourage
recruitment and retention); or under theme 4G (reconciling family and professional life, as well as the
re-integration of men and women who have left the labour market). As a result, several evaluators
found that DPs tended to focus on labour market access and employability measures, whatever the
thematic priority they operated under.

CIP focusand spread

In our first Interim Report, we had noted wide divergences in the extent of focus or, conversely, spread
of thematic priorities in the various Member States. These different strategies were not necessarily
related to the size of the programmes. Thus, in 8 CIPs, all priorities (DE, GR*, NL, PT), or all but one
or two priorities (BEnl, ES, FR, UKgb), had been selected. In 4 CIPs, 6 priorities had been selected
out of 9 (AT, FI, IT). And in the other CIPs, one or less priority per pillar had been selected.
Retrospectively, it can be said that opting for a focused or more spread programme appears as a
strategic decision with important consequences for the effectiveness of the programmes, in particular
with regard to mainstreaming.

Thus a large number of priorities allows for the spreading of risks, but at the same time requires more
efforts by programme actors for the harnessing of innovation, the networking of DPs and the
preparation of mainstreaming strategies, especially if the specificity of each thematic priority has been
well defined. Conversely, more focused programmes provide less space for transnational exchange,
but are more manageable on all fronts and more conducive to exchanges between DPs within the
Member States concerned. Such strategies also facilitate mainstreaming, as efforts can be focused on
the mobilisation of a smaller number of actors.

28 Although finally no DP was selected in theme 4G (reconciling family and professional life) in R1.
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2.2.2. Overall relevance

Despite some changes in the macro-economic environment, the CIPs are generally regarded as being
still valid in their main orientations. National evaluators came to this conclusion even in the Member
States in which the macroeconomic environment underwent major changes. Thus the deteriorated
socio-economic situation in PT has increased the risk situations identified in the initial CIP diagnosis,
and, logically the importance and relevance of EQUAL has been reasserted. Conversely it is the
tensions in the IE labour market which increase the relevance of EQUAL: as the demand for labour
was increasing and the percentage of unemployed was falling to its lowest level in three years, driven
by expansion in the construction and financial sectors, bringing additional groups (people with
disabilities, older unemployed, and migrants) into the market was an economic necessity.

However the main reason for the continued relevance of the CIPs is that EQUAL seeks to address
structural inequalities, which were independent from the business cycle and unlikely to change in the
short term. Thus the UKni evaluator mentions that, in spite of employment growth and a fall in
unemployment, the NI labour market continues to face major structural weaknesses through a strong
presence of marginalised groups, important gender differentials in terms of labour market participation
and earnings, high levels of economic inactivity for women.

Nevertheless, as stressed in our Mid-term report, some evaluators had advocated a thematic
adjustment in R2, in order to address the insufficiencies identified in R1. These included:

- An insufficient focus on specific groups faced with some form of disadvantage in the labour
market, such as older workers in DK or people with disabilities in the UKgb.

- A lack of specification of the thematic priorities.
- A partly inadequate distribution of thematic priorities, which was not conducive to added value;

- The need to reintroduce specific issues, which had not been enough taken into account in the
initial formulation of thematic priorities.

As explained below, several of these recommendations were taken into account.

In our 1% Interim report, we had ourselves highlighted several possible problems in terms of relevance
of CIP priorities, some of which proved to be persisting lacks. For example, our diagnosis of labour
market inequalities had shown that, whilst there were severe obstacles to labour market access of non-
EU nationals in AT, DK, NL and SE, in the Southern European countries (ES, GR, IT), access was not
so much of a problem, indeed unemployment rates were lower than average for non-EU nationals.
However, in ES, FI, FR, SE and PT, the incidence of fixed—term employment was considerably higher
than in other Member States. And in general, where fixed—term employment was high, non—-EU
nationals, as well as young people, and to a lesser extent, women, were much more likely to be in
fixed term employment than the rest of the workforce. Despite these well known data, no initiative
has, to our knowledge, been reported in the countries concerned, for the improvement of employment
conditions of non-EU nationals and more generally very few initiatives have been reported for the
improvement of the quality of employment contracts. As will be seen in Chapter 5, such initiatives
were mainly found in the care sector. In any case the quality of employment for migrants seems to
remain a pending issue, and, more generally, inequalities in employment conditions.

This problem links with another lack pointed out by some evaluators and highlighted in our Mid-term
report, namely, in some cases, a lack of depth in the diagnosis of the causes of labour market
discrimination and inequalities at CIP level. In particular, CIP diagnoses were, in some cases, directly
derived from the National Action Plans for Employment or from other national programmes. Whilst
this ensured a high consistency with the national labour market strategy, we had voiced doubts as to
whether such general exercises can lead to the full exploitation of a programme such as EQUAL,
designed to find new solutions for combating ingrained inequalities and discrimination. Some national
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evaluators had pointed out to differences in the depth of analysis between themes, or to adequate
diagnoses in ex ante evaluations but an unsatisfactory translation into the CIP documents and into
operational priorities. In brief, progress was required in starting diagnoses, an issue which has not
really been taken up in R2 but which remains valid for the future generation of programmes.

2.2.3. Consistency with national labour market policies
In most cases, national evaluators have stated that there is a high level of consistency between the
CIPs and the wider employment policy orientations.

In our Mid-term report, we already stated that national evaluators either:

- Stressed a high level of consistency and ‘complementarity’ between the CIP and the national
policy framework:

- Pointed to a high level of consistency but also of additionality with regard to national policies;

- Argued that their Member States were giving attention to new priorities through EQUAL.

In general, national evaluators stressed the consistency of EQUAL with the national policy
framework, or at least with the NAPs and Objective 3.

Some national evaluation reports identified both consistency with national policies and additionality,
as specific aspects addressed by EQUAL received less attention in the national programmes.

Thus the NL evaluators had pointed to a high consistency with the national mainstream policy, but
found that EQUAL was focusing on different, more marginalised groups. Similarly in DK, this focus
on marginalised groups not usually addressed in mainstream policy was quite apparent in the
definition of the thematic priorities themselves, since the employability theme (theme 1A) was focused
on ‘increasing the labour market integration and opportunities for immigrants, refugees and their
descendants’ and the lifelong learning theme (theme 3E) was focused on ‘increasing the labour market
integration and opportunities for the socially marginalised and people with physical and psychological
disabilities’. In DE, the national evaluators had stressed that the relevance of EQUAL might rise in the
context of budget cuts in employment subsidies. The ES evaluators had highlighted the relevance of
the selection of themes which allowed to go further on ‘emerging issues’ in ES (fighting racism and
xenophobia, reconciling work with family life, and asylum seekers). The AT evaluators had also found
that some of the priorities of EQUAL, e.g. combating racism, lifelong learning and the social
economy, were new features of employment and inclusion policy.

The 2005 national reports confirm and reinforce the analyses concerning the consistency of EQUAL
with the national policy framework, its additionnality and even its anticipation on specific changes in
the labour market. Thus, for example:

- The BEfrg evaluators point out that the CIP is in line with the new orientations in employment
policies (e.g. intensification of guidance to the unemployed with a focus on young people, more
responsiveness to employer requirements, labour market integration of ‘new’ groups such as
asylum seekers, older workers, etc.). EQUAL has sometimes anticipated these changes by testing
certain practices (e.g. ‘cellules de reconversion’ — resource centres on restructuring). The
evaluator recommends that this laboratory function be maintained and developed in policy making
once EQUAL comes to an end.

- The IE evaluators particularly stressed the relevance of lifelong learning and up-skilling measures
for the national economic objectives (becoming a more knowledge-based and innovative

economy).

- In DK, the evaluators point out that the EQUAL function as a laboratory for supply-side labour
market initiatives is a very good supplement to the Government’s growth strategy ‘Growth on

26



Purpose’ and the employment strategy ‘More people in Work’. The two strategies mostly focus on
the demand side and try to strengthen growth through structural changes.

- The PT evaluators remark that recent political changes have determined a change in the emphasis
given to social policy, which have reinforced the policy relevance of EQUAL. There are also
strong potential synergies between EQUAL and the national programmes for Employment,
Vocational Training and Social Development; Education; and for the Information Society.

Financial additionality

It is worth complementing these national assessments with our own assessment of the place of
EQUAL in ESF in the Member States and in the wider context of active labour market policies
(ALMPs) %’

Table 2.1 — An approximation of the contribution of the ESF (Objectives 1 and 3) to the expenditure
on ALMPs and the share of EQUAL in ESF in the Member States

AT BE DK FI FR DE GR 1IE 1T LU NL PT ES SE UK

ALMPs in

% GDP 037 1,03 1,8 091 0,96 1 0,26 0,78 0,41 091 025 0,65 2 0,09

ALMPs in
% GDP per
unemployed

(x10%)

ESF in %
ALMPs

36 146 38 4 3 6 115 2 46 12 35 87 0,6

7,5 4 1,8 59 4,1 59 584 88 83 97 35 40 246 28 14,6

Share of
EQUAL in
planned 13.7 | 6.8 6.8 9.0 5.1 4.4 2.3 2.9 4.4 9.2 9.9 2.4 8.2 4.2 5.3
[ESF funding
in %
Source : European Commission, 2001, Communication on European Social Fund Support for the European Employment
Strategy. COM(2001) 16 final/2 and Employment in Europe 2002 for numbers of unempl oyed.

As can be seen from the above table, the contribution of ESF to the expenditure on ALMPs varies
widely across Member States. It is residual in DK and SE; very limited in the NL, BE, FR; limited in
FI, DE, AT, IE, IT; substantial in the UK, very substantial in ES and crucial in PT and GR. The share
of EQUAL in ESF (which amounts to 5.6% for EU 15), is significantly above EU-average in AT, FI,
LU, NL and ES. Conversely, EQUAL has a minor financial weight by comparison with total ESF
resources in PT and GR.

Unfortunately, national evaluators have not analysed co-funding in a systematic way. We have
therefore used the information presented in the country fiches prepared for R2.

In most MS, co-funding is ensured by the Government and by other public institutions (such as social
security and other public bodies), as well as by regional and local public authorities.

As is shown in table 1.2, in 12 out of the 27 CIPs, the Government is providing the whole of co-
funding. In other CIPs, the Government provides nearly all co-funding, but requires 5% of matched
funding by private resources (EE, FI, PT) or 10% (UKni). Finally, in some MS (IE, IT, PT), co-
funding comes mainly from different public organisations at different levels. Unfortunately, we do not
have any indication as to the actual volume of public co-funding in DE, FR, BEnl, SE and the UKgb.
In this last set of countries private co-funding or co-funding by NGOs is likely to have taken place.

2 Source: 1 Interim report of the EU-wide evaluation.
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The share of required co-funding was at 25% for the NMS (except CZ where it stands at 27%) as well
as in IE and PT. In DE and ES, the share of co-funding varies with the type of regions (with objective
1 regions getting higher funding share of ESF). In the UKni the national funding is set at 35%. For all
other MS, co-funding requirements amount to 50%.

Table 2. 2 — Share and source of co-fundin

CIP Share of co- Source of co-funding Comments
funding
AT 50% Government (full) Ministry for Economic Affairs and Labour, Ministry for Education, Science
and Culture, Ministry of Social Security and Generations
BEfrg 50% Government (full) N/A
BEnl 50% Different Sources Limited structural co-funding foreseen. Coordinators have to look for matched
funding themselves
CZ 27% Government (full) National co-funding used for advance payments
DK 50% Government (full)
DE 36-56% Different sources Minimum 56% of co-finding in West-Germany and minimum 36% in East
Germany.
DPs have to find co-funding of ESF-funding by themselves
EE 25% Government (nearly | Additionally, DPs must arrange 5% self-financing. ESF + national co-funding
full) make up 95% of the budget of DP
5% other sources
ES 35% (varying from Different sources ESF-Funding amounts to 75% for Objective 1 regions and to 50% for all other
25% to 50%) regions.
DPs have to find their co-funding by themselves
FI 50% Government (nearly Only in Theme F DPs are required to ensure 30% private funding
full)
5% other sources
FR 50% Different Sources Each DP is responsible for finding match funding
GR 25% Government (full) N/A
HU 25% Government (full) N/A
IE 25% Government partly and | DPs must provide their own match funding however most of this originates as
diverse sources exchequer funding.

R2 projects will receive a standard ESF allocation of 24,000 € and this will be
co-funded by Government funding 8,000 € per project

IT 50% Government (nearly Including national, regional and local resources. Private funding is also
full) admitted

LV 25% Government (full) N/A

LT 25% Government (full) N/A

LU 50% Government (full) N/A

MT 25% Government (full) N/A

NL 50% Different sources DPs have to find co-funding of ESF-funding by themselves

PL 25% Government (full) N/A

PT 25% Government Partly Social security budget or the entities (public sector) themselves at the rate of

25% of all public spending
5% by private sector profit organisations

SK 50% Government (nearly Government full if DP lead partner comes from the NGO sector
full) If the DP lead partner comes from the private sector, the DP has to co-finance
5%
SI 25% Government (full) N/A
SE 50% Different sources DPs have to find co-funding of ESF-funding by themselves.
Most co-funding is ‘in kind’ (e.g. salary costs for people working within the
DP)
UKni 35% Government (partly) Other co-funding: 10%
UKgb 50% Different Sources DPs have to find co-funding of ESF-funding by themselves

Source: EU EQUAL website, country fiches.

The advantage of co-funding by the Government is linked to the nature of EQUAL as a ‘laboratory’.
The risks linked to the development of innovation are thus financed by public authorities. It would
have been interesting to analyse the extent to which private funding had been mobilised and who have
been the contributors, in the MS where public co-funding has not been automatically foreseen, but
data is lacking.

The allocation of national public funds to promote innovation constitutes an added-value in itself. The
AT evaluators argue that in the context of public spending cuts in some policy areas — as for example
for the promotion of equal opportunities between men and women — public resources were mobilised
which would certainly not have been spent on this issue and it is likely that no other resources would
have been available. A similar comment has been put forward by the DE evaluators. Although
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EQUAL plays only a minor role in DE with a share of 1 to 2 % of active labour market policy
measures, its role for particular target groups has been much more important.

Consistency between DP objectivesand CIP priorities

In our Mid-term report, we had highlighted that, although national evaluators generally found a good
level of consistency between CIP priorities and DP objectives, some of them also alerted to possible
pitfalls:

- There was evidence, for example in the ES NL and UKgb reports, that access to the labour
market might represent an even stronger focus in the DP work programmes than was reflected in
the thematic spread of EQUAL. This however could also have been a consequence of a lack of
definition of CIP priorities to start with, as suggested above. This early evidence has been partly
confirmed by our analysis of DP actions, carried out for the identification of innovative practices
in Chapter 5 below. In particular, DPs under themes 4G and 4H (equal opportunities pillar) have
often offered training to women, whilst actions targeting the actual inequalities in company
structures (recruitment and career advancement procedures for example) do not appear to have
been a major focus.

- Problems in the definition and numbers of beneficiaries: even though EQUAL was never
envisaged as a programme with quantitative objectives, the much lower numbers of beneficiaries
could be indicative of a lack of adequate targeting in the first place or of a lack of adequate
understanding of constraints for beneficiaries’ participation. This was pointed out for example in
the UKgb Mid-term report for all themes except theme 5I. Similarly, in their 2005 report, the
BEfrg evaluators confirmed that rates of implementation have been very low (46% of targeted
beneficiaries actually took part in training actions), especially in theme 3E (lifelong learning).
Unfortunately, even at this stage of the implementation of EQUAL, we have very few data on the
volumes and profiles of beneficiaries.

- Discrepancies in the definition of beneficiaries between CIP intentions and DP work programmes
and actual interventions also lied in the profile of beneficiaries. Thus in BEfrg, the evaluators
noted in their 2005 report that beneficiaries were not systematically the most vulnerable — but this
was especially due to priority 2C (business creation), where expectations may have been
unrealistic in that respect. In their Mid-term report, the UKgb evaluators had noted that themes 3E
and 3F (which belong to the adaptability pillar and involve amongst others, skills-upgrading
initiatives) may not have the results expected by the CIP since it was originally anticipated that
90% of those receiving support would be employed when in practice, this category only
represented 27%. This links with the above mentioned issue that DPs have tended to privilege
actions of support to labour market integration under all themes. Our overview of DP actions and
innovations (Chapter 5) tends to confirm this, as actions in companies and targeting workers
appear to have been few and far between. An indirect and imperfect indicator for this is the share
of companies and trade unions amongst DP partners (however companies could very well take
part in DP actions without being partners): according to the ECDB statistics, enterprises
represented 11.8% of partners in R1 — but we have to bear in mind that the ‘enterprise’ category
could very well include organisations with an enterprise legal status but not involved as
employers, and trade unions, 5.2%.

Responsivenessto local needs

In our Mid-term report, we had pointed out that a majority of DPs constructed their projects at a very
local level. Indeed, ECDB statistics showed a predominance of geographical DPs (59.2%) but that did
not mean that geographical disparities between labour markets were tackled — and in fact very few
CIPs paid attention to geographical imbalances. First elements on impacts (see Chapter 10) confirm
that DP strategies have been very local — indeed mainstreaming to higher levels has been difficult so
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far. But we are still unsure, overall, as to whether a share of DPs have been located in disadvantaged
neighbourhoods. Nevertheless remote rural areas have been targeted for example in ES and GR with
some success (e.g. with actions targeting potential women entrepreneurs or through distance learning
schemes). The UKgb evaluators had recommended that more attention should be paid to rural areas in
R2. This recommendation has been followed in Scotland, where 2 DPs in theme 3E (lifelong learning)
are focusing on remote rural areas. But again, we are still ill-equipped, even at this stage of the
Initiative, for making more general assessments.

2.3. CHANGESBETWEEN R1 AND R2 AT CIP LEVEL

Most national evaluators have analysed the changes between R1 and R2 at CIP level in terms of
evolution of the thematic priorities, the definition of targets groups, the geographical scope and/or the
links with employment and social inclusion national policies.

For some Member States no relevant changes are mentioned while in others, the CIPs have been
revised and adjusted quite thoroughly on the basis of the lessons learnt in R1 and of national policy
changes.

2.3.1. CIP priorities
The thematic priorities for R2 have remained exactly the same as for R1 in several CIPs (e.g. DE, IT,
SE, UKni), due to their persistent contextual relevance.

In ES and PT minor changes were introduced. In ES, the only slight change with regard to the
thematic priorities is that the social economy is explicitly included as eligible field of action under
priority 2C. The evaluators also note that the adaptability priority (3F) makes more mention of
possible actions in the social economy. The greater inclusion of the social economy in the programme,
without allocating it to any specific thematic priority, had been a recommendation of the Mid-term
evaluation. With regard to the financial distribution amongst thematic priorities, the ES evaluators also
highlight the continuity between the 2 calls, with the clear dominance of thematic priority 1A
(facilitating access and return to the labour market). The only notable change has been the reduction of
the budget for the asylum seekers priority. The Mid-term evaluation had recommended the reduction
of the financial allocation given the low rate of execution, itself due to the reduction of the target
group. In PT, the only change concerns the more explicit reference to lifelong learning in priority 3E.

In LU, the three initial thematic priorities were maintained in R2. However no DP was finally selected
in the asylum seekers theme. This remark needs to be balanced by the fact that LU has few DPs.

Conversely, some CIPs have been adjusted to better take into account specific or new labour market
issues or to address the needs of new target groups.

In IE, the already mentioned focus on the expansion of the labour force has influenced the change in
priorities by theme between R1 and R2. Indeed, individual projects in R2 specifically target groups
such as early school leavers, travellers, older workers and those with disabilities, while in R1 this was
less prevalent, with a greater number of projects concentrating on wider long-term unemployment or
social exclusion issues covering a cross-section of target groups.

In DK, more emphasis has been given to the gender equality priority.

In FR, in R2 each theme has been specified to a greater extent and targeting has been changed. Thus
the focus of Theme 1A (facilitating access and return to the labour market) is not ICT anymore:
broader approaches are promoted to tackle disadvantage. Theme 1B (combating racism) is
characterised by specific actions with/for ‘travellers’. In Theme 2C (opening up business creation to
all), mobilisation and empowerment of local authorities is a major objective. Age issues are given
more prominence in Theme 3E (lifelong learning). Theme 3F (adaptability) has been refocused to

30



address sector shortages (construction industry, crafts). Theme 51 has been opened to victims of
human trafficking. These changes were prompted by the need to take into account national policy
changes between R1 and 2. The evaluators also point out that the revised priorities fit better with the
EES and the NAP.

In the GR CIP, new horizontal priorities were defined, e.g. concerning people with disabilities. More
emphasis was given to the social economy and asylum seekers priorities. In line with the 2™
communication on EQUAL, two new target groups were introduced in the CIP — victims of human
trafficking and the Roma community. There was also a change in the thematic allocation of funding, in
part informed by R1 results®.

Finally it is worth noting that some progress was made in the formulation of thematic priorities,
even when their broad orientation remained the same as in R1.

Thus, in ES, the evaluators noted important progress in the definition of thematic priorities in the CIP
for R2 and especially in the Programme Complement. Examples of actions developed by R1 DPs were
included, which makes each priority more concrete. The results and lessons from the Mid-term
evaluation were also mentioned. This has helped R2 applicants to define their own objectives in a
clearer way. The greater level of specification of thematic priorities in the FR CIP has already been
noted above. Progress was also mentioned by the IT evaluators with regard to the formation of
priorities at the regional level.

The improved definition of thematic priorities is likely to have had a direct impact on the quality of the
DP selection and is likely to enhance programme relevance and results.

2.3.2. Target groups

Some MS have reoriented their CIPs toward specific target groups. This sometimes stemmed from the
concern that the ‘hardest to reach’ had perhaps not been targeted enough in R1. However, other, more
economic, considerations have also come into play, at least in some Member States, as new groups are
also targeted in order to increase the labour supply. In any case, the more precise focus on well defined
target groups was one way of making the added value of EQUAL in R2 more visible.

In the UKgb, there has been a greater focus on priority target groups who are seen as most likely to
benefit from EQUAL. In other words, R2 DPs which are more likely to address particular target
groups than R1 DPs, have been selected in priority to improve focus. Thus the evaluator notes that ‘in
Theme 1A31, for example, there is an even more acute focus on ex-offenders in R2 — in line with
current discussions on reform of the prison service/criminal justice system’. It was also decided to
reduce the proportion of DPs with a national focus, which was matched by a corresponding increase of
DPs with a sub-national focus. The evaluator clearly finds this shift appropriate.

In FR, as said, theme 51 (asylum seekers) has been opened to a new target group, victims of human
trafficking.

In BEfrg, new attention has been given to DPs addressing young unemployed people.

3% Funds were re-allocated to theme 1B (combating racism) from themes 1A (facilitating access and return to the labour
market) and 3F (adaptability). This was done following the recommendation of the interim evaluation. Theme 2D (social
economy) also received additional financial support, following the EC guidelines for the 2nd round. The evaluators consider
the strengthening of theme 2D of particular importance. However they stress that the reduction of the budget for theme 3F
could have been smaller and that more resources could have been removed from theme 2C (opening up business creation to
all) since it had demonstrated a smaller degree of innovation than theme 3F.

3! Facilitating access and return to the labour market.
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In IE particular attention is paid in R2 to school leavers, travellers, older workers and those with
disabilities, in the context, as explained above, of a national strategy for increasing the labour supply.

It has to be noted that EQUAL had not initially encouraged a target group focus of interventions. On
the contrary, the thematic approach was expected to lead to actions exploring new ways of tackling
problems common to different types of discrimination and inequality, rather than focusing on a
specific target group®>. This accounted for example for the fact that the EQUAL guidelines required
each thematic field to be ‘accessible to all such groups’ (par.14). However some Member States
adopted a target group from the start (e.g. DK, where for example only refugees and immigrants were
targeted in theme 1A — Facilitating access and return to the labour market). The new Member States
have privileged an understanding of inequalities and discrimination by target group over and above the
thematic approach (see Chapter 11, volume 2).

Overall, a focus on clear and specific target groups can improve the effectiveness of an initiative such
as EQUAL. Some themes, in particular support to business creation (2C) have sometimes suffered
from an insufficient focus. Similarly, given the very wide formulation of theme 3E (lifelong learning),
and even of theme 3F (adaptability), actions targeting workers usually deprived of access to training
do not seem to have been frequent. It has also been argued (see Chapter 5) that a clear target group
focus facilitated the production of innovation.

On the other hand, focusing on target groups also means that the explanations of discrimination and
inequalities may tend to be put in terms of deficits and lacks affecting the target groups rather than in
structural terms (structural labour market inequalities). Although this is not necessarily the case, this
tendency has been noted in some CIPs.

2.3.3. Evolution of DP distribution between R1 and R2

As a result of the adjustments made at CIP level, there have been changes in the thematic distribution
of DPs in R2.

Globally, the number of DPs selected has increased by 21% between R1 and R2 in the OMS. However
this overall increase conceals important differences between countries, as opposite choices were made.
Thus the number of selected DPs for R2 decreased by 47% in SE, 16% in PT, 11% in DK and 10% in
AT. Conversely, the most significant growth took place in the UKni (13 R2 DPs against 6 in R1) as a
consequence of a very proactive communication campaign in the launch phase (see Chapter 3 below),
in BEnl (+68%), GR (+60%) and IT (+50%). This Member State already had the largest number of
DPs in R1. The greater decentralisation implemented in R2 is likely to underpin this important
increase.

The increase was particularly high within some thematic priorities: +34% R2 DPs in Theme 4H
(Reducing gender gaps); + 29% in Theme 3F (Adaptability of firms and workers); +27% in Theme 2D
(Social economy); and + 26% in theme 3E (Lifelong learning and inclusiveness). Conversely, themes
4G (Reconciling family and professional life), 2C (Business creation) and 51 (Asylum seekers) have
experienced the weakest increase.

Again, this overall picture of thematic evolution conceals important differences between Member
States:

(a) In the MS with an overall drop in the number of selected DPs, two scenarii prevailed:

32 Source: Tender specification for the EU-wide evaluation on the Community Initiative EQUAL 2000-2006, p. 2.
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The drop concerns all thematic priorities, evidencing a different way of using the EQUAL funds
in R2 across all themes: this is the case of SE;

The drop concerns some priorities but some themes have been allocated more DPs: this
corresponds to a de facto re-orientation of EQUAL even when the CIP priorities have not
changed:

This is the case of AT with a strong increase of selected R2 DPs in 3 priorities (life long learning,
asylum seekers and labour market integration) in spite of a weaker number of selected DPs in R2;

In BEfrg, more DPs have been selected in 2 themes (business creation and labour market
integration);

In DK, theme 4H (Reducing gender gaps) has been allocated more DPs, which is consistent with
the already mentioned greater emphasis on this theme decided in the CIP;

In FR, more DPs were selected in 3 themes (asylum seekers, adaptability and labour market
integration); finally

In PT, more DPs were selected in theme 4G (‘reconciling family and professional life”).

(b) Similarly, amongst the MS with an increase of the overall number of DPs, two main trends can be
distinguished:

+

The increase has been general, evidencing, as in SE but in an opposite direction, a different way
of using the EQUAL funds in R2 across all themes: this is the case in ES, FI, GR, IT, UKgb and
UKni.

in ES the increase in selected DPs has been particularly important in theme 1B (‘combating
racism’). However no major thematic reorientation has occurred.

In FI the increase concerns all priorities, but more so theme 4H (‘Reducing gender gaps’), 2D
(‘social economy’) and 1B (‘combating racism’);

In GR DPs were selected in theme 4G (‘reconciling family and professional life’) while none had
been selected under this theme in R1;

In the UKni, attention was given to ensure that there would be a better balance between the 2
chosen themes than happened in R1. The Equal Opportunities theme had been under-represented
(1 out of 6 DPs) despite it being an important issue for the NI labour market.

The selection has served to focus the programme on a smaller number of priorities:

In BEnl, the increase of selected DPs in R2 has been focused on themes 3E (‘lifelong learning and
inclusiveness’), 4G (‘reconciling family and professional life’) and 4H (‘Reducing gender gaps);

In NL, two themes are less represented: 51 (‘asylum seekers’) and 4G (‘reconciling family and
professional life”).
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Table 2.3 — Evolution of DP distribution between R1 and R2
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Source: ECDB April 2006
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The evolution of the DP distribution by theme is, at least in part, the outcome of strategic
decisions made concerning the respective weight of priorities in R2, although it also depends on
the greater or lesser attractiveness of the themes with potential applicants and on the quality of
the applications received. The following table synthesises, for each EQUAL priority, those
Member States which have increased/reduced significantly® the number of DPs selected.

Table 2.4 — Synthesis of evolution of DP numbers by theme

ES, GR, IT, LU, NL, UKni

1A DK, PT, SE
ES, FI, GR
1B T
BEnl, ES, GR, NL
2¢ PT, SE
Fl, GR, IT
2D AT, FR
3E AT, BEnl, DE, IT, NL, UKgb
SE, PT, FR, DK, BEfrg
. ES, FR, GR, IE, UKgb
G BEnl, DE, ES, GR, PT, UKgb
BEfrg, FR, NL
BEnl, DE, DK, FI, IT, UKgb,
4H UKni
AT, SE
5 AT, FR, GR, IE, IT, UKgb

LU, NL, SE

Source: elaboration on the basis of ECDB April 2006.

We had noted, in R1, an insufficient focus on inequalities at work, in particular with regard to
employment conditions. This is likely to continue in R2, judging from the ECDB statistics
presented below. In a way, this could be expected since the new Member States still face more
problems of unemployment and access to the labour market than problems of inequalities in
working and employment conditions. However, the shift away from actions targeting people in
work is very significant:

Table 2.5. — Main types of discrimination targeted by DPsin R1 and R2

Type of discrimination R1 R2

Discrimination and inequality in 19.3% 5.6%
employment

Low qualification 16.8% 19.7%
Unemployment 16.5% 20.8%
Gender 14.8% 16.2%
Disability 8.2% 7.7%
Racial 6.6% 7.8%
Targeting Asylum seekers 1.5% 1.5%
Other 8.5% 1.6%
Sexual orientation 1.0%
Religion/belief 0.8%
Age 6.9%
Support to entrepreneurship 7.9% 10.5%

Source: ECDB 01/01/2003 for R1 and 11/07/2006 for R2

** The definition of a significant increase or reduction of the number of DPs is not formal, but corresponds to our own
appreciation of important difference between R1 and R2 of selected DPs for one theme with regard to the MS and
thematic averages.
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2.4. CONCLUSIONS

Clarity and focus of CIP priorities

There has been a lack of differentiation between thematic priorities in the EQUAL guidelines,
and, consequently, in some CIPs, which in turn has contributed to a lack of differentiation
between types of activities carried out by DPs across themes. In particular, there has been a
tendency to focus on access to the labour market and employability measures. This lack of
specification and differentiation may have accounted for the fact that actions at company level,
tackling inequalities at work (employment contracts, access to training, career paths) have not
often been reported: even in theme 3E (lifelong learning) it was possible for DPs to focus on
training for access to jobs rather than training for employed workers.

Thematic priorities have been better defined and focused in R2. However, this enhanced focus
has mainly stemmed from a better definition of target groups, and it is unclear whether types of
eligible actions have been differentiated to a larger extent.

It has to be noted that EQUAL had not initially encouraged a target group focus of
interventions. On the contrary, the thematic approach was expected to lead to actions exploring
new ways of tackling problems common to different types of discrimination and inequality.
However some ‘old’ Member States adopted a target group approach from the start. The new
Member States have privileged an understanding of inequalities and discrimination by target
group over and above the thematic approach. Although a target group focus facilitates
effectiveness and monitoring, it can also lead to setting aside more general and structural factors
of discrimination and inequality in the labour market.

In 9 CIPs, 7 to 9 priorities have been selected. In 4 CIPs, 6 priorities have been selected out of 9.
And in the other CIPs, including all new Member States except CZ, one or less priority per
pillar has been selected. Opting for a focused or more spread programme appears as a strategic
decision with important consequences for the effectiveness of the programmes, in particular
with regard to mainstreaming, as, when there are less thematic priorities, efforts can be focused
on the mobilisation of a smaller number of actors.

Relevance of CIP priorities and consistency with (former) National Action Plans for
Employment and ESF Objective 3

Overall there has been a high degree of relevance of CIPs to structural problems of inequalities
and discrimination in the labour market, in both rounds and in most Member States. In ‘old’
Member States, this assessment did not vary between R1 and R2, given the structural character
of the problems addressed.

Nevertheless, we had pointed out, early in the EU-wide evaluation process and on the basis of
labour market data in EU-15, that some inequalities were not or not sufficiently targeted: in
particular, in several Member States, inequalities affecting migrants are not primarily, or not
only, in terms of labour market access, but in terms of employment conditions (fixed term
contracts and low wages). However there is a lack of actions targeting in-work inequalities, for
migrants and more generally, and ECDB data show that this has worsened in R2.

This may have been linked to a problem in the starting diagnoses in the CIPs, which have
sometimes tended to be modelled on the National Action Plans for Employment but failed to
provide an in-depth analysis of the causes underpinning discrimination and inequalities in the
labour market. This lack of in-depth diagnosis was also highlighted at DP level in R1 and has
undermined the effectiveness of DP actions and of the programmes in some Member States.

Responsivenessto local needs

In R1 a majority of DPs constructed their projects at a very local level. Indeed, ECDB statistics
showed a predominance of geographical DPs (over sector-based DPs). However, this does not
mean that geographical disparities between labour markets were tackled — and in fact very few
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CIPs paid attention to geographical imbalances, although rural and remote areas were
adequately targeted in some Member States (Southern Europe). The geographical focus of DPs
has decreased slightly in R2, mainly due to the New Member States, which, because of the
small size of their programmes, have generally preferred a sectoral, nation-wide focus, even
though many partners are located outside the capital cities. Overall, therefore, it can be said that
EQUAL has had a very local anchorage, but, even at this stage in the initiative, we lack the
appropriate data to assess whether it has been able to address the problems of specifically
disadvantaged areas.

Consistency between DP objectivesand CIP priorities

Although there has generally been a good level of consistency between CIP priorities and DP
objectives in R1, access to the labour market was sometimes an even stronger focus in the DP
work programmes than was reflected in the thematic spread of EQUAL.

Discrepancies between CIP orientations and DP work programmes were also noted, in a few
Member States, with regard to the profiles of targeted beneficiaries, in particular in themes 2C
(business creation) and the two Adaptability themes (3E and 3F), where, as said, workers did
not appear as the main target. This finding is reinforced by the fact that the share of enterprises
taking part in EQUAL is rather low, all the more so that the statistical category ‘enterprise’ does
not only represent employers but could designate any partner with a for profit legal status.
However, even at this stage it is difficult to say more, due to the considerable lacks in the
monitoring systems at all levels (DP, national and European levels).

Role of Mid-term evaluations

Generally speaking, as said above, the responsiveness of Managing Authorities to evaluators’
recommendations has been excellent, not only for the adjustment of CIP priorities in R2, but
also for programme management. There have been examples of significant changes in the
weight of priorities, towards priorities where most innovation had been detected by the
evaluators (e.g. in GR); of indirect introduction of priorities which had not been targeted in R1
(e.g. the social economy in ES is explicitly included in priority 2C — business creation); of
improved links with national policy agendas (lifelong learning in IE, measures targeting
prisoners and ex offenders in the UKgb etc.). Evaluators’ recommendations have also been
taken into account for the improved translation of the key principles into selection criteria (e.g.
in terms of partnership size, the clearer justification of innovation, the presentation of
mainstreaming plans, etc.).
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3. MANAGEMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION SYSTEMS

3.1. EVALUATION QUESTIONS

The Terms of Reference for the EU-wide evaluation included the following evaluation questions
regarding the implementation of programme management in EQUAL:

- What types of organisations are involved in the management of EQUAL?

- What procedures for project selection have been put in place?

- What procedures have been put in place to develop a strategy, to identify key priorities for
activity and to select projects?

- What criteria have been applied for the selection of DPs? How have these been weighted?
Has the gender perspective been taken into account?

- What types of core partners are participating in the DP? To what extent have relevant
partners been involved? Have DPs succeeded in involving non-traditional partners?

- To what extent did the key principles had an impact on the management and
implementation system?

- How effective are the monitoring systems at CIP and at DP level?

For this final evaluation report, we have sought to go beyond the ToR questions and to structure
the analysis of management and implementation systems in EQUAL around three main
concerns:

- To what extent and how have the management systems, the selection procedures, the
implementation dynamics and the monitoring systems contributed to the quality of EQUAL
overall?

- To what extent and how have national evaluations fed back into programme management
and implementation? and

- What changes and improvements have been introduced within the management system at
the different stages of the implementation of the initiative?

In order to respond to these questions, we review implementation in R1 (section 3.3) and
changes made in R2 (section 3.4 below). However elements of context are first recalled in
section 3.2.

3.2. THE CONTEXT OF PROGRAMME IMPLEMENTATION IN THE (OLD)
MEMBER STATES

The way in which programme priorities are framed and implemented and the type and extent of
the influence that the programme may have on policy is highly dependent upon the programme
actors, their relative influence and interests, and how decisions are made.

Key ‘moments’ shaping the programme include the elaboration of the CIP programming
document, the selection process, implementation and dissemination and mainstreaming. The
extreme heterogeneity of how these were designed in the various Member States is indicative of
very different models and traditions of policy making, and more specifically of uses of the
European Social Fund programmes.

In this section, we look at the institutional and organisational framework for the elaboration and
delivery of the programme within the broader context of the institutional frameworks for

38



decision making. In particular we will analyse the role of the different actors involved in the
programme management and implementation system.

3.2.1. National framework for employment policies
EQUAL has been implemented differently according to the level of decentralisation of
employment policy within the Members States.

= In two Member States, regional authorities have produced their own CIP: the UK — UKgb
and UKni; and BE — Flanders (BEnl) and Wallonia/Brussels/German community (BEfrg).

In the UK, NI has the responsibility for employment policy while in BE, the level
of the ‘Communauté’ is the relevant level for employment policy’*. The NAPs and
ESF programming are in both cases under the responsibility of the national level,
with participation of other policy and administrative levels, but, in BE, the
management of ESF is decentralised and there is complete separation de facto
between ESF programming and management.

In the UK, EQUAL co-ordination mechanisms have been set up between the
different National Support Structures (NSS) and the IE NSS is taking part. A Joint
Support Structure has been established between EQUAL Managing Authorities
and NSS bodies representing NI, Scotland, England, Wales and IE. In addition, a
steering group, involving Managing Authorities and NSS bodies North and South
Ireland has been designed to facilitate cross-border co-operation on policy lessons
for mainstreaming and dissemination.

= In several Member States, EQUAL is implemented in a context of territorialisation of
employment policies, and the responsibility for employment policy is shared between the
national level and the regional or local level of government.

This is the case for example in ES, where many Autonomous Communities
(regions) now co-ordinate their Public Employment Service, whilst central
government retains competence over benefits and labour law; and in IT, where the
decentralisation of employment policies has significantly enhanced the role of
local and regional actors. However the choices made for EQUAL have been
different in these two Member States, as IT opted for a regional implementation of
the programme whereas it remained centralised, in the main, in ES.

This involvement of various government levels is also addressed in the drive
towards the territorialisation of labour market policies, where more and more
fields of policy are locally co-ordinated, including employment, education, social
assistance and local development or regeneration policies. This is the case for DE,
where labour market policy is centrally designed, but the Lander retain a great
deal of autonomy in the design of education policies as well as in regional
economic development policies. In addition, the Lander can manage their own
employment programmes. In Scandinavian and in most ‘Continental’ Member
States, local authorities are in charge of social assistance, and are actors of the
labour market policy. The Lénder as well as other actors are present in the
Steering Committee for EQUAL, and they have taken part in the selection of DPs.
In FR, although employment policy strictly speaking is the responsibility of
central government, the territorialisation is on-going with more responsibility
given at the local level. Moreover, vocational training is the responsibility of
regional authorities (Conseils Régionaux). Départements (County Councils) and
Communes (Municipal authorities) share responsibilities over social policy. As a

3* Although now the Walloon ‘Communauté’ has transferred this competency to the German speaking community on

its territory.
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result, the organisation of EQUAL in FR has been marked by a strong
involvement of the Regional level.

= Member Sates with centralised employment policy, although local employment strategies
are developing (GR, PT, LU and IE).

- In GR, the local authorities have no autonomy in the design of employment
matters and have so far been little involved in the drafting or implementation of
the NAPs. Neither Regional offices nor local authorities are involved in the
management and monitoring of the CIP. However, they do take part in the
programme through their participation in DPs.

- The PT situation is somewhat similar. Policy-making and administration is
centralised, and this is also the case for employment policy and the elaboration of
the NAPs. However, partly under the influence of European programmes, regional
networks for employment have been developed, as well as territorial pacts in
which not only the regional offices of ministries but also local authorities are
involved®. In fact, even though no regional level of government exists, the
territorial dimension of employment policies has become more embedded in PT.
Thus EQUAL was designed centrally, but the regional offices of Ministries were
involved in drafting the CIP.

- In LU, although local authorities play an important role in the implementation of
employment policies, they are not involved in their elaboration process. Similarly,
in EQUAL, local authorities are not party to the selection committee nor to the
‘follow-up’ committee.

- Finally, in IE, Regional Assemblies have been little involved so far in
employment policy or more specifically in the NAPs. There is a whole array of
local partnership arrangements involved, among other things, in delivering active
labour market policies, and some of them are also involved in EQUAL DPs.
However, the two Regional Assemblies (Border Midlands and West Region and
Southern and Eastern Region) are taking part in the Monitoring Committee.

3.2.2. Organising aregional level of programme management

Some EQUAL CIPs have been implemented through the organisation of a regional level of
programme management, with full control over the selection, guidance and mainstreaming
processes within a nationally agreed framework. This is the case in three Member States, the
UKgb, FR and IT, although within a completely different institutional framework. In FR the
regional level of management of the programme is mostly in the hands of the delegations of the
Ministry of Employment, whereas in UKgb, it corresponds to elected assemblies, and in IT, to
the regional administration.

A close involvement of regional level actors in the programme management favours the
regional relevance of EQUAL. Selection Committees members know well the operators and
have an overall view of their region. They can thus have a rather precise knowledge of the
innovation potential of each DP as well as of the desirable balance between DPs. However, the
question is whether regional innovation is what is aimed at in EQUAL. Another issue is perhaps
the increased possibility of conflicts of interest, as institutions participating in selection
committees may also be involved in regional projects. Despite the caution taken in selection
mechanisms, the closer links between regional selection committees and DP actors may account
for the lower selection rates and higher numbers of DPs selected than forecasted in R1.

3% Melo, A. (2002). ‘Review of the Implementation of the Guidelines on Local Development in the Employment
NAPs from 1998 to 2001. Portugal’. Contract VC/2001/0320. European Commission, DG Employment and Social
Affairs.
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3.2.3. The stakeholdersin programme management
Various mechanisms have been set up to involve all relevant actors to some extent, at the
different stage of the management process.

3.2.3.1. The involvement of public institutions within the Programme
management

The broad spectrum of themes covered by EQUAL means that a number of government
departments or institutions are systematically involved in Monitoring Committees and have
sometimes been involved in drafting the CIPs. However, the role of Monitoring Committees in
the programme should not be exaggerated, as some evaluators remark that they have met
relatively rarely since the beginning of the programme (DK, FI, IT). Furthermore, in two cases,
AT and FI, other government departments are sharing the co-ordination of the programme with
the Ministry of Employment or its equivalent, and have responsibility over a number of DPs.

A specific case is that of UKni, where the Department for Employment In Learning (DEL) and
the Special EU Programmes Body (SEUPB) work closely together. The SEUPB was established
under the Belfast Agreement of 1998 to manage the EU Programmes PEACE and INTERREG
as well as to clarify linkages with PEACE II Programme. The Equal Monitoring Committee is
jointly chaired by both the assistant secretary of DEL and by the Chief Executive of SEUPB.

3.2.3.2. The involvement of social partners

In a number of Member States, the responsibility for employment and labour market policy has
traditionally been shared with the social partners or has been designed in co-operation with
them. Although the social partners have been, as far as we are aware, systematically involved in
Monitoring Committees, they are likely to have made a greater contribution in those Member
States where they are active stakeholders of the employment policy (e.g. AT, DE, FI, IRL, LU,
PT and SE).

Examples of social partner involvement had been provided in the 2003 Annual and Evaluation
reports:

- In LU, the organisation of EQUAL closely followed that of the NAPs: the drafting and
implementation of the NAPs were a responsibility shared by the government, the unions and
employers. This tri-partite system also structures the EQUAL programme, as the social
partners were involved with the Managing Authority in the selection committee, the
‘follow-up’ committee and the pilot committee. This involvement apparently created some
conflicts of interests at the selection stage, which were then noted by the national evaluator.

- In GR, the active involvement of social partners in the formulation of employment
policy was relatively new. As far as the elaboration of the NAPs was concerned, they were
now taking part in working groups, which represents an improvement as compared with
previous formal consultation exercises, even though the social partners are asking for more
participation. Their role appears to have been quite important in the management of the
EQUAL programme, where they have been involved in the Steering Committee and have
played a crucial role of dissemination of information in their own networks.

- In the UKgb, the Trade Union Congress (TUC) was represented in at least one of the
National Thematic Networks, at the selection stage and in mainstreaming work. It was also
involved in several DPs.
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3.2.3.3. The involvement of NGOs and NGO networks

A detailed assessment of the role of NGOs at programme level was only provided in the 2003
UKgb report. In that Member State, the consultation for the elaboration of the CIP was
systematic to a point unknown in other Member States except in the UKni. It provided ample
scope for all interested parties to make sure that their suggestions of adjustments were taken on
board. The highest response rate to the questionnaire sent out at that time by the government
was found with the voluntary sector and local authorities.

The fact that National Thematic Networks, called National Thematic Groups (NTGs) in the
UKgb, were set up at the very start of the programme and played a role in the selection process
is also relevant. NTGs were formed by governmental agencies and non-governmental
organisations competent in each theme. Some of the latter had also bid for EQUAL funding,
which had been criticised by unsuccessful applicants at the time. The evaluator’s analysis then
had been that this was a strength of the programme (‘leading policy stakeholders involved in
guiding and delivering EQUAL’) but that it might affect ‘perceptions’ of fairness. In any case,
this pointed to the strong organisational capacity and influence of some voluntary organisations,
which had been involved in designing the programme, selecting applicants, and were supposed

to be involved in delivery and in mainstreaming ‘best practice’*°.

3.2.4. Place and role of National Support Structures

3.2.4.1. Therole of the NSSsin R1

Information and advice to applicants and then to DPs, monitoring, support to the Managing
Authority and sometimes to the Monitoring Committee, have been common tasks of the NSSs
across the Member States.

The main difference in the roles of the NSS took place in relation to the selection process: in
some Member States, the NSS was not directly involved; in others the NSS was involved in
preparing the files on each applicant without participating in scoring; finally it was sometimes
responsible for the technical assessment of applications.

Interestingly, when NSSs were involved in the selection process, opinions were divided among
national evaluators on the fact whether potential guidance previously provided by NSS to DPs
could be a problem or not. So that, whilst the FR and the SE evaluators recommended that
regional or national Support Structures should not take part in the selection process, other
evaluators did not comment on this issue.

Few national evaluators highlighted the double role of NSSs in providing administrative and
financial guidance to DPs, and helping them with their methodology of implementation. These
roles of course mobilise quite different competencies, and should probably be allocated to
different staff. Evaluators found that administrative guidance tended to take precedence, partly
as a response to the most urgent demands from DPs.

3.2.4.2. The Organisational location of NSSs

In our 1* interim and Mid-term reports, we had highlighted three models of organisational
location of National Support Structures: (a) the NSS is integrated within the Managing

36 However the actual role of NTNis in transfer and mainstreaming has sometimes been disappointing (see Chapter 8).
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Authority, (b) the NSS is an agency or a unit depending on the Managing Authority exclusively
dedicated to technical assistance, (c) the NSS is externalised.

These models are still valid although the DK MA decided to externalise its National Support
Structure in 2004.

Thus, the distribution of Member States according to our typology is the following:

= Eight National Support Structures are integrated within the Managing Authority (BEfrg and
BEnl, FI, DE, GR, LU, SE and PT);

= Two are government agencies or units depending on the Managing Authority but
exclusively dedicated to technical assistance (the NL and ES);

= Seven are externalised (AT, DK, FR, IE, IT, UKgb and UKni).

3.2.4.3. The size of the NSS team

Some NSS teams have had tight human resources: this has been the case in UKni (2 Full-time
equivalents), DK (2 FTE), LU (2 FTE), BEfrg (3 FTE), IE (4 FTE), GR (5), FR (6 FTE), FI (6
FTE), NL (7 FTE).

In the other Member States, the NSS teams were larger.

- In the UKgb the NSSs have 34 members in total: the GB team has 29 members of its staff
dedicated to EQUAL, the Scottish team has 3 staff and the Welsh team 2 staff;

- In PT, the NSS has 19 full time staff. Part-time experts are also contracted for the
moderation of NTNs;

- The SE NSS counts with 13 Full-time equivalents,

- In DE, the NSS employs 24 civil servants and 7 support staff (public relations, data
management etc.).

As can be seen, there is no proportional link between the size of the NSSs and the size of the
EQUAL programmes.
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Table 3.1 — Institutional mapping of Managing Authorities and National Support Sructures

CIP Location of the Managing Authority Location of the NSS
AT Federal Ministry of Economic Affairs and Labour NSS functions are contracted out to
Finanzakademie Austria Holding & Cap
Gemini Ernst & Young
BEfrg ESF Agency (Ministry of French Community) ESF Agency
BEnl (1) ESF Agency (Ministry of Flemish Community) ESF Agency
DK The National Agency for Enterprise and Housing (EBST) is a In 2004, the NSS functions were contracted
department under the Danish Ministry of Economic and Business out to COWI
Affairs
FI Ministry of Labour, Policy Department, part of Structural Policy The NSS is located in the Implementation
Team Department of the MoL
FR Ministry of Employment, Labour and Social Cohesion NSS functions are contracted out to a non
profit organisation called RACINE, which
was also involved in previous Community
Initiatives
DE Federal Ministry for Labour and Social Affairs The NSS is part of the Federal Ministry for
Labour and Social Affairs
GR Ministry of Employment and Social Protection, General Secretariat The NSS is a unit of the MA
of Management of Community and Other Resources.
IE Department of Enterprise, Trade and Employment NSS functions are contracted out to WRC,
formerly called the Work Research Co-
operative, which has also been involved in the
management of other European programmes
IT Ministry of Labour and Welfare and NSS functions are allocated to ISFOL for
Regional Departments for Labour and Professional Training general assistance and transnationality,
CONSEDIN (since 2003) for technical and IT
assistance and COGEA (since 2004) for
assistance on Action 3.
(In R2 regional support structures have been
introduced)
LU Dept. of Labour of the Ministry of Labour and Employment The NSS is based in the same Ministry
NL Ministry of Social Affairs and Employment, division ESM (European The NSS is in the same Ministry, but a
Subsidy Measures) separate Agency, directly responsible to the
minister.
PT Ministry of Labour and Social Security The NSS is in the same ministry.
ES ‘Unit for the Administration of the European Social Fund’ (UAFSE), | The Managing Authority has set up a ‘Support
which is included in the General Directorate for the ‘promotion of the Unit” within the UAFSE
Social Economy and the European Social Fund’ within the
Employment General Secretariat of the Ministry of Labour and
Social Affairs
SE Ministry of Industry, Employment and Communications The ESF-Council is in charge of the NSS and
belongs to the Ministry of Labour, itself
located in the Ministry of Industry,
Employment and Communication.
UKgb Department for Work and Pensions NSS functions are contracted out to ECOTEC
for GB and allocated to the Scottish and
Welsh Support Units respectively in Scotland
and Wales
UKni European Unit of the Department for Employment and Learning NSS functions are contracted out to
PROTEUS

Source: Mid-Term and 2005 evaluation reports.
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3.3. IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROGRAMME IN R1

In our Mid-term report, we had described the implementation of the programme and the
implementation of Action 1 (preparation phase), Action 2 (implementation phase) and Action 3
(Transfer to policy and practice) in R1. We recall the main findings before turning to the main
changes pointed out in the 2005 national evaluation reports.

3.3.1. The preparation phase (Action 1)
A different use of Action 1 has been made in the Member States, depending on whether or not
there was a second selection for entry in Action 2.

The objective of the preparation phase was to improve work programmes and to develop
partnerships. For this exercise a period of 6 months was planned. Our mid-term EU EQUAL
evaluation has highlighted two types of use of Action 1:

- In some Member States, Action 1 was used for the consolidation of selected partnerships;
- In others, Action 1 was used as a period to prepare DPs for selection for entry in Action 2.

These two conceptions of Action 1 led to a different organisation of the selection process. There
were:

- Member States in which the most important selection phase was the selection of DPs for
entry in Action 1: DE, DK, GR, IT, LU, PT, and the UKgb.

- Member States, where both selection stages — for entry in Action 1 and in Action 2 - were
important. AT, FR and the UKni are found there. In this group, selection rates between
Action 1 and Action 2 ranged between roughly 70% and 90%.

The problems which arose in some Member States at the beginning of the implementation phase
(Action 2) confirmed that the consolidation of partnerships via a ‘Preparation Action’ is a
decisive step, all the more so that CIP guidance to applicants sometimes lacked clarity. Thus, in
a number of Member States, clear target groups had not been identified in Action 1 and this
weakness had to be addressed at the beginning of the implementation phase (e.g. as pointed out
in the Mid-term evaluation reports for AT, BEfrg, ES and FR). The vagueness of the CIPs with
regard to the definition of the EQUAL principles also had repercussions on the design of DP
actions (Action 1) and their implementation (Action 2). There was also evidence that DPs could
sometimes have been clearer in their expected outputs. In brief, the design of DP projects and
their effective implementation seemed to require even more and earlier guidance (including
during the application phase).

Different approaches were taken to the definition and weight of selection criteria:

- In some Member States, the final distribution of DPs in the thematic priorities and political
criteria played an important role (e.g. in BEfrg, DE, ES and the UK gb);
- In others, technical criteria prevailed (e.g. GR, PT).

As a result of this, and of the differences in ‘attractiveness’ from one theme to the other, the
variation of selection rates between Member States and themes ranged between 10% and 100%.
Thus, the selection rates for Pillar 1 were in general low. Theme 1A (facilitating access and
return to the labour market) attracted the greatest number of applications. The selection rates
were lower than for Theme B, revealing higher interest, more expertise in submitting
applications, and probably also enhanced possibilities for building up on past experience.
Selection rates for Pillar 4 were on average significantly higher, especially in BEnl, ES and NL.
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When the planned thematic spread had been based on clear political priorities resulting from a
diagnosis made in the CIP, it seemed logical to stick to already agreed thematic priorities. The
danger linked to such a procedure, however, consisted in not paying sufficient attention to the
EQUAL principles, in particular to DPs’ innovation potential.

3.3.2. The Implementation phase (Action 2)

Action 2 has been the phase of implementation of DP work programmes and covered a period of
2 to 3 years. Its implementation was assessed in our Mid-term report. We recall the main
findings below.

Guidanceto DPs

During Action 2, Managing Authorities and National Support Structures focused on
administrative assistance to DPs, monitoring and control of DP activities, and communication.

Several evaluators made a positive assessment of guidance to DPs during Action 2, especially in
ES, FR and NL, three Member States in which the NSS/RSS played a key role. For example, in
FR, 90% of DPs stressed that technical assistance helped them manage their project and 80%
that the NSS or RSS’” helped them to take into account the key EQUAL principles in their
projects.

Other evaluators were much more critical. The main source of dissatisfaction expressed by DPs
in many Member States was the very important administrative burden. In some cases, there have
also been some financial/economic problems, notably on the issue of eligibility of expenditure.

However, even in Member States where guidance has been positively valued, some evaluators
recommended that more methodological assistance should be provided (e.g. in ES).

Budgets

Budgets for the implementation of the work programmes were assessed as realistic and
appropriate in most Member States. However Action 2 was behind schedule and financial
resources were under-used in several Member States.

A change of strategy at programme level took place in SE and, to a lesser extent, in FR and GR.
In these Member States, more DPs were selected for Action 2 than planned. Consequently, each
DP received less funding than planned in Action 2, which logically generated a lot of
dissatisfaction, particularly in DPs with a large number of partners where budgets are not
realistic.

The UKgb and UKni evaluators pointed out that DP forecasts had under-estimated the level of
expenditure required, especially for administrative support, which resulted in strains for
management at DP level and in doubts about the sustainability of activities.

37 Regional Support Structure
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Implementation at DP level

As reported in our Mid-term and 2" Interim reports, national evaluators had identified
implementation difficulties and sources of delay in the following areas:

Transnationality
- Delays in setting up the transnational partnerships;

- The

lack of co-ordination between Member States with regard to the start of activities

and payments, which inhibited joint actions with foreign partners;
- Delays in the finalisation of Transnational Co-operation Agreements and in their final
approval.

Partnerships

- Under-estimation of the time required to set up the partnership;
- Changes in project teams;

- Project under-staffing;

- Gaps in project management;

- Under-estimation of the time required to co-ordinate partners.

Delivery

- DP difficulties in contacting the target groups.

Finance and administration

Delays in Action 1 payments, which caused a delay by 3 to 6 months for DPs.
More general deficiencies in the payment systems were identified in several
Member States;

Lack of cash, especially for those DPs who do not involve public partners (as
these generally can anticipate funds);

Problems to obtain clear matched funding from partners;

The very time-consuming effort requested from DPs regarding the quantitative
and qualitative information that they have to submit to Managing Authorities.

The 2004 national evaluation reports had confirmed the delays experienced by DPs in Action 2
(BEfrg, BEnl, FI, GR, NL, SE, UKni, UKgb). Delays concerned sometimes few DPs (e.g. GR,
BEftrg), but have sometimes been more generalised (NL, SE). The main reasons provided were:

The long transition between Action 1 and Action 2, which had consequences on
the transition between Action 2 and Action 3 (UKni);

Initial delays which have repercussions on the subsequent stages of
implementation: DPs need therefore more time to complete their activities (GR);
The changes operated in the activities of some DPs, which implied a modification
of the initial schedule (reported by the BEfrg and UKgb evaluators. In BEfrg all
DPs but 3 asked for an extension);

The extension granted to DPs for remaining in TCPs (66% of the NL DPs, 40% of
the SE DPs).

3.3.3. The phase of transfer to policy and practice (Action 3)

Action 3 has been dedicated to the organisation of networking, dissemination of good practice
and mainstreaming activities. The way in which Action 3 budgets were distributed amongst
single DPs or groups of DPs differed amongst Member States, as is explained further in Chapter
8. Schematically, three main mechanisms can be distinguished with regard to the organisation of
Action 3 :
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- Individual Action 3 budgets were included by DPs in their DPA, along with Action 2
budgets: in this case, all DPs could thus benefit from an Action 3 budget according to their
own planning and requests. This mechanism was applied in AT, BEfrg, DE, FI, IE, LU, and
NL.

- Individual or collective Action 3 budgets (for individual DPs or groups of DPs) were
accessible through a call for proposals, and therefore not all DPs could obtain such
funding. This has been the choice in ES, FR, IT, and PT.

- Action 3 budgets were made accessible, as an option, to all DPs, which had to submit an
application for this: this was the choice made in the UKgb and the UKni. Although the
process took some time to get started, in the end almost all DPs (except 3 in UKgb)
submitted such applications.

3.4. CHANGESIN PROGRAMME IMPLEMENTATION IN R2

EQUAL being an experimental initiative at all levels, designed to promote the evolution, not
only of the implementation of inclusive employment policies, but also of policy-making itself, it
was logical that the EU evaluation was required to assess the programme adjustments at the
national level between R1 and R2.

The main changes introduced at programme level®™ for R2 have been largely based on the
recommendations formulated in the 2™ communication on EQUAL® but also on the
recommendations formulated in the national evaluation reports. Except in a few cases (see
below), evaluators’ recommendations have been adequately taken into account.

3.4.1. A new design and phasing of Actions

It had been noted by all programme actors, as well as in the 2™ Communication on EQUAL,
that the move from Action 1 to Action 2 had sometimes created a break in DP activity. In
addition to the recommendation made in the Communication to simply validate entry in Action
2 (rather than operate a new selection stage), Member States took concrete steps to increase the
flexibility of each Action and of their phasing:

- A new distribution of the budget dedicated to Action 1: in ES, the compulsory 3%
devoted to Action 1 in R1 disappeared, and each DP could devote to this Action the
percentage it considered convenient.

- A new phasing of the three Actions: e.g. the UKgb MA considered that drafting
separate contracts for each of the Actions may be a barrier to the efficiency of the DPs.
In R2, single contracts have been issued and cover the three aspects. Actors have been
encouraged to plan ahead further than they did in R1 and DPs will have the opportunity
to start Action 3 at the same time as Action 2 (as was the case in some Member States
already in R1). A similar decision was made in ES. In AT, the MA merged Action 1 and
Action 2 into one single phase.

- More flexibility of implementation: in GR, the implementation of the Actions has been
made more progressive and more flexible. Selected DPs submitted a Technical Report
for Action 1 to be included in the programme. At the end of Action 1, a new technical
report was submitted for Actions 2 and 3, to start implementation. Actions 2 and 3 are

3% Changes included changes in the distribution of thematic priorities and in the definition of target groups. These
have been dealt with in Chapter 2 above.

3 COM(2003) 840 final, 30.12.2003
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thus planned jointly, but Action 3 starts under certain specific conditions after the
approval by the MA. Action 2 becomes in this round a unique activity by itself instead
of comprising a variety of 11 activities as determined by the Integrated Information
System in R1. These changes were derived from R1 experience and the suggestions of
the interim evaluation for removing some of the management pressure.

3.4.2. Improvementsin NSSrole and capacity
National Support Structures were strengthened in some Member States, through new
recruitment and the implementation of new modes of organisation.

- For example in PT, the NSS staff increased from 18 to 19 permanent employees, to improve
DPs monitoring and for a more streamlined financial and administrative management of
projects. The evaluators assess the change positively, although they consider that more has
to be done to improve NSS monitoring capabilities of DP activities.

- In SE, contact persons have been nominated to act as a daily support for the DP. When
visiting DPs, they have to ensure that the DP follows the approved work-programme. They
are also supposed to act as a coach for DPs (both by explaining the programme and by
answering DP demands).

- In FR, there had been too much heterogeneity in the way technical assistance operated from
a region to another with important consequences for the implementation of the EQUAL
principles. To face this problem, a partial convergence of technical assistance mandates was
decided. Thus, the revised CIP included an ‘Action 4’ in which the technical assistance is
used to support the implementation of the programme. The Action 4 budget was fixed at 6%
of the whole programme. The objectives were to create a common part of services in the
terms of references or mandates of all technical assistance (for example, organise meetings
with potential DPs, organise training of DPs on subject like innovation, equal opportunities,
transnationality, self evaluation etc. at the same point in time) and to improve information
sharing between NSS and MA at the regional level.

- InIE, the key change has been the recruitment of a financial controller/advisor in the NSS, a
relevant decision according to the evaluator.

Another important improvement has been the clarification of the distribution of tasks
between MA and NSS.

- In UKni, during the initial stages of R1 there was a perceived overlap in programme
responsibilities between MA and NSS which hindered progress. Progressively, both the MA
and the NSS became more established in their roles and provided more direct and different
guidance and support to the DPs during the implementation and the preparation phases.
Furthermore, the reallocation of roles between the MA and the NSS with regard to financial
and non-financial monitoring at the beginning of R2 has helped to ‘free up’ the NSS to
undertake developmental support role with projects which has been broadly welcomed. But
according to the evaluator (interviews with the DPs), the NSS was becoming over-stretched
given the volume of activity in R1 and R2.

- The already mentioned changes in the mandates of Regional Support Structures in FR is
likely to result in a better distribution of roles between RSS and regional MA and an
improved use of competencies.
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However some more ‘risky’ decisions have been made. Thus in IT, the regions were to set up
support structures in R2. Although the national evaluators warned that this would require large-
scale co-ordination (as indeed has been shown in FR), they also consider this new development
as a positive step forward, consistent with the on-going decentralisation, and because it is one of
the true innovations introduced by the programme in institutional relations. The national
evaluators observed an improvement in the management of relations between the MA and the
regions in R2, and talks about an ‘institutional learning curve’. In the EU-wide evaluators’ view,
regional support structures increase the responsiveness to DP needs and demands, and can also
play a positive role in regional networking and mainstreaming (see Chapter 8 below).

3.4.3. Improvementsin the launch, application and selection stages

More guidance was provided in the launch and application phases to promote an improved
implementation of the EQUAL principles, on the basis of the lessons derived from R1. In some
cases, the practical conception of the principles was revised:

- The approach to ‘Equal opportunities’ was promoted more clearly as a horizontal approach
structuring all phases of DP work (e.g. in ES, FR, GR and the UKni). In addition, in the
UKni, the MA/NSS were more proactive to attract applications in the theme 4H (Reducing
gender gaps), by working closely with the Equality Commission in the lead up to the 2™
call. As a result of the promotional campaign, 5 applications could be selected in R2
whereas only 1 had been selected in R1.

- A clearer focus was advocated for the partnership principle: in 2004, several evaluation
reports pointed out the lack of efficiency and managerial difficulties of large DPs.
Accordingly, several MAs decided to avoid selecting large DPs (e.g. in DE, ES, FR, GR and
the UKni ). More precisely, the ES and FR MAs limited the maximum number of partners.
In addition the ES authorities decided to try and assess partners’ commitment as it appears
already at application stage. This was clearly motivated by the findings of the Mid-term
evaluation. Similarly, in FI, more attention was paid to partners’ commitment than to ‘long
lists of partners’.

- Guidelines for the design and management of transnational co-operation were revised: new
guidance was provided in ES and FR concerning budgets and expenditure. In ES,
recommended transnational budgets were lower than in R1. More generally MAs/NSS
intended to encourage joint production in TNPs, and a move away from the mere exchange
of experience. The UKni NSS provided much more guidance in Action 1 (a residential was
even organised with all DPs). They mainly wanted to draw the attention of DPs on the need
to be flexible in day to day work with transnational partners.

- Mainstreaming requirements were strengthened: in BEnl, DP policy relevance and policy
links became a selection criterion. Dissemination activities had to be planned as an integral
part of the DP, not as an added-on. Similarly in DE, the policy links of applicants with the
Lander was given more attention at selection stage. In ES, applicants had been advised to
incorporate a Mainstreaming Strategy in the design of their workplans. The purpose was to
engage policy makers from the beginning of the projects.

- Increased guidance for real experimentation to take place at DP level was planned by the FI
MA, and R1 DPs were asked to present their innovations to applicants in the launch of
round 2 in UKni. In NL, particular importance has been given to innovation in R2 selection,
as it was felt (especially by NTN actors) that this dimension had been neglected during R1.

The Managing Authorities also sought to increase the number and the quality of applications.
Thus efforts were made notably to improve the communication strategy and to simplify (and
clarify) the administrative burden (e.g. UKni, SE, GR). The UKni experience was described in-
depth by the evaluators (see box below).
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In the UKni, the first major change in R2 has been in the communication strategy to raise awareness and
ensure there would be a higher spread of application to select from than in R1. In preparation for R2, the
call for applications was initiated in February 2004 with a series of road shows followed by a launch
event and publication of the application pack. The road shows took place throughout NI (in 6 locations)
and were attended by 118 individuals and organisations. Guidance material was made available on the
internet, as well as via conventional means. Success stories were communicated widely to provide a
positive image of EQUAL. Canvassing and mail shots were sent to potential applicants totalling 1,775
organisations. A service was held in May 2004 to assist applicants.

As far as the actual call for applications is concerned, the changes were as follows:

1) Smplified procedures: as the application form in R1 was long and burdensome, this justified the
adoption of a shorter Part A application form that allowed applicants to register interest first and examine
whether their project was applicable.

2) Drawing on R1 DPs: R1 DPs were also invited to attend each road show to present their achievements
and provide examples of innovation and project activity.

According to the evaluator, ‘This helped to communicate the objectives of EQUAL and ‘bring the
programme to life’ for potential applicants by presenting evidence of DP practice’.

Some changes were also made in the organisation of the selection procedure, in order to
increase its effectiveness and the quality of outcomes. They included:

- Resort to external expertise: the SE MA set up an external appraisal group in charge of
providing a technical assessment of DP applications. In DE, each application was assessed
by — at least — two external experts, in addition to the regional assessment carried out by the
Lander Ministries. This was also the case in DK where applications were analysed by
experts of each thematic area.

- The harmonisation of regional selection processes. in FR, where regional projects are
selected at the regional level, efforts were made to improve and to harmonise regional
selection processes, by providing common tools to the regional selection committees.

- Meeting of applicants: In BEfrg, a first selection stage has been introduced, so that
applicants can meet with each other and find common ground to present the definitive
application. This procedure has been introduced as a result of the finding by the national
evaluator that the ‘mergers’ operated by the MA in R1 had made it difficult for DP partners
to work according to common objectives.

- Multiple time schedules: In PT, one of the more relevant changes in application and
selection procedures was that the application process in R2 followed different time
schedules according to EQUAL priorities (Employability, Entrepreneurship, Adaptability,
Equal opportunities and Asylum seekers) in order to improve NSS capability to manage the
workload of application analysis. This change was justified by the lessons derived from R1
and the evaluators assessed it as appropriate.

Scoring tools and the weight of criteria were changed in some Member States. Examples
include:

- In the UKgb, the selection criteria were more weighted toward mainstreaming, which
remained a gateway question alongside equal opportunities. All applications were treated
similarly irrespective of R1 experience, although an additional comment under the
innovation box asked existing DPs to benchmark their activities and allowed added value to
be assessed.

- In PT the evaluation grid was adjusted in order to improve its effectiveness. This change
has been justified by the lessons learned from R1, and from the evaluators’ thorough
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assessment of the R1 evaluation grids, whose complexity meant that they were poorly used.
The changes introduced sought to ensure the selection of those applications with the clearest
innovation and mainstreaming potential.

- In FR, selection was reinforced for entry into the preparation phase and the assessment for
entry into the implementation phase was aimed at confirming the initial selection, whereas
in R1 it had represented a second stage in the selection process. Hence the higher
requirements concerning innovation, experimentation, diversified partnerships and the
participation of partners experienced in European programmes. The Equal Opportunities
principle has also been a key selection criterion (and representatives of Delegations to
women’s rights took part in the selection committees).

- In IE, more emphasis was put on innovation amongst the selection criteria. More attention
was also paid to the added value with respect to mainstream provision, the mainstreaming
potential, and the planned added value of transnational activities. The changes introduced
in NL were similar:

In NL, applicants had to answer questions such as: ‘how have you established the extent of
innovativeness of your project? What existing similar projects/methods/instruments do you know at the
local/regional/national/international level dealing with the same problem as your proposal? What is the
added value of your approach compared to existing approaches? Do you know whether there is a need for
new approaches and how have you established this need? Is the proposed innovative approach
transferable? What are the expected policy effects of the innovative approach?’

In several Member States, the selection procedure remained the same between R1 and R2.
Sometimes recommendations for improvements had been included in the Mid-term evaluation
reports but were not taken into account.

Thus the ES evaluators, in their 2005 report, found that important recommendations made in the Mid-
term report (written by a different evaluation team) had not been taken up. The evaluators had
recommended to give more weight to the measurement of the internal project consistency and to the
quality of the initial diagnosis (as these had proved to be weaknesses in the implementation of R1); to
appoint external experts rather than relying solely on NSS staff for the technical assessment; to limit the
weight of the political criteria (distribution across regions and themes); and to enhance the information
provided to unsuccessful applicants on the reasons of their non approval.

3.4.4. Improvementsin monitoring

Several MA/NSS improved their management instruments and their monitoring systems in R2
and adopted a more qualitative approach to DPs and their projects, shifting away, to some
extent, from the quantitative and administrative focus which had been found to prevail in R1.

Thus, in BEfrg, the evaluators report on the on-going revision of the monitoring system towards
more qualitative monitoring of projects, through on-site visits and the use of support tools based
on the logical framework methodology, in order to better identify problems and success factors
at project level. The NL and UKgb MA/NSS also visited DPs during the preparation phase
(Action 1), a change which was positively assessed by the evaluators.

The FR evaluators also noted an improvement in the quality of the guidance provided by the
Regional Support Structures and a high satisfaction of surveyed DPs. This was due in particular
to the organisation of training sessions for RSS staff, e.g. on the Programming document, on the
Equal Opportunities principle, and on the FR monitoring system OLIMPE.

In PT, the shift has been of a different nature and is consistent with the importance given in the
programme to capitalisation and the identification of good products (see also Chapter 8). Thus the
monitoring of DPs has moved from an ‘intervention” dimension to a ‘production” dimension, from a focus
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on processes to a focus on outputs. This decision was made on the basis of the evaluators’ previous report
and as a result of the reflexive process in the MA/NSS.

The nature of the data required for the information and monitoring system was also adjusted
in some Member States, to improve simplicity and ‘user-friendliness’, effectiveness,
transparency of expectations, and pay more attention to confidentiality issues.

Thus, in GR, more quantifiable and concrete indicators are being designed. Changes will also
be made at DP level: the indicators used by DPs in the submission of their Technical Reports
will be simplified. In DE, a new monitoring system has been developed (EQUAL-2-Online),
more clearly structured, and allowing for rapid data transfer and data calculation. The system
covers all needs for data exchange (change of applications, document registration, reporting,
and data provisions for ECDB). In NL, the MA and the NSS have decided to establish more
precisely the information that would be included in the monitoring reports drawn up after the
monitoring visits. These changes were introduced because there was much uncertainty among
DPs about what information to supply. In LU, the monitoring system has been made more
demanding and more qualitative explanations are required from DPs.

In the UKni, an important change has been the introduction of the Rickter scale to help DPs
monitor Soft outcomes. The evaluators report that the Rickter scale is a positive change which
was introduced as a response to a recommendation for a common methodological tool to
examine soft outcomes set out in the mid-term evaluation report. During a two-day induction
residential programme held in November 2004, the DPs were introduced to this tool. Training
on the methodology was delivered to an initial group of DPs in August 2005 and a further
session took place at the end of September 2005. The justification was that DPs needed to be
able to measure the ‘distance travelled’.

Some Member States faced persisting difficulties with their monitoring systems. This has been
particularly pointed out by the ES and DK evaluators. However it has to be said that the in-
depth analysis carried out by the ES evaluators was not necessarily mirrored in other Member
States, and similar difficulties might exist elsewhere, and simply not be reported by evaluators.

The ES evaluators carried out a comprehensive assessment of the ‘Monitoring module’ set up
by the NSS with the aim to unifying the items required by the Managing Authority and the
ECDB. The assessment is globally negative, as the module has proved difficult to set up at DP
level and complex to manage. It has also lacked rigour - for example concerning data on
beneficiaries, it has been unclear from the beginning whether pathways had to be counted as one
action or whether the distinct actions were to be counted separately; a distinction between
‘direct’ beneficiaries, and ‘indirect ones’ (i.e. from publicity and dissemination actions) should
have been introduced; etc. Finally usefulness is doubtful, as aggregating data has proved
impossible, either at DP level, by theme or at programme level. The Monitoring module has
been the NSS tool ‘less well assessed by DPs’ (whereas the NSS is usually well perceived by
DPs).

The consequences of these problems appear quite clearly when the evaluators try to do an
analysis of the ‘physical realisation’ of the programme in Action 2 and 3, as it is impossible to
rely on the comparison between the planned numbers of beneficiaries and the actual numbers: in
some thematic areas, planned numbers included beneficiaries of dissemination actions (which
could be numbered by thousands and hundreds of thousands) and actual numbers did not.
Similarly, in DK, the evaluators point out that the programme-level monitoring system is still a

0 The UKni MA purchased this system from the Rickter company, based in Scotland. It is a data collection tool
which can be tailored to suit different types of projects and which has already been used quite extensively in ESF
programmes in Scotland.
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burden for the DPs. The evaluators stress that this had been an obstacle for the presentation of
innovative applications.

3.5. CONCLUSIONS

Overall CIP management and implementation systems have improved over time towards greater
quality and efficiency.

Types of organisationsinvolved in the management of EQUAL

Various mechanisms have been set up to involve all relevant actors in the design and
management of the programme. A number of government departments or institutions are
systematically involved in Monitoring Committees and have sometimes been involved in
drafting the CIPs. However we do not know the actual role taken up by the social partners and
by NGO networks in programme management, even if we can assume that social partners are
likely to have made a greater contribution in those Member States where they are active
stakeholders of the employment policy.

When EQUAL has been implemented in a context of territorialisation of employment policies,
regional and local authorities have been involved in programme management, though to varying
extents and at different stages. In FR, IT and the UKgb, programme management (selection,
guidance and mainstreaming) has taken place at the regional level and in DE and ES regional
actors were involved at the selection stage. The close involvement of regional level actors has
favoured the regional relevance of EQUAL. Selection Committee members know well the
operators and have an overall view of their region. They can thus have a rather precise
knowledge of the innovation potential of each DP as well as of the desirable balance between
DPs. On the other hand, the involvement of regional actors in DP selection has sometimes
‘politicised’ selection, in the sense that the regional distribution of funding played an important
role.

Proceduresfor project selection, selection criteria

In some Member States, the most important selection phase was the selection of DPs for entry
in the preparation phase. Action 1 was thus used for the consolidation of selected partnerships.
In other MS, both selection stages — for entry in Action 1 and in Action 2 - were important.
Action 1 was then used as a period to prepare DPs for selection for entry in Action 2. Even
though it seemed more rigorous to keep the possibility of de-selecting DPs at the end of Action
1, in practice this caused many difficulties, and thus, it seems more reasonable to maintain this
possibility, but as an exceptional case, as has been done for example in LT in R2.

Different approaches were taken to the definition and weight of selection criteria: in some MS,
compliance with planned budget spread between programme measures has been determining; in
others, technical quality criteria prevailed. Partly as a result, selection rates between MS and
themes ranged between 10% and 100% in R1. Both strategies have their relevance: following
strictly the planned budget allocation is relevant when new fields are being explored and few
applicants are expected — as selection only on the basis of the quality of applications could lead
to having very few projects in these specific priorities. This means that important guidance
efforts have to be made to enhance implementation. Conversely when the priorities selected in
the CIP are not new, an assessment mainly on the basis of the technical quality of applications
seems more adequate. Some MS have opted for the reinforcement of the technical assessment of
applications in R2.

The involvement of the National Support Structures (NSSs) in the selection process has been
variable in the different Member States. Where they have been involved, this participation has
raised questions — as NSS staff members usually have a very good knowledge of applicants,
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especially if they have provided support during the application phase, but for that very reason
can be considered to be both judges and parties.

In the NMS, the selection process has generally been assessed positively. Nevertheless, the low
quality of applications was pointed out in several cases and led to severe selection rates.

Preparation and implementation of EQUAL

In R1, the importance of the preparatory phase (Action 1) has been demonstrated. However,
more intense methodological assistance by the NSSs would have been required. The NMS NSSs
in R2 have sometimes provided considerable support to DPs in the preparatory phase, which
shows that the lessons of R1 were drawn.

In Action 2 (implementation phase) of R1, NSSs have focused on administrative assistance to
DPs, monitoring and control of DP activities and communication. Indeed the very important
administrative burden for DPs has been a major source of dissatisfaction. In addition, the
complexity of management sometimes absorbed too much of the energies of R1 DPs and has
not been conducive to an optimisation of the innovation potential. Similar and even more
serious difficulties have been experienced in the NMS in R2: the heavy administrative
procedures (in particular for the verification of eligibility of costs), the payment delays, and the
low advance payments have affected NMS DPs’ implementation capacity. In CZ, the creation
by DPs of a Council of Final Beneficiaries has been an original response to these difficulties.
Again, more methodological guidance is required, but a precondition for this is the
simplification of administrative and payment procedures.

The phase of transfer to policy and practice (Action 3) has been dedicated to the organisation of
networking, dissemination of good practice and mainstreaming activities and has taken place
through 3 main mechanisms: (a) individual Action 3 budgets included by DPs in their DPA,
along with Action 2 budgets, in which case all DPs could benefit from an Action 3 budget; (b)
individual or collective Action 3 budgets accessible through a call for proposals, in which case
not all DPs could obtain such funding; (c) Action 3 budgets made accessible, as an option to all
DPs that submit an application. At this stage, we do not have enough elements to assess the
relevance of each of these three options.

In R2, several changes were introduced which are likely to improve the quality of
implementation and of outputs. The most significant changes include the increased flexibility of
each Action and of their phasing; the clarification NSSs’ role, which also helps to optimise the
distribution of tasks between the MAs and NSSs; and more qualitative guidance and
monitoring.

Monitoring systems

Programme-level monitoring systems have been a weak point in R1. National evaluators often
found that monitoring systems were not user-friendly and sometimes unreliable.

In R2, several MA/NSS improved their management instruments and their monitoring systems.
In some MS, more quantifiable and concrete indicators are being designed. The nature of the
data required for the information and monitoring system was also adjusted in some MS, to
improve simplicity and ‘user-friendliness’, effectiveness, transparency of expectations, and to
pay more attention to confidentiality issues. However some persisting difficulties were
mentioned and it could be useful to organise a peer exchange between NSSs on this issue.

In the NMS, the monitoring system has not been assessed thoroughly probably because the
evaluation period covered only the beginnings of its implementation. However, when
assessments are available, the same criticism has been put forward as in the OMS in R1.
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4. EFFECTIVENESSAND ADDED VALUE OF THE PARTNERSHIP
AND EMPOWERMENT PRINCIPLES

4.1. INITIAL GUIDELINESAND EVALUATION QUESTIONS

The principles of partnership and empowerment are addressed together, not only because these
issues are assessed together in several evaluation reports (FI, DE, NL, ES), but also because,
according to the EQUAL guidelines, the concept of empowerment can be read as
complementary guidance of how EQUAL DPs should operate.

According to the EQUAL Guidelines, Development Partnerships constitute the structures in
charge of the implementation of the initiative’', while the principle of ‘empowerment’,
supposed to be central to each DP (par.26), means active participation both of DP members and
people targeted for assistance. On the one hand, the empowerment of DP members had
implications for the decision-making structure of the DP. On the other hand, ‘the active
participation of those targeted for assistance should be positively assessed in the selection for
Action 1 funding and the confirmation of selection for Action 2’.

The initial guidelines (paragraphs 22 to 25 for partnerships and 26 for empowerment) suggested
several requirements for a successful implementation of the partnerships:

- Partnerships were to be ‘strategic’. This means that partnerships were expected to have a project
orientation : to work together on an initial diagnosis (‘identify the factors leading to inequality and
discrimination in connection with the labour market within their chosen thematic field/s’) and to
design and implement ‘innovative solutions’ addressing the problems highlighted in the diagnosis,
through the pooling of ‘their efforts and resources’ (par 22). In short ‘strategic’ first refers to the fact
that partnerships were to be put together for designing and carrying out a project (or projects).
Secondly the term ‘strategic’ probably refers to the involvement, at some time, of public (especially
local and regional) authorities whose participation is likely to ‘strengthen the probability of
mainstreaming the results’ (par. 23).

- Partnerships were to include a ‘core of partners’, as well as a wider pool of partners to be involved
‘during the life of the partnership’: public authorities, the public employment service, NGOs, the
business sector (in particular SMEs), and the social partners are mentioned. The involvement of
‘small organisations’ was also promoted, as they could contribute ‘innovative ideas’. It was thus
expected that the wider pool of partners would be quite inclusive (but not necessarily from the start)
and gather all ‘relevant actors’ (par. 23).

- The principle of empowerment (par. 25) goes some way towards requiring democratic, or at least
participative governance mechanisms in EQUAL DPs: ‘those involved in the implementation of
activities should also take part in the decision making’.

- Other important features include the possibility to opt for ‘geographical’ or ‘sectoral’ partnerships, as
most fit for tackling the identified problems (par. 24); the fact that DPs are considered as the ‘final
beneficiaries’ (par. 25); and the required handling of administrative and financial responsibilities by
an organisation with ‘the capacity to manage and account for public funding’ (par. 25).

The key hypothesis made by EQUAL, and to be evaluated, was that such partnerships could
lead to effective implementation, innovation and mainstreaming.

1 ‘EQUAL will be implemented by partnerships established at geographical or sectoral level and called Development
Partnerships (DPs). The partners within the DPs will define and agree a strategy to be followed, along with the means
of bringing it to fruition using innovative approaches...” par. 11.
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Accordingly, the evaluation questions asked in the Terms of Reference for the EU-wide
evaluation aimed at:

- Characterising the experience of partnership in EQUAL: What has been the experience of
consolidating and operating DPs? What were the roles played by the public sector, private business,
third-sector organisations and social partners in the various partnerships? In which stages were they
more actively involved? What type of contribution have the partners made for the implementation of
activities (financial, non-financial)?,

- Assessing how the various dimensions mentioned in the Guidelines were implemented: This is
implicit in the above questions, but also in the specific question as to whether partnerships have
managed to identify and define problems and common goals related to the needs of a geographical
area or sector;

- Assessing whether (and under what conditions) the partnership and empowerment principles were
conducive to innovation and mainstreaming: Can any differences be found in the working methods
and, if so, their impact on the innovation? Were DPs which were built on existing partnerships more
effective? To what extent have the partners been active in the dissemination and mainstreaming of
results?

Some national evaluators translated these evaluation questions into more concrete sub-
questions. In particular they aimed at assessing:

- Whether the principles have been understood and implemented correctly: to what extent have R1and
R2 DPs fulfilled or progressed towards the Commission’s definition of partnership in terms of a
common or integrated approach to the multidimensional problems of discrimination by pooling their
efforts and resources in pursuit of innovative solutions to jointly defined problems and common goals
(UKni, BEfrg, GR)? Does the type of partnership adopted allow DPs to reach their objectives
(BEfrg)?

- Whether the changes that occurred during the implementation of the project (at different stages) have
enhanced the partnership: Have changes in the preparation phase had a positive effect on the
implementation of partnerships (FR)? Have there been any changes/evolution to the partnership
models found in the implementation phase (UKgb, BEfrg) and have these changes increased the
sustainability of partnerships (UKgb, NL)? Has R2 allowed for a renewal of DP partners? At which
level? (lead partners, other)? Are the initially targeted partners (small organisations, NGOs, social
partners) actually involved (FR, ES)?

- Whether the implementation of these principles has had a positive effect for the projects. Has the
principle of empowerment contributed to the effectiveness of the partnership (BEfrg)?

To answer these questions, national evaluators focused their analysis on the strengths and the

weaknesses faced in the implementation of the partnership principles notably by looking at:

- DP composition and its relevance: (UKni, NL, LU, IE, PT, BEfrg, FR, GR)

- The management of partnerships: level of achievement of planned activities (BEfrg, PT, ES) ,
monitoring system and financial arrangements (IT, DE, LU, PT)

- The distribution of roles within DPs: role of lead partners, forms of decision making (Ukgb, UKni,
IE, PT, ES, GR, BEfrg); participation of beneficiaries in the project and project phases in which they
took part: diagnosis, project design, implementation, evaluation (NL, PT).

4.2. IMPLEMENTATION, FACILITATING FACTORSAND OBSTACLES
4.2.1. Partnership composition and inclusiveness

4.2.1.1. Partnership composition

National evaluators have highlighted the factors facilitating the implementation of the
partnership and empowerment principles. They have focused on the extent to which the
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composition of Development Partnerships is adequate and the type of stakeholders who are
(and should be) included in the EQUAL partnerships. There have been two different (but not
necessarily opposed) trends — one in which the representation capacity has been promoted by
including a large number of relevant institutions, and another trend in which partnership
composition was more based on the pooling of expertise.

In R1, national evaluators have noted the diversity of the type of stakeholders involved at DP
level. This has been encouraged by Managing Authorities. The following table illustrates this

diversity.

Table 4.1 — Partner ship composition (EU level)

Types of organisations involved as DP partners (R1) In % | Partners including Lead partners
lead partners (overall | (overall EQUAL

EQUAL R1) R1)

Public authorities (national, regional or local) 23.70% 24.40%

Training and education organisations 16% 21.60%

Organisations providing support/guidance to 13.70% 11.30%

disadvantaged people

Enterprises 11.80% 9.20%

Employer organisations 6.10% 2.80%

University and research organisation 5.70% 5.80%

Social economy enterprises 5.40% 3.60%

Social services 5.30% 6.20%

Trade unions 5.20% 1.90%

Employment services 3.30% 5.90%

Chambers of commerce/Industry/Crafts 2.30% 1.10%

Financial institutions 1% 0.80%

Organisations specifically set up for DP management 0.50% 5.40%
Total 14,057 1,215

Source: ECDB. The %ages have to be taken as approximations, as they are based on January 2003 data, a date at
which there were still many errorsin the ECDB. No update of these statistics is available on the EQUAL website for
R1.

Public authorities and education and training organisations have been the most frequent lead
partners on average in R1. Enterprises and the social partners (trade unions, employer
organisations) have been more involved on average as DP partners than as lead partners.

However, some national characteristics are worth highlighting™, even though they may in part
be due to differences in the understanding of the categories used in the ECDB:

- Thus, in FR, 17% DP partners have been drawn from the social services;

- In FI, 28% DP partners have been drawn from enterprises and trade unions;

- In BEnl, 30% DP partners have been representatives of the social partners
(employer organisation, trade unions);

- In ES and the UKgb, more than 30% DP partners have been organisations
providing support and guidance for disadvantaged groups;

- Finally, in IE, more than 17% DP partners have been drawn from the employment
services.

National evaluators stress a lack of involvement of certain types of stakeholders. More
precisely, many of them report the insufficient participation of private companies and non
profit organisations (e.g. BEfrg, UKni, FR, DK) although this is not the case in FI and GR, or
the weak involvement of employer associations (e.g. ES, PT) while others mention a weak
representation of the public authorities, at the national, regional or local levels (NL).

42 Source: ECDB 1/1/2003.
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The assessment of what ‘sufficient participation’ means depends on the national contexts. For
example, the DK evaluators assess the share of private companies (14% of partners) as too low,
whereas the European averages is 11.8%. They also highlight the low participation of NGOs
(8%), which, in this case, seems indeed to be lower than the European average (13.7%, if we
identify ‘organisations providing support/guidance to disadvantaged groups’ with NGOs).

In NL, around a quarter of the surveyed lead partners report that one or more important partners
were missing in their DP: 23% of respondents stated the lack of employer organisations, 14%
the lack of organisations representing the industry, 14% the lack of educational organisations,
18% of local or national government and 14% stated that organisations providing financial
support to unemployed and disabled were missing.

The underlying question in fact concerns the conditions for a successful partnership. Thus, it is
not only the capacity of gathering the ‘right’ partners (i.e. the partners bringing added value for
the implementation of DP actions) that matters, but also the phasing of partner involvement at
different stages of project implementation. For example, the difficulty to attract enterprises has
been explained by the complexity of administrative requirements in EQUAL (as signalled by
the DK and FR evaluators), but also by the fact that a sustained participation throughout the DP
lifecycle is difficult for companies: this suggests that the adequate phasing of partner
involvement is important.

Other conditions for success were proposed by the national evaluators:

- Including all strategic partners® in the DPs is seen by some evaluators (e.g. in AT and SE)
as a pre-requisite for the sustainability of the partnerships and DP actions and results.
However other evaluators have shown that other strategies were possible, e.g. including
partners with ‘lobbying’ skills. What thus seems to matter is to engage early with
institutional actors and multipliers, not necessarily to have them within the partnership (see
below, section 4.3);

- Favouring a concrete and active participation of partners. According to some evaluators
the most important difficulty is not only the weak representation of certain partners*, but
the ‘unequal involvement’ of partners described as an obstacle to achieving the DP
objectives, and as an obstacle to empowerment. This unequal involvement results in a lack
of collaboration between the partners (as pointed out by the BEfrg and FR evaluators), bad
co-ordination (BEfrg), poor attendance or a passive behaviour of some partners at meetings
(UKni).

The requirement for ‘inclusiveness’ has thus been interpreted in two different ways:

(1) First, it has been interpreted as the involvement of a wide variety of organisations,
representing different sectors of policy and practice. This representation is seen as enhancing
DPs' implementation capacity:

- On the one hand, the participation of organisations representing the target groups or
working with them is assessed as a facilitating factor for outreach activities and for
empowerment by the UKni, BEfrg, ES, NL, IE and AT evaluators. Several evaluators (ES,

43 Strategic partners are members that are not actively involved in the DPs’ work, but which have are supposed to
play a role for mainstreaming.

44 The BEfrg evaluators mention that 13% of the coordinators and 15% of the project partners state that the lack of
involvement of the private or NGO sector has been a major problem in the partnership. The UKni evaluators stress
that some ‘DPs suffered from insufficient private and/or community sector representation’.
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UKni*’, NL*, BEfrg, IE and DE) point out that a large majority of DPs has counted with
partners representing the target groups or with NGOs working with the target groups. In
addition, these groups and organisations have largely contributed to increasing the diversity
of points of view in the Development Partnerships.

- On the other hand, the involvement of influent policy makers and of other key partners such
as companies is assessed as positive for mainstreaming purposes. Thus the ES evaluators
regret the insufficient participation of employer organisations, on the grounds that such
participation is required for raising employers’ awareness, fighting prejudices and securing
the sustainability of the actions. The PT Managing Authority has decided to favour the
involvement of public authorities in R2 DPs, so as to facilitate mainstreaming. However in
practice, their participation has remained similar. Conversely, more companies have been
involved as lead partners (11.5% in R2 as compared with 5.2% in R1), which is also
positive for mainstreaming. In GR, the share of local authorities involved as DP lead
partners increased from 12.5% to 26.6%).

However, ensuring the representation of relevant institutions and organisations is not sufficient:

- Some evaluators have shown that the involvement of partners representing or working with
the target groups tends to lead DP members to think (wrongly) that they have the right skills
within their partnership for reaching out to the target groups, since they have the right
actors. This has proved a misconstrued hypothesis, and adequate diagnosis tools (e.g. for
identifying the factors facilitating and hampering beneficiaries’ access to the actions
proposed, as stressed by the ES evaluators) as well as innovative outreach activities (as
pointed out by the UKni evaluators) are also crucial.

- Similarly, the inclusion of political decision-makers in the partnerships has sometimes been
interpreted as a guarantee that mainstreaming and transfer would take place, whereas these
depend on the interest, time, capacities and real status of the persons in charge.

(2) Secondly, inclusiveness has also been interpreted as ensuring the coverage of the full range
of required skills (in this case partners are invited to join on account of their specific skills and
potential contributions).

The UKni and ES evaluators highlight the benefits of such approach to the construction of
partnerships, both for mutual learning between partners and for effectiveness (mobilisation of
the right skills at the right time). This way of interpreting inclusiveness thus promotes the
professionalisation of partnerships, and their reliance on expertise.

In ES for example, the evaluators report that, although partnerships were first formed so as to
ensure adequate representation of all sectors, DPs have generally intended to optimise the
contribution of each partner by allocating functions according to experience and know-how:
there could thus be forms of work organisation, based on experience/know-how which would
counterbalance/enrich the initial formation of the partnerships on the basis of representation. A
major search for partners on the basis of their specific competencies and added value was
carried out ahead of the 2™ call.

* The DPs have worked to address empowerment, and the level of involvement of beneficiaries in steering the
projects has been fairly high. According to the evaluators’ survey of DP partners, 41% of the respondents found the
target groups have been centrally involved in all discussions in steering the project while 41% felt that beneficiaries
had an important role to play. By contrast, just 6% considered that the target groups had a limited role in steering the
project while 12% felt that they had no role in steering the project but did receive benefits from the project.

% The NL evaluators state that 70% of the DPs have incorporated one or more target groups or organisation
representing them in the design, implementation or evaluation of the projects.
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All in all, these two trends, towards a large institutional representation and towards
professionalisation and expertise, are not necessarily opposed but should rather be seen as
complementary. Several national evaluators conclude that a successful partnership composition
is one providing for an adequate mix of both public and private organisations, strategic and
operational partners, and allowing for the mobilisation of complementary competencies and
resources. For example, the PT evaluators point out that institutions with a past record of joint
work tend to become core partners of DPs and to open up later (e.g. when moving from the
preparation to the implementation phase) towards specialised institutions with relevant
experience with the target-groups and in the fields of activity foreseen in the project.

Most of the national evaluators who have provided information on EQUAL R2 highlight that
the composition of partnerships is largely marked by continuity with some elements of novelty
(new type of partners, new expertise) corresponding to the quest for more effectiveness.

Table 4.2 — Examples of changes in DP composition between R1 and R2 according to the
evaluation reports

BEfrg

51% of the organisations involved are NGOs, 23% are para-public (training) organisations, 14% are
public authorities, 9% are universities and 3% are ‘other’. In R2 there are more NGOs and less
para-public/training organisations than in R1 (one of the problems identified in R1 was the lack of
sufficient involvement of private organisations and NGOs). However DPs still do not count with many
enterprise partners.

UKni

Significant progress is reported in moving from R1 to R2: ‘In R2, there is a greater level of private sector
involvement in the partnerships as the partners understand the need to engage with employers’ (p.47 of the
report)

UKgb

Substantial progress has been made in involving community organisations especially as lead partners.
Amongst lead partners, there is no increase in further education or private sector lead, respectively at
8% for both Rounds for FE colleges and 10% in R1 and 11% in R2 for the private sector.
However progress is mentioned in involving ‘policy influencers’ with strong mainstreaming potential,
including private companies.

1IE

Only 3 of the original 21 DPs were funded in R2. This brought many new actors into EQUAL.
It had been difficult to involve ‘the industry’ in R1, because of worldwide recession, particularly in ICT, and
companies cutting back on all expenditure which they felt was unnecessary. The development of practical
products in R1 sparkled company interest and there is more company involvement in R2.

PT

The Managing Authority decided to favour those partnerships showing a wide variety of partners.
However one requirement which has not changed concerns the participation of companies, which
was mandatory in both rounds.

AT

The Managing Authority explicitly warned that no R1 DP could continue be funded in R2 without substantial
changes both in terms of partners as well as content. We have no information about the reality of the DPs
changes.

DE

Half of the DPs existed already in R1, but only very few partnerships continued their cooperation without any
change . Most of them changed partners for R2. The other half did not exist before or had prior experience of
co-operation, but outside EQUAL. Among R2 partnerships with prior experience of joint work, 30 % of the
partners (including ‘strategic’ partners) were involved in R1.

Source: 2005 national evaluation reports

4.2.1.2. Size of partnerships

Overall, the average number of DP partners in R1 has been 15.4 according to the ECDB?, but
the differences are important between and within Member States™, which testifies to a different
conception of what a partnership is.

“TECDB data have to be taken with caution. For R1, they are indicated as of 1/1/2003 and it is possible that the data
had not always been correctly provided at that date. For example the ECDB indicates an average size of 31 partners

in GR in R1, whereas the national evaluators find an average size of 18 partners. For FR the figures are respectively
13.4 and 7.3.
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- Large partnerships (around or more than 20 DP partners) have been implemented in some
MS (GR, IT and the UKgDb).

- Small partnerships (less than 10 DP partners) have been DPs’ preference, on average, in the
three Nordic countries and in IE.

- Finally intermediate sizes were found in the other Member States: in AT, ES, NL and the
UKni, the average has been between 15 and 20 partners. In BEfrg, BEnl, FR, LU and PT,
the average size has been lower, with between 10 and 15 partners.

Size can also be approached through budgets. According to the ECDB, nearly two thirds of R1
DPs has a budget of between 500,000 and 2 millions €. Only 13.5% DPs had less than
500,000€. 23.5% had a budget of more than 2 millions €.

Again there have been wide differences between MS in R1:

- Some MS such as AT, ES, GR and the UKgb have favoured DPs with very large budgets:
80% DPs have a budget of more than 1 million €;

- Conversely, some MS have favoured ‘small’ partnerships: in IE, PT, SE and the UKni,
more than 80% DPs had less than 1 million €;

- Other MS have made an intermediate choice.

Considering these two indicators, we find MS such as AT, ES, GR and the UKgb where the
preference in R1 had gone to large partnerships with important budgets. At the other end, we
find IE, PT and SE, which opted for partnerships with less partners and lower budgets. It is
worth noting that there has not necessarily been a correspondence between the 2 indicators: thus
in the UKni, the number of partners has been relatively important, but budgets were
comparatively more limited than in other countries.

The transition between R1 and R2 has been an opportunity to raise the question of the
‘adequate’ DP size. Thus in R2, the average DP size has decreased very significantly across
Europe (7.6 partners on average according to the ECDB) and in a large number of MS: for
instance, in GR (average of 18.2 in R1 vs. 11.2 in R2) and in FR (average of 7.3 partners for R1
vs. 6.2 for R2). Conversely, in some Member States the partnerships have grown (e.g. in PT,
58% of R2 DPs have 4 partners or less, to be compared with 75% in R1), sometimes
considerably (as in the UKgb).

Both increases and decreases in sizes have not happened by chance: there are powerful
rationales for both.

- The aim of wide partner networks is to favour mainstreaming and to increase the
sustainability of the partnership.

The UKgb evaluators illustrate this rationale with two DP examples: a Theme 1B*’ DP
grew from 5 to around 30 partners, and a Theme 2C° DP became an almost ‘virtual
partnership’ gathering 55 partners. In this last case, the DP lead partner felt that the
partnership was ultimately too large and unwieldy, which is in tune with the findings from
other large DPs in the UKgb, but it has proved beneficial in ‘establishing a common voice
for lobbying and policy work’ (UKgb report, p. 26).

Such large partnerships are thus well placed for lobbying, but are difficult to manage and do
not facilitate the active involvement and empowerment of partners.

“8 No ECDB data was available on DE.
4 Combating racism.

3% Opening up business creation to all.
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- The aim of restricted partnerships, sometimes encouraged by the Managing Authorities
during the preparation of R2, is to be more reactive, more manageable and hence more
efficient in their project implementation.

In FR, the MA/NSS advised applicants to limit their number of partners, in view of
improving DP management and results. DPs abode by this recommendation, and the
average DP size decreased in R2. R2 DPs recognised that this was an important factor of
partnership dynamism.

In ES, DPs followed the MA’s recommendation to limit the number of partners but at the
same time sought to widen the spectrum of the types of organisations involved.

However, small partnerships also present weaknesses: for example the UKgb evaluators find
that it has been more difficult for small partnerships to apply the other EQUAL principles.

The question of the optimal size of the DPs remains therefore debated and often the ‘actual
size’ is perceived by DPs as being the optimal size. This is the case in NL: the evaluators
mention that more than half of the DPs has 5 or more partners and more than 70% of the DPs
see this size as optimal. Pillar III has the largest share of large DPs; it also has the highest score
on ‘actual size = optimal size’.

In addition, the more or less appropriate number of DP partners also depends on the phase of
implementation. Partnerships tend to enlarge in the transition from the preparation to the
implementation phase. When they arrive at the stage of transfer to policy and practice, different
strategies are followed. The PT evaluators report that the partnerships again reduce their size
(possibly due to operational partners leaving) whilst the UKgb evaluators note an increase in
size (as new actors join for mainstreaming purposes).

Thus it does seem that there is no ideal partnership size, but rather that there are various
possible models depending on the DP objectives and style. However what seems to matter is
that programmes allowed for sufficient flexibility over time, within an overall stable framework
(see next section). In any case, even partnerships of limited size can succeed in bringing quite
diverse partners together.

4.2.2. The evolution of the concept of partnership
The stability in the composition of the partnership is generally reported and regarded as a
facilitating factor for implementing DP projects and reaching the aim of EQUAL.

However, fluidity is also a characteristic of the composition as well as of the ways of operating
for a substantial number of EQUAL partnerships. This observation, made in several national
evaluation reports, confirms the trend towards fluidity pointed out in our second interim report
(march 2005) and seems to show that both fluidity and stability are necessary for an adequate
implementation of EQUAL projects.

Changes are mentioned in NL where 30% of the DPs report the withdrawal of at least one
partner and 20% of the DPs report the arrival of a new partner; in the UKgb, where a significant
proportion (39%) of the R1 DPs reported further changes to the partnership in the past 12
months, or in PT (about 53 % of the DPs have had changes in their composition during the
implementation phase of R1).

In ES, the dominant pattern is the stability in the composition of DPs: 76% of DPs had not
experienced any change in the DP organisation in 2003-2004 (which is the period the evaluators
report on). However this also depended on the themes: in theme 2C (business creation) 42.9%
of the surveyed DPs had experienced changes. Moreover, the evaluators stress that stability is
sometimes formal, as ad hoc and informal co-operation mechanisms with external organisations
have been set up in the delivery phase.
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In most cases, changes in the composition of the partnership occur in the phases of transition
between the EQUAL Actions. For example, 61% of the PT DPs which have experienced a
change in their composition, did so during the transition from the preparation to the
implementation phase (as opposed to 31% during the implementation phase and less than 8%
during the preparation phase).

These changes are in part unwanted, notably when there is a withdrawal of partners. As pointed
out by several national evaluators, the withdrawal of partners is essentially due to changes in
personnel (UKni, LU), financial or organisational difficulties of small NGOs (NL, AT, SE) or to
the lack of involvement of certain types of partners (ES, BE). Withdrawals are therefore part of
the organic ‘life’ of partnerships but this becomes a weakness when a key partner or the lead
partner leaves.

In other cases, changes are strategic. They reflect the necessity to strengthen the dynamism of
the partnership at the different phases in the partnership lifecycle. In these cases the aim is to:

- review the composition of the partnership: national evaluators point out that one of the main
reasons for change in a DP is the need to include news partners for ‘societal’ or public
support (37% of the reasons provided for changes by PT DPs) and the need to include
partners with specific knowledge (as mentioned in the NL report);

- adjust Size as already mentioned in the previous section;

- adjust the work programme or re-scale or re-design the actions once the needs of the target
groups were better known (ES).

Such adjustments are assessed positively because they testify to the capacity of DPs to re-orient
their projects thanks to an adequate monitoring and reflexive process. However they may also
indicate an initial weakness in the diagnosis performed at the beginning of the projects (the
preparation phase).

This analysis confirms that there needs to be a balance between an overall stability of
partnership composition and some extent of fluidity. Fluidity may be needed to enhance the
responsiveness of partnerships to the changes identified in their monitoring process, especially
during implementation. Stability is important in the first stage, for consolidation purposes, and
in the last phase (mainstreaming), to enhance credibility.

4.2.3. Decision-making

The question addressed here is that of the more or less participative character of the governance
mechanisms set up by DPs: has the trend towards decentralisation of decision-making, observed
in our previous report, been confirmed, and what have been its consequences on DPs’ mode of
organisation’'?

The design of partnerships shapes participation in decision-making processes. In practice,
decision-making has tended to be the prerogative of a core of agents, but capacity building has
taken place with positive effects for participation, notably of small organisations.

The national evaluators point out two tendencies, each with its strengths and weaknesses. On the
one hand, streamlining of the partnerships has taken place, towards more centralisation and
specialisation. Although such evolution can lead to more effectiveness, the risk is to limit the
involvement of a number of partners in the decision-making process. On the other hand, an
evolution towards less centralised partnerships, close to ‘networks', has also been observed. In
this case, more partners take part in the decision-making and they are placed on a more equal
footing, but the sustainability of such arrangements can be at stake.

°! This issue has not been directly addressed by the FR, LU, NL, DE, IE and AT evaluators.
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4.2.3.1. Models of co-operation

Decision-making mechanisms depend on the nature of the co-operation built between partners.
Several national evaluators have put forward typologies of co-operation between partners, and
have analysed work organisation and the decision-making process in each of their models:

- The UKni evaluators studied the extent of mutual knowledge and networking® that existed
between the partners prior to EQUAL. More precisely, the evaluators found that the model
based on ‘moving beyond bi-lateral partnerships appears to be the most successful
approach within NI's EQUAL programme in R1, because it provides well-established
partners with the opportunity to broaden their network, their expertise and resources
through the inclusion of other perhaps less familiar, but critical groups. In the ‘novice
model’, there is a risk that the partners may not fully understand the level of commitment
required.

- The UKgb evaluators had proposed a typology (already presented in our 2" interim report)
distinguishing 2 models of co-operation: the ‘centralised model ** where the steering group
acts as the main driver, with fluid sub-groups’, and the ‘hub and spoke model, centralised
for management and decentralised for operational purposes, with a more devolved project
or site-based structure, typically involving a larger number of distinct components to the
DP’. In this model partners come together less frequently. The centralised model seemed to
be more frequent in partnerships involving a small number of organisations, and the hub
and spoke model was more frequent in large partnerships, or partnerships with a national
scope. The hub and spoke model has generalised, even amongst regional and local
partnerships.

- The ES evaluators have proposed a typology of partnerships based on the extent of previous
experience of core partners and on the nature of decision-making processes. They thus
distinguish, on the one hand, between DPs with a core of partners with prior experience of
co-operation and those without this experience, and, on the other hand, between DPs with a
trend towards equalitarian decision-making and those with a more hierarchical model of
decision-making. This gave rise to a matrix of 4 possibilities:

Table 4.3 — The ESevaluators' typology of partnerships

Core of partners with previous | Partners without previous experience of
experience of collaboration collaboration

Hierarchical ‘exclusive core’ model ‘hierarchical coalition” model

Participative ‘integrative core’ model model of ‘coalitions oriented to participation’

Source: ESMid-term and 2005 national evaluation reports.

The evaluators found a higher incidence of participative decision-making mechanisms,
whether there was a core of partners with prior experience or not.

- The PT evaluators provide a classification of partnerships into three categories: (a)
pyramidal partnerships — where the lead partner or a very restricted number of partners
make decisions and run the DP while the bulk of partners have a more instrumental role in

2 Three models of networking are defined: (1) Natural partners: These were organisations with long established
working relationships from past experience. (2) Moving beyond ‘bi-lateral partnering’: DPs in which different
partners in the group had worked together previously on different projects, but in which all the partners had never
worked together on a collective basis before. (3) Novices: Those who established partnerships involving members
who had no pre-existing working relationships. In the novice model, there is a risk that the partners may not fully
understand the level of commitment required.

% There is, from our point of view, a slight difficulty with the vocabulary used, as the term ‘centralised’ evokes
hierarchical rather than democratic structures, whereas steering groups could actually involve representatives from
most partners and thus constitute a rather democratic forum. As the hub and spoke model is also described as
‘centralised’ in management terms, this is slightly confusing.
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the implementation of the activities. There is thus a three level structure: lead partner,
partners in the core group, and remaining partners; (b) Symmetrical partnerships — in this
model, except for the lead partner, which has a greater role and power, all partners are more
or less at the same level; (c) Networks — in this model, there is a more or less equal weight
of partners in decision-making, which brings about more intense participation.

These different typologies seem to point towards the two overall organisational trends
mentioned in the introduction to this section:

- A tendency towards the ‘streamlining’ of partnerships: this trend, which is for example
illustrated in the ‘hub and spoke model’, corresponds to an increased centralisation and
specialisation in the decision-making process in order to enhance effectiveness. The
consequence is a more limited involvement of partners in decision-making. As pointed out
by the UKgb evaluators, ‘streamlining’ leads to a better formalisation of the role of each
partner in the DPs, which may mean that some partners leave when the DP moves to Action
3, but this does not mean that DPs ‘disintegrate’.

Conversely, the ES evaluators observe that partnership work has been threatened in cases
of excessive specialisation and fragmentation of the work, but this can be counter-acted if
all the sub-projects give rise to working groups with the participation of all partners. The
trend towards fragmentation in DPs is assessed as stemming from a lack of co-ordination
mechanisms and a lack of ‘culture of co-operation’, more marked in the largest DPs, which
leads the evaluators to assess positively the decision made by the MA, for R2, to limit the
number of partners to 10-15 by DP.

- Atendency towards the development of partnerships into networks: These partnerships are
less centralised, less specialised and less formalised. Group work contributes to changing
the relationships between partners (as mentioned by the UKni evaluators, who saw ‘the
‘networking’ relationships developing into deeper, substantive working partnerships’).
However, these large partnerships are heavier and less sustainable.

4.2.3.2. Participation

In this context, several national evaluators state that the decision-making process (the roles and
assignments of each group taking part in the decision process - steering group, working groups,
etc.) has been stable during R1. In BEfrg and PT, most DP stakeholders have declared that they
were satisfied with the decision making processes (94% in BEfrg and 91% in PT).

Most of the time, decision-making takes place at DP steering group meeting. In some countries
these meetings involve almost all the partners. In PT for example, the decentralised decision-
making process is characterised by a collective decision after large discussions including most
partners.

However, there are downsides to participative decision-making processes. In the UKgb, for
example, DP lead partners complain about the time required in such a model for reaching a
decision. The evaluators also stress that the beneficiaries involved may find it difficult to follow
some of the intricacies of project management, which may have a disempowering rather than an
empowering effect. There is thus a tension between the EQUAL requirement of ‘participative
decision making’ and the daily reality.

In practice, even in those cases where the partners and the beneficiaries are regularly involved in
different groups, key decisions tend to be made by a core of agents despite of the risk, already
pointed out in our 2" interim report on the basis of the UKgb evaluators’ findings, that an
additional layer of administrative/financial power was created and despite the risk of
fragmentation of the partnership. As stated by the AT evaluators, the trend towards an increased
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decentralisation of implementation over time is not necessarily coupled with decentralised
decision-making.

The national evaluators stress the importance of an ‘adequate’ participation of partners (rather
than an equal participation) to avoid the risk of fragmentation and unbalanced involvement: to
participate at the ‘right time’, and according to the specific skills of each partner. The DE
evaluators mention for instance that DP lead partners, DP members, representatives of the target
groups as well as strategic partners, women representatives and gender mainstreaming experts,
were strongly involved in the preparation phase of R2, particularly in the analysis of the context
and in the definition of the target-groups but to varying degrees (depending on the stakeholders
and on the issues addressed).

In fact, several national evaluators differentiate between formal and actual decision-making
processes. In their analysis, the ‘true’ decision-making bodies are the working groups, much
more than the partner assemblies or the steering/monitoring committees, seen as ‘slow and
cumbersome mechanism of governance’ (in the words of the UKni evaluators) as these meet
rather infrequently.

For this reason, the ES evaluators stress the importance to secure a representation of all the
partners in these working groups, to counter-act the trend towards ‘fragmentation’, which was
highlighted by 83% of ES DPs. The UKni evaluators report that, in order to address ‘time
constraints’, sub-committees devoted to achieving certain objectives have been introduced.
Some DPs even gave up steering group meetings entirely and only used sub-committees to co-
ordinate the entire project. One DP chose to have a core group of partners with further ‘looser’
partners described as ‘reference points’. The tasks of these reference points was to comment on
the core group’s briefing papers, to provide a contact person for advice and to help with
dissemination.

4.2.3.3. Capacity building and partners empower ment

Several evaluators (UKni, FI, ES, SE, UKgb, PT, DE) report that capacity building has taken
place.

- The UKni evaluators show that the partnership process acted as a forum for capacity
building and ‘social learning’ in large DPs. They illustrate this point with the example of a
large DP of 18 members, in which the partners with more knowledge of EU programmes
were able to transfer their experience to smaller organisations and improve their level of
engagement within the programme.

- In ES, small ‘grass-roots’ partners and partners representing beneficiaries, interviewed by
the evaluators in their case studies of R1 DPs, stress that, through the participative decision-
making processes which were set up, they had been put on an equal footing with public
administrations, something which would not happen outside EQUAL. This also represents
an element of progress with respect to the beginnings of the implementation of the
programme in ES, where more weight was originally given to the organisations with more
financial contribution (typically regional and local authorities). It thus definitely can be
said, according to the evaluators, that capacity building has taken place. This has sometimes
required conscious efforts, for example on the part of lead partners, to explain (‘translate’)
the terminology of the programme, perceived as highly complex, to their partners.

- In the UKgb, capacity building is assessed as one of the main positive results of the
implementation of the partnership and empowerment principles. For DPs, ‘capacity
building’ is regarded as ‘ speaking with a common voice'. Two quotes from the report nicely
illustrate this point: many DPs are said to have used EQUAL as a ‘platform to magnify the
voices of individual organisations’, and, in two case study DPs, ‘EQUAL is used as a
springboard to effectively develop new networks for influencing policy.’
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- DK evaluators mention that the most important empowerment of the project participants
takes place at the psychological level in the form of increased self-esteem and self-
confidence, whereas action-oriented and political empowerment are more limited.

However, several evaluators highlight that obstacles slow down progress in capacity building:
(a) small partnerships are regarded as having difficulties to achieve a positive impact (as
mentioned in the UKgb report), in particular due to the difficulty in making themselves heard
and in participating in EC initiatives as complex as EQUAL (as stressed by the AT evaluators).
Conversely, reaching a critical mass in the partnership is regarded as a facilitating factor for
capacity building. (b) The financial issue is assessed as a persisting obstacle to the participation
of ‘grass-roots’ partners due to the substantial advance of funds required. The ES evaluators
mention that small organisations sometimes have had to resort to borrowing with banks, at high
rates, and the financial cost of this borrowing was not considered eligible by EQUAL, which
was a further problem.

4.2.4. Quality of project management

In any case, the implementation of the partnership and empowerment principles per se does not
appear to be sufficient for project effectiveness and thus for the reduction of inequalities and
discrimination: the quality of the management of the project (including the starting
diagnoses, the on-going monitoring and the evaluation) is a key condition for a successful
partnership; sound financial arrangements are of course also required, and guidance by
programme actors also makes a difference.

Little information is in fact provided in the evaluation reports on the quality of DP
management. Nevertheless, it can be said that a constant search for enhancement of project
management has taken place, both supported by programme actors (e.g. through the new
guidelines given to applicants in R2) and at the initiative of DPs themselves (e.g. through
changes in the composition of the partnerships, as explained above).

The diversification and change of status of DP lead partners between R1 and 2 is without doubt
a key indication for understanding how DPs have sought to improve the quality of management.
Some national evaluators point out a higher representation of NGOs and a lower representation
of local authorities as a factor facilitating implementation: evidence is given by the BEfrg and
the UKgb evaluators. In BEfrg there are more NGOs and less para-public and training
organisations amongst lead partners in R2 than in R1 (51% are NGOs, 23% are para-public or
training organisations in R2).The UKgb evaluators indicate that 26% DPs were led by local
authorities in R1 but their share is down to 19% in R2 More attention was paid to ensuring that
Voluntary Sector Organisations would be better represented as lead partners, although there is
some continuity with regard to certain actors (e.g. no increase in further education or private
sector lead).

The UKgb evaluators have highlighted a series of ‘common principles that support successful

partnerships, notably having a clear policy focus and being able to crystallise how the DP will add value.

There are, however, a series of characteristics that are particularly pertinent for those partnerships

predominated by smaller voluntary and community sector organisations, where the issues are sometimes

unique, among them:

- Having a clear innovative idea that can be simply articulated and clearly articulated objectives from
the start

- Ensuring that partners are fully cognisant of the nature of EQUAL and what differentiates it from
other ESF programmes (partners exposure to transnational working can aid this)

- Undertaking risk analysis upfront, as large-scale programmes put addition pressure on small
organisations (workload and cash flow)

- Engaging an evaluator early on and ensure their work will offer critical challenge to the partnership
and work plan’ (UKgb report, p. 29).
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The quality of project management also depends on DPs’ capacity to monitor their activities
and to assesstheir effectiveness and efficiency in order to tale corrective action if relevant

Few evaluation reports provide information on the monitoring system and the evaluation
process implemented at DP level. However on the basis of the information available, it seems
that DP-level evaluation remains a weak point and this is likely to reduce the quality of
project management. In most of the cases where an analysis has been carried out by national
evaluators, DP level evaluation and monitoring processes generally seem to be in place but lack
clarity and means.

In the UKni, it is not clear whether all DPs have adopted a monitoring procedure for their
partnership. There is one interesting example: one DP, which found that its objectives were not
being achieved, decided to move into a ‘review mode’ which consisted in examining in more
detail the barriers which prevented the client group from engaging in their project.

The UKgb evaluators stress two problems:

- Alack of clarity in the role and function of the evaluation among many DPs: the selection
and the role of the DP evaluator are often unclear (member of the partnership or
independent and external?). This then leads to disappointments with the evaluation results*.
Besides, timing problems have reduced the potential impact of self-evaluation (e.g. when
evaluators were contracted after the implementation phase had started)

- A dignificant discrepancy in how much focus different DPs have paid to evaluation:
variations are reported in terms of activities being evaluated by DPs. However there seemed
to be a strong focus on the process rather than on the impact/outcomes. Moreover, a
separate study about the self-evaluation’> work undertaken by the R1 DPs has shown
significant differences in the time allocated by DPs to their evaluation activities (from 5 to
101+ days).

According to the NL evaluators, the Situation with respect to monitoring has worsened as
compared with the 1% interim report (2003). Evaluations carried out or commissioned by DPs
usually bear on implementation issues and concern less often the results and effects of what has
been done. Moreover, evaluations are often based on personal impressions and lack criteria and
indicators. The national evaluators highlight important deficiencies:

- 40% DPs do not register whether participants complete the project and/or whether they
have benefited from the project.

- 60% of the DPs have no information as to what happens with the participants after they
have completed the project.

- Even amongst those DPs which have a monitoring system, one third have no information
on the former participants’ status after they left or completed the project.

The ES evaluators report difficulties in assessing implementation rates, due to the rather vague
formulation of the initial objectives®, except in the thematic areas of the asylum seekers and
business creation. As a result, the DP final reports do not provide data based on monitoring and
evaluation systems. Generally speaking, the evaluators note that DPs still deal with evaluation
as something to comply with, not as a tool. However, this is different for those DPs where

> Example: a DP chose an external evaluator but felt that precisely because it was not a DP member, this evaluator
failed to provide an appropriate assessment.

% The study was undertaken on behalf of the ESF Division.

* They note differences between what was said in the interviews and what was presented in the DP final reports. This

casts some doubt on the very high rates of achievement reported (between 75% and 99% for 78% of DPs, and 100%
for 13% of DPs).
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promoters had prior experience of EU projects and were thus more familiar with the ‘evaluation
culture’. In general, they tended to entrust the evaluation to external evaluators and evaluations
tended to be of better quality.

Similarly, the PT evaluators found that 40% of the DPs had set up self-evaluation procedures
solely because this was required by the MA. They point out that the best results on the self-
evaluation process had been obtained when associated with the external evaluation of the DPs.

Overall, the national evaluation reports show that the importance and role of monitoring and
evaluation processes has not been fully understood by DPs in R1, an observation we have also
made in our analysis of transnational partnerships (see Chapter 6). Further guidance seemed to
be required, which has already been taken into account by some MASs/NSS (see following
section).

4.2.5. MA/NSS guidance

4.2.5.1. Activities

Some evaluators point out the changes between R1 and R2 operated in the methodological
support provided by the MA and the NSS: this support aims to help the DPs in administrating,
managing, implementing and assessing their project in a better way, so as to improve the
quality of the partnerships in R2 by learning from the experience of R1°7,

In particular, new guides have been edited and training sessions have been organised:

- In the UKni, the MA and the NSS contracted the Workers Education Association (WEA) to
organise DP training™ and to support the partnership process in the R2, so as to increase
‘partnership skills’. This helped some DPs consolidate their partnerships and establish
decision making structures based on sub-groups or operational committees. However, not
all DPs seem to have availed of this support.

- In the UKgb, a self-evaluation guide has been produced. It has been revised in December
2005 for R2 DPs.

- The LU evaluators report that a Users guide is regularly updated and is published on the
website.

- In ES the NSS has provided several tools to DPs to assist them in the administration,
monitoring, management and evaluation of their partnerships. These tools include notably a
Monitoring module, a Guide for internal evaluation; a guide for the management and
control of EQUAL projects; a guide for the integration of the gender perspective in the
EQUAL projects; as well as an EQUAL forum and a webpage.

- The main new support tool in IE has been an induction seminar for new successful
applicants.

7 The NL, FI, DE, SE, AT evaluators do not mention any change between R1 and R2 in the type of guidance
provided to DPs.

¥ The training programme has consisted in an introductory session on partnership building delivered during a two-
day induction residential for the DPs in November 2004 and further partnership building. Another residential
induction session was planned for November 2005 for new staff employed by the DPs at the beginning of the
implementation phase and three partnership training courses were scheduled for October, November and December
2005.
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- In BEfrg, programme management actors are taking a more qualitative approach to
guidance, including project visits, the provision to DPs of analytical tools based on the
logical framework, etc.

Two recent EU guides seem to have been very useful to the MAs/NSS®’:

- The EQUAL Guide for Development Partnerships ‘Learning from the experience of EQUAL
partnerships (2004) - This guide, written with the active participation of several DPs, is
aimed at supporting all the EQUAL DPs to build up an efficient and fruitful partnership.

- The Partnership Development Toolkit is a partnership oriented planning, monitoring and
evaluation guide for facilitators of EQUAL Development and Transnational Partnerships.
Published in September 2005, this toolkit is based on an extensive research into the R1. It is
designed as a practical guide providing best practice techniques and explaining how DPs
can use the ‘Project Cycle Management’ to design and implement their own projects and to
identify and clarify problems.

4.2.5.2. Effectiveness

Some national evaluators have assessed the quality of these tools and their impact on the
implementation of the partnerships and on project management.

In ES, the evaluators have assessed each of these tools in turn.

- The guide for internal evaluation was assessed positively by DPs although they found it too complex.
The evaluators view it as an open and flexible as well as progressive tool. However, it does not seem
to have been sufficient to raise DPs’ awareness on the use of the evaluation for their projects;

- The guide on management and control of DPs gathers all the basic information that DPs have to
know about EQUAL and has been updated by the NSS. All DPs have found it useful, though less so
in pillar 2;

- The guide on gender perspective has been designed exclusively for DPs within theme 1A%. DPs have
a very positive opinion of this guide, which they find very concrete, with examples of mistakes to
avoid, and clear and precise language;

- The NSS support is assessed highly positively, the staff highly committed and this commitment is
recognised by DPs. But the DPs are not as satisfied with the quality of the information provided.

- Less administrative and more technical, project oriented issues are rarely raised with the NSS®'.

The PT evaluators mention that 20% of the DP partners considered that the support had been
improved (20%) or had remained at the same quality level (27,5%), but 95% of the DP leaders
considered it as adequate®.

In FR, Regional Support Structure staff was invited to participate in training sessions organised
by the MA and NSS before or during the R2 preparation phase. According to the evaluators,
these training sessions had a positive impact on project management, as the Regional Support
Structures have been able to provide more informed advice to DPs, especially on the
organisation of partnerships.

% See Chapter 9.
59 See Chapter 7.

" The 2 main issues on which DPs contact the NSS are (a) the functioning of the ‘Monitoring module’, (b) The
doubts on eligibility of expenditure on the other hand. (these two issues do not seem to be specific to ES).

 Source: DP survey.




4.3. ADDED-VALUE

4.3.1. Contribution to the reduction of labour market related inequalities and
discrimination

Although it is in most cases impossible and unjustified to disentangle the specific contribution
of the partnership principle to the overall objective of EQUAL (i.e. the reduction of labour
market related inequalities and discrimination), as DPs as a whole aim at reaching this objective,
it is nevertheless clear in some cases that the partnership requirement has played a crucial role.
Some of the clearest examples are provided below.

First, the implementation of the partnership principle has stimulated, as already said above, the
involvement of local or community organisations with an excellent knowledge of target groups.
The result is that groups who would normally be excluded from training or employment
opportunities have probably benefited from EQUAL actions. We say ‘probably’ because not
many evaluators have analysed the profile of the groups actually reached by EQUAL actions.
Evidence of targeting and reaching marginalised groups not usually targeted is clear in the UKni
and UKgb reports. Conversely the BEfrg and ES evaluators express their doubts as to the
effectiveness of DPs in reaching out to the most disadvantaged, especially in some themes. In
other cases we do not have much information. As said above, the ES evaluators demonstrate
that the participation of grass-roots organisations has sometimes not been sufficient to ensure
effective targeting. They suggest that the lack of appropriate diagnosis in the first place has been
an obstacle. For example, e-learning platforms, designed in principle to reach out to people who
usually do not take part in training, have has a very low effectiveness — and this is probably due
to a misconstruction of potential users’ relationship to IT tools. In addition, as stressed by the IE
and UKni evaluators, imaginative outreach mechanisms have to be devised.

The principle of partnership is therefore not a guarantee per se that the most vulnerable people
will be reached; specific research, diagnosis and outreach activities must be carried out.
Conversely, partnerships can be a handicap in the sense that many interests have to be
combined and this may have consequences with regard to the definition of the target group and
prevent reaching out to the most disadvantaged. mean concessions regarding the target groups.

Secondly, the involvement of ‘strategic partners’ can contribute to increase the visibility of
discrimination issues and stimulate more public debate®™. The UKgb evaluators mention
several very concrete examples in this respect, such as that of one DP in which ‘partners have
been briefing ministers and have reported at the Trade and Industry Select Committee on gender
segregation and the pay gap’ (UKgb report, p.32). The report provides further very specific
examples of policy maker engagement such as individual engagement with MPs, submission on
specific policy to government, involvement of a lead partner in an All-Party Parliamentary
Group and a lead partner of a DP sitting on the Sector Skills Council (a recently created public
body in the UKgb) strategy group.

There have also been direct results in terms of ‘empowerment’ of groups which are being
discriminated against, marginalised or simply forgotten by policies and institutions. This could
be expected in a programme focused on the reduction of discrimination, but the partnership and
empowerment principles have sometimes been seen by the evaluators as the direct drive for this
to happen. Examples mentioned in the reports include:

- A case of close cooperation between the Defence department, the police, the Church and
organisations representing homosexual people to promote the latter’s integration in SE. The
beneficiaries initiated the activities and participated in the design of the DP actions.

83 This is also dealt with in Chapter 5 (Innovation).
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- A case of empowerment of female workers, who have been able to change the employers’
negative perceptions of the impact of the family life on work, in BEfrg;

- A case of new support services for people living with HIV, in the UKgb, in which
beneficiaries stressed they felt particularly empowered by the fact that issues such as
disclosure of HIV status at work and confidence to return to work were addressed;

- Triggering a change of perception of ex offenders by prison staff: one UKgb theme 1A%
DP organised a peer research programme, in which ex offenders worked alongside prison
officers to carry out research within the prisons: ‘Relating to them in that way was
incredibly positive, and securing buy-in to the practice of acceptance of ex-offenders back
into prisons to work has broken new ground and set a precedent” (UKgb report, p. 59);

- The provision of spaces for the collective voice of target groups to be heard, in AT,
particularly in theme 1B (combating racism) and 5 (asylum seekers); a majority of the
target groups (59%) argued that the DPs contributed to improving their public image and
possibly even to the legislative reform

4.3.2. Contribution to innovation

Several evaluators assess partnership work as an innovation per se: ways of working together
have changed as a result of this programme requirement: this would seem to be the case
especially in the Member States of Southern Europe. The ES evaluators noted a strengthening of
the involvement of employer associations, unions, and organisations representing the target
groups in decision making in employment and social inclusion policies. More generally they
found that EQUAL had given rise to stable informal socio-economic networks, in which, ‘for
the first time, all actors sat at the same table’ in a given territory. Similarly, the IT evaluators
stress that there had been some take up of ‘co-ordinated work method through both formal and
informal pacts and agreements’. In GR, the EQUAL partnership model, characterised in
particular by the constitution of DPs in non for profit private legal entities, was formalised from
the start of the programme in a law (Law 2956/2001, Article 42). This has given rise to a recent
Ministerial decision for the co-operation of private and public agencies implementing active
labour market policies on the basis of the EQUAL DP legal model. Northern European
evaluators also identified positive changes in terms of ways of working. For example, the SE
evaluators found that co-operation had developed between public authorities and organisations
which had not co-operated previously, which they see as having widened the fields of
competence for both types of partners®.

The pooling of diverse experience and expertise and partnership mechanisms for confronting
views in regular meetings have also directly contributed to boosting learning and partners
competencies, and thus sometimes to the elaboration and production of innovative projects
and products. As noted by one of the respondents to the FR evaluators’ DP survey, ‘the fact
that different kinds of people meet and work together twice or three times a year is a source of
innovation, of stimulation, but also of questioning (NB of our own practices)’. The IE
evaluators found that ‘successful innovation’ depended, inter alia, on the involvement of the
target group in the development of the product and on the ability of the partners to provide
differing and complementary skills to add value to the development process. The greater
involvement of the partners (local and transnational) in Action 1 planning led to enhanced
innovation. However, it is also true that innovations had to be planned from the beginning, at
application stage, and that at that stage they were not necessarily the product of joint work
between partners: the IE evaluators are right to stress that partnership work, when successful,
has come to reinforce innovation, but that it has less frequently been at the origin of innovation.

64 Facilitating access and return to the labour market.

55 This is also taken up in Chapter 10 (Impacts and added value).



There have been obstacles to this kind of mutual learning. The GR evaluators mention that,
whilst a majority of the DPs have set up mechanisms which have allowed for effective exchange
and debate to take place, there have been cases where the very large number of partners, the
lack of common actions, and bureaucratic hurdles created problems. In some DPs, the
geographic dispersion of partners put a brake on transfer of knowledge.

4.3.3. Contribution to mainstreaming

Many evaluators have assessed the contribution of the partnership principle to mainstreaming,
transfer and sustainability of the EQUAL actions and results. The link between the two
principles is obvious, but it has worked out to varying extents (this is taken further in Chapter
8).

The clearest contribution of the principle to mainstreaming simply lies in the fact that
mainstreaming usually takes place by transfer of the partnership products to each of the
partner organisations as well as to informal partners associated in implementation. Although,
as shown in Chapter 8, mainstreaming in general is probably the main pending assignment in
EQUAL, this level of mainstreaming has worked well according to the evaluators. One example
amongst many is provided by the BEfrg evaluators’ DP survey: in the opinion of 58% of lead
partners, the partnership principle has had a positive contribution to the transfer of knowledge
and experience between partners. Other stakeholders such as social workers, educational
organisations or parole officers, who were not necessarily DP members but have been engaged
in DP activities, can act as multipliers for the dissemination of lessons.

Secondly, the involvement of ‘strategic partners’ (AT, DE) or ‘policy influencers’ (UKgb) has
been an effective way to promote the transfer and take up of project results. However, the
UKgb example shows that these actors were not necessarily involved within the partnerships:
what mattered was early engagement with them.

We had already signalled, in our 2™ interim report, two different strategies corresponding in
part to two different traditions in the relationship between civil society and the policy
community: in some Member States (typically in Southern Europe), the partnerships included
representatives of the public authorities, and this was seen as a guarantee (which as we have
said sometimes proved an illusion) that mainstreaming would take place. In the Anglo-Saxon
countries, this existed but there is also a more ingrained tradition of lobbying work: indeed
some partners, €.g. community and voluntary sector organisations, were mobilised especially
for their lobbying skills and networks.

An analysis of the advantages and risks of the first strategy is provided by the PT evaluators.
Institutional partners in some cases facilitated the mainstream process; on the other hand the
instability of their adhesion to DP projects and the rotation of technical staff were a liability. On
balance, the evaluators rate their participation as positive, but emphasise that the participation
of institutional partners should be ensured at the highest possible level to avoid fluidity in the
participation. The IE evaluators also insisted on the need to have senior representatives of all
partner organisations in the partnership as a condition for successful mainstreaming®.

In the UKgb many DPs were structured around distinct roles (e.g. development; research;
delivery; management; policy; lobbying etc.) from the beginning but the evaluators say that it
was only towards the end of R1 that it became clear how such an organisational model could
add value. We have already mentioned above the example of the ‘virtual partnership’ of 55
partners where three different roles were distinguished: ‘Development partners — i.e. those
contributing to the design of products and services and to research projects; Communication
partners — those primarily concerned with getting the DP messages across to the wider sector
and policy stakeholder community; and Agents — partners that deliver DP products and services

% See Chapter 8.
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into the market place (e.g. FE colleges)’ (UKgb report, p. 26). As said, this DP proved
successful in ‘establishing a common voice for lobbying and policy work’ (ditto).

However, in Chapter 8 below, we argue that mainstreaming can not be left only into the hands
of DPs, as this would mean that only this type of skilful DPs with good lobbying skills and
networks could succeed in mainstreaming their work. Appropriate structures have to be set up
at programme level.

4.4, CONCLUSIONS

Main features of the experience of partnership and empowerment in EQUAL and
conditions of effectiveness

The implementation of the partnership and empowerment principles, understood as mechanisms
for bringing together various relevant actors for tackling an issue, and for working together
towards shared goals, has been one of the main successes of EQUAL. It has been key to
facilitate access, both to ‘target groups’ and, though to a lesser extent, to the decision-making
community.

The design of partnerships has been crucial. Successful partnerships have involved the ‘right’
partners at the ‘right’ time and at the ‘right’ level. Involving the ‘right’ partners has been
understood both as ensuring an adequate representation of all stakeholders active in a given field
and/or on a given territory, and/or as mobilising partners with the rights skills for carrying out
the tasks set out. Although the two approaches sometimes overlap, this is not necessarily the
case: for example, having local authorities on board does not necessarily guarantee that policy
mainstreaming will take place as this requires the participation of officials with real decision-
making power, commitment and know-how.

The EQUAL experience of partnership has also demonstrated the relevance of planning and
combining different levels of involvement for different partners over time, rather than requiring
continuous commitment. Such a flexible approach is likely to have been particularly suited for
the participation of private sector employers, as one obstacle generally acknowledged to the
participation of private companies is the time commitment. However, the unequal participation
of partners has also been an obstacle to partner empowerment and to collective decision making.
Thus, combining ‘fluidity’ or flexibility in the composition of the partnerships over time with
the stability of a core of partners has been an interesting and particularly relevant partnership
configuration in EQUAL.

The issue of the optimal size of the DPs remains debated. Restricted partnerships have been
regarded as more reactive, more manageable and therefore more efficient but they tend to be
less sustainable, and, in the case of really small partnerships, implementation capacity has been
at issue (compliance with all EQUAL principles was for example difficult to achieve). Wide
partnerships increase the possibilities of sustainability throughout the DP lifecycle as well as the
possibilities for mainstreaming, but there is less scope for active participation.

Decision-making mechanisms have been organised on a continuum between two extreme
models, centralised decision-making on the one hand, and fully participative decision-making
on the other hand. Centralised decision-making has proved quite effective when it was
supplemented with adequate consultation mechanisms, whilst fully participative mechanisms
have been slower and heavier but have contributed to changing relationships between partners,
e.g. between public institutions and third sector organisations. In any case, the importance of
these decision-making mechanisms at DP level should not be exaggerated, as the day-to-day
decision-making bodies have frequently been project level working groups. This has led to
questions around the structure of partnerships in EQUAL, as an additional layer of bureaucracy
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(for DP management and administration and the co-ordination between projects) may have been
created, especially in Member States where DPs oversaw large budgets, many partners and
many projects.

Capacity building has taken place, with a positive effect particularly for the participation in
decision-making by small grass-roots organisations. However it has been found that capacity
building was more difficult to achieve in small size partnerships and that financial difficulties
(in particular due to the substantial advance of funds required) have hampered the continued
participation of small organisations.

Not only the adequate composition of partnerships and decision-making mechanisms, but also
the implementation of adequate project management processes has conditioned effectiveness. In
particular the importance of carrying out precise starting diagnoses has been demonstrated (and
conversely the absence of such diagnoses has led to difficulties in contacting the target groups,
as constraints hampering their participation were not adequately documented). Although
progress on DP level monitoring and self-assessment has been noted throughout R1 and into R2,
both have generally been weak points in the implementation of partnerships. The objectives of
self assessment have been found to be unclear and not enough resources have been dedicated to
this task.

NSS guidance to development partnerships has improved over time and has become more
qualitative and methodological. This in turn has been a factor in DPs’ progress on capacity
building and empowerment as well as in project management techniques.

Added value

The partnership and empowerment principles have made a major contribution to the added
value of the programme:

- The involvement of ‘strategic partners in the partnerships has contributed to raising the
profile of the issues addressed, and in some cases has enhanced the visibility of some forms
of discrimination and stimulated public debate around them.

- The involvement of organisations representing the beneficiaries has led to an improved
knowledge of their concrete life situation and of the effects of discrimination, provided this
‘proximity’ knowledge was backed up with more systematic research. It has also facilitated
outreach activities.

- The fact that very diverse partners (working in different institutional contexts, in different
disciplines, with different statuses and roles) were brought to work jointly in a context in
which day to day competition and power relationships could be, partly at least, left aside,
has led to a better mutual understanding of the rationales and practices of each, with
possible repercussions in their co-operation outside EQUAL.

- In addition, this mutualisation of knowledge and know-how has been conducive to
innovation as well as transfers between partners, under certain conditions (i.e. provided the
management of the partnership itself did not focus all efforts).

- Speaking ‘with a common voice' has lent some weight to their activities and results and has
contributed to mainstreaming and policy influence, again under certain conditions (clear
mainstreaming strategy and planning).
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5. EFFECTIVENESS AND ADDED VALUE OF THE
INNOVATION PRINCIPLE

5.1. INITIAL FRAMEWORK AND EVALUATION QUESTIONS

Innovation is, so to speak, the raison d’étre of EQUAL: the aim of the initiative is ‘to promote
new means of combating all forms of discrimination and inequalities in connection with the
labour market...” (EQUAL Guidelines, par. 3). The initiative has thus been designed as a ‘testing
ground to develop and disseminate new ways of delivering employment policies’ (par. 9). This
is an element of continuity in the programme, as the second Communication talks about a
‘laboratory’ function (in its introductory paragraph), which permeates the way in which the
whole initiative is designed.

This first aspect of the definition of innovation in EQUAL, as experimentation process, was not
frequently taken up in the CIP documents or in the guidance provided to DPs for the first round,
but there were interesting exceptions:

- The PT EQUAL user guide highlighted that ‘Innovation is not an isolated and punctual act;
it is an occurrence based on uncertainties, probabilities, and opportunities, made of a search,
of a succession of acts that happen (when one innovates ‘the path is done walking’); it is a
change that is framed in a process... Innovation encompasses the combination of different
competencies and an interdisciplinary co-operation that should occur within the
Development Partnerships; in this context it not only an act of individual creativity and
invention; it is a social process that involves trade-offs and negotiations.” (p. 11, EQUAL
User Guide)

- The UKgb CIP stressed the importance of deriving lessons, even from failure: ‘Partnerships
must be clear on the demonstration objectives to ensure that lessons are not lost or become
secondary to the achievement of hard outputs. Much can be learned from innovative
approaches which are unsuccessful as those which are and it will be possible for projects to
fail but still contribute to mainstreaming activity. Innovative approaches which emphasise
the identification of qualitative outcomes and key lessons will be encouraged.” (p. 106, our
emphasis).

This vision of innovation was taken up in the ES CIP in the R2, following the recommendations
of the Mid-term evaluators: ‘The Mid-term evaluation indicates that innovation is directly
related with the capacity for self-analysis and the reflexive capacity of DPs, on their own
practices and the social contexts in which they operate. Thus self evaluation and reprogramming
capacity should be key features of the implementation of work programmes’ (p. 36).

On the other hand, the guidelines predefined the desirable areas and aims of innovation:
innovation should bear on ‘policy delivery’ and its aim should be to increase the effectiveness of
existing policies, rather than being a source of inspiration for new policies (EQUAL Guidelines
par. 28). Such instrumentality of innovation was not necessarily expressed in this way in the
CIPs. For example, in the GR CIP, the choice was made, rather, to highlight the necessary
usefulness of innovation, which, in principle, allows for both innovation in the goals and
innovation in delivery of policies: ‘The abstract reference to the modern character of a proposed
method or a product would not be adequate for its characterisation as innovative. To be
innovative, it should be accompanied by an increase in effectiveness or the solution of concrete
problems regarding the obstacles in the access to the labour market of disadvantaged
groups...”(p.37). This usefulness requirement was taken quite far in the GR CIP, since it was
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required that the added value of any innovative element ‘should be evident’. Such concern with
the usefulness of innovation also informed the NL CIP for the 2™ round. The following
questions were put to applicants: ‘What is the added value of your approach compared to
existing approaches? Do you know whether there is a need for new approaches and how have
you established this need? Is the proposed innovative approach transferable? What are the
expected policy effects of the innovative approach?’ (p. 42).

Finally, taking up the typology proposed by the evaluators of the previous Community
Initiatives, the EQUAL guidelines suggested that innovation could consist in:

- ‘Newgoals (e.g. new target groups, new qualifications);

- ‘New processes’ (e.g. new methods, new tools);

- Or that it could seek to modify ‘contexts (i.e. changing political and institutional
structures).

This typology of innovation was often taken up in the R1 CIPs.

Consistently with the EQUAL framework for innovation just presented, the Terms of Reference
for the EU-wide evaluation of EQUAL present innovation as being the overall objective of
EQUAL. Effectiveness is to be evaluated under its two components, i.e. effectiveness of
implementation of the innovation principle (in other words, has the aim of the initiative of
promoting innovation been achieved), and effectiveness of the new solutions found to combat
discrimination (are they more effective than former approaches).

The ToR evaluation questions aimed at:

- Assessing the extent to which innovation has been produced, as well as facilitating factors
and obstacles: How effective has EQUAL been in developing new methods, new tools or
approaches to the delivery of employment policies combating discrimination and
inequality? What mechanisms have been used to identify and assess the innovative element
of the activity? How effective has this been? What are the main institutional obstacles and
barriers on the labour market in exploiting new forms of social inclusion and labour market
integration? How has EQUAL managed to tackle them? Are there common reasons for the
failure of activities? If so, what can we learn from these failures?

- Characterising innovation: What are the main new approaches identified? Have new
objectives been identified and which thematic innovations have opened up new areas of
employment in the labour market?

- Assessing the added value of these innovations in terms of effectiveness of employment
policies: Are the new approaches developed more effective than initiatives delivered
through the ESF or other EU programmes or national provision? What evidence is available
to demonstrate the efficiency of EQUAL compared to traditional methods?

This chapter broadly follow the three questions asked in the ToR: section 5.2 below presents the
main results of the implementation of the principle, and, by the same token, provides an analysis
of the criteria and methodologies used by the evaluators for assessing innovation and its added
value (or, more broadly, quality). A characterisation of the innovation produced can be found in
sub-section 5.2.4. Section 5.3 assesses the take up of experimental approaches and highlights
the factors which have favoured the emergence of innovation as well as the obstacles.
Conclusions are provided in section 5.4.

79



5.2. RESULTSAND ADDED VALUE OF THE PRINCIPLE

Innovation has been an important focus of evaluation in the 2005 evaluation reports. Most
national evaluators have sought to provide an assessment of the innovation produced in
EQUAL, whereas in the Mid-term and 2" Interim reports, the effort had been mainly
typological (classifying innovation). However, the purposes, scopes, levels and bases for these
assessments differ and are more or less explicit in the evaluation reports (see table 5.1 below).
We will therefore organise the presentation of results according to the various assessment
purposes adopted by evaluators: we distinguish assessments of:

- The incidence of innovation (has there been innovation?);

- The intensity of innovation (how radical, how high is the innovation developed?);

- The scope of innovation (does it concern processes, goals, contexts, other areas?); and
- The quality of innovation (relevance, effectiveness, added value etc.).

We then present the main areas of innovation put forward by the national evaluators and a brief
description of those which are presented as the most significant.

5.2.1 Incidence and intensity of innovation

As already said in our 2™ Interim Report, assessments of the extent to which the programmes
have been innovative are not often carried out. Evaluators usually prefer to take innovation for
granted since it was a pre-requisite of the community initiative, and to assess its intensity. Only
two evaluators (BEfrg, DK) sought to provide an assessment of the incidence of innovation.

The DK evaluators asked DPs to indicate where they thought they had been most innovative
(several responses being possible): (1) in their purpose? (2) in their target group? (3) in the tools
developed? (4) in their way to involve the target group? (6) in their use of information and
communication technology? (7) in the composition of their partnership? (8) in their mode of
management? and/or (9) in the distribution of roles among managers, employees and
participants?

They then aggregated the results, counting the number of ‘innovative elements’. The evaluators
conclude that DPs have fully complied with the innovation requirement, and that they present a
broad range of innovative elements. The majority is found in the areas of the integration of
refugees/immigrants and equality (the other 2 themes being addressed in DK being the inclusion
of marginalised persons and asylum seekers). However, given the methodology adopted, it
would be safer to conclude, in our view, that DPs think that they have been able to produce
much innovation, at many different levels.

The BEfrg evaluators asked DPs where they thought they had made ‘a major contribution with
regard to existing practices’, a question which thus included an assessment criterion for DPs to
take into account (added value with regard to existing practices). More than 70% DPs judged
that this had been the case for tools of information and awareness raising and almost 70% for
new networking between partners. Other possible areas of innovation received much lower
grades. The evaluators did not take these results literally and rather interpreted these two types
of contributions as improvements of existing practices, since, for example, new bonds with new
partners allows for more consistency in the actions developed. Between 40 and 50% DPs
responded that they had made a major contribution through ‘new models of labour market
integration’ (insertion) or new training models. However, the in-depth review of these models
by the evaluators shows that they are essentially new techniques improving the integration or
training process, rather than really new ‘models’. The few cases of real experimentation — such
as the creation of a ‘coaching role’ for +45 workers, temping for low educated people, support
to business creation by vulnerable individuals, or the introduction of positive discrimination
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approaches — raise questions, as DPs have found it difficult to go beyond the experimentation
phase. Thus, by asking DPs various sets of questions, concerning the phase of innovation they
were in, or asking them to describe more precisely the ‘new practices’ developed, the evaluators
were able to triangulate the information and interpret responses with nuances.

Some evaluators directly sought to measure the intensity of innovation, either by distinguishing
between ‘radical’ and incremental innovation (in other words, testing and development of new
practices as opposed to improvements of existing practices), or by rating the innovation
produced, from low to high.

The methods for such assessments are quite varied: from self-assessment by DPs (NL, Ukni), to
overall judgements by national evaluators on the basis of all the material gathered and of their
own knowledge of the fields (DE, ES, FI, IT).

As could be expected, when DPs are asked to rate the innovative character of their projects in a
global way, they find a high level of innovation. Thus, on average, 31% NL DPs score the
innovation in their projects as ‘very high’ and 55% as ‘relatively high’. The only slightly
discordant view comes from 3 DPs of the Entrepreneurship pillar (out of 11), which only
recognise ‘medium innovation’ (the proportion of DPs recognising medium or low innovation is
much lower in the other pillars)®’. In the Ukni 5 DPs out of 6 rate innovation in their projects
with a grade of 3 or 4 (on a scale from 1 to 4).

When the judgement is based on the evaluators’ overall knowledge of the programmes, the
finding, common to all, is similar to that of the BEfrg evaluators: innovation has mainly been
incremental, i.e. bringing about improvements of former practices® for example by combining
existing methods, by establishing co-operations between actors operating in the same field or
with the same target group etc. Nevertheless, as will be seen below, innovation has been more
‘radical’ in some themes in some countries as prior policy and practice was not developed.

In addition, evaluators in ES, FR, IT and the UKgb have found that the level of reference for the
innovation was often local, which both means that the practices developed could exist elsewhere
but not in the DP area and that the area of application for DPs’ innovations tended to be
confined to their local area. The UKgb evaluators’ DP survey showed that 62% of R1 DP
impact has been at the local level against 3% at the European level.

57 Since these assessments are based on closed questions in the survey, there are no illustrations of what is meant by
very high, high, medium or low innovation.

%8 Of course, measuring the level of innovation, as in the NL and Ukni surveys, and deciding whether it is incremental
or radical is not exactly the same thing — DPs rating themselves highly could also be innovating only incrementally,
but on many aspects of their projects and project management at the same time.
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Table 5.1. — Evaluation approaches to the assessment of innovation

Purpose of | Scope of assessment Level of analysis Who makes the assessment? Sources
assessment
AT Scope All DPs Programme Evaluators on the basis of all the material gathered. Mostly 2004 DP survey (1/3 responses) and documentary
Themes analysis
BEfrg Intensity All DPs Programme Self-assessment by DPs Survey
Scope Themes complemented by evaluators’ view (knowledge of DPs and of
Usefulness policy context)
DE Quality All DPs and their | Programme Evaluators on the basis of complex list of criteria applied to all | All DP reports and evaluation reports
Dynamics of | operations Themes the material gathered NTN publications
experimentation DP focus Survey to DP evaluators and DP co-ordinators
10 case studies
DK Incidence All DPs Programme Self-assessment by DPs, complemented by evaluators’ analysis | Survey, project descriptions
Scope Themes of project descriptions
ES Intensity All DPs Programme Evaluators on the basis of criteria applied to all the material | DP Survey
Usefulness Themes gathered Case studies (40 round 1 DPs, 25%) and interviews with
Scope Action 3 project coordinators
FI Intensity All DPs Programme Evaluators on the basis of criteria applied to all the material | DP documentation, Interviews with all DPs (coordinators,
Scope Themes gathered partners), surveys
FR Quality About 1/3 DPs Programme Experts of the fields ‘screening fiches’ established by the evaluators.
Level of reference Themes (initial selection of the DPs selected for assessment made by
DPs and operations regional programme actors and NTNs)
GR Quality All DPs Themes Evaluators on the basis of criteria applied to all the material | DP workplans
(2004) Origin gathered (which includes the opinion of DP evaluators and | Questionnaire to DP evaluators and NTN experts
Scope NTN experts) Interviews with all DPs
1IE Conditions of | All DPs Programme Evaluators on the basis of all gathered material DP reports
emergence 3 case studies + group discussion with 6 DPs
1T Intensity Programme Programme Evaluators on the basis of criteria applied to all the material | DP monitoring reports + 77 final reports
Quality gathered Interviews. Regional and provincial workshops.
LU Incidence and quality | All DPs (3) Individual DPs Evaluators on the basis of their knowledge of DPs and of the | Interviews and meetings with 1 DP. Information on other
fields DPs probably based on earlier contacts (2004)
NL Intensity All DPs Programme Self-assessment by DPs However 33% of the DPs rely on | DP Survey
Pillars external expertise to base their response to the survey.
PT Scope 24 case study DPs and | Programme Evaluators on the basis of complex list of criteria applied to all | DP documents and evaluations
Intensity their operations (23.5% | Single operations the material gathered DP interviews (case studies)
Quality of all DPs)
SE Scope All DPs Programme Self-assessment by DPs DP survey
UKgb Scope All DPs Programme Evaluators on the basis of criteria applied to all the material | Telephone survey of all DPs
Level of reference Themes gathered 27 case studies (36% of DPs) with interviews with
coordinators, partners, beneficiaries, stakeholders, potential
users, transnational partners.
UKni Intensity All DPs (6) Programme DP’s self assessment DP Survey

BBI - ICAS - ECONOMIX
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A number of evaluators compare the intensity of innovation across themes. Although their
assessment is based on different methodologies, it is often accompanied by more comments and
explanations which make it possible to derive some general lessons.

The table below provides an approximation of the intensity of innovation by theme, in the
Member States where the evaluators have made such comparative assessments. Ratings are
either based directly on quantitative ratings by evaluators or are our translation (for which we
take full responsibility) of their more ‘literary’ analyses: we have indicated where the rating is
ours with an (*). Other evaluators have made evaluative comments on the intensity of
innovation in different areas of the programme, which could not however be included in this
table but are mentioned in the developments below®. The table has to be taken as indicative
only given the differences in the criteria and methods used by evaluators.

% The PT and SE evaluators refer to other areas of innovation than just themes (e.g. type of intervention, target
group). The FI evaluators describe the types of innovation by theme without aiming at assessing their intensity. The
BEfrg evaluators asked the DPs of each theme to indicate where they had contributed innovations (several answers
possible) but this does not give rise to an assessment of the intensity of innovation since high marks everywhere
could be more indicative of a dispersed effort than of more significant innovation: in fact this is an important possible
methodological flaw of ratings through counts of innovative elements. Finally the IT and IE evaluators do not
distinguish between themes (with regard to the assessment of innovation) and the LU and UKni evaluators rather
describe individual DPs as is normal in such small programmes.
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Table 5.2 — Intensity of innovation by theme

Type of assessment Source 1A 1B 2C 2D 3E 3F 4G 4H 51
AT (*) | Themes with more Experts’® +H- |+ | - R
radical innovation
DE Share of high quality Rating on basis of ++ 0 | 0 + 0 ++ ++
of innovation by theme DP reports and
products
DK Themes with highest DP survey +++ + +++ +
incidence of innovative
elements
ES Compliance with Rating on the basis ++ ++ | +/- ++ ++ +/-
innovation principle”' of DP reports and
case studies
FR Themes where most | Experts on the basis | ++ | +++ - +/- ++ | | N/A
innovation identified of various DP
material
GR Themes with highest Rating on the basis +/- ++ +/- ++ +/- ++ +++ | H/-
incidence of innovative | of DP workplans,
elements survey of DP
evaluators, survey of
NTN experts
NL Share of ‘very high’ DP survey -+ +4++ N/A
innovation by pillar
UKgb Characteristics of Evaluators on the +/- +/- + ++ +/- +/- ? +++
*) innovation in each basis of all material
theme ' gathered (DP
surveys, case studies)

Source: National evaluation reports. The AT and UKgb evaluators do not provide ratings. The ratings indicated are
our interpretation of their findings by theme. The meaning of the ratings given in this table has to be understood in
relation to the type of assessment carried out by each evaluation team, which is indicated in the 2™ column: for
example, in DE, it refers to the share of “high quality innovation’: thus indicating ‘0O’ means that no high quality
innovation has been identified. Themes appearing with ‘+++’ are those where the highest share of high quality
innovation has been found. Ratings are thus always relative in each country (i.e. based on the comparison of the
performance of the various themes).

The following lessons can be derived from these assessments:

- The choice of thematic priorities in the CIPs has set a first basis for the development of
innovation: in some CIPs the choice was made to define some thematic priorities in areas
where policy support had so far been limited and/or where professional practices were
dispersed and lacked a systematic character. Although it might have been feared that this
would lead to a lack of operators for lack of institutional/organisational capacity, this
decision, made in some CIPs, has in fact turned out to be an important stimulus to
innovation, and, as will be seen in chapter 10, it has contributed to raising the profile of
certain issues, steering more public debate and even policy initiatives. The more or less new
character of thematic priorities naturally depended on the countries, but 4 themes were more
likely than others to be mentioned as relatively new areas of policy/practice developments:
the social economy; conciliation between work and private lives; fight against racism and
xenophobia; and the integration of asylum seekers:

7 Source: 2™ Interim report.

"I We rely on the global assessment of compliance with the key principles, presented by theme, in table 9.1 p. 151.
Compliance with the innovation principle is rated as satisfactory for themes 1A (facilitating access and return to the
labour market), 1B (combating racism), 2C (business creation), 4G (reconciling family & professional life) and 4H
(reducing gender gaps). However in the more qualitative assessments of the principle, theme 2C emerges as the
theme where innovation has been clearest, which is why we reintroduce this difference here.

72 As the evaluators have sought to describe the areas of innovation under each theme, they prefer not to provide an
assessment of the more or less innovative character of each theme, except in the case of theme 5I (asylum seekers), of
which they say that it has been the most innovative. However we have intended to provide an overall judgement by
theme on the basis of the indications they provide. The responsibility is of course ours.
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e Thus, the choice of the AT programme to focus priority 2D (social economy) on
‘quality in social services jobs’ has stimulated important institutional and
organisational innovation in the social economy and social services sector
which have contributed to the structuring and professionalisation of the sector
(see below) 7. The attention given to the social economy in GR and FI was also
relatively new.

e In ES, DPs highlighted that the very theme of reconciling private and working
lives was new.

e The FI evaluators highlight that initiatives combating racism are fairly new, as
FI has only been a country of immigration for about 15 years.

e In FR, the choice to take up priorities or to define actions where experience had
so far been limited or dispersed (fight against racism and xenophobia;
reconciling private and professional life) has been validated, a posteriori, by
the fact that these are the areas where most innovation seems to have taken
place. Conversely, themes which had already given rise to important public
support (business creation, the social economy) stimulated less innovation,
although important progress was made on other fronts, in particular the
networking between all the relevant actors on a given territory.

- Limited prior experience is also the reason why the asylum seekers theme has been
considered by several evaluators (AT, DE, SE, PT"*, UKgb) as one of the themes where
innovation has been clearest, although the experience of ES and GR shows that the newness
of the theme has not been a sufficient condition for stimulating innovation.

- When themes are relatively new for a Member State, one could expect that transnational co-
operation could be especially important as a source of innovation, as practices in ‘more
experienced’ countries can be capitalised upon. Unfortunately the contribution of
transnational co-operation to innovation is not frequently assessed by theme in the
evaluation reports, and this question can not be answered. Only the GR evaluator states that
initiatives in the social economy have very much relied on foreign experience. Other
evaluators provide single examples of DPs where this has been the case: for example in FR,
1 DP in theme 2B (combating racism), 1 DP in theme 3E (the DP focused on age
management) and 2 DPs in theme 4G (reconciling family and professional life) were both
rated as innovative and as having a strong transnational dimension (but we are not told
about relationships between the two).

- However, identifying themes which are ‘newer’ than others can lead to some undue
generalisations, as the content of some themes varies significantly from one CIP to the
other, and as the frontiers between themes may be blurred, particularly in some Member
States. It may thus be more profitable to look at the types of intervention or actions. Thus,
it seems to be more difficult to innovate in training interventions, given the extent and
continuity of public support for training in the last two decades, especially in the context of
public employment policies. The PT evaluators, who have sought to establish a ‘repertoire
of good practices and innovative products’”’, assessed 16 pedagogic materials and 6 training
methodologies and pathways amongst the 71 practices and products they looked at. Only 2
of the former and none of the latter were selected for the repertoire (whereas, in the area of
support to self-employment, 4 were selected out of 9). In theme 3E (Lifelong learning), the

3 The phrasing of the thematic priority in the EQUAL guidelines also insists on ‘improving the quality of jobs’ but it
seems that this has been given more or less prominence in the CIPs.

™ 2 out of the 24 products selected for the repertoire of good practices and innovative products were developed in
theme 5I.

75 See below for more explanations on their approach.

85



practices judged innovative by the AT and FR evaluators concerned the introduction of new
concepts and tools in companies (‘diversity management’ in AT; ‘age management’ in FR)
rather than training interventions. The ES evaluators question the innovative character of
part of the projects developed under theme 3F (adaptability), especially ‘e-learning’
projects, which tend to privilege technologically driven innovation to the detriment of a
more global understanding of needs and lacks.

- Innovation seems to have been clearer, especially in theme 1A (facilitating access and
return to the labour market), when it was developed for well identified and specific target
groups, which not only suffer from discrimination and inequalities in the labour market and
at work but were also (and this is of course related) not accessing support measures. When
themes were defined, already at CIP level, with a focus on a specific target group, this
seems to have facilitated the production of innovation — for example in DK theme 1A was
exclusively focused on refugees and migrants. This is also another explanation for the rather
high degree of innovation stated by a number of evaluators in the asylum seekers theme.

- More generally, the innovative attempt of DPs has often been directed to the tailoring and
adaptation of existing approaches to reach out to new target groups — for which access to
existing measures had been denied: thus, as pointed out by the UKgb evaluators, in themes
where the intensity of innovation has been variable (e.g. Theme 1A - Facilitating access and
return to the labour market), DPs focusing on specific target groups have been more
innovative than others which, for example, focused on a local area as a whole: ‘It is more
difficult for these DPs to be innovative because of the small-scale targeted nature of many
of the actions. They tend to be generic and, in some cases, come close to replicating
mainstream delivery’ (UKgb report, p. 50). Territorial projects would thus be very suitable
for empowerment of small organisations and the consolidation of networking, but less so for
innovation: this echoes the findings of the FR evaluators. In AT theme 1A (Facilitating
access and return to the labour market) was not found to be particularly innovative, except
with regard to integration pathways for people with disabilities.

- However, it is also true that the introduction of relatively new concepts and methodologies
such as ‘diversity management’ (e.g. in AT and in SE) or ‘age management’ (a relatively
new concept in FR) has also given rise to important innovation, which, precisely, is not
linked to specific targeting. On the contrary, through these concepts, DPs have sought to
promote new approaches to Human Resources Management, especially recruitment
methods, career planning, and the organisation of continuous training, i.e. organisational
change in a way which does not focus on specific groups but rather on staff as a whole.
Thus age management does not concentrate on older workers but on relationships between
generations of workers in firms.

5.2.2 Scope of innovation

As already said in our 2™ Interim Report, many evaluators’® have sought to classify the
innovation produced according to the typology proposed in the EQUAL guidelines (goal-
oriented, process-oriented and context-oriented innovation) or have proposed alternative
typologies’.

As demonstrated in different ways by many evaluators, one of the specific contributions of
EQUAL to the fight against discrimination and inequalities has been the pursuit of global
strategies, targeting different kinds of actors at the same time and through different means

78 in AT, BEfrg, ES, FI, IE, SE, UKgb and UKni.

7 Over time, and with particular clarity in the 2005 reports, it has become obvious to us that, rather than ‘types’ of
innovations, goals, processes and contexts are areas of innovation and this is how we deal with them here.
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(awareness raising campaigns, guides, training, etc.). As appears with particular clarity in the
evaluation reports by the evaluators in Nordic countries, as well as in BEfrg, in many cases
‘new practices’ concern goals, processes and contexts at the same time.

In addition, it is sometimes quite difficult to define the area of innovation according to this
typology, as, for example, new quality standards can be considered as a new management
method (innovation in processes), but if they become institutionalised and taken up in a whole
sector, they modify the context of action (innovation in contexts). Similarly, tailoring existing
actions/measures to cater for the needs of new target groups can both be considered as an
innovation in the goals (new target groups) and in the processes (tailoring).

For these two reasons (the integrated character of many innovations in EQUAL, and the at times
arbitrary distinction between the three areas of innovation), although this distinction between
goals, processes and contexts may be useful from an analytical point of view, to bring DPs to
describe what they do — once they have come to terms with it, the assessment of the dominant
area of innovation does not teach much and is somewhat artificial. Nevertheless an attempt is
made in the table below, which shows that process innovation has been confirmed by evaluators
as the dominant type of evaluation, which is consistent with the fact that many innovations are
improvements of existing practices. However this improvement of existing practices is often
carried out to better address the needs of target groups insufficiently addressed in mainstream
provision, so that, as argued above, in many cases process innovation goes together with goal
innovation.

Table 5.3 — Dominant objects of innovation in some Member Sates
Goals (new domains Processes (new Contexts (new Source
of intervention, new | methods, techniques, systems, new
target groups) tools) networks)
AT X Overall evaluator’s judgement
BEfrg X DP’s self assessment, confirmed by
evaluators
ES X Overall evaluator’s judgement
FI X X Overall evaluator’s judgement
FR X Overall evaluators’ judgement”®
1E X DPs’ self assessment’”
SE X DP reports
UKgb X N/A®
UKni X Overall evaluator’s judgement

Source: National evaluation reports.

78 Although the FR evaluators adopt a slightly different classification of the areas of innovation, they still find that
process innovation has been dominant.

" In a survey carried out for the Mid-term report (2003), 76% DPs said they produced innovation in processes, 62%
innovation affecting contexts and 38% innovation in goals. There has been no update of this analysis in the 2005
report.

% The table provided in the report indicates process innovation for 54% DPs, context innovation for 28%, and goal
innovation for 26%. However the source is not provided.
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5.2.3 Quality of innovation
Five evaluators have proposed assessments of the quality of innovation, resorting to quite
different approaches, but, as we shall see below, with some partly common criteria.

The FR evaluators organised an assessment of the more or less innovative character of these
operations, by reference to the start of the art in the field concerned, on the basis, mainly, of
expert knowledge. They thus mainly assimilate the quality of innovation with its ‘added value’.
However it is unclear whether the assessment of added value was based on an analysis of the
results produced by these innovations as compared with the results of existing practice.

The evaluators rightly point out that assessing the innovative character of an operation very
much depends on who performs that assessment, even when very sophisticated criteria are
elaborated. They thus opted for relying on the knowledge of the fields by recognised experts.

They first identified a ‘pool’ of 72 ‘operations’ (corresponding to 72 different DPs, i.e. about
one third of round 1 DPs) selected as potentially innovative by the regional programme actors,
NTN co-ordinators, or by themselves through case studies. They prepared screening fiches for
each of these operations, on the basis of data from the ECDB, from the FR database, from DP
documents and, in some cases, phone interviews with DP co-ordinators. They then asked
experts, gathered in committees (so that debate could take place), to decide to what extent these
potential innovations actually made a difference with existing practice.

The overall result was that, amongst the 72 operations, 20 were considered innovative. This
represents 28% of the ‘potentially innovative’ operations/DPs, and thus 9% of the total number
of R1 DPs. The evaluators point out that this has to be seen as the ‘floor rate’ of quality
innovation, especially given the way in which the first stage of the selection was carried out®'.

By theme, the results show that the share of potential innovation was particularly high in themes
1B (combating racism), 4G (reconciling family and professional life) and 2D (social economy).
The themes in which a greater proportion of high quality innovation was found were again
themes 1B and 4G, but theme 3F (adaptability) performed well as well*>. The short description
of the innovative practices detected do not allow us to draw conclusions by theme, all the more
so in theme 3F, where the ‘operations’ considered appeared to be very varied.

Table 5.4 — Indicative rates of quality innovation by theme in FR

1A 1B 2C 2D 3E 3F 4G 51 Total
Number of DPs funded in R1 66 22 23 28 35 28 25 4 231
Number of ‘operations’ selected as 15 10 4 + 1111 11 11 10 0 72 +1
potentially innovative by programme Action 3
actors
% of potentially innovative 22.7% |45.5% | 17.4% 39.3% [31.4% |39.3% |[40% 0% 28%
operations/ total funded DPs in R1
Number of ‘operations’ selected for |4 5 1 (Action |1 3 4 3 0 20+ 1
the quality of their innovation 3 project)
% of operations with quality 6.1% |22.7% |N/A 3.6% | 8.6% 14.3% | 12% 0% 9%
innovation/ total funded DPs in R1

Source: Own elaboration on the basis of 2005 FR Evaluation report.

81 They then proceed to analyse the characteristics of these innovations: the results of this analysis appear in this
chapter in different sections.

82 Theme 4H (Reducing gender gaps) has not been selected in FR. Surprisingly, DPs funded under theme 51 do not
seem to have been taken into account for this assessment, even though in other parts of the report, the evaluators
stress that the theme



The PT evaluators’ criteria for assessing innovation are in fact in part criteria for assessing good
practice. This is explicitly acknowledged by the evaluators, who constituted, on the basis of
their assessment, a ‘repertoire of good practice and innovative products’. They analysed 71
operations/practices developed by their 24 case study DPs®. The assessment leads to a
repertoire of 16 products and processes (22%), which can be considered as ‘emblematic’ of
EQUAL in PT, in the sense that they are not only innovative and effective but also feature well
in terms of implementation of the partnership, empowerment, equal opportunities,
transnationality and mainstreaming principles (see box below).

The PT evaluators rather seek to assess the overall quality of the product or process developed, and its
more or less innovative character is only one of the aspects looked at®. There are two criteria which
directly concern innovation:

- What we could call the ‘pervasive’ character of innovation: Does it only concern the products
delivered? Or the process of implementation? Or both? (Innovation is graded higher if it both
concerns outcomes and processes);

- Origin of innovation: Is it innovation by creation? Or by adaptation? (innovation is graded higher if it
is by creation).

The other criteria of good practice are mostly based on the other principles of EQUAL:

- Partnership: Participation of partners in the development of the product/process; involvement of
external experts in the development of the product/process;

- Empowerment: Participation of the target-groups in the development of the product/process;

- Transnationality: Contribution of transnationality to the development of the product/process;

Equal Opportunities: Importance of Equal Opportunities in the development of the product/process;

- Mainstreaming: Transparency; Transferability of the product/process;

Information society: Use of ICT.

However the evaluators also look at:

- Effectiveness: Effective use of the product (external/internal); Contribution to the social integration of
target-groups; Promotion of entrepreneurship/qualification of persons and/or organisations;
Contribution to social responsibility/organisational development;

- Impacts: Diversity of areas of impact;

- Wider societal goals: activation of citizenship.

The 5 operations/practices which received the highest grades were:

- A computer application for the production of financial planning in self-employment creation
processes. It is considered a product with high mainstreaming capabilities.

- Two asylum seekers projects, which produced an asylum seeker guide, an information
centre, training programmes for interpreters, a pool of mediators, etc.

- A catalogue of socially and environmentally friendly activities in a region of the south of
Portugal, with high mainstreaming potential.

- A process for using micro-credit in the promotion of self employment, found particularly
innovative and a good platform for empowerment.

The IT evaluators also took into account two of the other EQUAL principles (partnership and
empowerment) in their assessment of the quality of innovation: on the basis of various sources
(regional/provincial workshops, database information) they sought to assess the ‘experimental
character’ of the programme on the basis of the following criteria: relevance of the problem
addressed (were the problems addressed well known, new, priorities for the territories
concerned?); added value of the actions developed (i.e. the extent to which they ‘add something’
to mainstream policy and practice); quality of the partnership (were all partners involved in DP
actions and how far was the partnership integrated?); and the quality of empowerment (extent of
effective participation of beneficiaries). The evaluators thus considered that the effective

% The sample of case study DPs is representative and its elaboration has been based on a cluster analysis.

8 1t is, for that matter, slightly confusing that the repertoire is called repertoire of good practice and innovative
products, since it could appear that the evaluators consider the criteria on partnership, empowerment etc. to be
contributing to the assessment of innovation as well.
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contribution of partners and beneficiaries was an indicator of an experimentation process taking
place.

They found, overall, that many DPs addressed ‘significant’ problems, but failed to address
structural ones (e.g. the lack of jobs) or emerging issues not yet on the policy agenda (which is
not very surprising given the EQUAL framework). With regard to the actions developed, the
evaluators found, at least in the provinces studied, that they were well conceived and well
carried out, but with few links to existing policies, which meant that they ran the risk of
remaining at a level of isolated experimentation. Added value is thus scarce due to poor
communication with the policy sphere, a finding echoing the analysis of mainstreaming carried
out by other evaluators. Partnerships were found to be extensive but not very participative, as
65-70% of resources were managed by only 20% of the partners. Finally the extent of
participation of beneficiaries to DP actions was very unequal across DPs.

The GR evaluators adopted, in 2004 (previous report), a scoring method, as they sought to
quantify both the incidence of innovation (number of innovative elements) and the intensity of
innovation (innovation by creation or innovation by adaptation), by theme. The evaluators
carried out this assessment for different elements: contents, goals, structures, processes, actions
and products of the DPs.

However their criteria for assessing the innovative character of these elements seem to us to be
more related to an assessment of the quality of innovation in EQUAL than to an assessment of
innovation strictly speaking. Their main criteria included: social added value; feasibility of
dissemination and mainstreaming; documented viability over time; ‘dynamic comparative
advantage’ and effectiveness of interventions as compared with existing practices;
responsiveness to the needs of target groups; functionality of actions; complementarity with
other activities.

The basis for this assessment was their own review of DP workplans. The evaluators also relied
on DP evaluators’ assessment (gathered through a questionnaire) and NTN expert opinion. The
analysis gave rise to a scoring of themes, according to the incidence of innovation — we would
rather say: the incidence of quality innovation — (number of workplans found innovative in the
theme with respect to goals, structure, process etc./ number of workplans in the theme) and its
intensity (creation/adaptation). However the origin of innovation serves an analytical purpose
and is not, contrary to the PT approach, constitutive of the lower or higher quality of innovation.
The results are provided in the table below. This scoring approach was accompanied by a more
qualitative analysis of the innovations found in each theme.

Table 5.5 — Scoring by the GR evaluator of incidence and intensity of innovation

Number Content Goal Structure Process Action Products

of DPs
Creation| Transfer| Creation| Transfer| Creation| Transfer| Creation| Transfer| Creation| Transfer| Creation| Transfer
1A 11 0.54 0 0.27 0 0.18 0.27 0 0.18 0.18 0.27 0.27 0.27
1B 3 1 0 0.66 0 0 1 0.33 0 0.5 0.5 1 0
2C 6 0.83 0 0.33 0 0.33 0.16 0 0 0 0 0.66 0.16
2D 5 0.4 0.4 1 0 0.6 0.4 0 0.4 0.8 0.2 0.6 0.2
3E 5 1 0 0.4 0.2 0 0.4 0 0.6 0.4 0.2 0.4 0.2
3F 5 0.6 0 0.8 1 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.4 0.4
4H 4 1 0 0.75 0 0.25 0.75 0.25 0.25 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.5
51 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1

Source. National evaluation report. GR. (2004 and 2005).

Overall the evaluators found that ‘the programme as a whole presented a satisfactory degree of
innovation, of a mainly ‘endogenous’ character’ (in other words, mainly by own creation than
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by take up of practices developed elsewhere). According to our own calculations®, the average
score is 32%. The method is interesting although it has the drawback of relying on a count of
individual innovations, thus omitting their more or less integrated character. Thus a DP scoring
high in all areas of innovation could both be a highly innovative DP or a DP characterised by a
great dispersion, and therefore potentially by lower effectiveness. However the account taken of
‘complementarity’ between operations may have offset this drawback.

The evaluation approach proposed by the DE evaluators deserves further attention. They
analysed the 850 individual operations presented as innovative by the 109 DPs in their reports
and in the DP survey, as well as the integration of these innovations at DP level. Their
assessment criteria are presented in the box below.

Assessment criteriafor the quality of innovation in the DE evaluators approach

On the basis of 4 overarching criteria for the assessment of the quality of innovation (relevance,

effectiveness, feasibility, transferability), the DE evaluators have elaborated more specific criteria, which

are the ones applied to the rating of single and innovations:

- Breaking the specific cause and effect relation underpinning the targeted labour market or social
problem (criterion applied to single innovations);

- Contribution to problem solving (criterion applied to single innovations and to the integration of
these single operations at DP level);

- Leve of innovation: how important is the difference made with existing solutions? (criterion applied
at the level of the DP);

- Mainstreaming capacity and capacity to raise interest amongst non-involved actors (criterion applied
at the level of the DP);

- Contribution to reducing inequalities and discrimination (criterion applied at the level of the DP).

The DE evaluators’ approach appears as particularly interesting for the attention paid to the
initial diagnosis made by the DPs (is there an analysis of the causes of inequalities and a clear
explanation of how the innovation can contribute to break the cause-effect relationship) and to
the actual capacity of the innovations developed to solve the identified problems, again,
addressing their causes and not only the effects®®. In a way, this is also what the GR evaluators
sought to capture with their criteria of ‘responsiveness to the needs of the target groups’ and
compared effectiveness.

The results of this assessment are presented in a very aggregated manner (see table below). It
would have been interesting to also have an analysis of how each of the criteria had contributed
to this overall result’’. The evaluators found that 11.8% of the operations presented by DPs as
innovative were of a high or very high quality. The share of high quality innovation is higher for
DPs as a whole than for single projects: the integration of several single innovations may be
rated better than the innovations taken individually, as is consistent with the logic of the
programme. Overall, the performance is considered by the evaluators as ‘impressive’, for the
single projects developed as well as for the DPs as a whole. However it is interesting to note
that 40% of the innovations presented by DPs could not be assessed, either because of a lack of
sufficient data (for 150 of them) or because they could not be considered as innovations ‘in the
sense of the programme’, according to the evaluators (190 cases).

8 Taking into account the weight of each theme (number of DPs) and giving equal weight to all innovative elements,
whether they occur by creation or by transfer.

% n order to answer these questions, the evaluators have triangulated many different sources of data (though all
coming from the DPs) to which they have applied their rigorous definition of criteria, their external stance as
evaluators and probably also their knowledge of labour market policy.

87 This was done, but only on the basis of DP workplans, i.e. at the level of intentions. The capacity for breaking the
cause-effect relationship was found to be high in 37% of the cases, and the potential effectiveness was rated as high
in 24% of the cases.
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Table 5.6 — Quality ranking of innovation in DE

Quality Rank Numbers (operations) % Numbers (DPs) %

Very high 40 4.7%

High 60 7.1% 24 22%
Medium 330 38.8% 69 63%
Low 80 9.4% 16 15%
Not assessed 340 40%

Total 850 100,0% 109 100%

Source: National evaluation report for DE.

Overall, as can be seen, the evaluators have resorted to one or several of 6 basic criteria:
relevance; effectiveness; added value; sustainability; mainstreaming; and integrated character or
complementarity. The PT evaluators have included the origin of innovation, the contribution of
the EQUAL principles to the production of good practice as well as the diversity of impacts as
additional criteria, whilst for other evaluators these are separate assessments. Other evaluators
have used some of these criteria in their assessment of innovation, although in a less systematic

fashion.

Table 5.7 — Criteria used for the assessment of the quality of innovation

DE FR GR IT PT

Relevance Innovations N/A Responsiveness to | Sgnificance  of | N/A
oriented to needs of target|the problem
breaking the group addressed
specific cause and
effect relation

Effectiveness | Contribution  to | N/A Compared N/A Effective use of
problem solving effectiveness the product;
and Contribution Contribution  to
to reducing the social
inequalities and integration of
discrimination target-groups,

€tc.

Added value | How important is| More or less| Compared Capacity to | Contribution  to
the difference | innovative effectiveness with | improve existing | wider societal
made with | character by | existing practice. | policies goals
existing reference to state | Social added
solutions? of the art value

Sustainability | N/A N/A Viability over | N/A N/A

time

Mainstreami | Mainstreaming N/A Dissemination Link  developed | Transparency;

ng capacity | capacity and with policy | Transferability of

mainstreaming community the
capacity product/process

Integrated Assessment of | N/A Complementarity | N/A Innovation in

character/ innovation for with other actions products or

complementa | single and processes, or in
rity combinations  of both
operations

Contribution | (separate (separate (separate Partnership and | Contribution  of

of the | assessment) assessment) assessment) empower ment the principles to

principles considered as | the production of
components  of | good practice
experimentation

Origin  (by | N/A N/A (assessed, but Innovation by

creation  or does not count for creation rated

adaptation) the quality of higher
innovation)

Source: National evaluation reports.

Other evaluators have looked at the relevance of the innovations developed, although in a less
systematic fashion than the DE evaluators. For example, the BEfrg and ES evaluators do this by
looking at the composition of target groups and by highlighting that in some cases the groups




reached were not particularly the most disadvantaged or discriminated against, or that the low
take up of some innovations could be an indicator of an ill-suited design in the first place (e.g.
this is the case of the technologically driven innovation in the ‘e-learning platforms’ developed
by DPs in theme 3E in ES). However the DE evaluators’ specific contribution is, as said, that
they have studied the capacity of the innovations developed to break the cause-effect cycle of
discrimination, both through an analysis of the plausible character of the diagnosis carried out
and through an analysis of the links between the innovation developed and this diagnosis.

Effectiveness tends to have been assessed by other evaluators at the level of the programme
(often by theme), through an analysis of the short-term effects of DP actions for beneficiaries.
This has been done through beneficiary surveys, through the analysis of DP reports or through
focus groups and beneficiary interviews™. Results are usually at an aggregate level by theme
and do not allow for an assessment of the effectiveness of specific innovations.

However the BEfrg evaluators directly assessed, through their DP survey, the contribution of
the innovations developed to reaching the programme objectives and to reducing inequalities
and discrimination. Globally, the objective to which DPs think they have most contributed has
been the ‘improved access to labour market integration for people excluded from the labour
market’ (60% of the DPs think they have made a significant or high contribution). Furthermore,
according to the DP co-ordinators, 49% of the new practices developed have a high potential for
reducing discrimination; 41% refer to ‘interesting practices but which require adaptation’. 10%
of the identified new practices have only limited or no potential at all. However, more than these
global results, what is interesting in this approach is that each individual innovation is assessed
in this way by the DPs.

The analysis of added value with regard to existing practices usually takes the form of
comments on the ‘incremental’ character of the innovations developed, except in the cases
where support services (for labour market integration, business creation etc.) have become
accessible to new groups of users, not or insufficiently catered for before. Both the FR and the
IT evaluators have pointed out that the difference with mainstream ESF projects was not always
clear, which points, possibly, to insufficiencies at the selection stage. Two evaluators went
further and pointed out that, whilst innovation could bring added value, it could also be
detrimental to existing provision. Thus the AT evaluators found that the implementation of the
principle had sometimes led to abandoning existing practices which ‘were working’ in order to
explore uncertain new ways (in a context of limited funding). For the same reason, the BEfrg
evaluators explicitly asked the question: ‘innovate, certainly, but up to where and at what cost?’.

The transfer and mainstreaming potential has been analysed by more evaluators (e.g. in the
BEfrg, ES, FI, IT and UKgb reports) as a means to qualify the scope of innovation. These
evaluators have also looked at the sustainability of innovation, i.e. their sustained capacity to
address the problem targeted: this is also an important quality criterion, which is apparently not
taken up by the DE evaluators (unless it is included in their assessment of mainstreaming).

Finally, the contribution of other principles to innovation has been looked at by some
evaluators, but is not usually considered as constitutive of the quality of innovation (and rightly
so in our opinion): rather it is included in the analysis of the factors facilitating the emergence
and development of innovation (see section 5.3 below).

% The AT, ES, NL and UKni evaluators carried out a survey of beneficiaries. The FI evaluators carried out a survey
of participants to the adaptability measures, the PT evaluators surveyed the participants who had completed EQUAL
training courses. The BEfrg evaluators analysed the beneficiary data in DP reports. Other evaluators interviewed
beneficiaries individually or through focus groups in the context of case studies (in LU, PT, UKgb).
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5.2.4. Resultsand elementsof added value of the innovations produced

In this section, we seek to provide an overview of the innovations discussed by national
evaluators and elements of added value, although, once again, the exercises carried out by
national evaluators on which this presentation is based are of a different nature®. Results are
organised in an empirical way, based on what have emerged to be as key areas of innovation in
EQUAL, which mainly correspond to the thematic priorities, but also highlight specific sectors,
types of intervention and target groups. Due to the different methodologies adopted by
evaluators, our account sometimes provides broad trends and sometimes single DP examples.
Given the lack of systematic assessment of the quality of innovation, as explained above, the
added value of innovative trends and outputs is often presented in a cursory way and the basis
for assessments can remain implicit. However, given the thorough knowledge of EQUAL
acquired by evaluators — most of whom have been appointed at the beginning of the
implementation of the programme, their selection of innovative practices has a good, if
sometimes too implicit, basis.

New approachesto labour market integration pathways

Labour market integration pathways have been on the agenda for a long time now; however,
methodologies and networking have progressed under EQUAL.

In ES, some DPs were successful in setting up labour market integration pathways targeting
individuals suffering from ‘multiple disadvantage’ (whereas it has been generally difficult for
DPs to reach out to people suffering severe disadvantage) and more care was put in ‘preparatory
actions’ so as to motivate individuals to participate in own integration. In what may be seen
perhaps as a newer development, monitoring of employment (especially employment stability)
and support of the person once employed were strengthened. Specific training courses were
designed targeting sectors with recruitment needs, which is said by evaluators to have widened
the occupational choice of beneficiaries. In GR, a nationwide network of one-stop-shop to
deliver holistic services of career advice and guidance has been created.

In BEfrg, the DP survey showed that the development of more individualised pathways has
been by far the objective of the programme to which DPs think they have made the greatest
contribution. 84% DPs think they have contributed to the objective and 28% in a very
significant manner.

Similarly, in FI, new trade-specific pathways have been developed with high involvement from
employers (the evaluators see this as the most important result of theme 1A - Facilitating access
and return to the labour market). This has also been the case in the construction sector in UKgb,
where one London-based DP is singled out as having secured employer commitment for the
training, placement and eventually employment of people facing severe difficulties in the labour
market”™. Although generally speaking the UKgb evaluators raised doubts as to the

% Two evaluators have sought to single out projects, following a process of assessment and selection (in FR, ‘truly
innovative’ projects; in PT good and innovative practices). A number of evaluators (AT, BEfrg, ES, FI, GR, UKgb)
have presented innovations by theme and therefore have an analysis of innovation trends in each theme, rather than a
selection of best practices. The BEfrg evaluators are particularly careful in their presentation of innovative practices
to say that these remain to be validated. In any case, as was mentioned above, none of the evaluators, except in DE,
has assessed the overall quality of these innovations, but partial assessments are sometimes provided. The DE
evaluators have presented innovations in DPs targeting specific groups, DPs targeting sectors, DPs targeting specific
territories and in DPs oriented to method development. However the assessment of quality which has been carried out
does not seem to be taken up there. The UKni and LU evaluators logically describe the innovation in all DPs, given
the size of the programme in these countries. Finally a few evaluators (IE, IT, SE) have made assessments of
innovation from a programme perspective — though the IE evaluators provide specific DP illustrations — and two
evaluators (DK, NL) have opted mainly for a quantitative perspective, with less room for thematic or single
illustrations.

* This DP has also been selected as EQUAL ‘success story’ at the European level.
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sustainability of the employer involvement obtained by EQUAL theme 1A DPs, in this case
they saw it as relatively secure, given the strong recruitment needs in the sector.

Gateways to employment have also been diversified, for example through the creation of new
temping arrangements for specific groups (low qualified people in BEfrg, people with
disabilities in AT), through the promotion of self-employment (for people with disabilities in
AT), or through the promotion of telework (for people with disabilities in DE).

Finally initiatives have also taken place to improve the interface between the unemployed and
the institutions and agencies in charge of delivering employment policy and benefits. The IE
evaluator puts forward a particularly innovative (and effective) example, involving all relevant
institutions in a ‘multi-agency approach’ to engagement with their client group (mainly older
long term unemployed and the ‘hidden’ unemployed), which has resulted in a co-ordinated
strategy and a joint interview process. Placement rates have improved.

Integrated approaches to tackling labour market discrimination and discrimination at
work: tackling prejudice through employer mobilisation and the definition of new
mediation roles

Labour market discrimination has not only been tackled by supply-side measures, as could have
been feared from the importance of the ‘employability pillar’. Mentoring and coaching of the
beneficiaries has often only been one of the measures developed by DPs, alongside awareness
raising campaigns, advice and support to employers, etc. Multi-level and multifaceted
approaches have thus been developed.

Thus the FR evaluators have found that one of the key areas of innovation in the FR programme
had been the awareness raising of actors not usually targeted, in order to change their
representations and attitudes towards discriminated groups (e.g. through the parallel training of
public services officials, social workers, company managers, employees and their
representatives, and final beneficiaries).

Similarly the AT evaluators found that DPs working for the integration of people with
disabilities had involved company-based decision makers (works councils, heads of personnel
departments) as active multipliers and promoters.

The ES evaluators assessed as innovative the implementation of awareness raising campaigns
on the ‘economic benefits of immigration’ (recruiting immigrants and having an intercultural
workforce). New roles of ‘cultural mediators’, acting as links between migrants and employers,
are also mentioned by the evaluators, who add that these have been “very effective’®!, especially
when the cultural mediators are migrants themselves. In a similar vein, the GR evaluators
highlight the role of ‘civic mediator’ as an innovation in the combat against racism and
discrimination, the AT evaluators mention initiatives for the qualification of skilled
‘intercultural consultants’ and the DE evaluators refer to the qualification of ‘on the job
advisers’. A UKni DP has trained ‘guest facilitators’, themselves from ethnic minorities, to give
sessions on equality issues at the workplace.

The same kind of multi-faceted approaches and similar tools can be found in awareness raising
concerning gender equality, with:

- Actions towards employers, essentially through guides — an ‘Equality and Diversity
Healthcheck’ in IE; a Guide for the application of ‘Equality plans’ in GR; guides on equal

! However the basis for this assessment is unclear.
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pay in the UKgb — and through the creation of new roles — of ‘gender equality consultants’
in GR and ‘equal opportunities agents’ in ES;

- Actions in the education and training system — introduction of ‘gender sensitive’ teaching
models in FI, elaboration of ‘gender packs’ for children and youth in AT;

- Actions amongst professionals of social and labour market integration — e.g. a training
programme on ‘Gender, stereotypes and argumentation’ in BEfrg; and

- Actions in the community in general — e.g. community workshops to address gender roles in
AT, public media campaign in the NL.

The FR evaluators have found that the holistic way in which women issues had been tackled in
FR was one of the most innovative features of the programme — for example, women at work
were involved together, whatever their position in the targeted company; and addressing gender
issues in some communities (e.g. the Chinese and Gypsy communities) was done by involving
men as well as women, beyond the specific role divides that exist in these communities whilst
taking them into account.

The media/creative sector has attracted particular attention from DPs engaged in combating
racism and discrimination. Two different kinds of innovations have been noted there, which are
inter-related in part: initiatives aiming at combating discrimination in the media, as this is a
strategic sector through the way in which ethnic minorities and migrants are portrayed; and
initiatives for the access of members of ethnic minorities and migrants to media production.

In GR, most of the innovations put forward by the evaluators in the field of combating racial
discrimination have taken place in the media: a code of conduct for the implementation of anti-
discrimination policies was adopted, and an equality audit was developed, aiming at combating
the reproduction of racism and xenophobia in the media.

In the UKgb, one DP is said by the evaluators to have had considerable success in committing
major television companies to produce ‘diverse programming’ and counting with the
contribution of people coming from Black and Minority Ethnics (BME). The DP also provided
a platform using broadband technology to support BME groups wanting to enter the media.
Another DP developed industry standard panels for the provision of business support, learning
and marketing of cultural and creative products created by BME artists.

Innovationsin the car e sector

The care sector has been given particular attention under EQUAL, especially as it is well suited
for the opening up of new training, accreditation and employment pathways for people who face
difficulties entering the labour market at the same time as it provides services which help with
balancing working and private lives. It is also a sector which still needs structuring in many
countries — both in terms of qualifications and careers and in terms of quality of employment
and work conditions, as precarious employment is frequent.

Developments in this sector have been highlighted by the AT, BEfrg, DE, LU and UKgb
evaluators. In DE, new possibilities of training and qualifications have been opened up in the
sector of care for the elderly. Some of the schemes have targeted specific groups which could
benefit from the recruitment needs in the sector, including migrants, and un- or low- qualified
individuals.

In BEfrg, a new partnership between complementary actors in the childcare sector was set up
for enhancing the consistency of provision; new strategic management tools were created for the
greater accessibility and quality of the services, at the same time as information tools (such as a
web-based resource on childcare) were developed. The evaluators consider that the synergies
created between partners could be intended between more operators and thus contribute to the
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greater consistency of the implementation of childcare policies in BEfrg. In LU, 2 childcare
facilities have been set up in the north of the country where there is almost no offer in this
respect. Flexible opening hours have been introduced, which is also an innovation stressed by
the evaluators, and qualification trajectories were developed for non-qualified unemployed
people, which is also unusual in the sector in LU.

But developments for the structuring of the sector have been particularly notable in AT and in
UKgb due to the number of DPs involved or to the scale of the innovation developed. In AT, the
phrasing of priority 2D in the CIP as a priority for the improvement of ‘quality in social services
jobs’ was certainly an important stimulus to innovations in that sector. As a result, the sector has
benefited from what could be called ‘structural’ innovations: a pilot collective agreement in the
health and social care sector; provision for the harmonisation of skill requirements in care work,
and the promotion of care vouchers. New services were also created, such as a ‘virtual old age
nursing home’, which provides professional help on a mobile basis and systems of visual
communication between professionals and the dependent elderly who wish to remain in their
homes.

In the UKgb, new qualification and employment opportunities have been opened up to people
who so far acted as voluntary carers. A theme 1A*> DP developed a ‘Learning for Living on-line
learning resource’ for carers, which can be considered an innovation at the European level, since
it is, according to the evaluators, the ‘first qualification in the EU for unpaid carers and on-line
learning for this target group’. 30 centres have already been set up around the UK and the
prospects for consolidation and further extension are very good™.

Innovationsin the social economy

The strengthening of the social economy advocated in the EQUAL guidelines has given rise to
important innovations and developments at the national level, especially, as we have seen, in
countries in which the sector was relatively new and/or unstructured. The social economy is
typically spread over a variety of sectors, but what was at stake there was the structuring and
professionalisation of the sector, and, according to the EQUAL guidelines, the improvement of
the quality of jobs.

New support structures were developed: for example, in FI, for the channelling and organisation
of ‘civic activities’® which so far had been carried out on a more informal basis; in GR, offices
of social entrepreneurship and social franchising systems have been set up. ‘Social co-
operatives’, which did not exist before, were introduced and they also received an impulse in
SE.

In countries with a more established tradition of social enterprises, the focus was more on
professionalisation: in the UKgb, the national evaluator mentions the development of good
practice models, of new national occupational standards for social enterprises managers and
advisers. In Scotland an important innovation has been the creation of a ‘social economy zone’
model, which has brought together operators and agencies and has led to the design of a new
public procurement plan for the promotion of community businesses.

One of the purposes pursued for the reinforcement of the social economy was also the creation
of new employment opportunities for people facing difficulties in the labour market: the already
mentioned creation of social co-operatives in GR and SE was meant to respond to this
challenge. However the UKgb evaluators raise doubts as to the sustainability of the jobs created

%2 Facilitating access and return to the labour market
3 This DP has also been selected as a ‘success story” at the European level.

°* By which we suppose is meant activities of community interest.
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and they highlight the ‘considerable risk’ associated with such initiatives. This type of
assessment, which introduces criteria of sustainability and effectiveness to qualify the
innovations developed, was not available in the other reports.

Support to business creation

The objective set out by the EQUAL guidelines to DPs operating in this field (which here
corresponds to a thematic field, 2C) was to ‘open up the business creation process to all’.

Removing barriers to business creation and self-employment was thus the main purpose of
innovations developed in that area. As indicated for the labour market integration pathways,
innovations pointed out by evaluators in services of support to business creation have
sometimes consisted in paying more attention to the preliminary steps of the schemes
(‘profiling’) as well as to advice for ‘consolidation’ once the business has been created, with
individualised coaching and mentoring throughout. Such ‘integrated’ services are considered as
amongst the most successful innovations in the ES EQUAL programme, and also feature high in
the DE report.

The formation of new support networks (rather than single structures) has been important. The
DE evaluators particularly emphasise the formation of a regional network of one stop shops
gathering all relevant actors. Consolidation and attention to the viability of small businesses has
been highlighted by the UKgb evaluators through the example of one DP in the retail sector,
which has created a support network.

Innovation has also consisted in detecting new sectors for business creation and in supporting
entrepreneurs in these new fields. The EQUAL programmes of two Southern countries (GR and
PT) seem to have been particularly good at this: in GR, a park of biological and traditional
products was set up, which hosts new enterprises, a business support centre, and a control office
for the certification of biological products. A network of one-stop-shops was created for the
provision of support to business creation in the sports sector. In PT, one of the products rated
highest by the evaluators is a Catalogue of ‘socially and environmentally friendly activities’ in
the south of the country.

The capacity of these innovations to effectively open business creation ‘to all’ remains,
however, at issue. The creation of new business incubators specially targeting women is
highlighted in BEfrg, and new support services were set up specifically for entrepreneurs in the
travellers” community in IE; in ES, new integrated advice services were intended to cater for
target groups who could not access such services before — such as young people who had failed
at university, or without any qualifications, or women in rural areas. These examples
demonstrate the usefulness of some of these innovations to actually address the existing
‘inequalities’ in accessing support schemes for business creation.

However both the BEfrg and ES evaluators also remark that this has not been the general case
and that actions in this field have tended to cater for groups which were not at a particular
disadvantage (e.g. qualified people): this points to a general lack of effectiveness of theme 2C
with some exceptions which are the innovations pointed out. Unfortunately, as far as we are
aware, this has not been explored by other evaluators.

New lear ning facilities and arrangements
Several evaluators mention innovations in this field especially in relation to the use of NTIC

(training using NTIC, e-learning, distance training). NTIC based systems of access to training
have been developed in ES, both for facilitating access to training to workers usually not taking
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part and to improve IT skills. However the evaluators have also shown that DPs in the
adaptability pillar had not been very successful at targeting workers at risk. Similarly, the BEfrg
evaluators highlight the development of ‘e-learning” whereby training contents become
accessible on-line; however they stress that effectiveness remains to be assessed. In GR distance
learning and teleworking systems have been set up for example with a view to support access to
training for people living in remote areas. In DE a ‘learning platform’, set up to facilitate access
to training for prisoners, is one of the key innovations highlighted by the evaluators for people
in jail, and one which is said to have significantly improved their employability. The UKgb
evaluator provides examples of enhanced access to learning for people with severe disabilities,
thanks to the tools developed by one DP (virtual learning environment and switch technology).
The UKni evaluators provide the example of one DP which has successfully engaged young
people in learning through familiarisation with information technology.

The assessment of the effectiveness of this type of innovations is thus mixed — or pending. The
DE, UKgb and UKni examples seem to show that technology can be a powerful tool, when used
for the customisation of training to the needs of well-defined, specific and homogenous group
(at least in some respects). Conversely the idea that the flexibility of technology could be
sufficient for overcoming the barriers to training experienced by some workers seems is
indicative of an inadequate starting diagnosis.

Accompanying restructuring processes

Although the adaptability priority in the EQUAL guidelines specifically highlighted the need for
innovation in accompanying structural economic change, not many evaluators have identified
innovations in that area.

The BEfrg evaluators put forward the creation of an ‘integrated resource centre on restructuring
(reconversions)’®® as well as of a new tool for the anticipation of skill requirements, which they
assess as very useful for the awareness raising of employers on the need to develop continuous
training. Both the FI and the GR evaluators highlight the innovative character of projects carried
out in the shipbuilding industry, especially for the development and re-qualification of an aged
workforce. It has to be noted that the FI and GR DPs in this sector were part of a transnational
partnership which we studied (see chapter 6) and which was found to be particularly successful
at informing the work at the national level as well as in terms of joint development of tools.

Introducing ‘work/life balance' policies and instruments at employer level

Not many evaluators have highlighted innovations in that area either, as many DPs involved in
theme 4G (reconciling family and professional life) rather offered training to women, or focused
on improving the care provision (see above). However, in IE, the evaluator puts forward a DP
which ‘has developed a toolkit for firms to address information deficits/awareness of Work Life
Balance and to assist organisations to adapt policies and adopt new approaches. The tool has
been piloted in some semi-state companies which are part of the DP’. In ES a DP led by a
regional government was able to introduce work-life balance provisions in all the collective
agreements at the regional level. And in FR, one of the 21 initiatives selected by the evaluators
as quality innovation is that of a local authority which has engaged in a comprehensive
reflection and negotiation process for the better organisation of working time for its female
employees, from executives to cleaning staff. It is very significant that full-time jobs are being
provided to cleaning staff (rather than part time jobs resulting in very low income) but that
working time is concentrated so as to allow women staff to face their family responsibilities.
Career structures have also been reviewed.

%3 This initiative has also been selected as ‘success story” at the European level.
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Support to the integration of asylum seekers

There has been a wealth of innovations in that area, both aimed at equipping the providers and
professionals working with this target group, thus reinforcing the infrastructure, so to speak; at
changing asylum seekers’ position in society by addressing prejudice; and new actions,
methodologies and tools directly aimed at the target group.

Amongst the first group of innovations, the AT evaluators point out the creation of a supra-
regional network between asylum and refugee consultants to promote exchange of know-how
especially on help to asylum seekers to set up their own business/ become self employed. In
PT, a whole array of resources was created: an information centre, a ‘pool’ of mediators,
training programmes for interpreters etc. In FI, the practices of reception centres were reviewed
and changed. A significant example of increased and enhanced capacity is provided by the
UKgb evaluator, who mentions the initiative of a Scottish DP which works with volunteers for
the reception and support to asylum seekers, and has succeeded in attracting asylum seekers
themselves for this role (where they prove more ‘reliable’ than other volunteers), which has
meant an increased capacity, an increased number of languages spoken and a better service.

Actions aiming at changing the image of asylum seekers in the communities where they live,
e.g. through the organisation of product fairs and exhibitions, have been mentioned by the AT
and FI evaluators. In ES, the awareness raising campaigns led by the only DP in that field above
all targeted potential employers.

Tools and actions targeting asylum seekers themselves (welcome handbooks, skills audits,
language training, integration pathways) are not innovative in themselves but the evaluators
(e.g. in AT, ES, UKgb) stress that their adaptation to this specific group is.

Support to groupsinsufficiently addressed by mainstream provision

More generally, all evaluators mention innovations related with the adaptation and tailoring of
existing approaches to support individuals and groups suffering from severe discrimination
and/or marginalisation, or simply not sufficiently addressed by mainstream provision.

- Thus, in AT, the attention paid to some highly marginalised groups, such as the Roma,
people suffering from drug addiction, or prostitutes, has been reinforced in EQUAL;

- In BEfrg, tailoring of existing ‘insertion’/ training provision has taken place for 6 specific
target groups not targeted or insufficiently targeted so far by these measures (people in jail,
workers with low literacy, asylum seekers, Sub-Saharian people, +45 and people with
disabilities);

- In ES, women in rural areas were much more taken into account, especially by business
creation support schemes;

- In FI, the evaluators highlight the outreach of adaptability projects in particular to new quite
specific groups — e.g. disabled artists — and to types of organisations insufficiently targeted
so far (e.g. SMEs in remote areas);

- In IE, employability support services were developed so as to attract the older unemployed
and the ‘hidden’ unemployed;

- In the UKgb, the specific situations and needs of groups as diverse as ex offenders, people
suffering from HIV/Aids, or people suffering from severe disability were the starting point
of several projects.

Although migrants have been a frequent target group for EQUAL DPs, national evaluators have
not reported on many innovations targeting this group in particular. New methods and initiatives
of language training as well as new language testing methods have been developed for migrants
in AT and DE. However the dominant mode of intervention with regard to this target group has
been through the already mentioned multi-level and multifaceted strategies for combating racial
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discrimination. As already stated in chapter 2 (appropriateness of strategies), initiatives have
tended to address problems of labour market access and integration, more than of employment
conditions, whereas this is really the main issue in some countries.

In some cases the evaluators have highlighted that the way in which these specific target groups
were reached and involved was itself innovative. In FR, as already mentioned, the situation of
women in the Chinese or Gypsy communities was addressed in a global way, which meant
involving men as well and taking into account the specific distribution of roles in these
communities. In the UKni, one DP sought to address unemployed households, rather than
unemployed individuals; and another one sought to bring together marginalised young women
of very different backgrounds and characteristics (from the travellers’ community, lesbians,
young women with disabilities etc.). In these two cases reaching out to these groups has proved
very demanding and has required the development of new approaches such as the mobilisation
of peers. In IE, the Asylum Seekers DP decided to recruit and train outreach workers to engage
with asylum seekers at an early stage, after research had shown (understandable) distrust
amongst the target group towards the authorities.

5.3. IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES. THE DYNAMICS OF EXPERIMENTATION,
FACILITATING FACTORSAND OBSTACLES

Whereas national evaluators had reported, in the first years of the programme, a difficulty of
DPs to come to terms with the innovation principle, a few national evaluators have provided
indications that a ‘dynamics’ of experimentation had taken place, which seems to be a true
added value to project management. Thus the DE evaluators found that a large proportion of
DPs had developed the tools to be able not only to readjust their projects, but sometimes to
abandon some of them and design new ones in order to be responsive to changes in their
environment or target groups: they found that DPs implemented 16 % more innovative projects
than initially planned. The increase could be observed in all thematic areas, but was strongest in
the areas of business creation and the social economy. 70 % of the DPs initiated additional
innovative projects. Similarly, although without such a systematic analysis, the evaluator for
UKgb highlighted the importance of ‘un-anticipated’ innovation in EQUAL. The SE evaluators
found that DPs had often started with ‘traditional’ methods of project work, and had evolved
towards more participation and the setting up of new procedures favouring ‘learning processes’
within DPs.

Other evaluators provide more anecdotal or limited evidence. The FR evaluators selected 2 of
their 24 innovative practices on the grounds of a particularly well thought-out experimentation
processes. One DP, operating in the childcare sector, organised multi-site experimentation
which it then capitalised upon to derive a common methodology which was transferable. The
evaluators also single out one collective Action 3 project (in the business creation theme), in
which the DPs could organise the joint capitalisation of their various experiences. It is likely
that this experience reverted into their practices at DP level. And the UKni evaluators, referring
to the difficulties faced by some DPs to reach out to their target groups, mentioned that new
outreach channels had been sought for, and found to a certain extent (e.g. mobilising peers).

However there are also indications in some countries that this dynamics of experimentation has
been difficult to implement in R1. The ES evaluators remark that the initially planned target
groups had sometimes not been reached (in fact, the EQUAL programme in ES has not been
very successful at reaching the most disadvantaged), which echoes the finding of their
predecessors concerning the lack of adequate starting diagnosis. The final profile of the
beneficiaries taking part in DP actions seems to indicate that little corrective action was taken,
and thus the innovative character of DP actions may have somewhat been lost. Similarly in LU,
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one of the 3 DPs aimed to develop a network with volunteers for the integration of marginalised
groups. However, it turned out that it was difficult to find volunteers and this component of the
project seems to have simply been dropped.

Thus, and although our basis for this assessment is admittedly scarce, there are indications that
it has sometimes been difficult for DPs to draw the lessons of their failures and to design
alternative strategies, which is proper of an experimental approach. This points to the need of
reinforced programme guidance in some Member States (see below).

What are the evaluators’ main findings concerning the factors which have favoured the
emer gence of innovation?

First, and as already hinted at, some evaluators (especially in FR and UKgb) found that DPs
with a target-group orientation, with partners chosen for their complementary knowledge of and
practices with the target group(s) could be more prone to innovation than, for example,
partnerships aimed at territories as a whole, possibly because gathering all the actors of a given
territory could absorb all the energies.

The IE evaluator found that innovation was more likely to emerge when the DP was focused on
producing a tangible product. However, no other evaluator has arrived at this conclusion. One
could even say that the fact that evaluators have highlighted the innovative character of multi-
faceted, multi-level approaches rather points in the direction of innovation stemming, in
EQUAL, from the design of concerted, integrated action strategies, rather than from the testing
and development of single products.

The link between innovation and the partnership principle is to be taken with caution: many
evaluators have highlighted the positive contribution of the partnership principle to the
development of innovation, especially due to:

- The exchange of know-how and confrontation of views between complementary,
specialised, partners (as highlighted especially in the DE and IE reports);

- The role of associated grass-roots NGOs for the better knowledge of target groups;

- The role of DP evaluators for distance taking and readjustments (although this was only
pointed out in the DE report),

- Etc.

However, as we have seen, in some cases this positive appreciation of the partnership principle
as a factor of innovation was somewhat tautological, especially in the approaches rating the
quality of innovation partly on the basis of compliance with the partnership principle.

On the other hand, some evaluators found that the partnership principle should be considered a
favouring but by no means a sufficient factor: the ES evaluators remarked, for example, that
NGOs’ participation was not in itself a guarantee of knowledge of and access to the target
group: rigorous diagnoses and careful outreach actions (finding ways to contact people and gain
their trust) were also required. In that sense adequate partnership composition was not enough,
specific project management and research tools were also needed.

There could also be a tension, as said above, between the partnership and innovation principles,
as the operation of complex, comprehensive, partnerships may have absorbed much of DPs’
efforts.

The link with the other principles was not systematically explored, but when it was, was not
found to be tangible. For example, the FR evaluators looked simultaneously at the innovative
character of 72 ‘operations’ (projects), as well as at the quality of their transnational co-
operation and of their implementation of gender equality. Only a small minority of projects (5)
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featured high on all three principles. The DP survey in DK showed that very few DPs identified
transnationality as a source of innovation, although this could also be due to the difficulty to
trace back one’s sources of learning.

However the IE evaluators found that the participation of beneficiaries in the development of
the products had increased the innovation capacity of DPs.

Other very important facilitating factors included proactive support by the national support
structures and, particularly, the participation of DPs in thematic networks, where they could take
some distance from their practice, and be inspired by others, as noted e.g. by the DE, ES and FR
evaluators.

NSS and other programme actors’ support seems to have improved in R2: thus the DK
evaluators note that there seems to be a better understanding of innovation amongst R2 DPs, due
to the introduction of the definition in the guide for applicants. The ES evaluators report on the
major effort dedicated by the NSS, following the recommendations of the Mid-Term evaluation,
to ensure that 2nd round DPs gave more attention to the principle and especially conceived it
more as ‘experimentation’ (a continuous process) rather than producing something new at all
cost.

As to the limits to innovation, we have highlighted above that there may have been, in some
cases, a lack of attention or preparation of DPs to experimentation methods, in particular with
regard to starting diagnoses and the reflection on the basis of the difficulties faced in order to
react and identify ways out.

But the BEfrg, FI and IE evaluators point to structural limits in the EQUAL programme which
may also have hampered the adoption of an experimental approach. They both stress that the
short timeframe of projects, as well as the lack of further funding perspectives, had been an
important explanatory factor of the type of innovations developed, i.e. improvement of existing
practices rather than testing new practices. The BEfrg evaluators refer to this as ‘risk
management’ (higher ambitions would be too risky for operators and for targeted beneficiaries).
The AT evaluator remarked that the obligation to present a workplan for 2 or 3 years could be a
barrier to subsequent changes. The IE evaluators have also pointed out that the dispersion of the
thematic focus of EQUAL across ‘5 pillars’ could also have led to a trivialisation effect,
whereas innovation is not necessarily required across all themes.

Financial issues were sometimes a constraint: not only financial control, but also the demands of
co-funding partners and the uncertainty of funding after EQUAL were sometimes mentioned by
DPs as factors limiting their will and capacity to innovate. Finally the complexity of EQUAL,
and in particular the fact that there were so many key principles to implement, as well as DPs’
own objectives, meant that attention was not always focused on innovation.

54. CONCLUSIONS

Effectiveness in the development of new methods, new tools or approachesto the delivery
of employment policies combating discrimination and inequality
Overall, EQUAL has been effective at producing innovations aiming at improving existing

practices or adapting them to reach out to new groups, which is in line with the stated aim of the
Initiative to improve the effectiveness of existing policies.

In addition, in a few Member States, EQUAL was used as a strategic instrument to explore or
further structure fields of intervention where policy was not developed and/or there was not
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much practical experience. The more or less new character of thematic priorities naturally
depended on the countries, but 4 thematic priorities were particularly mentioned by evaluators
across Member States as relatively new areas of policy/practice developments: the fight against
racism and xenophobia (theme 1B); the social economy (theme 2D); conciliation between work
and private lives (theme 4G); and the integration of asylum seekers (theme 5I). Conversely,
some areas of intervention, such as training in general, have been less prone to innovation, given
the long experience in these fields, including the experience derived from previous Community
Initiatives.

Obstaclesto innovation

The short time frame for the evaluation of the projects and the lack of clear further funding
perspectives have sometimes been brakes to innovation, as DPs hesitated to take risks and
‘experiment’, especially with particularly vulnerable groups. This is also an explanation for the
‘incremental’ character of innovation: it appears safer to reform existing schemes, which will
continue to attract mainstream funding, than to create new solutions which may then have to be
dropped.

Over-meticulous financial controls are also putting a brake on innovation, as is particularly clear
already in the New Member States.

Conversely, guidance by the national support structures (for the implementation of experimental
methods) and networking between DPs (e.g. through national thematic networks) have proved
to enhance the quality of innovation. In that sense it is perhaps useful not to have too broad a
programme, and to focus on a few well defined themes on which DPs can exchange.

Added value

The requirement made to Development Partnerships to innovate has progressively led to a
greater awareness of, and interest for, innovation as experimentation, i.e. for innovation as a
concept which can steer project management and procedures. In some MS, an experimentation
dynamics has clearly taken place, in the sense that the monitoring of project results led to
abandoning some projects and setting up new ones. More attention has indeed been paid by
programme actors to experimental approaches, in the last year or year and a half, as National
Thematic Networks developed and provided a forum of exchange and capitalisation of
experience for DPs and as new guidance was provided to R2 applicants. The importance of
initial research and diagnosis on the situation of the target groups, the careful design of outreach
activities, the reliance on complementary expertise of partners, and the introduction of
monitoring and self-assessment procedures seem to be increasingly recognised both amongst
DPs and amongst programme actors. This is important as problems in starting diagnoses and
outreach activities had been mentioned in R1 and had led in some cases to a lack of capacity of
the programme to reach out to the most disadvantaged or discriminated against.

On the other hand, only a share of operations or DPs can be considered as having produced
innovation with clear added value, relevance, effectiveness, sustainability and/or
mainstreaming possibilities. This, to a certain extent, is intrinsic to any experimental
programme. However, this may also be due to what could be called a ‘trivialising effect’,
derived from the ‘obligation to innovate’ extended to a whole programme: indeed, evaluators
looking at the quality of innovation sometimes found that some projects could have been funded
under objective 3, or that they were purely and simply not innovative. Thus, whilst
acknowledging that there has to be room for failure or limited results, it also seems appropriate,
as will be the case in the future programmes, not to extend the obligation to innovate to all
projects and rather to allocate a ‘bonus’ to clearly innovative projects.
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6. EFFECTIVENESS AND ADDED VALUE OF THE
TRANSNATIONALITY PRINCIPLE

In this chapter, we provide an analysis of the implementation of transnationality in R1 and R2 of the
initiative, as well as an analysis of results, benefits and emerging added value for R 1 DPs. In the first
section, we briefly remind the reader of the frame of reference for transnationality in EQUAL. We also
present the evaluation questions asked in the terms of reference of the EU-wide evaluation, as well as
the methodology and sources used for this analysis. In section 6.2, we review the various phases of
implementation (preparation of the partnership, drafting of the TCA, validation) and the means of
implementation at project and programme level (governance arrangements, NSS guidance), activities
and their results and obstacles to implementation. In section 6.3 we analyse the added value of
transnationality. Conclusions are provided in section 6.4.

6.1. INITIAL OBJECTIVESAND GUIDELINES

6.1.1 Initial frame of reference

The 2 communications of the European Commission on EQUAL (i.e. the EQUAL guidelines for R 1
and R2) and the guide on transnationality, which was elaborated by a group of Member States and the
Commission, have set the frame of reference for transnationality in the EQUAL community initiative.

The main expected outcome of transnationality was to add value to DP actions. In addition TN
cooperation was also to contribute to European and national policy developments.

With regard to the composition of transnational partnerships, apart from the requirement to have at
least one partner, the frame of reference was mostly indicative: recommendations, but no obligations,
were made concerning the size (preferably at least two TN partners), thematic consistency (preferably
one common theme), access to TN for the various DP members (which should be as inclusive as
possible) and the geographical scope (wide). Associated partners were to remain the exception.

The structure of the Transnational Co-operation Agreement was defined so as not to leave out any
crucial aspect of the transnational co-operation. It was clearly expected from transnational partners
that they would start from a common diagnosis, focus on common objectives and each DP was to try
and identify the added value of the transnational co-operation for themselves. With regard to budgets,
the principle of reciprocity was clearly favoured. And evaluation was to be both on-going and impact
related.

Other dimensions were left much more open: the products could be common or complementary, and
partners were free to opt for one or several of the five indicative models of co-operation: exchange of
information, parallel development, import/export, joint development and the exchange of trainers and
trainees. It was advised that TN partnerships should not limit their activities to model 1 (exchange of
ideas) or 2 (parallel development) as it was assumed by programme designers that these activities were
generating less added value than in particular model 3 (export / import) and joint development of
products.

Partners were also free to opt for a more centralised or decentralised organisation, as long as a TN co-

ordinator was appointed. Finally recommendations regarding the size of the budget were left for
Member States to decide and as a matter for desirable co-ordination.
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The validation procedure recognised the difficulty of parallel validation processes in the Member
States and tried to organise the harmonisation and convergence of these processes, through agreements
on broad deadlines, on the elements to look at in the assessment, through the principle that most TCAs
should ‘pass’ etc. Nevertheless, it still left a lot of room of manoeuvre/uncertainty and margin of
interpretation to Member States (such as effective deadlines for TCA submission, extent of selection
for entry into Action 2, duration of Action 2 etc.).

Technical assistance was clearly defined through a set of tasks as proactive and on-going. The
concrete resources and methods to carry it out were left for Member States to decide.

Finally, the co-operation between Member States and with the European Commission was highly
stressed, although the concrete content of this co-operation mainly referred to the ECDB and ETCIM.
The Horizontal Group was also to play a role in this co-ordination, but no systematic networking was
planned for all Member States in R 1, although this did take place in R 2.

To conclude, the frame of reference was quite consistent with the key idea that TN was constructed as
an input into DP actions, although some of the uncertainties resulting from the fact that a lot of the
implementation was dependent on tight co-ordination between Member States could actually give rise
to significant obstacles.

In addition to the key reference documents mentioned above, from the beginning of the programme,
the European Commission and the Member States sought to co-ordinate their approach to
transnationality, which meant in particular reaching agreements on the concrete implications of the
initial guidelines. This was done through:

- The MA meetings, in particular the Brussels meeting of 24/4/2001 and the Stockholm meeting of
14/5/2001 where initial briefs on transnationality were discussed. These briefs would eventually
form the basis for the transnationality guide.

- The setting up of a ‘Transnationality Group’ including staff from the European Commission and
volunteering Member States, which was the first ‘horizontal group’ set up (though initially this
terminology was not used). The first meeting of the group took place on 31/5/2001. Its mandate
was essentially to draft the Transnationality guide, but was also seen as ‘a forum for reflection and
discussion on planning and implementation issues with regards to the transnational dimension of
EQUAL, focusing on collaboration between DPs and NSSs, and as a reference point for NSSs and
DPs to which practical questions of general interest will be addressed”*.

In both fora, the European Commission and the Member States built upon the main lessons from the
implementation of transnationality in the former Community Initiatives and on the recommendations
made by the Court of Auditors on the basis of their review of these Initiatives.

The framework for implementation of the transnationality principles evolved in R 2 on the basis of the
difficulties identified in R 1°”. The main changes included:

- The introduction of a ‘TN window’ (a common period for partner search, opening on 1 January
2005 when information on all DPs would be in the ECDB and ending on 30 April 2005, by which
time TCAs should have been drafted and validated in ETCIM by all the DPs);

- The creation of a network of transnationality co-ordinators from all Member States, and
organisation of seminars and conferences at European level, which was also intended to create a
better basis of cooperation between MS **;

°¢ Mandate of the working group on transnationality.

7 These were stressed, for example, in the Transnationality Handbook: DPs’ slowness in identifying and negotiating with
prospective partners, delays in securing ETCIM approval of TCAs and the insufficient communication between some
MASs/NSSs with their counterparts in other Member States.

106



The organisation of a Clearing House in order to help DPs that had found no partners at the end of
the commonly agreed searching period (‘orphans’) to find a TN partner;

Advice to MAs/NSSs to provide more active guidance and to support DPs in their search for
partners, to check the quality of the data entered in the ECDB, to encourage new DPs to cooperate
with R 1 DPs in order to benefit from their experience, and to encourage DPs to meet in order to
prepare the TCA document; and

Advice to MAs on TCA validation, encouraging them to use common criteria, and not to block
TN cooperation by rejecting TCAs (although at the same time a more thorough drafting of TCAs
was advocated).

6.1.2. Evaluation questions and methodology
Three types of questions were asked in the terms of reference of the EU-wide evaluation:

The reality of the transnational co-operation: development and co-operation patterns

How is transnationality implemented? What models of transnationality can be observed on the
ground?

Have the transnational co-operation agreements been set up between DPs working on the same
thematic fields?

Did the transnational co-operation agreements clearly define the role of each partner, the common
methods of decision-making and the organisational arrangements for implementing the common
work programmes?

Have geographical co-operation patterns emerged and what is the outcome?

What means (communication, budgets, human resources etc.) were used?

What kind of activities is carried out in the frame of transnationality?

What is their importance for the DPs?

What types of co-operation were established in the TNP work programmes?

Appropriateness and effectiveness of the resources mobilised for transnationality, obstacles to
transnationality

Were budgets for the implementation of the transnational work programmes realistic and
appropriate?

What barriers emerged in relation to budgets, language and cultural differences? How were these
tackled?

How effective are the methodologies for monitoring and assessing joint activities?

What use was made of advice and support from the National Support Structure (NSS), EC-
produced information and the ECDB, and the Commission’s guide on transnationality?

Impact and added-value of the implementation of transnationality on DPs, at national and at EU level

If transnational cooperation agreements worked in different fields, what was the impact?

What was the spread of the transnational activity? Can lessons be learnt about how the different
types of TNP worked?

How have DPs ensured that transnational activities provide added value to their strategy?

How effective has the contribution of the TNP been to the design, implementation process and
outcome of an action? Are the outcomes positive or negative? How and to what extent has the
TNP contributed to the development of innovation?

Has the outcome of activities been documented in a systematic and suitable form to facilitate
dissemination and mainstreaming at European level?

Is the TN partnership sustainable?

% An assessment by Managing Authorities of the New Member States of the usefulness of these mechanisms at EU-level can
be found in chapter 9, which bears on European networking.
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In order to answer these questions, we have:

- Carried out an analysis of partnership building, of the drafting of Transnational Cooperation
Agreements, of the TCA validation process, of the governance models implemented in the TNPs
and of the guidance provided by national technical assistance;

- Analysed the dynamics in the implementation of transnationality;
- Identified TN partnership activities and results; and

- Identified impacts and added value.

The methodology and sour cesused have been as follows:

- Analysis of the 2005 national evaluation reports (16 reports for the OMS, bearing mainly onR 1, 9
reports for the NMS, bearing on R 2);

- Case studies of Transnational Partnerships (TNPs) (see below);

- Interviews with MAs / NSSs in all 27 CIPs;

- Analysis of ECDB data”;

- Documentary analysis: the ‘Analysis of case studies on Transnational Co-operation between
EQUAL Development Partnerships’ prepared by ECOTEC (November 2005); EQUAL Guide on
Transnationality (2001-2004); EQUAL guide on transnational co-operation (2004-2008);
Transnationality handbook.

Case studies concerned R1 and R 2 TNPs, with a different scope in each case.

In Spring 2004, 34 case studies of R1 TN partnerships were carried out, involving 84 interviewed
DPs.

The sample of TN partnerships was selected from the ECDB on the basis of the number of partners,
thematic focus and geographical scope. We have presented the results of these case studies in more
detail in our second interim report.

Among these 34 TN partnerships, 15 TN partnerships were to be revisited after one year. We
conducted interviews with 40 DP members belonging to 15 TN partnerships during May and July
2005. This second wave of visits aimed at following up the TN activities developed, their results and
impact on the work of the DP at national level as well as the implementation dynamics observed at
TN partnership level. This included also the analysis of the dynamism of the partnership itself:
changes in partnership structure, changes in governance issues, impact of models of governance on
results; approaches to overcome difficulties and barriers, sustainability, budget management and its
influence on transnational work. The evolution of commitment and interest in transnational activities
and the reasons for this type of dynamism were looked at. The selection of 15 TN partnerships out of
the 34 case studies was based on different constellations of TNPs identified in our 2" Interim Report
on the basis of the first wave of visits'” as well as on size.

 ECDB data has been used whenever possible. However in some cases, this was not possible due to errors and gaps.

1 In our Second Interim Report we presented a typology of four types of transnational partnerships on the basis of their
initial motivation and commitment in transnational activities: (1) ‘Transnationality as a key and shared motivation for
EQUAL’, (2) ‘Transnationality as a general requirement’, (3) Transnationality as expertise’ and (4) ‘Transnationality as a
field of negotiation’. All these categories of partnerships were analysed in the second round, although not proportionally. We
included examples of model 2, 3 and 4, but clearly set a focus on model 1. The argument for having category 1
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In the context of R2, 10 additional case studies were carried out. The main selection criteria were that
DPs from each of the 10 NMS should be represented in at least 1 TN partnership, so that in the final
sample DPs from all NMS were represented. Face-to-face interviews were conducted with 10 NMS
DPs as well as telephone interviews with some further members of the TN partnerships based in
OMS. The focus of these case studies was set on the building up phase.

The case studies allow us to have an in-depth view especially of the building up phase of TN
partnerships (44 case studies in all for both rounds) as well as on implementation dynamics and
emerging impacts and added value (15 case studies for R 1).

Round 1 Round 2
1* wave of visits 34 10
2" wave of visits (revisits) 15 -

6.2. IMPLEMENTATION, FACILITATING FACTORSAND OBSTACLES

6.2.1. Preparing the transnational partnership

6.2.1.1. Search for TN partners

a) The ECDB, an effective and relevant resource

According to the large majority of MAs/NSSs in both OMS and NMS, the ECDB is a valuable
evolution by comparison with the methods/tools used in previous initiatives and its relevance shows in
the fact that it has largely been used by DPs for partner search.

We had found that R1 DPs used discriminating criteria to make their search on the ECDB, and in
some cases even elaborated partner ‘profiles’, as the example in the box below demonstrates.

One DP of a R1 TN partnership explained to us that they had ‘screened’ the ECDB on the basis of two main
criteria, in addition to the theme: target group (older unemployed) and local context (deprived former industrial
areas). The screening led to the identification of 5 or 6 potential partners. The TCA was finally concluded with 2
of them. The whole process took about 2 months.

overrepresented was derived from the assumption that probably more could be learnt in terms of impacts and conditions of
success.
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Such an approach was promoted further, in the TN handbook for R2, designed for the MAs/NSSs.
Although we have only carried out a small number of case studies for R2, we could observe that this
recommendation was taken up by DPs. Examples of selection criteria used by DPs for identifying and
selecting TN partners included: coincidence in target groups, in types of promoting and partner
organisations, and in activities. When asked to put forward preferred Member States, DPs sometimes
indicated Member States in which they knew that there was a body of knowledge and experience in
their area of interest. Some DPs attached importance to language and cultural proximity. Following the
advice provided at European level, NMS DPs also looked for DPs that already gained experience in
RI.

The ECDB was used both for active search and, when DPs received an offer of co-operation, for
obtaining information on the ‘proposing’ DP. The example below illustrates these uses of the ECDB
by a R2 DP.

A LT DP received about 30 requests for cooperation from 30 TN partners on the grounds of the information
the LT DP introduced in the ECDB database. The LT DP selected 10 of them on the basis of similarity of
structures and activities (organised childcare sector as opposed to home childcare). They talked individually
to all of them on the phone and by mail. Some of the partners did not constitute an option anymore: they had
a contact with a potential ES partner, but the ES DP was approved too late. They also had a good possibility
in FR, but the DP was finally not approved. They ended up with 2 TN partnerships. In the TN partnership
studied, they contacted a DE DP which figured among the 10 pre-selected. With a bilateral contact it was
clear to them that they should collaborate. The DE DP on their side had contacted LU, BE, IT partners.

Difficulties for partner search through the ECDB during R1 were linked to incomplete information
entered in the database as well as to delays in communicating DP descriptions, which occurred in
some Member States, with the consequence that in some cases, DPs had a reduced basis of partners to
choose from, especially if they had very specific criteria. This problem was largely resolved by the
introduction of a ‘Transnationality Window’ in R2.

b) The use of others channels

Although the ECDB was extensively used, other channels for finding partners potential partners were
also used, mainly built on previous experience and networking.

Most interviewed DPs during the first wave of visits during R1 had previous TN experience'’'. In
several cases, the DP member in charge of building up transnationality had their own networks and
files of possible partners, even though they did not necessarily use them. The extent of TN experience
was logically less pronounced for NMS DPs, although we have indications through the evaluation
reports and some case studies that a number of DPs in some NMS were experienced in transnational
programmes (e.g. SI, some cases in CZ and EE, and 5% of DPs in HU, according to the evaluator).

Another resource for partner search has been, in the case of DPs with no or little experience of
transnationality, to hire an external consultant. This has proved to be effective, and some TN
partnerships were built thanks to this support. However, there was a risk of loss of ownership over the
TN project, when this support was extended beyond partner search and actually consisted in designing
the TCA. As will be seen below, the phase of the TCA construction is crucial for the later commitment
of partners to TN work, and it is important, in case this task is externalised, to set up the mechanisms
to ensure that there is sufficient debate with DP partners on the various dimensions of the TCA.

A further channel used by some NMS DPs involved in our R2 case studies was cooperation between
MS. NMS MASs/NSSs representatives confirmed that the organisation of seminars and conferences at
the European level including the Birmingham conference in January 2005, the 2 seminars of the

19173 out of the 85 DPs interviewed. See for more details 2nd Interim Report.
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network of transnationality co-ordinators and, in the last instance, the clearing house in Prague, had
been helpful for partner search.

¢) Organising face-to face meetings

As we have seen, using the ECDB for identifying the ‘right partner’ constitutes only the first step:
direct communication was felt to be necessary and visits were often organised. Interviewed DPs were
aware that only in-depth talks — in general first on the phone and by e-mail, and at a later stage
possibly face-to-face — could help decide whether a potential partner was ‘suitable’ or not. As stated
by one of the R1 DPs interviewed, this had been a ‘laborious’ process, especially when
transnationality co-ordinators sought to involve other DP partners in the decision over suitable
transnational partners. The box below provides an illustration of this process.

The initiative for this R2 TN partnership came from a DE DP. This DP hired a consultant to give guidance for
the building up of a TNP. This consultant identified potential partners and organised a seminar in DE by inviting
8 DPs. At this meeting it was decided to form two TN partnerships. The DE partner identified two NMS DPs
(from LT and SI), so that, when it was decided to create two TNPs it was also decided to have one NMS DP in
each of these. The SI DP had regular consultations with its DP members on which TN partner to choose
including during the seminar in DE, so that DP members were involved in the final decision.

6.2.1.2. Composition of TN cooperation partnerships

a) Mono-thematic and pluri-thematic TNPs

As said above, DPs were encouraged to form TN partnerships with DPs working ‘preferably’ in the
same theme, so as to maximise the opportunities for exchange, learning and joint outcomes. As was
shown in the second interim report of the EU-wide evaluation, in R1 there were slightly more pluri-
thematic than monothematic TN partnerships. This was in part due to the fact that the types of actions
promoted under each thematic priority can differ strongly from one Member State to the other. It
therefore seems more important that DPs check whether they have enough in common so as to
construct an effective TN partnership with clear potential benefits for each side, rather than sticking to
the predefined thematic categories, although sufficient thematic common ground naturally has to be
ensured between Member States.

b) Geographical scope

DPs were encouraged to form TN partnerships with partners all throughout the EU. However, in most
MS, links are much stronger with 2 or 3 MS than with the rest. As IT has a very high number of DPs,
representing 21% of all DPs in R1, IT DPs are members in a great number of TN partnerships. But
‘natural’ links, with Member States with which there is a tradition of exchange, are frequent — a clear
example in R1 was that of the group formed by ES, FR, IT and PT. DE was a preferred partner in AT
and CZ and to a lesser extent in DK and SE. However there was a substantial minority of Member
States whose links to other countries are spread: FI, GR, IE, NL, SE, UKgb and UKni'?

For R2 we have looked for the preferred partners of DPs from NMS. Some OMS are over-represented
in partnerships with NMS DPs.'” DE DPs, for example, are frequent partners for DPs from LV, LT,

192 Source: “Number of links in the TCAs between national DPs and those in other Member States’. 25/03/2005. ECDB.

19 Both in relation with the share of TN partners coming from the specific MS and taking into account the share of DPs of
this specific MS in the total number of DPs.
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PL and CZ. This is probably due to a ‘neighbouring country effect’ and to existing links and contacts
with organisations of these MS, also visible with AT. In the case of LV, where UKgb partners were
the first option, but where DE partners also featured high, the tight co-ordination established between
the LV and DE Managing Authorities may also have played a role. IT DPs are frequent partners of
DPs from SI, SK and PL. In the case of SI, there is certainly a ‘neighbouring country effect’ and in the
case of SK we would assume that the importance given to the social economy can be an explanatory
factor. The share of UKgb partners has also been notable in some NMS. This, as in the case of FR,
may in part be due to bilateral co-operation between Managing Authorities.

NMS partners have been very ‘popular’ with OMS DPs. The reported motivations of OMS DPs for
contacting partners in the NMS were manifold: transfer of knowledge, expectation to learn from NMS
experience (e.g. in the Equal Opportunities themes), learning about the New Members and
contributing to constructing the enlarged Europe.

NMS DPs have also been interested in partners from other NMS (in particular among former
communist countries — due to similarities in language and some common historical background).
Anticipating such a development, the CZ MA/NSS recommended to DPs not to focus their choice only
on SK and PL.

In both rounds the geographical composition of TN partnerships does not necessarily reflect the first
choice of DPs. This became clear when we compared the indicated preferred countries on the ECDB
at the beginning of the search process and the eventual composition of the partnership.

6.2.1.3. Drafting the Transnational Co-operation Agreement

a) Preparing the TCA

The preparation of a good TCA has been widely acknowledged as a key basis for the formation of the
TN partnership and for the definition of the content and modes of collaboration'®. However, DPs have
experienced this as a rather complex process in R1, due to the inherent difficulties of reaching
agreements with often unknown foreign partners, but also due to some specific aspects of the
framework for transnationality in EQUAL R1 (such as differences in time schedules between Member
States, differences in the thematic content of programme priorities, differences in budget sizes etc.).

However, the attitude of DPs to TCA drafting, and their organisation to do this, have also had crucial
implications for the quality of TCAs. Thus, in order to facilitate the drafting of the TCA and to gain
time, it has sometimes occurred in R1 that a smaller group of partners in the TN partnership took the
lead for the elaboration of the TCA. This happened, in particular, when these partners knew each other
before. The result was that partners who had not been associated in TCA drafting could feel less party
to the partnership, and consequently that commitment could be uneven, which has indeed been the
case as far as we could see in our R1 fieldwork. The most ‘successful’ partnerships in our sample, i.e.
partnerships with a high rate of completion of the planned activities and significant results, had almost
always organised at least one (often two) meetings between partners in order to agree the TCA. This
problem was addressed in the Guide on Transnational Co-operation for DPs in R2, and it was
recommended, that TN partners should meet at least once in order to agree the main issues of the TN
partnership. As far as we could see in our small number of R2 case studies as well as in some national
evaluation reports of NMS, TN meetings in order to prepare the TN partnerships did take place.

R2 TCAs were drafted more rapidly thanks to previous experience of R1 DPs. Nevertheless, quality
remained uneven as far as we could judge from the analysis of the TCAs for the TNPs studied.

1% See e.g. the report of the Barcelona seminar on transnationality, 4-5.03.2004.
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Meetings and building on R1 experience were clearly a facilitating factor for the drawing-up of the
TCA, but not necessarily for its quality.

b) Validating the TCA

As has been mentioned in the section on the frame of reference, the validation of TCAs had to be
carried out jointly by the MAs of all the DP partners concerned. For this, mutual consultation between
MAs was recommended, MAs were to synchronise their time schedules, to apply common validation
criteria — notably the coherence with the DPAs of the DPs concerned, and to try and minimise the
number of drop-outs.

The TCA validation process during R1 was rather difficult for MAs as well and, in total, took 9
months. Despite the common criteria agreed for the validation of TCAs, it seems that, in R1,
MASs/NSSs were not always ‘strict enough about the minimum effort required and what each section
should contain'®’. In part, this may have been due to different approaches by MAs/NSSs as to the role
of transnationality in the initiative, or to the idea that TN co-operation could be improved with time
(which is correct, to a certain extent). According to the same source, dialogue on what they were
looking at in the TCA seems to have lacked between MAs/NSSs in R1. This may explain in part the
vagueness and lack of focus of some of the TCAs analysed in our case studies.

According to our interviews with MAs/NSSs in the NMS, the validation process was less lengthy in
R2. However, the lack of common criteria remained a problem as far as we can judge from our case
studies, from national evaluation reports and from our interviews with MAs/NSSs. This is certainly
linked to the fact that MAs/NSSs were very much concerned with not delaying validation and not
hindering TN cooperation work. Some MAs/NSSs interviewed in the NMS (and thus R2) recognised
that much more care had been given to checking DPAs than TCAs. This means that monitoring and
guidance may have to be reinforced during the implementation phase in order to improve TN
workplans.

6.2.2. Implementing TN partnerships. work organisation, TN activities and
dissemination

6.2.2.1. Patterns of Work organisation

As much as the drafting of the TCA, appropriate governance mechanisms are crucial to ensure
ownership of the transnational strategy and activities by all partners, as recalled in the two successive
versions of the Transnationality Guide. In this section we examine the various dimensions of this
governance: models of co-ordination and decision-making; organisation of TN work'”; specific roles
and forms of DP partners’ involvement in TN work; budgetary and financial issues; and evaluation.

a) Decision making processes

Amongst our case studies, we have found that, whatever the mechanisms chosen for decision-making
and TN partnership steering, they tend to ensure, at least formally, the participation of all transnational
partners on an equal basis and their voice in the steering of the TN partnership. The most frequent
models include:

195 Source: UKgb NSS representative, at the Barcelona seminar on transnationality. March 2004.

19 Analytically it seems important to distinguish between decision-making and involvement in work, which is not possible in
the two models presented in the two Transnationality Guides (consortium model and hub and spoke model).
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- Rotating secretariat or co-ordination, supplemented by co-ordination meetings (or even steering
groups). Decisions are often made by consensus.

- Lead partner with steering/management/monitoring group. Here again, decisions are usually made
by consensus (even though there may be, formally, ‘voting rights’). The lead partner does not
necessarily always assume all secretariat functions. In several TN Partnerships, it is the host
partner of steering group meetings, for example, who drafts the agenda and ensures follow-up.

Both models have their advantages and disadvantages and we cannot conclude from our case studies
to more efficiency of this or that model. Much depends on the management capacities of the partners
and the distribution of the budget. The advantage of opting for a rotating secretariat is that the burden
of running the secretariat can be spread and the risk of having bad management is minimised. In any
case, our case studies show that the role of the secretariat is in many cases confined to administrative
and some organisational issues. However, shared responsibility in the organisation of the work (see
below) and in decision making have proved to be inherent elements of good partnerships as they
promote a shared motivation and a shared commitment to the TN project. In the NMS, DPs were in
most cases advised by Managing Authorities or National Support Structures not to take the lead of a
TN partnership, as MAs/NSSs felt they would lack experience. Many DPs have followed these
recommendations.

b) Work organisation

The way in which partners organise the work and distribute the roles seems more important than who
assumes the secretariat for the nature of transnational co-operation and for the type of outcomes which
can be expected. We have found 3 main models:

- Working groups led by each partner in their area of competencies, and involving all partners:

The working group leader may contribute more, but all partners take part in the delivery of the specific
work programme for the working group. Working Groups are autonomous with regard to their work
programme and sometimes budget as well.

In principle, the model favours maximum co-operation, as all partners take part in all activities,
sometimes more in a position of contributor, sometimes more in a position of receiver, sometimes
(more rarely) as co-developers. However, we have found examples of TN partnerships which were
thinking at first in such a model have found that this was not feasible economically as the budget of
some partners was too limited to allow them to take part in all working groups.

- Working groups led by each partner in their area of competencies, in which other partners
participate if they are interested:

This model is similar to the first one but less demanding, and perhaps better adapted to specific partner
constraints (budget and human resources). It may also be better suited than the first model for large
partnerships, as sustaining multilateral work in all areas of work has been found to be very difficult
when there is a high number of TN partners.

The re-visits of R1 DPs showed that the organisation of TN activities around working groups proved
to be quite efficient. This helped to work in smaller groups with intensified discussions with DP
member organisations that have the same objectives, and allowed for structured feedback or the joined
development of a product.

- Division of labour between partners:

Each partner is responsible for a specific product or activity, and there is not much work in common.
This division of labour is found in partnerships where TN work tends to be limited to periodic
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exchange on the DPs’ activities, and concerns the distribution of management and communication
tasks.

One danger of this form of organisation, as shown in our case studies, is that it only provides for
limited exchange of experience. However, when common objectives are clear and when partners find
ways to ensure a good mutual understanding, this way of working can be very effective, especially if
the ‘products’ developed by each partner are then subjected to constructive feed-back by other
partners. Combinations between the three above mentioned models are possible and were observed
among our case studies.

¢) Involvement of DP members

Guidance to TN partnerships (e.g. in the Transnationality Guides) strongly encouraged the
participation of all DP partners in transnational co-operation, at different levels. How has this been in
practice?

In most cases the co-ordinator of the DP was at the same time in charge of transnationality (often the
same person and / or somebody else from the same organisation). Our revisits to R1 case studies
confirm that it is important for the TN coordinator to have a key function within the DP, e.g. as DP
leader which was mostly the case. The DP leader is best placed to involve other DP members and
ensure a high or at least some commitment to transnational activities.

In cases in which the DP co-ordinator was not in charge of transnationality (which was not frequent), a
DP member had been specifically appointed for transnationality issues. This can be positive if the
organisation/person in charge brings specific expertise in the facilitation of transnationality, but it
tends to make participation of other DP members more difficult than when the co-ordinator is in
charge, and the appointed DP member may not be fully aware of what other partners are doing: the
choice, then, which may be only partly conscious, is to build a separate transnational project.

There were strong variations in the actual involvement of other DP members: among our case studies,
there were (1) examples of TN partnerships in which almost no other partner than the TN coordinator
was involved and (2) other examples with a high involvement of all DP members. A crucial factor for
the involvement of DP members is whether the TCA has been designed on the basis of the DPs’
projects, or at least of some of them, or whether the TN partnership has been designed as a stand-
alone, separate project. Although, in principle, this second option is not considered in EQUAL (as
MAs and NSSs were supposed to check the link between the DPAs and the TCA), in practice it has
happened and indeed can be highly effective. However in that case other DP partners are very unlikely
to be interested in the TN project.

Furthermore, the case studies show the benefits of involving ‘strategic partners’, i.e. associated
stakeholders who are not directly involved as formal partners. This was especially helpful for
mainstreaming TN results.

Mechanisms of partner involvement include:

- Direct participation in transnational working groups, according to areas of competence and
interest;

- Participation in transnational meetings;

- Visits in the frame of structured exchanges;

- Hosting visits;

- Participation in conferences.

The intensity of participation is of course quite different in one mode of involvement or another, and

the nature of the benefits for DP partners consequently as well. However, there is evidence in our case
studies that less ambitious levels of involvement such as the participation in conferences, especially if
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they are hosted by the DP, are an effective (and relatively cheap and not too demanding on time,
which is an issue) way for partners to become interested in what is being done by the transnational
partnership, and to become more involved subsequently. A subsequent step can be to organise
structured visits, which allow local DP partners to understand in a very pragmatic way how
professionals abroad proceed and implement activities in their field. Indeed our second visits to R1
case study partnerships testified to an increased participation of DP members in a number of cases.
Study visits and seminars had particularly helped to raise interest in TN activities.

d) Budgets for transnational activities

TN partners had to agree on the budget and on their respective contribution to the TN partnership on
the basis of the share of their DP resources dedicated to transnationality.

In some cases there were important differences, in part due to different guidance in different MS, and
in part due to the fact that the overall budgets allocated to DPs varied substantially from one MS to the
other.

The analysis of the ECDB database showed important differences in the budget amounts at DP level as
well as the concrete budget share dedicated by DPs to transnationality in R1. DP budget shares for
transnationality varied between 5% and 15% of total DP budgets. But even 15% of a small overall
budget of a DP can represent a significantly smaller TN budget than 5% of a large budget.'”’

In most R1 case studies differences between TN budgets of transnational partners were extremely
significant, with highest budgets of R1 DPs being often twice but up to 7 times the amounts dedicated
by DPs with the lowest budget in the partnership. Differences in budgets represent an obstacle to the
implementation of TN activities, as partners with low budgets can not fully participate in TN
activities.

Budget differences tended to be particularly important in R 2 TNPs involving NMS DPs. As shown by
the national evaluation reports and the R2 case studies, the budgets of DPs in NMS are sometimes
significantly lower than those of their TN partners. An additional problem arising in TN partnerships
which include DPs from some of the NMS (e.g. Baltic States, PL, CZ and SK) is related to the large
differences in purchasing power. This problem, however, was solved by organising TN activities to
some extent in accordance with purchasing power differences (e.g. with the NMS partner taking over
printing jobs as printing costs are lower in most NMS).

In slightly more than half of the cases, R1 DPs interviewed in our first visits considered their TN
budget to be appropriate. Conversely, slightly less than half of the DPs considered their budget to be
either too low (a small majority) or too high. When budgets were found to be too high, this was often
due to a lower rate of implementation than what had been planned. But there were also problems in
computing planned costs.

Interestingly, our revisit to R1 case study DPs revealed that they were more confronted with (slight)
under-spending than with overspending, for three reasons:

- Travel expenses and other costs had been over-estimated. Travel expenses have mainly been
overestimated in case of geographical proximity;

- Caution taken to avoid overspending resulted in under-spending;

- Activities that were initially planned had not been carried out because partners could finally not
reach agreement or delays and problems in time management occurred. This was more of an
exception.

197 See the second interim evaluation report for more details on budget distribution.
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TN coordinators often do not know whether their partners have spent their budgets and thus have often
no overview of the whole budget structure. This is due to the fact that, in general, agreement is
reached at the beginning about the division of tasks and the financing. We understand that DPs might
not want other partners to have a control over their spending especially as they also finance part of the
TN activities through the resources of the national project (as is the case with the personnel costs).
Nevertheless, a lack of financial overview leads to inefficiencies. Especially in view of the fact that
budget volumes differ substantially between TNP partners, a reallocation of costs might be useful.

Two models were adopted with regard to the distribution of costs:

- There is a common budget for at least some TN activities like evaluation, project management or
even the joint development of a product. We found only few examples corresponding to this
model.

- Each partner pays for the activities they are in charge of and there is no common budget. We
found that the recommendation made to DPs to opt for reciprocal arrangements was followed in
most cases.

Partners agreed, mostly at the beginning, for solutions to overcome budget differences. Quite a
common solution was to organise large events in the country with the lowest budget so that the DP

concerned could save travel costs. Furthermore, some activities were paid only by some partners.

¢e) Self-evaluation

Three main models of organisation of evaluation of transnationality can be distinguished on the basis
of case study evidence:

- An external evaluator is contracted for the evaluation of the whole TN partnership;
- The evaluation of the TNP is organised internally;
- The TN partners assess transnationality through their self-evaluation at DP level.

Combinations of these models are possible, by:

- Supplementing the external evaluation with internal evaluations of the meetings and the TN
activities by TNP partners themselves. The outcomes of this exercise are then sometimes included
in the external evaluation.

- Supplementing the external evaluation with assessments of transnationality carried out in the
framework of DPs’ own evaluation. There are examples of TN partnerships with all TN partners
following this logic. However the results of DPs’ evaluation are not always synthesised at TN
partnership level.

Despite the methodological difficulties which can emerge, the combination of a TN partnership level
and of a DP level of evaluation seems to us to be particularly rich in itself and consistent with the
orientation of transnationality in EQUAL.

In most case studies self-evaluation reports were delivered at the end of the TN project. Of course, this
is of little use for the TNP and its members. At best, TNP members will learn to be more efficient in
future TN projects.

There were some cases in which ongoing self-evaluation was organised and results were used in order
to improve the management of transnationality.

Our case studies also show that, when self-evaluation is part of the common TN activities, but is
organised by one DP, it is advisable that transnational partners agreed on the methodology and the
content of the evaluation in order to avoid the risk of seeing the evaluation as the ‘project’ of the DP in
charge.
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6.2.2.2. TN activities

Our case study analysis shows that the exchange of information and experience has been the main TN
activity. National evaluators who had looked at the spread of activities across the 5 models put
forward in the Transnationality Guides'®™ in their 2004 evaluation reports generally showed the
prevalence of exchange of experience (e.g. in AT, BEfrg, FI, NL, SE, UKni) but this included
exchange of staff (BEfrg, FI) and ‘mutual transfer of knowledge’ (NL). Our evaluation activities in the
context of the implementation of R2 in the NMS confirmed this predominance of exchange of
information.

The exchange of information and experience was organised in different ways and could in some cases
lead to the transfer of tools and methods. As such, ‘import/export’ is a result, which might be derived
from the testing and piloting of an approach, or which might come out of thematic workshops, or
which might occur as a result of visits to partners. Exchange of staff and beneficiaries has been in
many cases an integral part of exchange of information and experience. The realisation of joint
development of methods and tools has been less frequent. Most importantly, this form of cooperation
is based on a prior intense exchange of information and experience. Indeed, approaching the end of
their TN activities, some of our case study respondents argued that DPs would now be ready for joint
development.

In what follows, we provide a more concrete overview of what TN activities consisted in.

Structured exchange of expertise

In a few TN partnerships, this was actually the main real activity, whereas in many TN partnerships it
was one activity amongst others.

Structured exchange takes place through workshops, seminar and conferences on a specific issue (a
problem, a method, a theme), in which partners present their experience for debate or, when all have
expertise on the issue addressed, share this expertise. Depending on the depth of presentation and
duration/continuity of the work, this can be a very effective way to stimulate interest for the practices
of others and for direct and ‘traceable’ inspiration for one’s own practices (more rarely, of straight
‘import’ as there are of course many barriers due to the differences of institutional and legal contexts).
The exchange of information and experience was often organised in the frame of working groups (see
above). Viewed in this way, even those TN partnerships which chose to mainly focus on this type of
activities were sometimes highly successful, and led to a widening of the scope of activity of each
partner, to increased professional skills, and to the adoption of new methods.

Testing and adaptation of methods

As already argued import/export and adaptation tend to take place more as a result of meetings and
workshops rather than to be a concretely planned activity. The testing and adaptation by a DP of a
method developed in a foreign DP is already a step beyond this: there is a clear interest for a method, a
decision has been made to pilot it with local beneficiaries (which entails a whole process of
preparation with them), etc. In the few cases in which this activity was implemented, the outcomes
were clear: dissemination and improvement of the method for the transferer, adoption of the method as
such or adaptation for the transferee. It is important to stress that the transfer and adoption of methods
was closely linked with the exchange of experience and /or the development of joint products, and was
not always planned at the beginning of the TNP (see below). In many case studies the transfer of
methods and tools was more a result of other TN activities.

1% The UKgb evaluators do not use these models. The DE and IT evaluators use them but the data they use (On-line
monitoring questionnaire in IT, survey to DP co-ordinators in DE) address the level of priority (DE) and benefits derived
from each model (IT). The BEnl evaluators only report on 4 case study DPs. The LU evaluators report on outcomes.
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Parallel development

We understand that parallel development takes place when partners address a common issue by
carrying out activities in their own territory (or sector) but without common work with TN partners. In
a way these activities are carried out as separate projects by each DP. There may be joint
dissemination of events afterwards to present the results, but the work of the partners is independent.
In such cases, transnational co-operation is quite limited (to mutual information on the results of the
activity), and what is really happening is a further development of domestic activity. We did not find
that this was occurring frequently in our case studies.

However we found examples of parallel development of products, where other partners provided feed-
back on the product developed, which therefore entailed more co-operation. This type of activity may
be called ‘iterative parallel development’. In particular we found, in a number of cases, that what
partners had announced in the TCA as joint development was actually carried out in this way, less
ambitious in terms of TN exposure and interaction, but certainly effective in terms of production. Thus
partners can choose to distribute the work amongst each other and each develop a ‘European’ product
which will be used by all, and by a wider audience. Partnerships which have adopted this way of
working already displayed significant results, in terms of ‘European products’. Examples include a
CD-rom on the profile of competencies of the ‘ideal entrepreneur’; a training guide for technical staff
working on de-segregation issues (counsellors, HR managers, unionists etc.); etc.

Joint design and development of ‘public’ products

Joint development, as the name indicates, requires common work by partners — even if, at some stage
of course, partners elaborate their own contribution in parallel. For example, a TCA announced a
computer literacy manual as ‘joint development’. In practice, it was developed by the ES DP and
commented upon by the AT DP, which is closer to the model of ‘parallel development with feed-back’
outlined above.

Defined in this way, only few case studies of TN partnerships had activities which could be qualified
as joint development. But they were already having significant results, with the development of
European products in their sector of activity, which are of immediate benefit to the operators involved
but have a much wider potential or actual audience.

Examples of ‘European’ products include e.g. an observatory on occupations and safety guides within
the shipbuilding sector (see box below); training tools for a specific target group (e.g. people with
disabilities); a European e-learning platform including three joint training modules for professionals
working on the labour market integration of low-skilled unemployed people and for people with
learning difficulties; a software system aiming at evaluating the perceptions and attitudes toward ICT
and the prospects of working with ICT, a tool used to plan training programmes, e.g. to decide
whether self-learning is appropriate; professional profiles for trainers and support workers working
with people with disabilities.

The example below is an illustration of how joint product development, structured exchange of
experience and the adaptation of new methods at DP level can be tightly inter-related.

In this TCP of 3 DPs (FI, GR, IT) with all partners working in the shipbuilding industry, the main activity
(except for the design of a European observatory) was the organisation of workshops of three working groups,
each one led by the partner who had most expertise on the issue tackled (FI: older workers and health and safety
issues; IT methods for certification of competencies in the sector; and GR: relationships with subcontractors and
qualification of their staff). This exchange (over the whole life of the partnership) led each partner to pilot new
methods with their own local partners and to provide feed-back on these methods to their transnational partners.
A common skills certification methodology for the sector was also going to be developed on the basis of the IT
method (joint development), but, at the time of our case study, this had not materialised yet.
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The results of the TN activities were manifold and most importantly new resources were designed and used:

- E-Forum on Industrial Relations, designed with the aim of allowing European shipbuilding industry workers
the possibility to debate and exchange experiences.

- Development of an Industrial Relation system among all the local institutions (Port Authority, City Council,
District Council, Employers’ Associations and Unions) for the management of crisis situations and for
devising policies supporting Human Resources development in the port, shipbuilding, ship-repair and leisure
port sectors;

- Final reports of national and transnational working groups on issues such as safety & health, certification,
industrial relations, production processes in the port, shipbuilding, ship-repair and leisure port sectors;

- Certification and accreditation systems for worker skills especially in view of mobility;

- Guides on Safety at work.

These results testify to a European added value of the project. In addition, according to our interviewees, the
domestic impact was important and consisted mainly in the import and transfer of methods and tools. The GR
DP ‘imported’ and applied methods and tools for Human Resources management with an aged workforce in the
shipbuilding industry. The Guide for safety at work is also being used. Transnational activities also fed into the
development of an accreditation system.

The example below also shows a mix of different activities, of which the development of joint
products is an integral part.

This TNP of 6 DPs is concerned with the labour market integration of vulnerable groups. The work was
organised in 3 working groups: ‘drug users’, ‘job rotation’ and ‘social marketing’.

Guidelines for the consultation process with drug users were one of the products of the working groups. A
further product was a ‘toolkit’ for people planning a Job Rotation project. This toolkit contains a presentation of
Job Rotation as a six-stage process, information on Job Rotation in different countries, guidelines on undertaking
a Job Rotation, case studies on successful and unsuccessful Job Rotation examples.

One working group of this TNP produced a training module on skills in social marketing. For the finalisation of
this product a pilot training course was organised with the TNP partners. The training module is aimed at
national employment services, employment support units, employment and recruitment agents, the prison service
and the DP organisations belonging to this TNP. Implementation of this module may require some modifications
for delivery in different countries.

The last example shows another type of joint development which is a comparative study on gender
segregation in R2. Here again we can see that joint development can be regarded as a further step to
the structured exchange of experience.

In one of our R2 case studies, in the area of gender segregation, the LV DP is responsible for carrying out a
survey of 1000 women in science, engineering and technology professions, but the questions of the survey are to
be elaborated jointly by the UKgb and LV partners, so as to inform a comparative study which the UKgb partner
plans to carry out. The ES partner will contribute by providing a mapping of issues faced by women in these
professions and the final seminar to share results will take place in ES.

Exchange of beneficiaries

Not many TN partnerships had planned this type of activity, as TN co-operation tends to be regarded
more as ‘a laboratory within the laboratory’, and thus as having R&D functions of a conceptual nature.
Thus, when methods are piloted, it is with the beneficiaries of each DP locally. The results of these
activities have been appreciated differently depending on the type of beneficiaries. This type of
activity can in some cases be regarded as an integral part of DPs activity at national level and the
benefits may be more evident at the individual level rather than at the level of the DP. However, the
experience gained through the exchange of beneficiaries can also feed back in the activities developed
at DP level.
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The following example shows how the effectiveness can be enhanced of DPs activities can be
enhanced in the case of the exchange of beneficiaries and the nature of the possible benefits at the
individual level.

In this TCP of 2 partners, 8 of the 12 trainees of the UKgb (Welsh) DP were taken to Italy for 1 week. The
Welsh trainees come from very deprived backgrounds, and the visit provided them with the opportunity to share
their experience and set up networks, although the difference in the profile of the IT trainees was an obstacle to
communication at the beginning. This is due to a typical difference of the meaning of the notion of
‘disadvantage’ (both the IT and the UKgb DPs are supposed to be working wit disadvantaged young people).
The Welsh traineces were of a much more deprived background than the Italian trainees (who were young
unemployed but qualified people, selected also for their English speaking capacity). In addition the young
Italians were employed by the IT DP (and the objective is to provide them with sustained employment) whereas
the Welsh trainees were there on a voluntary basis. But all this was capitalised upon to reflect upon differences
in Europe and make each one reflect upon their own situation. It is (partly) difficult to disentangle the impacts of
the transnational dimension from other aspects of the UKgb DP’s project but certainly trainees have gained a
capacity to locate their own experience in a wider picture. Some of them have started and maintained networks
with other people in Europe, and more generally they seem to have changed their self-perception and the
perception of their environment.

Exchange of staff, trainers etc.

Unilateral and multilateral visits deepen the exchange of experiences. The implementation of the
exchanges was generally a source of high satisfaction amongst TNP partners and for the DP partners
concerned, both for the visitors and for the hosts. Structured visits have been an opportunity to see
concretely other professional practices, and to reflect back upon one’s own. On the basis of our case
studies, there are grounds to think that staff exchange, when it takes place between similar structures
operating in different countries, can be a very direct way of enhancing innovation in the local DP
activities.

TN activities have thus resulted in the elaboration of a wide range of products. This has led the ES
evaluators to state that TN partnerships were generally highly productive. However, in the Es
evaluators’ view, these products tend to be too ‘theoretical’ in the sense that too many diagnosis,
reports and profiles have been established. The DE evaluator has drawn a list of the type of products
including brochures and documentation, movies, handbooks, concepts. We seek to assess the
usefulness of these products either for the DPs’ own work or for a wider public in section 6.3 below.

6.2.2.3. Dissemination

Our 2™ case study visits to R1 TN partnerships show that dissemination activities had generally taken
place. The main dissemination activities and products consisted in:

- Conferences,

- Publications and leaflets,

- Websites,

- Diffusion of common products such as guides, training modules etc.
- Dissemination events at national level.

The local media were also sometimes mobilised: in one of our case studies, one DP communicated on
the transnational results through local newspapers, a parliamentary newspaper, and a programme in a

regional TV.

Although all TN partnerships carried out some dissemination activities, some TN partners complained
during the interviews that no dissemination strategy was developed. Dissemination has in many cases
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occurred ‘naturally’ through the implementation of TN activities, such as through the organisation of
conferences and web sites, which were not only set up for dissemination purposes.

6.2.3 Guidance

6.2.3.1. Technical assistance at the national level

a) Organisation of guidance

Transnationality guidance and monitoring are organised differently across MS. On the basis of our
interviews with MAs/NSSs, we found, in particular, that different choices had been made concerning
the distribution of roles amongst NSS staff : whilst in PT, FI and MT transnationality is assigned to
dedicated staff members (“‘internal expert model’), in BEfrg, BEnl, ES, GR, IT, NL, SE, UKgb, PL, SI,
SK, transnationality guidance is included in the wider guidance provided to DPs and all staff deal with
both levels in their relationships with DPs (‘global guidance model’). There is also a combination of
both (former CZ NSS, LV). In this case one person has a specific knowledge (e.g. on the use of
ETCIM), but all staff members have basic knowledge to provide guidance.

Each model has its advantages: expertise and a comprehensive knowledge of TN issues are developed
in the first model. In the second model staff has an overall view of the DPs and can understand better
the role played by TN for each DP, which is probably more consistent with the approach to TN in
EQUAL. Nevertheless, this model is dependent on the possibility for staff to exchange on TN issues
and build a common understanding. There is also a risk that not enough attention and resources are
devoted to TN issues.

Although we do not have a general overview on NSSs, lack of HR seemed to be a serious issue in
several Member States and especially in the NMS. It needs to be noted that the guidance capacity of
the MA/NSS during the preparation phase (former Action 1) has been assessed very critically by the
PL and SI evaluators. Our own interviews have shown that the guidance capacity in a number of NMS
was weak for two reasons: understaffing and, in the implementation phase, a systematic lack of time
due to the very high burden of checking monitoring reports and treating financial requests.

b) Nature of guidance and monitoring

Although all MAs (or NSSs) are carrying out some activities of guidance and assistance to DPs, there
seems to be large differences among MAs and NSS as to whether they perceive their role as actively
pushing DPs to efficiently implement transnationality or whether they merely give help on request.

The activities developed by NSSs in order to promote and support transnational co-operation can be
grouped in the following categories:

- Basic collective guidance

This includes, for all NSSs:

- Guides on transnationality: design of specific guides (e.g. BEnl, FR), translation of the
EC guide (as in many NMS), or adaptation of the EC Guide (BEfrg, IT, UKgb)

- Budgetary guidance

- Organisation of information seminars with DPs by the NSS. These seminars usually
address all issues related to the preparation of transnational partnerships and the drafting
of TCAs.
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- Individualised support to each DP

Such support, also provided by all NSSs (this is part of their mandate) takes various forms:

- Bilateral contacts to solve difficulties on demand, through ‘help-desks’, in particular
in the context of partner search;

- Monitoring visits, with the aim to get an overview of the DP. Various NSS said that
they were trying to raise the level of transnational co-operation;

- Participation in TN meetings for providing advice in situ, even helping DPs in the co-
ordination of TN meetings, monitoring what is done in the TN projects;

- Monitoring through DP activity reports (although their formal character means that
this is far from being the preferred way to understand what is happening at DP level).

- Other, more specific, forms of support, especially during the preparation phase, were
also mentioned, e.g. the IE NSS offered feed-back on TCA drafts, the NSSs of several
New Member States made the promotion of ‘their’ DPs in the various European fora
provided. The CZ and MT NSSs followed DPs at every stage of the preparation phase.

In some MS, this kind of individualised guidance was mostly provided in the preparation phase, and
transnationality lost somewhat of its urgency in the implementation phase. In other Member States
(e.g. ES, IE, NL), NSS representatives insisted that transnationality was, systematically and
throughout the DP lifecycle, an important issue on the agenda of monitoring visits. In UKgb, two NSS
staff take part in monitoring visits to DPs, which makes it more feasible to address transnational issues
systematically. Clearly, the resource implications of such models of systematic monitoring are such
that not all NSSs are in a position to adopt them.

6.2.3.2. Guidance at European level and cooperation between M'S

Overall, the guidance provided at European level was regarded as useful in both rounds'®.

- The guides and handbooks on TN were generally received positively by DPs and MAs and NSSs.
There were of particular interest for NMS DPs and NSSs.

- The ECDB was regarded as a helpful tool for partner search, although the quality and reliability of
the information was criticised in both rounds of EQUAL. Our own cross-checking of data
confirms this. This means that the ECDB could be used to make a pre-selection of TN partners or
to get some information on potential TN partners which contacted the NMS DP. Then, personal
contacts were necessary to figure out if a potential DP could really be an interesting partner.

- Cooperation between MS was intensified in R2 as it had been found to be insufficient in R1. A
network of transnationality co-ordinators was set up and a series of seminars and conferences took
place, which were assessed very positively by programme actors in the NMS. Half of the NMS
also had one or several bilateral cooperation agreements with NSSs of OMS. These proved to be
very useful for supporting the guidance at national level as NMS got practical advice. In SK,
learning seminars for DPs were organised with the French NSS.

6.2.4 Implementation dynamics: changing expectations and motivation for TN over time
In our second interim report we had identified four main configurations''® of transnational partnerships
depending on the initial attitudes, mainly expectations and motivations, of TN partners. These
configurations were the following:

1% For more details on the assessment of this guidance in the NMS, see chapter 9.
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(1) Transnationality as a key and shared motivation for EQUAL (12 cases out of 34 R1 case studies).
In this configuration, partners have initially applied to EQUAL in part for its transnational
dimension and have high and clear expectations regarding transnationality. Accordingly activities
are planned and designed to fulfil these expectations.

(2) Transnationality as a requirement (8 cases): In this configuration, partners initially had low
expectations of transnationality, and viewed their DP work as a priority.

(3) Transnationality as expertise (4 cases): In this configuration, partners consider transnationality as a
requirement rather than as a motivation for joining EQUAL, but they (or at least part of them)
consider that they have to comply with this requirement ‘professionally’ and seriously. Partner
search and the construction of the TCA have in these cases been carried out with care (screening
profiles, preliminary meetings to agree the content of the TCA).

(4) Transnationality as a field of negotiation (10 cases): In these partnerships, the motivation for
transnationality is contrasted amongst partners. Some know exactly what they want out of it and
have high or at least clear expectations, but others are less committed (seeing their domestic work
as a priority). This situation creates long negotiations which may end up in frustration or more
positively.

On the basis of these empirical configurations, we sought to analyse the dynamism in the partnerships
during the revisits of R1 DPs and investigate whether specific configurations had brought about
different results. As already stated, the selection of case studies to be revisited was partly based on this

typology.

DPs belonging to the first configuration appeared to be successful in the majority of cases. DP
members were in general satisfied with the results of TN activities and stated the TN activities were
helpful for their activities at national level. The design of activities was in general quite ambitious and
the level of implementation high.

For all other 3 configurations case studies reveal a mixed appreciation: across all these categories we
both found TN partnerships with an increasing interest and commitment of DPs as well as TN
partnerships which were affected by a decreasing interest of their members. It addition, in the fourth
configuration (TN as a field of negotiation) the appreciation of TN activities made by DP members
within one TNP still vary considerably. This is strongly linked to the different impacts of the TN
activities at DP level.

Overall, therefore, initial commitment and motivation for transnationality cannot account, of
themselves, for the evolution of the partnership over time: we therefore sought to identify what factors
could explain increasing, or decreasing, commitment and participation of TNP partners. In particular,
it seems that the change of attitude depends on the extent of learning through TN activities. The two
waves of visits which we realised in the context of R1 case studies as well as the national evaluation
reports indicate the following main forms of dynamisms over time:

(a) High and continuous motivation

In several of the case study TN partnerships, DPs had a high motivation from the beginning of the
transnational project and it was possible to maintain this motivation.

' A fifth one had been identified but concerned only 2 cases: in that configuration (which we called ‘transnationality as a
general aspiration’) partners seem to be enthusiastic about — or at least open to— transnationality in general, but their level of
ambition is extremely low. Accordingly their rate of achievement is high, but the nature of these achievements is rather
limited.
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Several factors helped to maintain this high commitment to TN. High starting commitment usually
stems from a high congruency of objectives, target groups and fields of intervention. In addition a well
worked out workplan is certainly a facilitating factor.

The members of this TN partnership of 3 operated within the shipbuilding industry and shared the motivation to
find ways to address the crisis in the sector. These shared interests secured the high commitment of all partners
from the beginning, and its sustainability. This TN partnership finally succeeded in the joint development of
products and produced European added value (see box above).

However, specific partnership forms may also secure continued commitment:

In a TNP of 3 DPs, the decision was made from the beginning to involve all DP partners. The workplan was
designed so that each DP would benefit in their work from the transnational activities: as this materialised over
time, the motivation of DP partners for work at the transnational level was reinforced, in a sort of virtuous circle.

(b) Displacement of transnationality due to increasing focus on the national projects

Among our case studies, we could observe that some DPs were motivated at the beginning to pursue
TN activities, but both TN and national activities appeared to be quite time consuming. As a result,
DPs felt that they had to make a choice as to how to allocate scarce resources and DP-level activities
constituted the priority.

This, in some cases, appears to have been a national pattern: the ES evaluator shows that for R1 DPs,
TN has clearly remained a ‘secondary’ priority for the ‘immense majority’. This has made it difficult
to maintain motivation for TN projects.

(¢) Overcoming early ‘disappointment’ with the transnational dimension thanks to the concrete
benefits derived from ongoing transnational learning

In some of our case studies, DPs had high and perhaps unrealistic expectations at the beginning. When
difficulties in the implementation of TN occurred, which were linked to a number of reasons,
including differing commitment between the TN partners, and a time consuming process to get TN
activities started, frustration tended to develop. However, as TN activities were effectively
implemented and benefits for the DP became evident, motivation rose again.

This, again, has been a national pattern in one MS. The DK evaluators state that generally, DK DPs
had experienced the establishment of TN partnerships as somewhat of a burden in the beginning of the
projects. As the projects progressed, this view changed, and in the implementation phase the majority
of DPs experienced transnational partnerships as a plus.

Conversely, in cases where initial motivation for transnationality had been low, we found examples of
TNPs where interest had grown over the course of the project, as DP members realised that TN
activities had some added value. A precondition for this to happen is some extent of congruency
between the objectives, the fields of intervention and the target groups so that benefits of TN activities
can become evident for DP members. A clear work plan also helps to lead the TN partnership to
success despite a low commitment of the partners at the beginning. As already shown the involvement
of DP members in TN activities also can lead to an increasing motivation for TN of these members.
The following box provides examples from our case studies.

(1) This TN partnership of 3members was characterised by a low motivation of TN partners to develop TN
activities from the beginning. But the BEfrg DP respondent stated that during the implementation phase
of TN activities, the added value became clearer to the DP members. Furthermore, according to that
respondent, without EC-funding, organisations would not start such a project from an EU-perspective
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and would therefore have been more limited in scope and output. The FR DP respondent shared the
view that the added value of TN activities had become more concrete in the course of the project.

(2) Our UKgb interviewees of a TN partnership of 4 members felt that on the whole, the interest of the DP
members had increased. This was because at the beginning, there were only discussions over the phone
and video-conferences but once people started attending conferences and meetings, the interest started
to grow. For the DE partner, the involvement of ‘strategic partners’ was highly important. These
strategic partners (representatives of public institutions, companies and associations) were highly
interested in learning and using new approaches. They participated in conferences, site-visits and
information exchange. The interest shown by associated ‘strategic partners’ was motivating for the
other DP members.

Again we found confirmation of such a pattern in the national evaluation reports. The UKgb
evaluators, for example, observed that those DPs which benefited most from TN work were not
necessarily those showing an early commitment to transnationality. Similarly, the SE evaluators
identified unexpected benefits of transnationality, including for partners’ activities outside EQUAL,
which helped raise interest in transnationality.

6.2.5 Difficulties of implementation

Our case studies as well as the national evaluation reports show persistent difficulties in the
implementation of TN, limiting its efficiency and effectiveness. The difficulties faced are either
linked to the specific design of EQUAL or can be regarded as general difficulties inherent in TN work.

6.2.5.1. Difficulties linked to the EQUAL framework

Problems to identify the ‘right partner’ among the EQUAL DPs.

The first set of difficulties is linked with the identification of the ‘right” TN partner'''. This can be
regarded as EQUAL specific, as potential partners can only be drawn from EQUAL DPs, which limits
the possibilities for finding a suitable partner. Furthermore, the way partnerships were formed within
EQUAL also led to TN partnerships where one or two partners might be adequate, but not all, as each
DP brings in new partners''. Thus the final partnership composition was often the result of a series of
compromises. Difficulties were particularly pronounced when DPs waited to be contacted rather than
taking a proactive attitude. Furthermore, the lack of clear objectives and expected added value at the
beginning of partner search has caused difficulties in identifying the ‘right’ partners. This problem,
however, is not specific to EQUAL. As we have already stated, improvements were made in R2 with
regard to the optimisation of the partner search process (including face-to-face meetings in order to
define common objectives). However, the more structural constraints — the limited pool of partners
and by the fact that transnationality is a requirement — remained unchanged.

Differences in the content of thematic priorities

The definition of the TCA requires the identification of common problems and common objectives.
However, this, in itself a difficult task, was sometimes made more difficult by the already mentioned
differences in the concrete content of thematic priorities. Thus for example, the generic focus of
thematic priority 3E (lifelong learning) in R1 in FR was on ‘older workers’, which was not the case in

"' This had clearly been a concern, as shown above, amongst our interviewees. These difficulties were also pointed out by
several evaluators (in ES, FR, IE, IT).

12 Thus, DP A can find commonalities with the DP B based on their work programmes. DP A involves DP C with which
they have other common interest but the commonalities between DP C and DP B remain limited.
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most other CIPs. According to the FR MA, only 20 to 30% of FR DPs finally found partners working
on similar problems as those they were addressing.

Our case study evidence shows that differences in target groups can be more problematic than
thematic differences. In one of our R2 case studies the target groups consisted of young university
graduates, disadvantaged young people with poor qualification level, people with disabilities and
unemployed in a deprived area, whilst all DPs were funded under Theme 1A. In such cases the
definition of clear common objectives and the setting-up of a precise work plan that potentially adds
value for all involved DPs is a long and difficult process.

Differences in time schedules in Round 1

A specific problem consisted in differences in time schedules, in particular in R1, as was shown in our
2" Interim Report. The launch of TN and the time period for approvals varied quite significantly.

This problem has been addressed through the creation of a ‘transnationality window”’ for R2 as well as
through the co-ordinated publication, by each MA, of their specific requirements and schedules (the
‘country briefs’). On the grounds of our analysis of R2 in NMS we can confirm that differences in
timing did not represent anymore a major problem (although some problems persisted, e.g. delays in
the start of the preparation phase, as mentioned by the GR evaluator).

But problems of timing differences did not only occur during the building-up phase of TN
partnerships, but also in the course of the implementation of the TN activities during R1: differences
in the official completion dates of DPs automatically affected the TN partnership. These differences
were known since the beginning. This type of problem is aggravated in cases where a DP obtained an
extension, but not the others (this happened in several of our case studies).

Vulnerability of the TN partnership when a TN partner faces serious implementation problems at
national level

Problems arose when one TNP partner faced domestic difficulties and delayed the TN work as a
whole. Reasons for these difficulties could be linked to the precedence of domestic activities but could
also stem from payment delays linked to failures at programme management level. Payment delays
caused major problems to DPs, in particular for NGOs in NMS, which has led to delays of TN
activities or to a restrained implementation of TN activities. The evaluators found that this had been a
problem in PL. We have seen this problem also among CZ and SK case studies.

Difficulties of interpretation and use of the 5 models of co-operation

Transnational partners had to agree on activities. The TCA format provided them with a typology of 5
models of TN cooperation, which sometimes could mask differences in the understanding by TN
partners, especially if they did not go much beyond this classification and did not make a detailed
description of activities. As it turned out, interviewed DPs members of one and the same TNP often
did not agree in the description of what they were planning to do and had done, when they were asked
to phrase it in terms of the 5 models (disagreements concerned, above all, activities done under
‘parallel development’ and ‘joint development’). Interviewed Managing Authorities and National
Support Structures were often critical of this typology, which they found could be confusing and not
operational enough for guiding the planning of activities.

Differences in budgetary guidance and in the size of DP budgets

As suggested above, TN budgets represent a difficult issue: TN budgets must allow to participate fully
to TN activities and therefore should not be too divergent within the partnership. Different levels of
priority for TN activities might be one factor accounting for important budget differences within
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transnational partnerships; participation in several TN partnerships was another factor. But budget
differences were also due to different guidelines concerning TN budgets in the different Member
States, as well as different DP budget sizes between Member States. The budget differences are thus
to a large extent a consequence of the specific EQUAL framework.

Under-estimating the time required to build up and implement TN partnerships

This difficulty was mentioned by some of our case study DPs as well as pointed out by some national
evaluators (e.g., AT, FR, IE, UKni). Although this would be the case of any transnational partnership
in any programme, in EQUAL the time required to establish the transnational partnership came on top
of the time required for constituting and consolidating the DPs themselves.

6.2.5.2. General difficulties for implementing TN

The following difficulties can be regarded as typical of TN work.

Differences in institutional settings

Differences in institutional settings have been perceived in some cases as causing difficulties as a
common understanding is more difficult to achieve as when the partners are operating in the same
context, and transferability might be hindered. This has been pointed out by some evaluators (e.g. DE,
AT evaluators). But, in our view, this should rather be seen as a source of learning rather than as an
implementation difficulty. Moreover, institutional differences can be inspiring, if they are well
understood and if the aim of the DPs is precisely institutional change. Thus, in one of our R2 case
studies, one TN partner sought to learn from the (potential) advantages of legislation in another
Member State, in order to promote legal changes in their own country.

The realisation by partners that a same problem is understood and approached differently in the
national contexts sometimes takes time to occur and has sometimes made TN cooperation more
difficult than initially thought (as pointed out by the ES evaluator). These differences become clear in
the different use of notions, for example with regard to racial discrimination. For some DPs it was
very helpful to debate about different concepts (for example, the notions of disadvantage or of ethnic
minority), but we found also examples of DPs which were unable to overcome these
misunderstandings.

Cultural differences

Interviewed DPs often mentioned ‘cultural differences’ as a main barrier (and the SE, NL, UKgb DK
evaluators have already referred to this in their Mid-term and 2™ Interim reports). This is also
something on which the Transnationality Guides alert DPs. However, we think this difficulty has
largely been magnified, as it is very convenient for partners to invoke cultural problems when TN
cooperation is not working up to their expectations. DPs which would not have engaged in TN
cooperation if it had not been an obligation might from the beginning perceive cultural differences as
hindering work.

Differences in the types of organisations involved are also mistaken for cultural differences — whereas
clearly one finds these differences in one’s own country.

Language differences

Although solutions have been found to overcome language differences, lack of language skills slowed
down communication. Language is obviously an objective difficulty and some evaluators have stated
that it was a general problem (ES, AT, DK, NL, CZ evaluators). Difficulties are heightened in
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telephone communication, as the use of an interpreter is not frequent. In a few cases, DPs had chosen
to send people with good language skills to TN meetings but these did not necessarily have a good
knowledge of the issues addressed by the DP, and this was more of a problem than a solution.

DP Size

The second round of interviews confirmed that partnerships of 2 are especially vulnerable, for
example if one DP faces problems at national level or shows only a small interest in TN activities.
Partnerships of at least 3 partners are less dependent on the risk of partner withdrawal. On the other
hand, as we have seen in our previous report, too large partnerships are not easily manageable
although the opportunities to learn from other countries are enhanced.

6.3. IMPACT AND ADDED-VALUE OF THE PRINCIPLE

6.3.1 Impact on DPs
In this section we analyse the impact of TN on DP activities and in particular the extent to which TN
has contributed to the implementation of the other principles of EQUAL.

In many cases, the impact on DP activities is difficult to trace as the learning derived from
transnational work is one influence amongst others, and the learning process is not linear.

The distinction between 2 types of learning proposed by the UKgb evaluator is useful to capture this
intangible impact. They argue that the impact of TN is mainly felt by the actors (DP staff and
beneficiaries) in terms of ‘experimental learning’ and a feeling of being ‘more European’ as a result of
the process. TN has also provided contextual learning, i.e. a better understanding of the domestic
policy context thanks to the comparison with other MS.

However, there were also more ‘tangible’ impacts, in the way in which TN contributed directly or
indirectly to the implementation of the other EQUAL principles.

6.3.1.1. Contribution to innovation

Several respondents of our R1 case studies highlighted that the transnational project had been a
laboratory (or even, in the words of one respondent, an ‘accelerator of innovation’): new concepts,
models and approaches have been a resource to their DPs. Furthermore, the contribution of TN to
innovation is direct and visible in the context of the development of joint products — examples were
already provided above.

This TNP of 3 members is working on the supply of child care facilities. A study has been carried out on mobile
childcare (a French experience), and one part was a study of feasibility to implement this type of structure in LU
and BEfrg. The FR DP has, in the national project, used the experience of transnational partners (e.g. for
developing relationships with firms, with local and national authorities in the field of labour market
reintegration). For the LU partner the TN activities have led to changes in the supply of childcare and in
legislation. The TN work gave legitimacy to the project. Institutional actors were more motivated for change.
Through the project, representatives from the LU Ministry could assess the experience of other types of childcare
providers and other solutions/possibilities which have influenced them in their design of the new childcare
measures. Thus institutional actors were involved in the DP and participated in TN activities from the beginning,
which helped considerably to mainstream the results.
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The following examples illustrate how TN activities can lead to improvements at DP level as well as
further activities of DP members (outside EQUAL).

This TNP of 3 members is concerned with guidance and advice to new entrepreneurial projects and the creation
of business creation support centres. One of the TN activities was the exchange of entrepreneurs among the
different partners with the objective to know in situ different realities and experiences in the same professional
area, and to develop co-operation. The GR entrepreneurs benefited considerably by seeing how tourist boarding
houses in mountainous places were operating elsewhere. Development agencies in the GR region benefited from
the transfer of experiences, approaches or methods. The ES partners ‘imported’ from PT a method for the
training of trainers (of entrepreneurs).

This other TNP of 3 members is dealing with methods for the labour market integration of people with
disabilities. The TN activities focused on the production of comparative, analytical material. Furthermore, an e-
learning course in English was produced, which the partners regarded as a success. One of the 3 TCP partners
stated that the TN cooperation made DP members aware of the modern tools and the new technologies for
persons with disabilities and guided some partners to pilot some of the tools developed or imported through TN
work. According to the GR partner, transfer of know-how in technology for people with disabilities has taken
place. There were knock-on effects as the GR partner works not only with blind or deaf people (the target group
for this technology), but also with people affected by other disabilities, and was able to adapt the products to
these audiences. The GR partner was also interested in the tele-working arrangements in place in SE, and,
although they faced difficulties for implementing telework in GR, they saw it as a future possible development.
In this project, visits were very important for developing a concrete understanding of the achievements of each
partner and for mutual inspiration.

In many cases the impact of TN activities on the activities of DPs could not be explained in such a
concrete way. This is certainly linked to the fact that innovation is at the core of the activities at the
national level and that in most cases TN activities only refer to some aspects of the national project or
can even be regarded as a separate project.

National evaluators give a mixed appreciation of the contribution of TN to DP innovation. The FR
evaluators carried out 12 case studies on TN and found out that for two thirds of them, TN was a
source of innovation (creation of new products and transfer of experience). DPs explained that TN
activities had led them to think about their own practices in a different way and to reflect upon their
methodologies. The GR evaluators found that TN had led to new practices in particular in Theme 1B
(combating racism), with the development of ‘mentoring’, the accreditation of the qualifications and
skills of immigrants and refugees, and awareness raising tools. TN co-operation stimulated new
research and evaluation of national policies in combating racial discrimination and lobbying. It is
interesting to note that the PT evaluators, whilst assessing the overall added value of TN as low,
nevertheless found that the influence of TN co-operation had been intense in the cases of best practices
and products which they identified. Finally, 20% of DE DPs stated that TN co-operation had been an
innovation factor.

6.3.1.2. Contribution to the partnership principle

Our interviews with R1 and R2 DPs showed that TN activities can foster partnerships at DP level. TN
acts as a mirror and the understanding of DP partners of their own project is reinforced by locating it
in a wider context and by the comparison with others. Communication structures at DP level might be
improved through mutual learning and feedback from TN partners. Finally, partnerships can be
widened as a result from learning about experiences abroad.

The following examples of the revisits of R1 DPs illustrate what effects TN activities have had on the
partnership principle.
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In a TN partnership of 2 members, the PT DP member stated that one important impact of TN activities was the
inclusion of Trade Unions and Enterprise Associations in their local Social Network. This was a result from the
observation by the Municipal Board of the way Social Economy is organised in Italy. Thus, the Portuguese DP
has expanded the stakeholders involved in its national project.

In another TN partnership of 2 members, focused on gender equality, the AT DP learned from ES DP the
usefulness of including trade-unions, while the Spanish DP learned from the AT way of working, i.e. mutual
learning between strategic partners, government and women’s institutions.

Similar observations were made by national evaluators, in particular in DK and IE.

6.3.1.3. Contribution to mainstreaming

A number of interviewed R1 and R2 DPs stressed that TN gave more credibility to the DP at the local
level and served mainstreaming. This was confirmed by evaluators. Thus the FR evaluators pointed
out that international conferences organised by the TN partnerships in the DP area attracted local or
regional policy makers and multipliers who thus became more aware of the dimension of EQUAL
projects. The UKgb evaluators found that the exchange of information and experience with TN
partners had had some impact on the UKgb partner’s mainstreaming strategy at home, for example on
how to engage with policy actors such as trade unions.

The following graph is a representation of the different ways in which TN work can impact DP work.
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Graph 6.1
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6.3.3. Added value of transnationality
As stated in section 6.1., the stated objective of the transnationality principle consisted in adding value
to DP actions as well as in contributing to European policy development.

The nature of the added value of transnationality logically depends on the type of activities
undertaken. ‘Joint development’, when successful, has led to new ‘European products’ (e.g. new tools,
new methods which are of interest for users across Europe, e.g. in a specific sector). The added value
of the exchange of information and experience and of the exchange of staff and beneficiaries has lied
in the direct contribution to innovation — e.g. through ‘imports’ — or in its indirect contribution to the
quality of DP projects. Our case studies have provided concrete evidence that this has happened.
Evaluators differ in their assessments of this contribution, but these differences in assessments are also
linked to the type of methodological tool used and the type of questions asked. In our experience,
asking directly about the benefits of transnationality usually leads to very vague responses.

The contribution of TN co-operation to the fostering of a European identity, and in any case to a better
mutual understanding, noted by the AT evaluators, should not be undervalued. The knowledge of EU
policies has also improved (as emphasised by the BEfrg evaluators on the basis of their DP survey).

There are both a mirror and benchmarking effects to TN work: for example, the ES evaluators’ case
studies showed that TN co-operation had represented, for many actors involved, their first contact with
the ‘European reality’, and that this had helped them to locate their own actions in a wider context.
Other examples of these two effects were provided above.

We have also noted the added value stemming from unexpected effects of transnational co-operation
on DP organisations, for example, the widening of their scope of activities.

Benefits have also emerged at the individual level, through increased professional and intercultural
competencies, as noted for example by the DE, IE and UKgb evaluators, which confirms our case
study findings (see our 2™ interim report). The PT evaluators are critical of the fact that in many cases
this seemed to be the main type of benefits. However increased professional competence is likely to
translate into new practices even though this process is difficult to describe in a linear way.

There has been some capacity building through the creation of stable networks. However this has
mostly materialised in common applications in R2 by existing R1 partnerships. Case study
respondents doubted that co-operation could be maintained in the absence of project-related funding.

6.4. CONCLUSIONS

Conditionsfor the preparation of an efficient and effective transnational cooperation

On the basis of our fieldwork, we found that the success factors in the formation of a transnational
partnership (TNP) include: (a) choosing partners working on common issues and/or with similar target
groups, and with comparable transnational (TN) budgets; (b) ensuring that there is a congruency or
complementarity of interests and objectives; (¢) drafting a precise workplan and involving all partners
in this exercise; and (d) taking into account that transnationality requires time.

The process of validation of the transnational co-operation agreements by Managing Authorities has
tended to be lenient and the quality of transnational co-operation agreements has therefore generally
not been very good in both rounds. Such ‘leniency’ has been a conscious decision by Managing
Authorities in R2, as there has been a will to avoid rejections so as not to delay transnational work.
This decision makes it all the more necessary to provide substantial guidance and support to DPs for
the implementation of their transnational activities.
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The guidance provided at the European level was regarded as useful in both rounds. The guides and
handbooks on transnationality were generally received positively by DPs, MAs and NSSs alike. The
ECDB was regarded as a helpful tool for a first screening of potential partners, although the quality
and reliability of the information available, which depended on the quality of data entry at DP and
Member State level, has been criticised in both rounds of EQUAL.

The cooperation between MS was intensified in R2 as it had been found to be insufficient in R1. A
network of transnationality co-ordinators was set up and a series of seminars and conferences took
place, which has been of considerable help, especially for NMS Managing Authorities and National
Support Structures.

Difficultiesand barriersto the implementation of transnationality

The specific architecture of transnationality in EQUAL, i.e. combining systematically a national
project with a transnational one, has both been interesting and demanding, as it brought about
additional difficulties on top of the difficulties inherent in transnational work. In particular, this
restricted the pool from which to select transnational partners. The construction of transnational
partnerships was necessarily dependent on the time schedules for the selection of DPs in the Member
States: as these were not sufficiently co-ordinated in R1, this led to a further restriction of the pool of
potential partners. Differences in TN budgets were often important and directly stemmed from the
different size of DPs in the different Member States and from different guidelines for TN budgets.

Geographical patternsof co-operation

DPs were encouraged to form TN partnerships all throughout the EU. However, in most MS, links are
much stronger with 2 or 3 MS. For R2 some OMS are over-represented in partnerships with NMS
DPs. On the other hand, NMS partners have been very ‘popular’ with OMS DPs as these foresaw the
possibility of transfer of knowledge, expected to learn from NMS experience, and showed a desire to
contribute to the construction of an enlarged Europe. NMS DPs have also been interested in partners
from other NMS, due to similarities in language and some common historical background.

Typeof TN cooper ation established and lessons learned

Many TN partnerships, in R1 and R2, focused their activities on the structured exchange of
information and experience. This type of activity, when it has had continuity over time, has been quite
successful, as it led to a widening of the scope of activity of each partner, to increased professional
skills, and to the transfer and adoption of methods. Exchange of staff has also generally been a source
of high satisfaction, both for the visitors and for the hosts. Structured visits have been an opportunity
to see concretely other professional practices, and to reflect back upon one’s own.

As TN projects have been developed on the basis of national projects, joint development has been less
frequent and more difficult. The testing and adaptation of methods and exchange of beneficiaries have
not been frequent activities either.

There have been 3 main models of internal work organisation: (a) working groups led by each partner
in their area of competencies, and involving all partners. In principle, the model favours maximum co-
operation but it was hardly feasible economically as the budget of some partners was too limited to
allow them to take part in all working groups; (b) working groups led by each partner in their area of
competencies, in which other partners participate if they are interested. This organisation proved to be
quite efficient and especially favourable for the involvement of DPs’ domestic partners; (c) division of
labour between partners: each TN partner is responsible for a specific product or activity. One risk of
this organisation is that it only provides for limited exchange of experience. However, when common
objectives are clear, this way of working can be very effective, especially if the ‘products’ developed
by each partner are then subjected to constructive feed-back by other partners.
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Monitoring and self-evaluation

Monitoring and self-evaluation have been weak points in the implementation of transnational
partnerships as well. We identified three main formal models of self-evaluation: (a) an external
evaluator is contracted for the evaluation of the whole TN partnership; (b) the evaluation of the TNP is
organised internally; (c) the TN partners assess transnationality through their self-evaluation at DP
level. The combination of a TNP level and of a DP level of evaluation is particularly interesting and
consistent with the orientation of transnationality in EQUAL. However, in practice, self-evaluation
reports were often delivered at the end of the TN projects, which is of little use for the TNP and its
members.

Added value

Transnational learning has been capitalised upon by DPs to varying extents and added value has been
uneven. In fact, DPs’ expectations regarding the added value of transnationality, their motivation to
implement TN activities, and their capacity to capitalise on learning varied quite significantly over the
life-cycle of the projects.

The nature of the added value of transnationality logically depends on the type of activities
undertaken. ‘Joint development’, when successful, has led to new ‘European products’ (e.g. new tools,
new methods which are of interest for users across Europe, e.g. in a specific sector). The added value
of the exchange of information and experience and of the exchange of staff and beneficiaries has lied
in the direct contribution to innovation — e.g. through ‘imports’ — or, more frequently, in its indirect
contribution to the quality of DP projects — e.g. through benchmarking and an increase in the
professional competencies of staff. Increased professional competencies are also likely to lead to
innovation, although this does not follow a linear process. Transnational co-operation has also
sometimes led to more unexpected effects, such as the widening of the scope of activities of partner
organisations.

The local organisation of transnational events has contributed to enhance the credibility of DPs at the
local level and has improved mainstreaming opportunities. There has also been some capacity building
through the creation of stable transnational networks. However this has mostly materialised in
common applications in R2 by existing R1 partnerships. Case study respondents doubted that co-
operation could be maintained in the absence of project-related funding.

Finally, the contribution of TN co-operation to the fostering of a European identity, and in any case to
a better mutual understanding, should not be undervalued. The knowledge of EU policies has also
improved. Study visits have helped actors locate their own experience against a wider context — it has
to be stressed that there have been cases in which local staff had never travelled outside their frontiers,
and had never been exposed to the ‘European reality’.
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7. EFFECTIVENESS AND ADDED VALUE OF THE HORIZONTAL
APPROACH TO EQUAL OPPORTUNITIES

7.1.INITIAL OBJECTIVESAND GUIDELINESAT THE EU LEVEL

Although the horizontal approach to Equal Opportunities is not a key principle of EQUAL, the terms
of reference of the EU-wide evaluation require an evaluation of its implementation in the context of
the evaluation of the effectiveness of the key principles. As EQUAL is taking a thematic approach and
aims at combating all forms of discrimination and reduce inequalities, it is indeed crucial to assess
how Equal Opportunities have been implemented horizontally.

The EQUAL Guidelines emphasise that EQUAL has to fit in the context of an integrated strategy to
combat discrimination and social exclusion: ‘At Community level there is an integrated strategy to
combat discrimination (in particular that based on sex, racial or ethnic origin, religion or belief,
disability, age or sexual orientation) and social exclusion. Focusing on the labour market, EQUAL
will form part of that strategy.” (par. 8). EQUAL has a very broad scope as it is aimed ‘as a testing
ground to develop and disseminate new ways of delivering employment policies in order o combat all
sorts of discrimination and inequality by those seeking access to the labour market and those already
within it’ (par. 9).

In the context of the EQUAL thematic approach, ‘Equal Opportunities for all’ is meant as equal access
of all discriminated groups to each thematic field. In addition to this it is specified that ‘within this
horizontal approach, the promotion of equality between women and men will be integral to thematic
fieldsin all four pillars as well as being targeted through specific actions in the fourth pillar.” (par.
14). The same thematic approach is still valid for R 2: *...the second round of EQUAL continues the
thematic approach established in the first round with the objective to benefiting those subject to the
main forms of discrimination (based on sex, racial of ethnic origin, religion or belief, disability, age or
sexual orientation) and inequality. Each thematic field is accessible to all such groups... The
promation of equality between men and women is integral to all thematic fields as well as being
targeted through specific actions’ (EQUAL guidelines R2, p.5).

In both rounds the horizontal approach to Equal Opportunities is combined with a thematic approach
and with a target group approach: two forms of discrimination — discrimination on the basis of sex and
discrimination on the basis of ethnic origin, as well as discrimination of asylum seekers are
specifically targeted within the thematic approach of EQUAL (Theme 1B — combating racism,
Themes 4G — reconciling family and professional life and 4H — reducing gender gaps, and Theme 51 —
asylum seekers). Improving Equal Opportunities for men and women as well as combating racial
discrimination requires specific action, but Equal Opportunities between men and women are also
expected to be addressed horizontally by all DPs. By contrast, asylum seekers are a target group only
in Theme 5I. Implicitly, this construction presupposes that a ‘positive action approach’ and a target
group focus are needed, and that a transversal approach to discrimination is insufficient.

Except for the equal access of different groups to the actions carried out under the various thematic
fields, there are no requirements and no guidance as to how the approach to Equal Opportunities ‘for
all’ should be implemented horizontally.

But guidance has been provided for the implementation of Gender Mainstreaming, although it came
rather late. It was prepared by the Gender Mainstreaming Working Group established at the European
level and gave rise to a publication in 2005 (see Chapter 9). The guide was designed on the basis of
the problems identified in R1 and builds upon the experience of R1 DPs. It is also based on the
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learning seminar held in July 2004 in Budapest, which was organised by the EC and the Gender
Mainstreaming Working Group.

As this guide was only published in 2005 (the manuscript was completed in 2004) it came late for the
construction of the R2 DP workplans but can be helpful for the implementation and mainstreaming
phases of R2 DPs as well as for future ESF programmes. The guide is targeted at the DPs, NSSs /
MA:s, national and DP-level evaluators as well as at the Monitoring and Selection Committees and has
been translated in 17 languages.

Although we cannot assess the extent to which the Guide has been useful for R2 DPs (this could be
done in the ex-post evaluation), we have used it to structure the evaluation results concerning the
implementation of the Equal Opportunities approach.

This guide provides a relevant analysis of the sources of discrimination and inequalities (based on the
societal structure, institutions, values and beliefs) and warns about limiting the gender perspective to a
‘women’s perspective’ and about directing actions towards women only. Nevertheless
‘gpecific/positive actions’ favouring ‘particular groups of women or men, are required in addition to
gender mainstreaming policies to remove inequalities which have been identified or address
particular resistant problems’. The Gender Mainstreaming approach itself is a wider concept and also
covers ‘policy design, decision-making, access to resources, procedures and practices, methodology,
implementation, monitoring and evaluation’. The focus is shifted towards changing structures and
systems themselves.

Some practical advice was given to DPs:

- Capacity building at DP level: training on gender issues should be provided and partnerships with
equality bodies should be developed in order to increase knowledge and expertise about equality
strategies.

- Human resources management at DP level: DPs should consider their own staff composition,
implement Gender Mainstreaming at DP level, e.g. in recruitment, offer flexible work options for
women and men staff and identify whether there is a gender pattern, ensure equal pay among own
staff, evaluate skills and knowledge to determine training needs of own staff.

- Adapting activities and services offered by DPs to different needs if necessary: DPs should check
whether it is relevant to analyse access to their measures by gender. Differences in patterns of
access by gender should be analysed, methods should be developed in order to identify the needs
of different target groups and gender equality issues should be taken into account when organising
information and publicity campaigns and material as well as selection procedures. The guide
contains special advice on how to organise the analysis in order to detect specific discrimination
and inequality matters, identify specific needs, etc.

- Budgeting: DPs should ensure that an adequate share of the budget is dedicated to Gender
Mainstreaming (e.g. for gender training, for the development of gender analysis tools).

- Dissemination: DPs should ensure that all dissemination activities respect, promote and contribute
to gender equality and check whether the right audience is targeted in this respect.

The approach to Gender Mainstreaming taken in the guidelines implicitly assumes that the
implementation of the Gender Mainstreaming approach within partner organisations is a precondition
for implementing Gender Mainstreaming at project level.

The Terms of Reference of the EU-wide evaluation pay specific attention to the implementation of the

horizontal approach to Equal Opportunities in the context of the evaluation of the key principles.
Equal Opportunities are regarded there clearly as a guiding and transversal principle:
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‘The evaluation of the equal opportunities principle should focus on whether or not groups which are
subject to discrimination have access to all thematic fields and the promotion of equality between men
and women. At the very least, the following issues should be examined:

- What evidenceis there of a gender perspective being applied horizontally in the implementation of
work programmes and activities?

- Towhat extent have the activities been equality-neutral, equality-oriented or equality-positive?

- To what extent has EQUAL developed models for the reduction of the main forms of
discrimination as regards gender, racial, ethnic, religious, disability, age and sexual, and
inequality?

- Haseach thematic field been fully accessible to all the above-mentioned groups?’

Thus, the Terms of Reference address the horizontal implementation of Equal Opportunities for all
discriminated groups and require the examination of models of implementation. A specific focus is set
on gender issues, but not on racial discrimination. We will therefore address the approach to Equal
Opportunities (in a broad sense) and the approach to gender equality separately.

A methodological difficulty arises here: it seems somewhat artificial to distinguish a ‘horizontal
approach to Equal Opportunities’ from the overall aim of EQUAL which is, precisely, to combat all
forms of discrimination. In a way, therefore, evaluating equal opportunities as a horizontal approach
means evaluating the whole programme. This is why we have sought to focus more, in this chapter, on
two issues:

- The access of target groups to DP actions and to thematic fields;
- The processes and procedures set up within the DPs themselves.

7.2. IMPLEMENTATION

7.2.1 Choices made at CIP level

7.2.1.1. Choices made ahead of R1

The notion ‘Equal Opportunities’ and ‘inequalities’ are perceived and approached in different ways
across the EU. Social values about ‘equality’ have shaped the different national contexts of
implementation. This is reflected in the Programming documents. Furthermore, there are differences
in the scope of Equal Opportunities.

Three main approaches to Equal Opportunities have been put forward in the CIPs:
- As‘Equal opportunities for all’

Only a few MS have conceived of equal opportunities as ‘Equal Opportunities for all’. This has been
the case in the UKgb, in IE and in GR. The UKgb CIP reads: ‘Working towards equality of
opportunity for all citizens is a core goal for policy-making.” (p. 41). The CIP describes ‘the steps we
are taking in regard to older workers, disability, minority ethnic groups and those at risk of becoming
socially excluded’ (p.62). At the same time, the UKgb CIP takes up the conclusion from the previous
ESF evaluation that a narrow target-group definition is needed in matters of gender equality, as
women are not a homogeneous group.

Similarly, in IE the approach to Equal Opportunities was understood in a broad sense. As such the

EQUAL initiative was perceived as encouraging a focus on accommodating diversity across all project
activities. As for defining the sources of discrimination, the IE CIP relies on the Irish equality
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legislation and enumerates gender, marital status, religion, disability, race, age, sexual orientation and
membership of the travelling community.

- Asboth ‘Equal Opportunitiesfor all’ and ‘ Equal Opportunities between men and women’

Interestingly in SE, both the concepts of ‘gender equality’ and ‘diversity mainstreaming’ are used in
the CIP. The CIP stresses that a ‘gender perspective’ must be taken during the whole programme. It is
also explained that sex, age, ethnical and social background, sexual orientation and functional disorder
are all factors that can represent barriers for labour market integration and for career prospects. The
evaluators explain that both concepts — gender equality as well as diversity mainstreaming are
concepts which are quite difficult to distinguish clearly, especially as sex is one of the factors included
in the sources of discrimination which should be addressed through ‘diversity mainstreaming’, it
makes it even more difficult for DPs to understand the difference between the two concepts.
Furthermore, the understanding of ‘equality’ in the SE society implies that positive action could be
regarded as discriminatory.

The FI CIP encourages both actions aiming at gender equality and actions for ‘ethnic equality’. The
NL CIP addresses Gender Mainstreaming as well as ‘equal treatment’ in order to combat
discrimination based on sex, age, race, ethnic origin, sexual orientation and disability.

- As'Equal Opportunities between men and women’ only

In a number of CIPs (e.g. DE, PT, AT, BEfrg, ES), the notion of ‘Equal Opportunities’ has been
understood as gender equality only. This understanding does not mean, of course, that other forms of
discrimination and inequalities were not the focus of the Programme, but rather that they were not
addressed through a transversal principle.

Evaluators have also understood the principle in different ways, but their approach does not
necessarily coincide with that of the CIP in their Member State. Most evaluators (e.g. DE, DK, ES,
PT, FR, BEfrg, NL) analyse the horizontal approach to Equal Opportunities by looking at Equal
Opportunities between men and women only. The actions targeting other forms of inequalities and
discrimination are assessed in the evaluation of the different thematic fields. The UKgb evaluators
assess the implementation of ‘Equal Opportunities for all’, in accord with the definition put forward in
the CIP. Other evaluators have also dealt with this issue alongside Equal Opportunities between men
and women in SE, UKni, GR, FI and AT, although to a varying extent.

7.2.1.2. Changes between R1 and R2

The first change to be noted in R2 concerns the stronger target group focus taken in some CIPs (e.g.
UKgb, FR, BEfrg and IE), as quite specific target groups were named and defined (for more details
see Chapter 2).

Secondly, in many MS (e.g. ES, DK, FR, UKni), more weight and attention has been given to Equal
Opportunities between men and women in R2. This can be seen as a reaction to the Mid-Term
evaluation reports, which often criticised implementation weaknesses. This criticism has been
addressed by reinforcing the horizontal approach towards Equal Opportunities between men and
women, and/or by clarifying and reinforcing the attractiveness of themes 4G (reconciling family and
professional life) and 4H (reducing gender gaps):

- In FR, programme actors reacted to the evaluators’ criticism that Gender Mainstreaming was not
sufficiently taken into account, by promoting it as an eligibility criteria for DPs to enter the
implementation phase and by reinforcing the involvement of the Regional ‘Delegations to
Women’s rights’ (which depend on the Ministry of Labour) in the programme, especially in the
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selection process. In ES, the evaluators stress that the Equal Opportunities principle has been
‘raised to the category of EQUAL principle’ in R2 and has been given more priority.

In DK, theme 4H (Reducing gender gaps) was made more specific and encouraged actions aiming
at improving: the number of female managers and/or the number of female entrepreneurs; the
labour market participation of women from ethnic minorities; men’s working life and choices with
respect to job, career and paternity leave; and mainstreaming in the workplace. The evaluators
view this more precise definition of the priority as a key factor in the much higher attractiveness of
the theme in R2. In the UKni, the Equality Commission was associated more closely in the lead up
to the second call and during the promotional campaign and more emphasis was placed on
promoting and encouraging applications under the Equal Opportunities Theme: as a result more
DPs are operating under Theme 4 H in R2 than in R1.

Guidance on Gender Mainstreaming has also been strengthened. This is taken up below.

7.2.2 MA/NSS guidance

A number of evaluators had observed, in their Mid-Term reports, that DPs faced difficulties in making
the notion of Gender Mainstreaming operational. Since then, many MAs/NSSs have improved the
guidance given to DPs:

In PT, a new chapter has been dedicated to Equal Opportunities in the Users Guide.
The AT NSS published guidance documents on its website.

In addition to publishing a web-based guide, as in AT, the BEfrg NSS set up a help-desk for R2
DPs and ESF Agency staff received training on gender mainstreaming.

In FR, as said above, guidance has been focused on the adequate preparation of R2 applicants. The
guide for applicants was revised. Preparatory meetings were organised with the regional MAs, in
which the Delegations to Women’s rights were often present. Although regional programme actors
consider that the level of DP awareness is still low, the evaluators provide indications that this
more sustained guidance has led to better results so far.

In two cases, the National Thematic Networks were involved in providing guidance to DPs on Gender
Mainstreaming issues:

The NL MA provided all NTNs with training on gender mainstreaming. The aim was to offer
NTNs the opportunity to help DPs implement GM. However, the evaluators found that, in
practice, only the NTN on Equal Opportunities had paid attention to DP-level Gender
Mainstreaming.

In ES, the evaluators particularly highlighted the action of the NTN ‘Insertion, fight against racism
and asylum’, a subgroup of which produced a ‘practical implementation guide for the gender
perspective in EQUAL insertion projects’. This guide has been very well assessed by all DPs,
including by those preparing their 2™ call application.

7.2.3 Implementation at DP level

7.2.3.1. '‘Equal Opportunities for all’

Several national evaluation reports (e.g. for UKgb, UKni, SE, GR, FI, AT) provide evidence of DPs’
implementation of the ‘equal opportunities for all’ principle. However, the evaluation questions
addressed by the evaluators are extremely varied and the concrete implementation mechanisms and
effects are not systematically dealt with.

Difficulties of measurement: measuring what?
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Evaluators have highlighted the difficulties they faced for the assessment of implementation in that
area. Thus, the UKgb evaluators note that this principle has been difficult to isolate and mainstream.
Indeed impacts in terms of Equal Opportunities have not necessarily come through conscious efforts to
develop specific tools and instruments. The impact has often been intangible, for example raised
awareness.

Similarly, the IE evaluators do not make any difference between the analysis of the results of this
approach and the analysis of the results of EQUAL as a whole, since all projects sought to address
equality issues. They do not provide any analysis of implementation of the approach, simply because
this would amount to analysing the implementation of EQUAL as a whole, and this is of course done
in many ways in other parts of the report. In brief, the difficulties experienced by the evaluators reveal
the lack of operational character of this programme requirement.

Difficulties for DPs to operationalise an approach to ‘Equal Opportunities for all’

Evaluators have confirmed that many DPs still had difficulties in their implementation of ‘diversity
approaches’. Thus the SE evaluators provide examples of DPs which vaguely intended to be as
inclusive as possible with regard to beneficiaries without, however, showing how equal access could
be ensured.

Similarly the UKgb evaluators had underlined in their Mid-term report that DPs had difficulties to
translate the Equal Opportunity approach into concrete objectives and measures. However, the
evaluators showed that some progress had been made throughout Action 2 as DPs recognised it as an
area of weakness and DPs were becoming more explicit in their Equal opportunities approaches.
According to the evaluators, the proactive guidance of the MAs/NSS seems to have had effects. R1
DPs which have applied for R2 have derived lessons of R1 and made much more concrete plans (e.g.
Equal Opportunities Observatories). Although, as said above, there had been impacts in terms of Equal
Opportunities for all in R1, which were to some extent unplanned, the planning of specific measures
may bring about more results.

Methods, tools for the implementation of the Equal Opportunities approach at DP level

We only have little evidence of how this approach has been implemented at DP level. Nevertheless, it
seems important to us to highlight some results of the national 2004 and 2005 Reports.

The UKgb evaluators have identified 3 main types of activities for the promotion of Equal
Opportunities for all:

(1) training/audits;
(2) awareness raising;
(3) empowerment of communities and groups.

More concrete examples were provided in their previous evaluation reports. These included the
appointment of ‘Equal Opportunity officers’ or ‘equality & diversity managers’ within DPs. Their role
is to assess the human resource management practices within partner organisations as well as to assess
the projects and actions developed by the DPs in this light. They also point to three ‘potentially
powerful influences’: establishing a common protocol; opening up new and more opportunities for
target groups at the local level by influencing support structures; and inter-DP transfer of knowledge
on equality training.

Other evaluators provide evidence of tools and methods which can be classified according to the
above mentioned categories (Other examples of innovative approaches are provided in Chapter 5):
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With regard to training, the UKni evaluators provide the example of a DP which tailored the time and
nature of their training programmes for each of the different target groups (i.e. women, different
religious communities, different ethnic minorities and age groups).

Awareness raising activities have been identified by the AT evaluators. They have shown that through
the implementation of holistic approaches to reduce discrimination, companies’ awareness of the
needs of disadvantaged groups has increased. New management strategies have been developed and
implemented such as ‘diversity checks’ and ‘diversity management’.

The empowerment of communities or groups has been confirmed, although we mostly have the
example of organisations representing women'’s rights in GR. In R2 such organisations are partners in
all DPs except in Theme 51.

Analysing the ‘equal access’ to EQUAL actions

As shown in our Mid-Term report already, DPs have tended to focus on specific groups: therefore
each thematic field has not been fully accessible to all discriminated groups. Generally, the evaluators
pointed out the ‘compartmentalisation’ of access. However, the thematic organisation of EQUAL
implies that DPs under some themes have a strong target-group orientation while DPs under other
themes are in some cases more sector-oriented.

Indeed, there are examples of very specific tailoring for very specific groups or sub-groups in some
Member States: for example Sub-saharian people rather than migrants in general (BEfrg); potential
women entrepreneurs in rural areas rather than women entrepreneurs in general (ES); disabled artists
rather than people with disabilities in general (FI); the older unemployed rather than the unemployed
in general (IE); Black and Ethnic Minority individuals aged more than 50 rather than BME in general
(UKni) etc.

More generally, the Mid-Term Reports already showed that MS differ with regard to the target groups
chosen. While in some countries a special focus has been set on highly marginalised social groups
(e.g. DK, LU, UKni), the target groups are generally larger in other Member Sates, which in some
cases has led to some criticism (e.g. AT, NL). There were indications that Theme 1A ((re)integration
into the labour market) is particularly likely to include a wide variety of target groups. As we have
already shown above, some MS have reinforced the target group approach in R2.

In any case, a clear target group orientation was generally assessed as positive and desirable by
national evaluators.

7.2.3.2 Equal Opportunities between men and women

Evaluation design and indicators

Most evaluators have assessed the implementation of the approach to ‘Equal Opportunities between
men and women’. However, due to the variety of evaluation questions asked, and, consequently, to the
variety of the methodologies and indicators chosen, it is difficult to form an overall judgement on the
implementation of this approach across the MS. We have therefore preferred to give an account of
some of the evaluation approaches taken as well as of the results.

The SE evaluators have rated DP activities against six different ‘awareness levels’, from the lowest
awareness degree (activities falling into the first category) to the highest degree (activities falling
within category 6): (1) Implementation of quantitative gender equality objectives; (2) Specific actions
in the workplace; (3) Equal opportunity training (4) Awareness raising actions targeting men; (5)
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Mainstreaming gender equality in the workplace (6) Challenging traditional gender patterns in order to
change old structures.

The SE evaluators state that only a minority of DPs has implemented the highest level of activity. This
assessment is made on the basis of interviews and yearly reports. Moreover, 1/3 of the DPs explain
that they have not considered gender equality as a priority and that they have not included gender
equality issues in their training programmes. The only generalised mechanism for addressing Equal
Opportunities of men and women in DP activities has been the monitoring of the number of women
recruited.

However a few DPs were very active in Gender Mainstreaming and considered Equal Opportunities in
all their activities, organised training for capacity building on these issues, and formulated clear and
measurable Equal Opportunity objectives.

The PT evaluators assessed the implementation of Gender Mainstreaming by seeking to identify
whether DPs had engaged in one or several of the following activities: specific training modules (19
out of 102 DPs), awareness raising campaigns (8 cases), creation or reinforcement of support services
(10 cases), or positive discrimination in the recruitment of beneficiaries (6 cases). The overall result is
thus that only marginal attention has been paid to these issues in the programme except in pillar 4.

The DK evaluators sought to identify, through their DP survey, not only how Gender Mainstreaming
was implemented, but also what had been the results and impacts of implementing the Gender
Mainstreaming approach. In particular they asked whether Gender Mainstreaming activities had
‘improved the labour market opportunities of women beneficiaries’, ‘increased the local focus on the
gender mainstreaming issue’ and ‘promoted new practices in combating gender inequalities in the
labour market’. However the measurement of the results of Gender Mainstreaming turned out to be a
difficult task and the evaluators recommend, for the next ESF programming period, that the indicators
for measuring the effects of Gender Mainstreaming activities were specified in advance. Their
evaluation results are similar to the ones obtained by other evaluators: except in pillar 4 (Theme 4H-
Reducing gender gaps), DPs have mostly addressed the principle by seeking to have an equal
representation of men and women amongst their participants.

The NL evaluators asked DPs (in their DP survey) whether their projects aimed at providing equal
access for women and for men. 57 out of 77 DPs answered this question affirmatively. However, the
use of this indicator does not allow to identify whether equal access was actually achieved, nor does it
provide any understanding as to how Gender Mainstreaming was addressed more globally.

In any case, whether the evaluation approach was sophisticated or limited, the results have often been
similarly disappointing: a quantitative concern with equal representation is what seems to have
prevailed in the approach of DPs to Equal Opportunities between men and women. However, there are
exceptions: the ES evaluators, who sought to identify the practical EO oriented activities in which the
DPs had engaged, found that the implementation of the horizontal approach had been satisfactory,
even though it had been more pronounced in pillar 4 (see below). And the DE and FR evaluators
observed significant improvements between the two rounds.

Although the 2005 Reports provide more evidence than the Mid-term and 2™ Interim reports on how
Gender Mainstreaming was (at least) partially implemented, as will be shown in the next section, little

is said about the effectiveness and the results of different measures and approaches.

Improvements made over the course of EQUAL

As already stated, as a reaction to the evaluators’ and other criticism, programme actors have put more
efforts in their guidance to DPs, and improvements have been reported by some evaluators.
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Thus the FR evaluators show, on the basis of their DP surveys with R1 and R2 DPs, of their survey
with regional support structures and the NSS, and of interviews with regional actors in 12 regions, that
the implementation of gender equality had been limited to a quantitative approach in R1. R1 DPs
made declarations of intentions but found it difficult to provide tangible evidence of implementation,
whilst R2 DPs could illustrate their responses with various concrete actions. Half of the actors
interviewed in R2 stressed that the principle is operative at DP level, but one third still consider that
the principle is not taken into account in a sufficient way. Thus, whilst equality of opportunities had
often been assimilated with parity of representation in R1, the evaluators stress that R2 DPs show a
better understanding of the approach and integrate it to a higher extent in their activities.

The DE evaluators had formulated some criticism in their first evaluation reports showing that Gender
Mainstreaming was not sufficiently included or made operational enough in the DP projects'".
However progress was made throughout R1. Almost all DPs gave relevance to gender issues and half
of them set them as a high priority. The activities have focused on consulting and training measures
for women, awareness raising among consultants, trainers and social workers, changing the legal and
institutional rules for a better combination of family and work, and increasing women’s participation

in the projects.

The implementation at DP level: processes and activities developed for Gender Mainstreaming

The evaluators provide evidence of the activities undertaken by DPs in terms of gender mainstreaming
and equal opportunities between men and women: we have classified them taking into account the
evaluators’ typologies as well as the typology used in the Gender Mainstreaming Guide.

Equal Opportunitiestraining:

- There are examples of SE DPs organising training sessions on gender equality targeted at men;

- The organisation of seminars, workshops and training on Gender Mainstreaming was widespread
in AT. Furthermore, some DPs acting under Theme 4H (Reducing gender gaps) have drawn-up
best practice models for the implementation of gender mainstreaming as well as a handbook. This
guidance is considered by the evaluators to be most helpful for R2 DPs;

- In FR, 11% of R2 DPs have implemented internal training on Equal Opportunities and some DPs
have created working groups on this subject;

- In ES, DPs have systematically included Equal Opportunities Modules in their training actions;

- In PT, as said above, the organisation of specific training modules has been the most frequent
mechanism for implementing an EO approach.

Appointing Equal Opportunities specialists:

- In ES, the horizontal implementation of the Equal Opportunities approach has often materialised
into the participation of specialised ‘Equal Opportunities technicians’ in DPs. The evaluators
found evidence of high competence amongst these technicians. One of their contributions has been
in the adoption of ‘non-sexist language’ by DPs.

- Similarly, the AT evaluators state that many DPs have contracted a Gender Mainstreaming
specialist. However this could simply occur by nominating a DP person as the person in charge of
co-ordinating the implementation and monitoring of gender mainstreaming.

Improving knowledge of the target groups:

s They pointed out that gender budgeting instruments did not exist; the gender data for the managing staff did not define
managing positions in an appropriate way; gender mainstreaming targets and the participation of women in DPs appeared to
be insufficient; innovative approaches seemed to have been mainly developed by DPs operating in Themes 4 G (Reconciling
family and professional life) and 4H (Reducing gender gaps) and finally the gender competencies of DPs were insufficiently
developed.

144



- According to the SE evaluators, those DPs who have successfully implemented Equal Opportunity
between men and women sought to improve their understanding of the specific needs of their
women beneficiaries;

- The BEfrg evaluators provide evidence of Gender Mainstreaming leading to the development of
innovative tools to identify needs in relation to continuous training and anticipation of change.

Organising support services:

The AT evaluators report that R1 DPs have sought to deliver their activities in locations easily
accessible by public transport (as women are less often car drivers) as well as to organise child care
facilities, so that potential participants with caring responsibilities were not excluded.

Awareness raising campaigns

- Awareness raising and information campaigns have been the main Equal Opportunities instrument
used in BEfrg;

- The ES evaluators note that awareness raising campaigns have been organised, but this instrument
has been less used than other Gender Mainstreaming instruments. In addition the campaigns have
tended to be directed to women whereas awareness raising actions with men would have been
important as well;

- The AT evaluators provide evidence of campaigns targeting the regional administration, aiming at
changing employment structures and career paths.

Empowerment and inclusion of representatives of women's organisations:
In GR, the inclusion of agencies representing women in the DPs has been important. In R2 this has
become a more widespread practice, across all themes.

Although DPs have implemented concrete activities and tools to some extent, evaluators point to
several deficiencies and limits in the DPs’ approaches towards Equal Opportunities, beyond the
already mentioned tendency to be content with quantitative targets. As more generally in the
programme, there has been a lack of in-depth diagnosis of the causes of the specific inequalities and
discrimination faced by the women targeted by DPs. Secondly, the appointment of EO specialists or
the nomination of one partner as the person in charge can lead other partners to consider that the
implementation of the approach is not of their responsibility, which obviously is contrary to the
meaning of Gender Mainstreaming. Finally, in this domain as more generally, there is a lack of
monitoring and evaluation.

7.3. ADDED VALUE OF THE HORIZONTAL APPROACH TO EQUAL OPPORTUNITIES

7.3.1 Equal Opportunitiesfor all

Little is said in the evaluation reports about the added value of the horizontal approach of ‘Equal
Opportunities for all’. This is linked to the difficulties faced in measuring the effects of the
implementation of this principle (see above) as well as in the clear preference for a target group
approach in many MS. There is also a lack of identification of the object of evaluation. Evaluators
have tended to analyse the results of EQUAL actions for target groups, rather than the results of the
horizontal approach. Although a target group approach does not necessarily contradict the parallel
implementation of a transversal approach to Equal Opportunities, overall the latter has retained little
attention in many MS.

An additional difficulty lies in the fact that, in some Member States, such as IE, the EQUAL
programme as a whole has been dedicated to the promotion of equality and diversity: it could thus be
said that the added value of the principle is nil, since DPs intended to promote these concepts and
associated practices anyway. As said in the IE report, ‘developing an equality perspective and
developing equality or diversity policy and practice in the workplace were the most prominent themes

145



of the DP outputs in Round 1’ (IE report p.55). Indeed some of the most important outputs of EQUAL
R1 have been ‘practical developmental supports’ for ‘organisations providing labour market measures
to encourage and further develop their capacity to prevent discrimination, accommodate diversity and
promote equality to maximum effect’ (ditto). The evaluators nevertheless advocate the continuation of
projects targeting the specific needs of specific groups experiencing inequality alongside these broader
diversity-oriented projects.

As shown above, the implementation of the empowerment principle has contributed to the
implementation of a horizontal approach to Equal Opportunities.

In short, the added value of this requirement seems to have been very limited overall, although some
evaluators have regarded it as useful in order to promote a diversity approach (e.g. AT, SE evaluators).

7.3.2 Equal Opportunities between men and women

7.3.2.1. Added value of the dual approach taken in the programme

The dual approach (horizontal and thematic) taken at Programme level has had the advantage that, as
noted by the AT and BEfrg evaluators, Equal Opportunities between men and women have probably
been more taken into account than if Gender Mainstreaming had only been implemented as a
horizontal approach. On the other hand, a number of evaluators found that the horizontal approach to
Equal Opportunities had given rather poor results except in the two themes of Pillar 4, which could
point to the greater effectiveness of a thematic approach.

However, the thematic approach taken on its own has had mixed results with regard to Gender
Mainstreaming. One criticism was that it is too much focused on women as a target group (see e.g. ES
report, but this seems to apply in other MS as well). It seems that in many cases, projects under Theme
4G (reconciling family and professional life) and Theme 4H (reducing gender gaps) have been more
‘women-oriented’ than ‘gender focused’. Men have only rarely been targeted.

As is explained in Chapter 9, this debate (between a horizontal and a thematic approach) has so far not
been settled for the design of the next ESF programmes.

7.3.2.2 Type of added value

Unfortunately only few evaluators provided evidence of specific added value. However it can be said
that the most important benefit has clearly been in terms of capacity building and increased awareness
of DP stakeholders: this is highlighted by the AT evaluators who point out that for some DPs, gender
mainstreaming was a new notion. Implementation was difficult, especially for the inexperienced
partners, but some capacity building has taken place. The ES evaluators found that the implementation
of the horizontal approach to Equal Opportunities had given rise to an increased awareness of gender
issues among DP members, including policy decision makers, with positive potential long-term
effects. One particularly striking illustration has been the contribution of an EQUAL DP to the
creation of an Equal Opportunities Commission at the level of an Autonomous Community. The FR
and UKni evaluators also report on similar benefits. In addition the FR evaluators stress that
transnational work has sometimes helped to boost mobilisation on this issue. Finally, the SE evaluators
point out that the reflexive process engaged in implementing GM has had positive consequences for
the overall quality of the projects.

146



7.4. CONCLUSIONS

Overall, the implementation of the horizontal approach to Equal Opportunities between men and
women has been disappointing, except in the themes of the equal opportunities ‘pillar’ where it has
been more successful. However, even there, implementation has not been completely satisfactory, as
DPs have tended to take a ‘women focused’ approach rather than a ‘gender approach’. However, in
many cases, improvements have been made throughout R1 and between R1 and R2. Improved
guidance by MAs/NSSs has certainly contributed to an important degree to this progress.

When DPs have implemented Gender Mainstreaming approaches, the added value has consisted in
awareness raising, capacity building, improving the quality of the projects, tackling new target groups
and identifying other sources of inequality and discrimination.

Despite this mixed assessment, it is clear that the dual approach, horizontal and thematic, taken in
EQUAL has favoured learning in the implementation of gender equality and gender mainstreaming
approaches more than would have been the case if the principle had only been implemented
‘horizontally’ or only in specific themes.

Only a few MS have conceived their programmes as addressing explicitly ‘Equal Opportunities for
all’. In the other CIPs the notion of ‘Equal Opportunities’ has been used only in the context of
‘gender’. There are some examples of horizontal implementation of ‘Equal Opportunities for all” (or,
as the SE evaluators name it, ‘Diversity Mainstreaming’). The measures and processes set up by DPs
were quite similar to those implemented for Gender Mainstreaming: identifying special needs and
tailoring the services (e.g. training) according to these needs. Awareness raising of key actors has been
important. This approach has understandably often been identified with the implementation of the
empowerment principle, which is a clear illustration of the sometimes unnecessary complexity of
EQUAL.

The requirement of ‘equal access of all groups to all thematic fields’ has not been followed. The main
reason for this is the already mentioned prevalence of a target group approach within the different
thematic fields. Indeed such a requirement appears as very abstract and is not necessarily relevant for
all themes. As a consequence, little is said in the evaluation reports about the added value of the
horizontal approach of ‘Equal Opportunities for all’.

8. EFFECTIVENESS OF NETWORKING, DISSEMINATION AND
MAINSTREAMING AT THE NATIONAL LEVEL

8.1. INITIAL FRAMEWORK AND EVALUATION QUESTIONS

Mainstreaming is, after innovation, the second ‘raison d' étre’ of EQUAL.: the aim of the initiative is to
fund , ‘the development of innovative solutions to the delivery of the policy priorities of MS as set out
in their NAPs. In order to obtain the maximum impact from EQUAL, the results must be analysed,
benchmarked and disseminated both within MS and across the Union. It is important that policy
makers, in particular those in charge of the NAPs and those involved in the objective 1,2, and 3
structural fund programmes, receive input from EQUAL. (par. 30)

Furthermore, the paragraphs dedicated to Action 3 (43 — 45), i.e. ‘thematic networking, dissemination
of good practice and making an impact on national policy’, provide some important complements with
regard to the initial framework for networking and mainstreaming;:

- ‘There will be a separate action, for networking, dissemination and mainstreaming

activities within EQUAL. Participation in this Action shall be mandatory for all DPSin
order to ensure the mainstreaming impact that EQUAL seeks. It shall be organised
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under the responsibility of the MA in such a way to facilitate maximum input into labour
mar ket and employment policy and should involve the social partners’.

- ‘MS shall establish mechanisms which will facilitate mainstreaming at both the
horizontal level and the vertical level. These mechanisms should aim at:

- identifying factors leading to inequality and discrimination and monitoring
and analysing the impact or potential impact of the DPs on the policy
priorities set out in the NAP and on the different groups subject to
discrimination and inequality in connection with the labour market;

- identifying and assessing the factors leading to good practice and
benchmark their performance;

- disseminating good practice, from the end of Action 1".

The Guidelines insist on the fact that programme management actors are responsible for the
implementation of networking, dissemination and mainstreaming. In this context, they were to define
action plans, involve key stakeholders, raise the awareness of decision makers at all levels and of the
public about potential solutions to common social and economic problems.

The mechanisms set up to facilitate the mainstreaming process can be structured around the following
4 main steps''*: (1) innovation (‘DPs develop and test new ways to tackle inequality, discrimination
and exclusion at work, and in access to work’); (2) validation (‘DPs and their networks, peers,
stakeholders validate the innovative results’); (3) dissemination (‘DPs and their networks, as well as
key stakeholders, distil the lessons learned and communicate them to the relevant target audience
through briefings, publications events’), and (4) transfer (‘DPs identify the lessons that can be
transferred to a different or wider context and make them available to third parties influencing
policies and practices’).

In the EQUAL framework, responsibility for mainstreaming in the Member States is thus shared
between the programme management (MA, NSS, and MC) and the DPs. In this context, evaluation
questions concerned both the programme level and the DP level.

The terms of reference of the EU wide evaluation required an assessment of the following:

- The relevance of the composition of national thematic networks and their
inclusiveness: Have the thematic networks enabled the participation of all relevant
partners involved in the DPs? Have they involved non-EQUAL partners? To what
extent have policy needs at local, regional and national levels been taken into
account?

- The mechanisms set up at the national level for the identification of good practice,
benchmarking of performance and dissemination of this good practice.

- The mechanisms set up at the national level for mainstreaming the lessons from
EQUAL into the ESF programmes at national and sub-national levels and in the
NAPs; as well as their effectiveness.

The first question is addressed in a section entirely dedicated to the implementation of thematic
networks (section 8.3.1.2). The second question is addressed in section 8.3.1.3. The last question,
which is the most important, is addressed throughout this chapter.

As for the analysis of the implementation of other principles, our main source was to be the national
evaluation reports, of which a comparative analysis and synthesis should be carried out. This has been
done on the basis of the available final evaluation reports (16 out of 17 MS). It is important to note

14 Source: European Commission (2005). Making change possible. A practical guide to mainstreaming. DG Employment,
Social Affairs and Equal Opportunities. Unit B4.
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that, although all evaluators have addressed networking and mainstreaming arrangements in their 2005
reports, they have done this with different levels of depth. In the case of the DE evaluation, each report
focuses on a key topic, which, in 2005, has been innovation. Mainstreaming is the key topic for 2006.

We have complemented this synthesis with other sources:

- Our 2004 interviews with the Managing Authorities and National Support Structures of the 17
initial CIPs;

- An in-depth review of the available documentation, in particular the Mainstreaming Guide'",
prepared by a group of Member States and the EQUAL Unit and the background document
prepared by the EQUAL Unit for the EQUAL Evaluation Conference (February 2006)

8.2. EVALUATION QUESTIONSIN NATIONAL EVALUATION REPORTS

What lies behind the concept of mainstreaming still leaves many confused. This confusion has resulted
in mainstreaming being implemented in very different ways in the different Member States. The scope
of national evaluation reports and their evaluation questions have varied accordingly. The
methodologies used for assessing mainstreaming have also been quite varied.

In 11 national evaluation reports, evaluation questions were focused on the effectiveness and the
contribution of National thematic Networks (NTNs) to mainstreaming.

Some of these evaluators (i.e. in FR, NI, GB and IE) organised the evaluation questions around 3 or 4
main issues: What types of mainstreaming activities have been carried out and what has been their
horizontal and vertical impact? What have been the barriers and facilitating factors for mainstreaming?
What types of mainstreaming arrangements have been set up? What has been the involvement of
policy makers in mainstreaming? What has been the role of the NTNs and European Thematic Groups
(ETGs)?

Other reports, such as those for LU or NL were more focused on mainstreaming at the DP level since,
in these MS, mainstreaming is mainly under the responsibility of DPs. The NL evaluators addressed
this question through their survey of DP coordinators, in which these were asked about the extent to
which their projects had been mainstreamed, and about the geographical scope of take-up of their
project results. The results were supplemented with interviews with NTN-members.

The DK evaluators also resorted to a DP survey. The questions concerned the degree to which DP
partners intend to use the results of their projects and whether others have already adopted the
practices developed and who. Questions were asked as to the extent to which DPs used the experience
of other DPs and in which phases of their projects this experience had been used. Secondly,
mainstreaming was addressed in the interviews conducted with the MA and the NSS.

The BEfrg evaluators analysed both levels of mainstreaming (programme and DP levels) and sought to
test out 3 evaluation hypotheses in relation to networking and mainstreaming:

- The innovative practices identified have been documented.

- The innovative practices identified have been diffused to the parties concerned.

- The lessons at programme level have been drawn and disseminated to the parties concerned.

8.3. IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MAINTREAMING PRINCIPLE

!5 European Commission (2005). Making change possible. A practical guide to mainstreaming. DG Employment, Social
Affairs and Equal Opportunities. Unit B4.
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The EQUAL glossary defines''® two types of mainstreaming:

- Horizontal mainstreaming is ‘the transfer of lessons learnt to similar organisations
(transfer can be specific — e. g. a particular tool, or broad — e.g. contributing to a
change of practice)’;

- Vertical mainstreaming is ‘the transfer of lessons learnt and integration of all or part
of results into policy and practice at the institutional, political, regulatory or
administrative level’.

Mainstreaming may also be understood in terms of what is referred to as its ‘push and pull
dimensions’:

- The push dimension refers to the efforts of individual DPs and networks to gain
recognition for the innovative solutions they have piloted. According to the EQUAL
Glossary, the push dimension is a mechanism by which DPs ‘seek to increase the
visibility of their results with a view to transferring the latter to the other actors’.

- Thepull dimension refers to the mobilisation of key actors and decision makers for the
eventual adoption of innovative practice and policy change. According the EQUAL
Glossary, ‘the pull dimension is a mechanism in which policy and decision makers or
other key actors identify priorities within the experimental activities and follow their
progress with a view to using the results’.

A different but interesting definition is also given in the ES evaluation report, which takes into account
the mainstreaming of DP members within their own organisations, which is a useful addition and is in
fact an indicator of sustainability. Furthermore, the idea that vertical mainstreaming can also take
place between DP partners, if one of the partners is a regional authority for example, is an option
which was not obvious in the European definitions.

Definitions given in the ES evaluation report

Basic horizontal mainstreaming (called ‘transfer’ in Spanish): transfer carried out by the DP members to their
own organisations, i.e. by maintaining a service, a good practice a methodology or any other thing developed
during EQUAL once the EQUAL funding has stopped;

Enlarged horizontal mainstreaming (transfer): transfer carried out at by DP members to other actors who are not
DP members, but who are located at the same decision level (for example, if a DP is located at the municipal
level, transfer to another local authority);

Vertical mainstreaming (normally bottom up): transfer carried out to other, normally higher, decision levels (i.e.
from the local level to the regional, national and/or European level). When a DP has a DP member which
operates at a higher level than the other members (for example a regional government), mainstreaming to that
DP member has been called vertical mainstreaming.

8.3.1. Mainstreaming models of implementation at the national level
Most national mainstreaming strategies refer to the two types of mainstreaming, i.e. horizontal and
vertical mainstreaming, while only few refer to the push and pull dimension.

8.3.1.1. Overall organisation of mainstreaming in the Member Statesin R1

"6 Networking for inclusion — preparatory documents — Barcelona 16 — 17 may 2002
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Three main models have been developed for the organisation of mainstreaming at the national level:

- In Model 1, horizontal mainstreaming (HM) and vertical mainstreaming (VM) are
both under the responsibility of NTNs. National Thematic Networks are at the core of
the mainstreaming strategy.

- In Model 2, horizontal mainstreaming is under the responsibility of NTNs and vertical
mainstreaming is the responsibility of the Monitoring Committee (DK, SE) or of an
ad-hoc Committee called ‘Mainstreaming Committee’ (BEgrg), or ‘Mainstreaming
Policy Group’ (IE)

- Modé 3 can be seen as a combination of the last two, and has only been adopted in the
UK. In the case of UKgp, it seems that the model implemented is model 1: the initial
information was that the MC was supposed to act for mainstreaming but the UKgp
evaluators did not mention this role.
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Table 8.1 — Mainstreaming models in the CIPs
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
AT X
BErrg X
BENL X
DE X
DK X
ES
FI
FR
GR
IE X
IT
LU
NL
PT X
SE X
UKGB X
UKNI X
Source: elaboration on the basis of EQUAL website — EQUAL in the EU: mainstreaming activities by Member Sate’ — June
2004 — interviews with MA (November 2004) — updated in January 2006 on the basis of the 2005 national evaluation reports.

P[> [

Three Member States have adopted specific mechanisms, which do not pertain to any of the above
mentioned models: in the NL, horizontal mainstreaming is exclusively under the responsibility of DPs
while vertical mainstreaming is the responsibility of NTNs. IT has developed a very singular model,
with the creation of Mainstreaming Com