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Foreword
John Veit-Wilson
Europe is for all the people who live in it, and it must therefore care
about them all. Social standards are one of the ways of doing this for
all citizens, including those most disadvantaged in society and
economy. This report reflects the time and hard work which a
transnational team has devoted to studying one of the most important
questions affecting everybody in Europe – how to identify and
eradicate the poverty which can affect every one of us when ancient
or modern risks occur. Eradication implies the removal of causes, the
prevention of evils and not merely their cure.
The European Union has re-emphasised the longstanding principles of
many international treaties and declarations in its Charters and
Recommendations which proclaim the human rights of every man,
woman and child to the resources needed to take a decent part in
their societies at an adequate level of living, with recognition and
respect for their human dignity. To implement these principles, they
must first be expressed in practical terms of the various areas of life
to which they apply. The levels of essential material resources (chiefly
incomes and services) without which people cannot gain access to the
decent and dignified life, have to be identified and expressed in social
standards. Juridified and justiciable access to them has to be made
available to all, just as they are in the fields of civil and political rights.
Setting social standards according to these European principles, to
be achieved through each country’s values and practices, is an
indispensable part of that process towards full human emancipation
in Europe. Implementing them is essential as a foundation for the
social inclusion of all in each member state’s society and its economy
which Europe aspires to. The guarantee of adequate resources in the
form of incomes and services helps to prevent the social evils which
follow from poverty, deprivation and exclusion. The whole of society
benefits from the prevention of such evils, socially, economically and
culturally.
The recommendations of this report carry greater weight than most
because they come from a project team which comprises
representatives not only of many of the countries in the EU but also
of all the interests involved – communities, NGOs and governments.
The report will interest everyone concerned with the subject, and the
conclusions deserve the most intensive study and consideration by all
those who hold power to implement them for the benefit of the people
of Europe.
John Veit-Wilson is Visiting Professor in Sociology at the University of
Newcastle upon Tyne and Emeritus Professor of Social Policy of
Northumbria University.
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Project Partners
support territorial development policies to ease the
access and acquisition of a cultural and social
heritage, to promote social inclusion. CEPS is a
member of a number of Catalan, Spanish and
European platforms and networks, and works in
cooperation with ITD for European issues such as
this project (www.e-itd.com).
Contact: jj@e-itd.com

Ireland
EAPN Ireland (lead partner) is a network of groups
and individuals working against poverty. It is the
Irish national network of the European Anti Poverty
Network, which aims to put the fight against poverty
at the top of the EU, national and local agenda.
Contact: info@eapn.ie
Threshold
Threshold is an Irish national not-for-profit
organisation established in 1978. Threshold’s
mission is to solve people’s housing problems and
to campaign for a better housing system. The focus
is on people who are in greatest need of Threshold’s
support - the marginalised and those suffering from
poverty and inequality.
Contact: Bob Jordan, Director, bob@threshold.ie

Finland
The Ministry of Social Affairs and Health aims to
provide the population with a healthy environment,
good health and functional capacity, and adequate
income and social protection in different life
situations. The Ministry directs and guides the
development and policies of social protection,
social welfare and health care. It defines the main
course of social and health policy, prepares
legislation and key reforms and steers their
implementation, and handles the necessary links
with the political decision-making process.
Contact: markus.seppelin@stm.fi

Combat Poverty Agency
Combat Poverty is a State advisory agency
developing and promoting evidence-based proposals
and measures to combat poverty in Ireland. It was
established under the Combat Poverty Agency Act,
1986, which sets out four general functions: policy
advice, project support and innovation, research,
and public education.
Contact: research@combatpoverty.ie

Flanders
Vlaams Netwerk Van Verenigingen Waar Armen het
Woordnemen (EAPN Flanders) is a network of over 60
associations of people experiencing poverty. On the
basis of their experiences, people in the associations
engage in dialogue with other stakeholders in the field
and propose recommendations to the relevant
authorities. We are concerned with a wide range of
areas including income, housing, work, health,
education, culture, leisure.
Contact: Ludo.Horemans@antwerpen.be

Bulgaria
Perspektiva Foundation is a non-governmental
organisation and a member of EAPN Bulgaria. Our
main activities are: Review, analysis and recommendations
on
economic
and
social
development; Providing consultancy, development
and trainings on rapid social impact assessments;
Developing Network of Bulgarian NGOs and coordination of activities with European NGOs.
Contact: Maria Jeliazkova and Douhomir Minev
perspekt@tradel.net

Hungary
The Institute for Social Policy and Labour, Hungary,
(legal successor of the National Institute for Family
and Social Policy) is funded by the Ministry of Social
Affairs and Labour. Its responsibilities include
research and development and a wide range of tasks
in the coordinating and implementation of family,
youth, and social policies through the provision of
direct and indirect support and in the national drug
prevention strategy and labour related policies.
Contact: marta.korintus@ncsszi.hu

Catalonia
CEPS Social Projects offers a management model
for quality and coordination. Our organisation serves
as a tool to develop public policies for territorial
development in the fields of culture, education and
the promotion of people’s welfare. Our mission is to
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Norway
The Welfare Alliance/EAPN Norway is a
partnership network of organisations, groups and
associations in Norway working for financially,
socially and legally disadvantaged people. Our
primary objectives are to work to abolish poverty,
improve life quality and conditions for our
membership groups, ensure increased user
participation and improve the financial and
working conditions of our member organisations.
Contact: dag@velferdsalliansen.no
European Organisations
The European Anti Poverty Network (EAPN) is an
independent coalition of non governmental organisations involved in the fight against poverty and
social exclusion. EAPN’s membership is built on
a network in each of the Member States of the EU.
At present we have 22 official National Networks
and progress is being made in establishing EAPN
Networks in the remaining EU Member States and
candidate countries. In addition EAPN’s membership includes EAPN Norway. Our Membership also
includes over 20 Trans-European organisations
addressing issues of poverty and exclusion. EAPN
seeks to defend the interests of people experiencing poverty and exclusion and to have their voice
heard in EU policy debates and policy delivery.
fintan.farrell@eapn.skynet.com
Observatoire social européen
Rue Paul Emile Janson 13
050 Brussels
penacasas@ose.be

-
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Chapter 1
Introduction/Executive Summary

This report summarises some of the main ideas and discussion points from the two-year transnational
project Setting Minimum1 Social Standards Across Europe, which has considered whether an EU role in
setting social standards would strengthen the fight against poverty and, if so, how this can be best done.
This theme was chosen as a way to explore how to strengthen the fight against poverty in Europe,
particularly with regard to the Open Method of Coordination (OMC) in the field of social inclusion. The need
for strong guarantees of social standards across Europe is often suggested as a possible way to protect the
European social model against negative aspects of globalisation and against the fear of a ‘race to the
bottom’ in social provision in the increasingly integrated and enlarged internal market. This has been
particularly prominent in the debates on the reform of the Lisbon strategy, on the Services Directive, on
‘flexicurity’ and labour market activation and in the debates surrounding the EU Constitutional Treaty.
However, there has been little attempt to define what social standards might mean at EU level, and how
they might be introduced in a way which strengthens the fight against poverty while respecting the diversity
of social systems and approaches and the principal of subsidiarity.
Throughout the document reference is made to the discussions of the new Constitutional Treaty.
Discussions in the project began at a time when some referendums to pass the Treaty had failed and this
is the framework for suggestions contained within the document. However on 23rd June 2007 the EU
Heads of State at the European Council meeting decided to abandon the ‘EU Constitution’ in favour of a
new ‘Reform Treaty’ which will amend existing Treaties. While this document is not the place to have
discussions on the merits or not of the proposed Reform Treaty the commitment that the EU “shall combat
social exclusion” (Article I-3-3) is to be welcomed while the refusal to name poverty in the EU, or to make
its eradication an objective of the Union (Article I-3-4) as well as no chapter on social inclusion, on the
lines of the chapter on employment policy (III-203-208) is a concern.
The project was funded under the Social Exclusion Programme of the European Commission and cofunded by the Irish Office for Social Inclusion, Combat Poverty Agency and Threshold and the Finnish
Ministry for Social Welfare and Health. It included partners drawn from national and regional governments,
research bodies and NGOs in Ireland, Finland, Flanders (Belgium), Norway, Hungary, Bulgaria and
Catalonia (Spain), as well as two European-level organisations.
The first step was to define what is meant by social standards. Since the term has different meanings in
different regions and in different contexts, a working definition was agreed by the partners:
“For the purposes of this project, a social standard means a set of common rules and\or
laws whereby public authorities ensure human dignity and fundamental social rights,
through guaranteeing an adequate level of resources and services for all.
“This project will focus particularly on minimum social standards as they contribute to
the eradication of poverty and ensure equal participation in society.”

1

Later, in discussions in the project, the term ‘minimum’ was used less, because in some countries it was seen as implying lowlevel or minimal standards, while in others, and in the original plan for the project, it implied a starting point from which
higher standards can be developed
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The project discussed how common action at European level on social standards can contribute to ensuring
that all people, including people who experience poverty, have access to the resources needed to live life
with dignity, especially minimum income schemes and access to quality services of general interest.
This was carried out through a process of research, synthesis and discussion at national and transnational
level and reflected in the large number of papers developed by the project partners, which can be viewed
on www.eapn.ie/standards. These include thematic research papers, seminar and roundtable reports and
discussion papers. We would hope that many of these will be of interest and use to a range of people
working in the area of social policy and rights generally, in addition to their value in informing this project.
The project was also informed by the discussions of the 5th and 6th European Meetings of People
Experiencing Poverty. The Bulgarian partners in the project gave a presentation of the project at the 5th
European Roundtable on Poverty and Social Exclusion in Tampere which afforded the opportunity for
wider discussion and debate.
Two major cross-European studies were produced by the European Social Observatory, on Issues for Social
Standards and Social Rights (most of which is reproduced in Chapter 2) and Minimum Income Standards
in an Enlarged EU – The Role of Guaranteed Minimum Income schemes (extract reproduced in Chapter 3).
In addition a series of studies and seminars held in each of the partner regions or countries explored how
social standards are applied at their level of administration and drew lessons about the options for setting
standards at EU level. For each Roundtable, a paper was produced on how standards are set nationally or
regionally in the area of income, and one or two more paper(s) on particular social standards in relation
to services. An added value at these seminars was the participation from one of the transnational partners
who provided an overview of social standards from their country/region.
Apart from income, the themes discussed were: Bulgaria – under-nourishment. Finland – access to health
care; Flanders – liberalisation of utilities; Hungary – children’s care; Ireland – housing and health; Norway
– housing; Catalonia – social standards generally and children’s services.
The outcomes of the regional and national seminars in Year One were summarised and discussed at the
first consultative seminar in Helsinki, along with papers presenting ideas on standard-setting in the areas
of income and certain services, such as housing, health, utilities and children’s services.
Papers from this Seminar on www.eapn.ie/standards include: the report of the seminar, a set of working
papers drawing on the outcomes from the national/regional seminars, thematic workshop papers (Context
& Minimum Income by Robin Hanan, EAPN Ireland; Utilities, by Ludo Horemans, EAPN Flanders; Health
by Fidelma Joyce, Combat Poverty Agency; Children, by Marta Korintus, Hungarian Institute of Family and
Social Policy and two on Housing, by Bob Jordan, Threshold and Liz Gosme, FEANTSA).
This led to consideration in the second year of how the question of setting standards can be approached
at EU level. A number of draft models were discussed at a European expert seminar in Budapest and at
a second ‘round’ of regional and national seminars in early 2007 and in a series of partner meetings.
These models and meeting reports are also available on the website.
A further paper by the Bulgarian Perspektiva Foundation, drawing on the history of environmental
standards, outlined a possible approach to standard-setting. This stressed the importance of the process
of developing and implementing such standards, and counselled against trying to introduce a set of
standards immediately through a single legislative act.
Some of these discussions and some conclusions are described in Chapter 4.

8

The participants all share a close involvement in the ‘Open Method of Coordination (OMC) in the field of
Social Inclusion’2, and this provided the context for much of the project’s discussions. However, the
project attempted to take a longer-term, more visionary approach, and did not try to make short-term
recommendations. The debate was given a particular immediacy because of the current discussions on
the balance between social and economic priorities in the Lisbon strategy, the Services Directive and the
EU Constitutional Treaty. It also linked as far as possible with the discussion on the Commission
Communication on active inclusion for people furthest from the labour market. Some of this policy and
legal context is discussed in Chapter 3.
The main consensus of the project partners is:
u

u

u

u

u

u

2

3

The Open Method of Coordination in the field of Social
Inclusion is valuable, but is not, in its present form, strong
enough to achieve the agreed Council target “to make a
decisive impact on the eradication of poverty by 2010”.
Additional approaches are needed to make this happen
Social standards can play an important role in the fight
against poverty in most regions and states participating in
the project, and there is potential added value to be
gained from an EU-level initiative to ensure common
efforts to protect high level social standards accessible to
all.
Agreeing a common approach to social standards at EU
level is best seen as a process of dialogue involving the
European Union, Member States, people experiencing
poverty, social researchers and the general public to agree
on ‘sets’ of essential goods and services needed in each
Member State for a dignified life there, and
complementary programmes and actions at all the
appropriate levels to ensure that everyone has access to
such ‘sets’.
This approach to setting and achieving common social
standards across the EU should be further investigated
and ‘piloted’ and assessed for its potential to provide an
approach that could contribute to the aim of making a
decisive impact on the eradication of poverty.
Many3 partners felt that an EU Directive to require
Member States to guarantee the resources needed for
human dignity could also provide useful added value and
should be investigated further.
Strengthening the application of international instruments
such as the Council of Europe’s European Social Charter
(revised version, 1996) and the UN International Covenant
on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights should play an
important role in securing high level social standards
accessible to all in the European Union.

Now a distinct element of the ‘streamlined’ Open Method of Coordination in the field of Social Protection and Social
Inclusion. See http://ec.europa.eu/employment_social/social_inclusion/index_en.htm
This was a major theme in reports from the national and regional roundtables in early 2007.
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Chapter 2
Setting Minimum Social Standards at EU Level

Main issues
The beginning of the chapter draws in the main from the first working paper developed for the project, by
Ramón Peña Casas, Observatoire Social Européen. The full paper is available from www.eapn.ie/standards.
The later part of the chapter draws on a paper for the project by Douhomir Minev (Perspektiva), which
looked at the lessons that can be drawn from the setting of environmental standards in the EU.

Definition of a (minimum) social standard4
The term ‘standard’ can be understood in two ways in the context of social law and policies. First, a
‘standard’ could refer to (precise) measurements, principles or rules established by a recognised authority,
which act as yardsticks against which (international) comparisons can be made, with all other equivalent
items and distance from common obligations or objectives assessed (reference standard). Second, a
standard could also be seen as a harmonisation tool or process, composed of rules or principles that are
designed to make uniform differentiated patterns or variants of a common object, leading to the
improvement of their coordination and/or efficiency in order to fulfil common obligations or achieve
common objectives (standardisation).
Standards can be ‘hard’ or ‘soft’, according to their legal status (compulsory or not) or their degree of
precision (from very detailed to a simple set of common rules). In the field of social protection at EU
level, the scope can range from hard standards related to the harmonisation of social protection schemes
in relation to their conditions of access for EU and third country workers and legal residents (Regulations),
to simple harmonisation of access to information on social protection schemes.
Standards can be ‘maximum’ or ‘minimum’. They can refer to ceiling values that have to be respected and
thus not exceeded or on the contrary to floor values that could eventually be exceeded. Setting EU
standards in social protection means a move towards a more integrated harmonisation of national social
protection schemes as it creates common rights and privileges at a given level in the whole EU. But this
move could be downwards as well as upwards, according to the political choices that are made. It is quite
challenging to imagine a maximum level of social protection, as this contradicts the idea of progress
towards better social protection5. Consensus is easier around minimum standards, as they lead to
progression and impede regression, and also because it is always easier to agree on a common minimum
denominator.
Setting minimum standards implies that a clear consensus must be reached on the objective pursued by
the Union (high levels of social protection for all) and also on the common understanding of and agreement
on the minimum reference points. This is far from being an easy issue at European level, especially after
recent and future enlargements, given the marked differences that exist between Member States in terms
of living standards and the aims of their social protection schemes. When uniform minimum standards
follow the lowest level, they may be perceived by the more ‘socially advanced’ countries as a cause of
regression in their national systems. However, for richer Member States the setting of minimum social
standards is also a way of preserving their economic competitiveness by raising the living standards of the
4
5

See also Annex 2
It could be discussed to what degree the pressure actually put on guaranteed minimum income schemes in Europe through
the so-called Welfare to Work and Make Work Pay policies constitutes a step in the direction of a sort of maximum level of
benefit determined in reference to (low) wages and economic constraints. We will come back to this issue in the section on
minimum income schemes.

11

Making a Decisive Impact on the Eradication of Poverty

less advantaged Member States, thus reducing the risk of social dumping. On the other hand, uniform
minimum standards could be seen as a serious constraint for countries with lower levels of social
attainment if they are set at too high a level.
A difficulty when considering the setting of a minimum guaranteed income in the fight against poverty and
social exclusion is where the criteria of the adequacy of benefits is only described in vague terms strongly
determined by national perceptions (such as ‘decent living’, ‘living in dignity’, ‘living out of poverty’ and
similar expressions).
To have a common starting point, the project partners agreed that, for the purposes of this project, a
‘social standard’ is defined as
“ A set of common rules and\or laws whereby public authorities ensure human
dignity and fundamental social rights, through guaranteeing an adequate level of
resources and services for all.”
It was further decided that:
“This project will focus particularly on minimum social standards as they
contribute to the eradication of poverty and ensure equal participation in society.”
Setting minimum standards of social protection is one of the options that must be explored in furthering
the fight against poverty and social exclusion in the EU. In an enlightening report to the Finnish Ministry
of Social Affairs and Health, Pieters and Nickless describe some pathways that could be followed by social
policy in Europe in the new Millennium. They highlight seven different pathways, which are not mutually
exclusive and subject to a gradation of means that can be used within themselves (from hard to soft
regulation); the introduction of fundamental social rights; the use of minimum standard setting; the
development of the concept of social quality; the application of EC financial incentives; the setting of
common objectives; the creation of standardised terminology and the development of European social
federalism (Pieter D., Nickless J.A, 1999). While some of these pathways have been followed since,
notably in the field of social inclusion, the setting of social standards has remained largely underexplored.
This is not without reason.
Discussing the way minimum standards could be set to ensure that every European citizen is guaranteed
a minimum level of social protection, Pieters and Nickless distinguish three approaches that can be
followed:
Harmonisation of national laws: the EU could lay down binding standards which must be respected by
Member States and implemented substantively in their national laws. The first step would be to decide
which type of harmonisation is suitable. The authors distinguish between various kinds of possible
harmonisations involving decisions on the acceptance (or not) for the possibility for Member States to
allow more generous levels of protection to their citizens, the consideration (or not) of the differences in
prices and living standards in the Member States, and the necessity to prevent the more ‘socially advanced’
Member States shedding their high levels of social protection6. The second step would be even more
complex as it consists of the assessment of the level at which the minimum protection should be set. Which
standard should be considered: the higher standard in the EU, or the median or even the lowest ones, and
on what basis could it be determined which Member State has the best level of social protection?

6

Minimum harmonisation: setting of a basic level of protection that Member States could exceed if they want to ensure better
protection to their citizens; Standard harmonisation: where the level of protection is final and cannot be exceeded by Member
States; Absolute harmonisation: where the level of protection is set at a fixed level for all EU without taking account of differences
between Member States; Relative harmonisation: where differences between Member States are taken into account to set the
level of protection; Conservative (non regression) harmonisation: where the measures are designed to prevent Member States
lowering their levels of social protection. (Pieter D., Nickless J.A, 1999)
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EU funding guarantees: the EU could formulate specific minimum levels of protection, which it ensures
via some form of guarantee mechanism (European funding) to ‘fill the gaps’ left after an EU citizen has
received help from his or her national social protection scheme. This works as a type of reinsurance
scheme. The authors identify various risk to this approach, such as Member States reducing their own
national social protection schemes, the risk of fraud given the distance between the EU evaluator and
recipients, and the difficulty, from an EU perspective, of evaluating some services such as free meals at
school or subsidised transportation.
Concerted action: this third option combines the two previous ones and involves a concerted action between
the EU and Member States, with the Member States adapting national laws to incorporate the EU minimum
standards with the support of an EU funding guarantee7. As noted by the authors, this option, although
complex, may encourage those Member States reluctant to agree on a high level of EU guaranteed income,
given the EU funding of the difference between national and EU schemes. But the drawbacks identified
in the two other options are nevertheless still present. (Pieter D., Nickless J.A, 1999)
When trying to set minimum standards at EU level it is thus very important to consider and study carefully
what exists at national and sub national levels and the potential effects of these standards. The EU
standards should not lead to a weakening of national social achievements that are the result of proper
historical developments in the Member States. They could only be useful and accepted by Member States
if they are perceived as introducing a necessary improvement in the framework of commonly accepted
objectives.

Main conditioning factors for setting standards in EU
Diversity of welfare regimes
The great diversity and complexity of models that national social protection regimes have developed as a
result of their particular history is a factor that make the pathways to harmonisation very complex. While
each system is different, some convergences can be found. These systems are different on various levels,
such as the way they are financed, the values on which they are based, their basic aims and principles,
the institutional organisation, their relative generosity, their coverage and accessing conditions, as well as
their capacity to prevent the risks of poverty and social exclusion. The diverse development and history of
welfare regimes among European countries also leads to various conceptions of what poverty is, the way
or ways of measuring it and what needs to be done to tackle it, thus playing an important role in
understanding what are the different, or even divergent, positions taken on (minimum) social standards
in the EU.
EU institutional and legal framework
Setting social standards at EU level is primarily determined by the possibilities offered by the legal
European institutional framework. Standards developed at European level could endorse different forms
with different concretisations according to the binding or non-binding character they may have. The
Commission and other EU institutions have only the competences they receive from Member States, as
they are stated in the Treaties. In the social field the competences devolved to the EU are quite limited,
especially for social protection issues, and the main decisive lever of action for setting standards remains
at the level of Member States. Social protection, as social inclusion, is governed by the principle of
subsidiarity. This subsidiarity plays also an important role at national level in certain Member States where
the competences over social matters are the responsibility of regional/local administrations.
While it is difficult for the EU to design social standards that have an appreciable impact, given the non
binding character of the vast majority of the standards that could be set, nevertheless, some social
standards of a binding nature have been introduced over the years in the broad social domain, notably in
relation to workplace rights and protection and environment standards (which we will discuss later). The
workplace rights and protection have focussed primarily on work organisation (such as working time, the
7

A similar process is found in the Common Agricultural Policy, where farmers are protected against the market prices and
reinsured through EU funding in order to maintain ‘a reasonable standard of living’.

13

Making a Decisive Impact on the Eradication of Poverty

rights of part-time workers, collective redundancies), health and safety at work (exposure to noise,
radiation) and gender equality and non discrimination in access to work and social protection. A number
of standards have been submitted through Directives and transcribed into national laws. In the field of
social protection, respect for the principle of the free circulation of workers and citizens has induced a
certain harmonisation of the conditions of access to social protection schemes for EU and third country
legal residents.
Political commitment
It has to be recognised that there is currently little support among Member States for setting minimum
social standards at EU level. In Europe, different visions coexist on the understanding and usefulness of
setting minimum standards, either at EU or national levels. As mentioned earlier, uniform minimum social
standards are seen as a risk in the more socially advanced Member States, while other countries fear the
burden and the supposed counterproductive effects on their economies. It is very difficult to reconcile these
divergent approaches, especially in the framework of European policy focused on employment and growth
(the ‘revised’ Lisbon Strategy), underpinned (or justified?) by a (relatively) poor economic performance,
which tends to prioritise economic considerations over social protections.
There is still a strong belief among decision-makers and citizens that economic growth automatically
produces social well-being. We will not discuss this belief here, but just recall that it has been called into
question by a great deal of research. The main issue is the redistribution of wealth, which is the main
function not only of welfare schemes but also fiscal policies. So the current climate at national and EU
level is not very open to agreement in social policy, especially on a complex issue such as common
standards.
In the area of social protection up to now there has been resistance to attempts at harmonisation, with
the exception of regulations on access to national social protection schemes by EU workers and citizens
(Regulations 1408/71, 574/42 and recently 574/72). Decisions concerning social protection at the
European Council(s) are under the rule of unanimity, which means that the 27 Member States have to agree
the decisions in the social field in common, while starting from very different situations and conceptions
in terms of poverty and social exclusion. This makes any progress in this field very hard to achieve, given
the increased difficulty of reaching a unanimous decision in an EU with 27 members. This also underlines
the necessity of having pressure from the ‘bottom-up’, with involvement from national and sub-national
levels before efforts to reach agreement at the European level.
Technical nature
Among the factors contributing to the complexity of setting social standards at EU level, we must also
mention the issue of their technical nature here. The more precisely the standard is defined, especially
when referring to a minimum standard, the more it requires an agreed terminology to concretely elaborate
it from a technical point of view. When discussing minimum incomes, some have asked, for instance, if
the reference levels should be national or European. Could a minimum income threshold based on budget
standards ensure that the mix of goods and services used to calculate it is representative of the patterns
of consumption in all EU Member States. If national thresholds are used how far are they comparable
across EU? Numerous technical questions also underlie the feasibility of standards at EU level, and should
not be overlooked as they significantly affect the equitable conception of minimum standards.

Adequacy: a central concept when discussing standards
A central issue which lies at the heart of the debate around the setting of social standards, especially when
they are minimum standards, concerns the adequacy of these standards to achieve their goals, in our
case to tackle poverty and social exclusion.
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By definition, the word ‘adequate’ means ‘sufficient’, enough or satisfactory for a particular purpose,
sufficient to satisfy a requirement or meet a need (Cambridge Dictionary). The Latin roots of the word refer
literally to equality, to set conditions of ‘A’ equal to those of ‘B’. But when is a minimum sufficient? What
is sufficient when the focus is broadened to the European level? The understandings of ‘sufficiency’ are
quite diverse among the 27 Member States which form the European Union today. These are complex
questions, as the answers may differ not only from country to country but also according to the definitions
of poverty being used.
In the framework of the multidimensional conception of poverty and social exclusion embodied in the
European process on social inclusion, different understandings of adequacy relate to the aspects under
consideration:
 in terms of income (“how much is enough?”);

 in terms of the coverage of population(s) and the accessibility of the various existing schemes;
 in terms of the policy solutions proposed to tackle the problem (for instance are solutions related
to activation and training adequate when considering the development of individual capabilities,
the evaluation of existing qualifications, the improvement of individual and household wellbeing, and so on);

 in terms of the adequacy of services provided, with particular reference to their quality or
accessibility.
We must consider all these aspects in conjunction with each other when discussing the adequacy of
minimum standards, both in the context of EU social inclusion processes and also from a social rightsbased perspective. But it is very difficult, or even impossible, to know what are the respective effects of
each of these factors separately or in combination on the concrete reality of poverty and social exclusion
experienced by European citizens, which is itself deeply embedded both in individual histories and
trajectories but also in national and/or regional and local realities. Quality of services is, for instance, a
crucial issue but when is a service adequate? The concept implies the reconciliation of sometimes
contradictory views, those of service providers and users.
The issue of adequacy has been mainly addressed in the literature in relation to income, especially in the
Anglo-Saxon world. John Veit-Wilson (1998) discusses the adequacy of minimum income as set by
governments. Although he only examined income, many elements of this approach can be extended to the
domains mentioned above when discussing a broader vision of poverty and social exclusion. The approach
described in this book synthesises and underpins the debate on minimum income schemes chiefly in
Anglo-Saxon countries such as Ireland (see Combat Poverty Agency policy submission) or UK (see
Zacchaeus 2000 Trust) as well as in the USA, Australia or New-Zealand.
If we focus here on this Anglo-Saxon anchoring of the debate in the literature about adequacy and
minimum income standards, it is because it also highlights the point that the very idea of minimum
standards (especially affecting incomes) is not discussed much in other countries. It may be rejected or
not seen as feasible or even desirable in the field of income. It reflects a particular view of poverty and
social exclusion in terms of conceptualisation and policy action that may not be understood and accepted
in the same ways in welfare regimes of different kinds, such as those existing in Scandinavian countries,
Continental and Southern Europe.
For the purpose of our project, the chief value of Veit-Wilson’s work concerns the definition of the four
fundamental questions8 that have to be asked when discussing minimum income standards in the context
of the general discussion on minimum standards:

8

Starting from the contribution of Dubnoff (1985) who highlights three of these questions, Veit-Wilson adds a fourth question
on the time dimension to underline the effect of expected duration on the design of income maintenance schemes (Veit-Wilson,
1998:21)
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1. For what: What is the purpose of the standard? Is it to ensure a decent income by
comparison with the standards of ‘normal’ society, or only to meet ‘basic’ needs?
2. For whom: For every citizen in the society or only for a specific group? Who are the
intended beneficiaries, and how are they defined and/or targeted?
3. For how long: What is the time dimension of the standards in terms of duration or of
policy perspectives?
4. By Whom: Who sets the rules and conditions of the standards and according to which
criteria?
These four questions were considered as the main structuring factors in the discussions on social standards
throughout the work of the project. Answering these questions while examining national situations helped
us to compare and understand better what lies behind the national debates and conceptions of minimum
social standards.
Another fundamental distinction introduced by Veit-Wilson is between the scientific approach to poverty,
oriented towards the measurement of poverty with (relatively) objective criteria and purposes, and
(minimum) income standards which reflect political decisions on how societies and governments
understand the issue and how they are prepared to invest to tackle it. So it is important to avoid confusion
between these two aspects of the question, although they may be sometimes confused by certain Member
States or even the ‘common sense’ approach which simplistically identifies the poor with those being on
minimum income or eligible for it. It is important to repeat again that this is an erroneous confusion,
since poverty is a much wider issue than only a matter of minimum incomes or social assistance benefits.
As stated by Veit-Wilson, “the complex question of income maintenance adequacy standards demands
clarity about objectives and clear and unambiguous ideas and language to discuss them. This condition
is often lacking. Indeed, in politics it may be rejected, when discourses are chosen to exclude those who
are not experts in their use, those who lack power, and questions which are politically inconvenient”.
(Veit-Wilson, 1998:110)
Thus according to Veit-Wilson a standard is an abstraction, a set of qualities for making judgements, in
this case on the adequacy of income: “a minimum income standard (MIS) is a political criterion of the
adequacy of income levels for some given minimum real level of living, for a given period of time, of some
section or all the population, embodied in or symbolised by a formal administrative instrument or other
construct” (Veit-Wilson, 1998:1).
A minimum income standard is thus a broader concept than certain specific minimum incomes, such as
the Guaranteed Minimum Income (GMI). It is essentially a policy-tool that can be applied as a benchmark
of adequacy of various welfare provisions or other socially defined minimums, such as the minimum wage
or minimum State pension for instance. It is thus not intended to be a scientific measure of poverty even
if a scientific measurement of poverty may be used to define it.
Veit-Wilson also underlines the way the different discourses9 on poverty among countries affect the choice
of MIS by the governments. Among the different discourses (and their limitations in terms of adequacy
definition) he distinguishes various approaches (and measurements) of poverty:



9

deviation from average level of living (but without searching for income levels at which
this becomes intolerable);
statistical inequality (but no information on the point where the distribution of income
becomes unacceptable);
Here a discourse has to be understood as a package of values, ideas, technical language and power made by those in power to
decide the “right” way.
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social exclusion (without being able to define what level of income causes it);
concepts drawn from economic theory (without consideration of how they relate to
people’s own perceptions and expectations of adequate minimum incomes). These
different approaches to poverty lead to different types of governmental minimum
income standards which reflect their values, discourses and assumptions about:
Stratification, when MIS reflects adequate income for all citizens against only for lowerstatus groups;
Minimum wage or minimum social benefit: whether the MIS is related to people’s
expected ‘normal’ sources of income (mainly work but also family/household transfers or
capital) and the maintenance of living standards, or only by reference to a State
responsibility for residual income maintenance in the absence of earnings;
Conception of MIS in terms of budget standards (composition and cost), or attitudinal
standards (structured around a political and/or public consensus on what is a minimum
tolerable level of income), or also statistical standards (in relationship with other indicators
of level of living).

Finally Veit-Wilson highlights the necessary requirements of a good minimum standard:





Public acceptability: the underlying concept of the MIS must be broadly acceptable and
accepted and be in accordance with common perceptions within society;
Statistical/methodological defensibility: the criteria used to set the MIS must be subject
to verification and embody the statistical qualities of integrity, logical consistency,
robustness, reliability, and comparability not only across time and social groups but also
across countries in a European perspective. Another related question concerns the issue
of who carries out this verification and how the different stakeholders in the process of a
validity check are involved.
Administrative feasibility: the MIS must be capable of being constructed, maintained
and implemented with maximum efficiency and acceptability while retaining its
effective integrity as a standard of adequacy. (Veit-Wilson, 1998:105 citing Citro and
Michael, 1995).

These structuring elements, although centred on the issue of minimum income standards, provided us with
a useful starting point in the discussion of the various elements that may underpin the debate in Europe
on minimum social standards in various relevant fields.

Social rights and social standards
A declared aim of the project is to strengthen the rights-basis in the National Action Plans and the EU
Inclusion process. Although only a limited number of National Action Plans clearly embrace a fundamental
rights approach (Belgium and France, for instance), these rights are recognised by almost all Member
States in their constitutions as well as in the common approach (EU objectives) structuring the OMC on
social inclusion at EU level. They are also reflected in the common understanding of poverty and social
exclusion in this EU process as a multidimensional issue, covering not only monetary issues but also
access to fundamental rights such as housing, education, health, civil and social participation, justice and
culture.

17

Making a Decisive Impact on the Eradication of Poverty

Definitions of Social Rights
In a rights-based approach we have to considerer social standards as a tool guaranteeing and favouring
the expression and realisation of social rights recognised for all EU citizens through national and EU laws.
In this context the objective of social standards is to guarantee effective access to, and effective fulfilment
of, these social rights for all EU citizens. But the concept of social rights is not yet clearly identified, even
though these rights are recognised in national/regional constitutions and legislation and increasingly in
international conventions.
Social rights at international level
At the international level, if we exclude the more general conventions of the United Nations or International
Labour Organisation, there are three principal conventions that are particularly relevant for EU countries10:
 The Charter of Social Rights, established in the framework of the Council of Europe in 1961;
 The Community Charter of the Fundamental Social Rights of Workers of 1989;

 The Charter of Fundamental Rights of the EU proclaimed in 2000 and incorporated as
Part II of the Reform Treaty currently awaiting ratification.
To define these rights we will use the wording used during the debate on the Charter of Fundamental
Rights of the EU which attempts to express the state of international conventions and the content of
national constitutions and legislation.
Trying to create a bill of fundamental social rights11 for the European Parliament, Butt et al. define these
rights as “rights to which the individual citizen is entitled, which he can exercise only in his relationship
with other human beings as a member of a group and which can be made effective only if the State acts
to safeguard the individual’s environment. Social rights are a necessary complement to civil rights and
liberties, since the latter cannot be enjoyed without a minimum of social security. In contrast to civil
rights and liberties, this means that it is not freedom from the State that is achieved, but freedom with
the State’s help. These are, then, fundamental rights in the form of entitlements.” (Butt et al., 2000:9)
They distinguish the following rights:

 Right to work
fair/safe working conditions
fair wages
paid leave

 Right to housing
 Right to health
free for the indigent

 Right to education and training
free elementary education
free secondary school education
free university education
vocational training

 Right to culture

 Right to social security
public welfare
special protection for mothers
special protection for families/parents
special protection for the disabled
special protection for children/young people
special protection for the elderly
10

11

 Right to a healthy
environment

We must also recall here that since Amsterdam the EU Treaty refers to fundamental rights as recognised in the European
Council’s Charter of Social Rights and the Community Charter of the Fundamental Social Rights of Workers.
The authors did not consider certain social rights which are more the expression of collective rather than individual rights
(such as freedom of occupational choice, right to collective representation, right to strike) or are already well established and
protected in EU and national legislations (gender equality, non discrimination).
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In a report adopted by the Council of Europe, Mary Daly enlarges this definition of social rights. She first
notes that legal and research literature on rights commonly divides Human Rights into two broad categories
asserted to be different in nature: civil and political rights on the one hand, economic and social rights
on the other. The reasons for this distinction are generally based on the role played by the State in the
guarantee and implementation of the rights (economic and social rights require a State framework of
understanding and intervention while civil and political rights are free from State intervention), their legal
nature (civil and political rights are supposed to be ‘absolute and immediate’ while economic and social
rights are programmatic and gradual) and status (civil and political rights are defined by Constitutions and
laws and therefore more easily brought before Justice Courts than are economic and social rights realised
through policy and social provisions).
We agree with the author when she states that these assumed differences are actually overstated, given
that social rights can also be brought to justice and that the ‘absolute and immediate’ character of civil
and political rights is not without qualification. Moreover, the evolution over time of international
conventions is in the direction of a greater integration between these categories of rights.12 In the context
of the Council of Europe the social rights of the European Social Charter and its revised version are seen
as the natural counterpart of the human rights guaranteed in the European Convention on Human Rights.
Mary Daly highlights that social rights not only refer to individual needs but also to societal cohesion:
“Another way of understanding social rights is in terms of the values and benchmarks which they connote
in relation to society and societal well-being. That is, social rights also acquire their meaning by reference
to what is to be a participant in or member of a society. In this regard, they imply a commitment to social
cohesion, solidarity, equality and inclusion. They also imply a major concern with the protection of vulnerable groups”. (Daly M., 2002:16) She then defines social rights as “…those provisions, expressed in
legal and other forms, which are necessary for the fulfilment of people’s social needs and for the promotion
of social cohesion and solidarity.” (Daly M., 2002:16)
Thus social rights have to be interpreted not only in terms of law but also in terms of the social provisions
offered by social policies and programmes, as they are a blend of these two aspects. This means, especially
for social provisions, that a determinant factor in the way these rights are guaranteed and implemented
is the institutional arrangement of the environment in which they could be exercised, from local to
European levels.
With this enlarged definition we not only see the relationship between social rights and the
multidimensional issue of poverty and social exclusion, but also the link with social benchmarks (standards)
used as a reference for defining what is ‘fair’, or ‘decent’ or ‘socially acceptable’ or ‘full participation in
society’, all concepts in common use in EU and national legal, institutional and academic contexts.
As mentioned earlier, these social rights are also encompassed in the Common Objectives which Member
States agreed at the Nice Council in 2000 and which are the backbone of the OMC in the field of poverty
and social exclusion at European level. The Common Objective 1 concerns access for all to employment,
resources, rights, goods and services. The rights mentioned in the common objective are the right to live
in accordance with human dignity, access to decent and healthy housing as well as to the basic services
necessary to live normally, having regard to local circumstances (electricity, water, heating etc.), to health
care appropriate to their situation, to education, justice and other public and private services, such as
culture, sport and leisure. Thus they cover the description of social rights expressed above.-

12

The Charter of Fundamental Rights of the EU and the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child put side by side all
categories of rights
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Obstacles to Accessing Social Rights
All of these social rights are appropriate to use in setting social standards, although the competences
related to these rights are mainly in the hands of Member States, and it is therefore difficult for them to
become the subject of (uniform) EU standards, in the present state of EU institutions. In order to make
a decisive improvement on poverty and social exclusion social standards may focus, at least in a first
stage, on the factors affecting effective access to these rights.
Mary Daly, in the report mentioned earlier, identifies various factors impeding access to social rights and
seven main challenges in regard to access to social rights:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

To strengthen the entitlement to social rights and improve relevant provision;
To strengthen monitoring and enforcement in relation to social rights;
To increase the resources made available to realise social rights;
To modify and improve the procedures and management of services and benefits which
are intended to give effect to social rights;
To improve information and communication about social rights and related benefits and
services;
To combat psychological and socio-cultural obstacles which hinder access to social
rights and affect both service providers and users;
To specifically target vulnerable groups and vulnerable regions for the purpose of
improving access to social rights.

These recommendations, or some of them, could be used as the starting points for defining areas where
the improvement of the social situation of EU citizens through a rights-based approach could be achieved,
possibly through the setting of standards. Nevertheless, the enforcement of social rights is not independent
of decisions made in policy fields other than social policy.
This approach in terms of highlighting factors impeding the realisation of social rights allows us to highlight
three main areas crucial for the setting of EU minimum standards.
The first area relates to adequacy, and we discussed this topic earlier. This could be the adequacy of
social protection benefits and provisions in relation to poverty and social exclusion (guaranteed minimum
income schemes), the adequacy of housing, of judicial protection, and so on. A parallel issue is the
development of adequacy standards fully recognised by all.
The second area concerns coverage and access for all, and especially disadvantaged groups, to social
protection and other social rights related provisions (housing, health, education). These may concern the
conditions of entitlement to social security schemes, coverage of certain (new) social risks, access to
social housing and social healthcare, to basic services (electricity, water, heating, transportation, minimum
banking services, and so on).
A third area, which is vital in terms of realisation of rights, is that of information on rights and available
provisions. Lack of information plays a crucial role in non take-up of benefits and rights. As this area is
less binding on Member States it could also be more opportune for setting EU minimum standards in the
short or medium term.
When discussing the issue of minimum income standards more particularly, we could usefully add the
scope of the principles and criteria expressed in the European Council Recommendation 92/441/EEC of
24 June 1992 on common criteria concerning sufficient resources and social assistance in the social
protection systems (see details in Working Paper II).

13

‘Minev, D. (2007) ‘On the process of environmental: A general picture of the review results’, Working Paper for Setting Social
Standards Across Europe, (unpublished).
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Lessons from the setting of EU Environmental Social Standards
It can be more useful to think about the development of social standards as a process, rather than trying
to name particular standards in a single legislative act. This is in line with the European Union tradition
of consensus-building, the wide variation in the economic, social and cultural traditions across the EU and
the principle of subsidiarity
This view was elaborated in a paper looking at the lessons to be drawn from the setting of EU environmental
standards, by the Bulgarian Foundation Perspektiva13, which says:
“… ‘Introduction of standards’ may be viewed as misleading, if and inasmuch it is
perceived as a single action- made and completed for a relatively short period of time.”
“Actually, standardisation is a complex, long process with many steps and stages. It is not
a one-way, strictly linear process, as it undergoes significant changes and detours.
“This is why it is a mistake to think that the process consists of just the elaboration and
establishment of standard(s). The elaboration of one standard is to a large extent a technical
issue and it is solved mainly by experts and specialized institutions. In fact even they are not
the only ones who create the standards, since the final version – ‘final’ just for the given
stage – is the result of wide debates.”
While the Perspektiva paper concentrates mostly on lessons from environmental standard-setting, it also
points to the wide range of policy fields where the EU plays a role in the development and convergence
of standards. These include “food safety, health and safety, organics, product quality, fair trade, banking,
air traffic, agriculture..”. From this, the EU has developed a “huge accumulation of knowledge and
practical experience…although this information is extremely fragmented and dispersed and is often
undisclosed to the public. In fact, the review shows that there is hardly a field of action where some
process of standardization is not taking place.”
The paper looks at the ways in which the different participants and stakeholders work together, with the
EU as the leading actor. “The institutional set-up includes European-level standard organizations and
national bodies in the different Member States. To date, CEN (Comité Européen de Normalisation, the
European Committee for Standardisation) has published over 10.000 European Standards of which over
2000 documents are harmonised standards.”14
The Perspektiva paper noted, in the case of environmental standards, “the rapid development of a powerful
standardization process aimed at increasing the accurate regulation of human (economic) activities and
their impact on the environment. Over time, the number of standards increases significantly and their
application becomes increasingly adequate”.
“It is important to note that environmental standards are essentially social standards – they aim to protect
society’s health and well-being. In addition they also regulate economic activity”
It notes that the processes started as a response to changes which are seen as being both produced by
society and impacting negatively on society. It builds on a consensus that “standards are a necessary and
effective response to the identified challenges.” Standards might be in conflict with each other, with some
standards in practice more binding than others.
“..The process involves many concerned parties with different interests or more precisely - with different
ideas about their interests. Consequently, participants follow different strategies in the process of
standardization and wish for different roles for the standards. However concerted action is taken once
consensus has been reached.”
14

‘Success Stories in European Standardization.’
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The Perspektiva paper proposes that, rather than trying to agree a single set of EU-wide standards, the
method or procedure for establishing the national/regional social standard should be agreed at EU level.
Such an approach will allow all national/regional considerations to be incorporated within unique and
distinct national/regional social standards. What will be common between all national/regional social
standards is that they satisfy a series of principles that constitute the method for setting social standards.
From this discussion of environmental standard-setting, the paper from Perspektiva identified some of the
key steps which should be part of the development of social standards:
1.

Identifying the extent of poverty and social exclusion in the EU: How it has changed and is
changing. Some of this has already been done in the context of the Open Method of
Coordination (OMC) for Social Inclusion, including the EU SILC data system.

2.

Consensus on the causes of poverty: In the case of environmental standards, this hinged on
agreement that it is human activity, rather than some force of nature, which causes the particular
environmental damage to be addressed. In the case of poverty and social exclusion, there is a
need to understand it in the context of economic, fiscal, market and other systems, and in
particular to understand how EU institutions, policies and legal frameworks contribute to
increasing or decreasing poverty. Again, it is significant that the OMC for Social Inclusion was
agreed as an integral part of an overall (Lisbon) strategy for modernising the EU social and
economic model, recognising that economic and social decisions are inter-linked and that
inappropriate economic decisions can increase poverty levels.

3.

Recognition of the need for action: Before any standards can be agreed, there needs to be
some level of agreement across society and among European, national and regional
institutions that poverty needs to be addressed as a priority. This is a social and political
challenge. The current OMC for Social Inclusion was launched by the Lisbon European
Summit in 2000, from a recognition that “The number of people living below the poverty line
and in social exclusion in the Union is unacceptable. Steps must be taken to make a decisive
impact on the eradication of poverty by setting adequate targets to be agreed by the Council
by the end of the year.”15

4.

Awareness raising: This has been identified as one of the weaknesses of the current OMC,
and will require a strong campaign to promote understanding of poverty and the need for
action as well as to promote the process of developing public standards.

5.

Impact assessment: As with environmental standards, any system of social standards would
require an assessment of their likely impact on poverty, and assessing these benefits, and
their costs, against other possible options.

6.

Building consensus: The setting of environmental standards started with a technical process
among experts, followed by a broad discussion. In the case of social standards, this should
be more directly applicable. While most people have little knowledge of, for example, what
level of outputs causes global warming, and must therefore trust scientific experts, the experts
on poverty are those who live without adequate resources in their day to day life. For this
reason, the debate on the setting of social standards should be inclusive, so that the
‘organized citizenship becomes the leading participant in the standardisation process’ (Minev,
2007, p.6).

7.

Further development and implementation of standards: The Perspektiva paper notes that
“Standardisation is a complex process, with different steps and phases”, with the standards
changing in nature and emphasis throughout the process. There is a general tendency to
“broadening the set of activities subject to standardization.” During the standardization
process, we can see changes, generally moving from soft (agreed but not enforceable)
standards to hard (with sanctions). “In other words, we can see a transformation of some
standards from wishful thinking into regulation.”

15

Council Conclusions, Lisbon, 2000, Article 32

22

Chapter 3
Legal and Political Context
The project partners considered to what extent it is possible for the European Union to play a role in
setting social standards within the current European and international legal framework. We also looked at
how such a system could fit into current policy systems.
Since this will involve either the extension of community competences or the strengthening of policy
processes, this section discusses briefly four relevant legal or policy systems:
a.

Council Recommendation 92/441/EEC of 24th June 1992 on common criteria
concerning sufficient resources and social assistance in social protection systems;

b.

The Lisbon Strategy and the Open Method of Coordination;

c.

International Treaties to which most EU Member States are parties;

d.

The EU Constitution and the debate on the future of Europe.

In addition, the project did not rule out the possible need to create new community competences or adjust
existing ones in the long term.

Background
The European Union has developed over the past half century through a process of political agreement,
enshrined in the Treaties, European legislation and common policies. To date, these have mostly applied
in economic areas, such as the internal market, monetary union, agriculture etc. In recent years, the
Treaties have also reflected the trend towards greater political co-operation in areas such as foreign policy
and justice.
Many social policy areas, linked to working conditions and thereby to the internal market, have been part
of community competence almost from the start of the EEC. Social protection and social inclusion policies,
on the other hand, are guarded as national competences or, following the principle of subsidiarity, regional
or local competence. However, in view of the close link between economic and social policy, national
competence in these areas is increasingly coordinated through the ‘Open Method of Coordination’.
These issues are particularly topical in view of the public unease with the imbalance between the economic
and the social sides of the EU, the debates on the EU ‘Services Directive’ and fears that enlargement and
globalisation might lead to a social ‘race to the bottom’. The timing of the project is opportune given the
consultations on the Commission Communication on “active inclusion for people furthest from the labour
market” and will attempt to influence the impact assessment of EU basic requirements on measures to
promote the integration of persons excluded from the labour market.
The second research paper for the project, by Ramón Peña Casas, Observatoire social européen, looked
at Minimum income standards in an enlarged EU: Guaranteed Minimum Income Schemes. Most of the
rest of this section is taken from Section B of that paper on Guaranteed minimum income in European
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social policy. The full paper, which is available from the ‘research’ page of www.eapn.ie/standards and is
referred to extensively elsewhere in this publication, also covers definitions and concepts, a comparative
study of GMI schemes in an enlarged EU and a detailed bibliography.
Some of the relevant texts are referenced in the Bibliography.
In relation to income16, this paper notes that: “The question of guaranteed minimum income is barely
discussed in the EU social field because subsidiarity, which affirms the exclusive primacy of national or
regional levels, is a key reference point when social protection is discussed at European level. Competences
and levers of action are in the hands of Member States, and/or regions, and/or local authorities. The
Commission and other European institutions can only make recommendations and design programmes to
support Member States towards broad common objectives of adequacy and human dignity, but not impose
binding tools such as Directives or Regulations. Nevertheless the right to sufficient minimum resources
to live with dignity and independently of the market, provided by national social assistance schemes, is
recognised in various EU institutional texts.”

European Social Charter
The Council of Europe’s European Social Charter17 (revised version, 1996) includes in Article 30: “The
right to protection against poverty and social exclusion. With a view to ensuring the effective exercise of
the right to protection against poverty and social exclusion, the Parties undertake: a. to take measures
within the framework of an overall and co-ordinated approach to promote the effective access of persons
who live or risk living in a situation of social exclusion or poverty, as well as their families, to, in particular,
employment, housing, training, education, culture and social and medical assistance; (b). to review these
measures with a view to their adaptation if necessary”. ( emphasis added)
Article 13 on the right to social and medical assistance states, in part (1), that all Parties undertake ‘to
ensure that any person who is without adequate resources and who is unable to secure such resources
either by his own efforts or from other sources, in particular by benefits under a social security scheme,
be granted adequate assistance, and, in case of sickness, the care necessitated by his condition’. Article
31 on the right to housing refers to housing standards when it states in part (1) that Parties undertake ‘to
promote access to housing of an adequate standard’ and in part (3) ‘to make the price of housing
accessible to those without adequate resources’. Further, Article 17 on the right of children and young
persons to social, legal and economic protection refers to adequate standards in services for children
when it states in part (1a) that all Parties undertake ‘to ensure that children and young persons, taking
account of the rights and duties of their parents, have the care, the assistance, the education and the
training they need, in particular by providing for the establishment or maintenance of institutions and
services sufficient and adequate for this purpose’. Finally, Article 23 on the right of elderly persons to social
protection dictates standards as regards income in part (1a) ‘by means of adequate resources enabling
them to lead a decent life and play an active part in public, social and cultural life’, and housing in part
(2a) ‘by means of provision of housing suited to their needs and their state of health or of adequate support
for adapting their housing’.
The European Social Charter deals with social/welfare rights and as such is not justiciable in the Court of
Human Rights, unlike the Convention for the protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms
(Council of Europe, 1950). Monitoring of the Charter is the work of the European Committee of Social
Rights who investigates complaints of breaches of the Charter from EU-recognised organisations. Signatory
states also have to send a report every four years to the Committee, which then identifies infringements.
The Charter is interpreted in conjunction with European Community Law and human rights legislation
such that it ‘promulgates the indivisibility of human rights without restricting this to social rights’ (IES,
2006, p.8). Under a protocol opened for signature in 1995, which came into force in 1998, complaints
16

For a definition of Minimum Income Standards see Annex 2.

17

The revised European Social Charter is the amalgamation of the Social Charter of 1961; its additional Protocol of 1988; and
adds new rights and amendments to take account of the evolution of society since the original Social Charter was adopted in
1961.
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of violations of the Charter may be lodged with the European Committee of Social Rights. Organisations
entitled to lodge complaints with the Committee are- in the case of all states that have accepted the
procedure:
1.
2.
3.
4.

the ETUC, UNICE and the IOE;
Non-governmental organisations (NGOs) with participative status with the Council of
Europe which are on a list drawn up for this purpose by the Governmental Committee;
Employers’ organisations and trade unions in the country concerned; and in the case
of states which have also agreed to this:
National NGOs.

The Committee then takes a decision on the merits of the complaint, which it forwards to the parties
concerned and the Committee of Ministers in a report, which is made public within four months of its being
forwarded. Finally, the Committee of Ministers adopts a resolution. If appropriate, it may recommend that
the state concerned take specific measures to bring the situation into line with the Charter. Despite this
somewhat cumbersome process and regardless of its non-binding nature, the European Social Charter
has still been described as a ‘dynamic legal instrument’ (ibid).

The International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights
Veit-Wilson (2006; 2007) has noted that while some authors (Amitsis, 2006) argue that the UN Universal
Declaration of Human Rights does not contain enforceable rights nor binding obligations, they also argue
that this may not be the case for the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights
(ICESCR). Article 11 of the ICESCR states that all signatories ‘recognise the right of everyone to an
adequate standard of living’ and that the signatories ‘will take appropriate steps to ensure the realisation
of this right’. He then cites the Irish Human Rights Commission (IHRC, 2005) which in a study of the
possibility of implementing ESC rights utilise the work of the UN’s Committee on Economic, Social and
Cultural Rights and importantly their Maastricht Guidelines on Violations of Economic, Social and Cultural
Rights (1997) which states that:
‘It is now undisputed that all human rights are indivisible, interdependent, interrelated and of equal
importance for human dignity. Therefore, states are as responsible for violations of economic, social and
cultural rights as they are for violations of civil and political rights.’ (Maastricht Guidelines, 1997, Article
4.)
The UN Committee asserts in a separate document, the Limburg Principles on the Implementation of the
ICESCR (1986), that appropriate action should be taken, that time and budget constraints cannot be
used as objections to the progressive realisation of such rights, and that these rights should be justiciable.
Ultimately, ‘the ICESCR extends unambiguous rights to social security as generally understood’ (VeitWilson, 2006, p.5-6).

The 1992 Recommendation on sufficient resources and social assistance
The main reference in the EU context on the question of guaranteed minimum income is the Council
Recommendation 92/441/EEC of 24 June 1992 on common criteria concerning sufficient resources and
social assistance in the social protection systems, issued at the end of the EU Poverty III process. This
document, although not binding in nature was, at that time, an important advance in the EU social policy
field. But it was not until 1999, on the eve of the preparation of the Amsterdam Treaty, that a report on
implementation of the 1992 Recommendation (COM (98) 774 of 25th January 1999 was issued, although
a more rapid evaluation had been requested in the 1992 Recommendation.
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In the 1992 Recommendation the Commission ‘invites’ Member States to recognise, in the context of a
comprehensive and systematic drive to combat social exclusion, a fundamental individual right to sufficient
and reliable resources and benefits and to adapt their social protection systems accordingly. Member
States are recommended to recognise this right according to the following common principles:

1)

This right is based on respect for human dignity;

2)

It is vested in all persons residing in the territory of the Member States in compliance
with national and Community provisions and who do not have access to sufficient
resources, either individually or within the household in which they live;

3)

Persons who have reached the age of civil majority and whose age, health, and family
situations permit professional activity are entitled to this right subject to active
availability for work;

4)

Access to this right may not be made subject to time-limits, assuming compliance
with the eligibility conditions;

5)

This right must be accompanied by measures to promote the social and economic
integration of the beneficiaries, notably as regards health, housing, training and access
to work.

The approach is thus rights-based, of universal nature and not limited in time, and associated with complementary
rights and related measures; active availability for work is set as a condition for those of working age.
Going further than common principles, the Recommendation also invites the Member States to implement
this right in accordance with the following detailed procedure:

1)

The amount of resources sufficient to cover essential needs is fixed in line with the
living standard and price level for different types and sizes of household;

2)

Supplementary amounts to meet specific needs may be fixed;

3)

These amounts are fixed by reference to appropriate indicators, in particular average
disposable income in the Member State, statistical data on household consumption,
the legal minimum wage and price levels;

4)

Arrangements for periodic review: the administrative procedures are simplified and
provision is made for appeals to independent third parties, such as tribunals, to which
the persons concerned should have easy access;

5)

Inducements to seek employment are safeguarded;

6)

The financial aid is differential and must bridge the gap between the applicant’s
household resources and the amounts deemed to be sufficient resources, while the
granting of this aid may not be limited by the implementation of rules in force in the
areas of taxation, civil obligations and social security;
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7)
8)

All necessary measures are taken to offer those concerned appropriate social
support, including,in particular, advice and counselling, information and legal aid;
Persons of the appropriate age and ability to work benefit from all opportunities for
participating in training courses to prepare for entering or re-entering employment;

9)

Measures are taken to ensure that the most disadvantaged persons are properly
informed of this right;

10)

This guarantee of benefits and resources is ensured within the framework of social
protection schemes.

These implementation procedures cover various issues and suggest pathways to improve the guaranteed
minimum income scheme as a tool to tackle poverty and social exclusion. This includes the adequacy of
benefits in relation to the level of living standards (it even suggests indicators that could be used as a
reference to evaluate the minimum threshold), legal and administrative simplification and an adequate
juridical protection for claims and legal aid, the importance of information about rights, the relation with
other incomes and inclusion in the labour market through training and incentives. It also embodies the
minimum income schemes into the global social protection framework. Many of these suggestions were
quite ‘progressive’ in the European context where subsidiarity rules social protection issues. Member
States were invited to take all the necessary measures to implement the Recommendation progressively
so as to allow an assessment after five years, with the methods to be used as well as the funding being
left to national legislation and practice.
It was not until 1999, in the context of the preparation of the implementation of the new Article 118 of
the Amsterdam Treaty (Article 137 of the EC Treaty) and the broader Commission strategy designed to
modernise and improve social protection in the European Union, that a follow-up to this Recommendation
was made in the form of a report on its implementation (COM (98) 774 of 25th January 1999). The report
scrutinises guaranteed minimum income schemes in the EU and considers that some progress has been
made towards an integration of the right to social assistance in the case of insufficient resources, notably
in Mediterranean countries (Spain; Portugal having implemented its GMI scheme; and Italy starting a
pilot scheme at that time which has, however, subsequently been abandoned), although marked differences
persist concerning their place in the social protection systems, their links with other social measures or
the arrangements for implementing them. That is why Member States were invited to pursue the debate
with the Commission on three ‘common objectives’:





to optimise social protection: better coverage of basic needs, greater
consistency between the minimum social benefits and other social benefits,
maintenance of minimum income by topping up income from work;
to improve access to employment: promote training, improve the quality of
jobs offered to beneficiaries;
to promote the social and economic integration of the beneficiaries.

The Commission also invited social partners, non-governmental organisations and other civil associations
to participate in this debate. We notice nevertheless that by comparison with the 1992 Recommendation
more emphasis is already set here on the ‘modernisation’ of social assistance towards a greater integration
of social assistance recipients into the labour market.
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The Lisbon Strategy and the Open Method of Coordination
At the Lisbon Summit in March 2000, the European Council set a new strategic ten-year goal for the
European Union ‘to become the most competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world,
capable of sustainable economic growth with more and better jobs and better social cohesion’ (European
Council, 2000a). The Lisbon Strategy (as it is commonly referred to) aimed to strengthen employment,
economic growth and social cohesion through a ‘challenging programme for building knowledge
infrastructures, enhancing innovation and economic reform, and modernising social welfare and education
systems’ (ibid). Acknowledging the dominant influence of globalisation, the Lisbon strategy states that a
‘radical transformation of the European economy’ is required to maintain competitiveness and that the
‘Union must shape these changes in a manner consistent with its values and concepts of society’ (ibid).
The Council Conclusions acknowledge that ‘the number of people living below the poverty line and in
social exclusion in the Union is unacceptable’ (European Council, March 2000a) and launched the Open
Method of Coordination (OMC) on poverty and social exclusion (which later became the OMC on Social
Inclusion). This ‘soft law’ process, based on the methodology already at work since 1997 in the European
Employment Strategy, implies that Member States agree on common objectives and indicators that are
used to structure National Action Plans (NAPs Inclusion). Consultation with wider civil society is required.
These Plans are the basis of a peer review.
The Common objective 1.B refers to Facilitating access to resources, rights, goods and services for all with
an explicit mention of the necessity to organise social protection systems in such a way that they help to
(a) guarantee that everyone has the resources necessary to live in accordance with human dignity and (b)
overcome obstacles to employment by ensuring that the take-up of employment results in increased income
and by promoting employability.
Since then, the issue of minimum income schemes has barely been mentioned in EU documents. The
Communication on the modernisation of social protection (COM (97)/ 102 and COM (99)/347) mentions
guaranteed minimum income mainly in terms of activation of ‘passive welfare’ and in a ‘welfare to work’
perspective, which will be the increasing perception of social protection modernisation in the European
discourse in the coming years through the so-called revised Lisbon Strategy, with only a reference to the
role these schemes play in alleviating poverty.
The Social Policy Agenda 2000-2005 of the Commission (COM(2000) 379) did not mention guaranteed
minimum income schemes as such but contains a section on the modernisation of social protection as an
objective of quality in social policy. In this framework it mentions the adaptation of social protection
systems to make work pay and provide secure income.
In the mid-term review of the Social Policy Agenda in 2003, the Commission announced, as one of its
actions, the launch of a consultation with social partners regarding the feasibility of minimum income
following the 1992 Council Recommendation on minimum guaranteed resources (COM(2003) 312). In
the Social Policy Agenda 2006-2010 (COM (2005) 33) the Commission announced a Community Initiative
on minimum income schemes and the integration of people excluded from the labour market. It takes the
form of a preliminary Communication ‘concerning a consultation on action at EU level to promote the
active inclusion of the people furthest from the labour market’ (COM (2006) 44), which launched a
process of consultation around three specific questions concerning mainly the need for and possibility of
the EU undertaking an action to support Member States in the field of activation of people furthest from
the labour market. The issue of adequacy of benefits and the contribution of GMI schemes to the fight
against poverty is left aside, as well as the question of fundamental social rights. The Communication also
makes reference to a process requiring impact assessment of minimum income schemes. The focus of the
Communication echoes the Growth and Jobs strategy, orientated mainly towards the need to increase
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employment rates. While employment may be the better protection against poverty, it is without reference
to the possible negative effects of inappropriate activation measures and low quality jobs.

The European Treaties and the Constitution
The Community Charter of the Fundamental Social Rights of Workers, adopted by the Heads of State and
Government (11 Member States) on 9 December 1989, stipulates in Paragraph 10 that: “Every worker
of the European community shall have a right to adequate social protection and shall, whatever his status
and whatever the size of the undertaking in which he is employed, enjoy an adequate level of social
security benefits. Persons who have been unable either to enter or re-enter the labour market and have
no means of subsistence must be able to receive sufficient resources and social assistance in keeping with
their particular situation.”
The Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union (EUCFR) (EU, 2000) states in Article 1 that
‘Human Dignity is inviolable. It must be protected and respected’. Article 34 part 3 stipulates that: “In
order to combat social exclusion and poverty, the Union recognises and respects the right to social and
housing assistance so as to ensure a decent existence for all those who lack sufficient resources, in
accordance with the rules laid down by Community law and national laws and practices.” The version of
the EUCFR that is included within the Draft European Constitution of 29th October 2004 refers in Article
III-209 to ‘fundamental social rights’ such as those expressed in the European Social Charter of 1961 and
the 1989 Community Charter of the Fundamental Social Rights of Workers, but the criteria of the adequacy
of resources is not highlighted, with the focus of the article deflected to “the promotion of economistic
aims and inclusion in labour market terms” (Veit-Wilson, 2006, p.327). Article III-210 supports the
implementation of ‘fundamental social rights’ with ‘the combating of social exclusion’ one of the mentioned
fields of intervention, arguably leaving the possibility of incorporating the adequacy criteria into social
exclusion policies (ibid). Currently the Charter is non-binding.

Article III – 117 of the Constitutional Treaty stipulates that:
“In defining and implementing the policies and actions referred to in this Part, the
Union shall take into account requirements linked to the promotion of a high level of
employment, the guarantee of adequate social protection, the fight against social
exclusion, and a high level of education, training and protection of human health”.
Article III-209 further provides that:
“The Union and the Member States, having in mind fundamental social rights such
as those set out in the European Social Charter signed at Turin on 18 October 1961
and in the 1989 Community Charter of the Fundamental Social Rights of Workers,
shall have as their objectives the promotion of employment, improved living and
working conditions, so as to make possible their harmonisation while the improvement
is being maintained, proper social protection, dialogue between management and
labour, the development of human resources with a view to lasting high employment
and the combating of exclusion.”
In recent months, following the defeat of the Constitutional Treaty in the referenda in France and the
Netherlands, there has been a strong debate on how to reinforce the social side of the Treaty system. It
is not clear what form this may take, and there are strong arguments from some analysts that whatever
Constitutional changes or protocols are agreed should include sufficient competences to allow the Council,
Commission and Parliament to develop a system of social standards.

29

Making a Decisive Impact on the Eradication of Poverty

30

Chapter 4
Setting Social Standards
A process
The project started by asking the two related questions:
u

Is it useful and desirable to set social standards at EU level?; and

u

If so, is this possible?

Why have standards?
The starting point for the discussion was a consensus over the lack of progress made in eradicating poverty
and social exclusion, and the need to take further action to stem the erosion or to challenge the continuing
low levels of social protection in the many Member States. The debate took place in the context of recent
developments which appeared to present a potential threat to the improvements of these levels, particularly
with regard to the inconclusive exclusion of social and health services from the Services Directive, and the
lack of apparent progress on getting consensus amongst Member States to promote a horizontal EU legal
framework guaranteeing key principles on the provision of Services of General Interest, and in particular
Social and Health Services of General Interest.
In the context of this debate the partners agreed not to focus too much on what is politically achievable
in the short term but instead on what would be useful in the longer term.
By the end of the Project, the partners have concluded that it is more useful to think about the development
of social standards as a process, rather than trying to name particular standards in a single legislative act.
This is in line with the European Union tradition of consensus-building, the wide variation in the economic,
social and cultural traditions across the EU and the principle of subsidiarity

Approaches to setting standards
There was a range of views in the project on how the European Union can strengthen social standards. In
the second year of the project, the main options discussed in the regional and national seminars were:




An initiative to strengthen the Open Method of Coordination (OMC) in the field
of social inclusion.
A Directive requiring Member States to guarantee human dignity through settin
agreed standards for income and services.
Strengthened legal application of key instruments, such as the revised (Council
of Europe) European Social Charter and EU Charter of Fundamental Rights.

It was agreed that these options are not necessarily mutually exclusive. The strengthening of the Open
Method of Coordination, by introducing a new process of standard-setting, offers the most immediate
prospect of action and is most likely to be effective. The potential of a Directive should be explored more
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as an addition to, rather than a replacement for, the OMC. This latter might be a longer-term project,
probably requiring changes in community competences in the Treaties. Many project participants also
stressed the potential of international agreements and treaties, both to be applied directly in Member
States, by agreement at EU level, and to inform other standard-setting processes.

Option 1: Strengthening the OMC for
Social Inclusion
It was agreed by the project partners that the most useful approach followed a proposal put forward by
the Flemish Partners. This would involve European level agreement on the process of setting social
standards, developed and monitored by the Commission, Parliament and Council as a discreet element
of the OMC, within the Streamlined Process on Social Protection and Social Inclusion. It draws on the
outcomes of the paper developed for the project on the lessons to be learned from environmental standard
setting for social standard setting and from the experience of budget standards methods designed to
answer the question ‘how much does it cost to reach an acceptable living standard?’
The two main methodologies that have been used to develop budget standards in recent years are the
Family Budget Unit (FBU) method and that of the Centre for Research in Social Policy at Loughborough
University (CRSP), known as the Consensual Budget Standards approach (CBS). The FBU methodology
uses surveys of household consumption, consultation with small groups and expert committees to develop
budgets for a variety of household types. The CRSP methodology, the Consensual Budget Standard, while
similar, uses a cross-section of the population in the formation of its budget committees.
Current joint research being carried out in the UK by the FBU and the CRSP combines their methods and
approaches:
‘This joint research aims to develop a standard which will be rooted in social consensus about goods
and services that everyone in Britain should be able to afford, while at the same time drawing on the
expert knowledge about basic living requirements and expenditure patterns.’ (Bradshaw, 2005).
A study by the Vincentian Partnership for Social Justice, in Ireland, used a similar combined approach the Consensual Budget Standards informed by expert opinion. In order to construct a Minimum Essential
Budget Standard, people living in the household types for which it is designed are brought together in focus
groups to act as their own budget standard committees. Each focus group is carefully sampled to include
people from differing social backgrounds and economic circumstances. The actual expenditure choices
and judgments that are made by people in real life on the ground as they manage their money contribute
to the final consensus. Ultimately, the people themselves are the ‘experts’ (Middleton, 2000:62-23).
Here the project presents an initial outline for the scope and content of a follow on proposal. This proposal
will look for support to develop a detailed model and to test the process in a follow-up project
1.

Following Council agreement on a common set of principles of human dignity, based on the
1992 Recommendations, the Commission invites the Member States to launch consultations
for setting social standards across Europe.

2.

Member States organise regional panels which are a reflection of the general population in that
region, including people directly experiencing poverty and social exclusion and other key
stakeholders from regional and local levels, to define a set of goods and services necessary to
live with dignity. Member States will define on which basis the regional panels are distinguished
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(e.g. urban/rural, western/eastern, etc) and should allow for the possibility of groups representing
specific sub-populations to formulate standards if these are desired (e.g. people with disabilities;
Roma/Travellers, lone parents etc). These panels should be representative of the differing
economic and social circumstances of the regional/group-specific populations.
3.

The panels discuss which goods and services are indispensable to live a dignified life in the
region. These become the proposed of adequate social standards and should be formed through
social consensus. The groups then calculate the value of these in the currency of the country
and through the prices charged by the most accesible service providers and retailers. They take
into consideration which services are guaranteed freely by public authorities and, if these are
not available, what is needed in terms of money. This calculation would constitute the basis for
a recommendation of the standard of adequate income for a dignified life.

4.

The set of goods and services should be tested on a random population to assess adequacy.
Other forms of ‘checkback’ could be pursued as recommended by the Family Budget Unit (FBU)
and Centre for Research in Social Policy (CRSP), such as using focus groups to determine how
robust these proposals are (Vincentian Partnership, 2007) and drawing advice from other experts,
such as nutritionists. Where necessary, changes are to be made and consensus is to be sought.

5.

The panels will determine the extent to which the actual income provision within the
socialprotection system combined with the services freely available, or which can be bought
with the actual income received guarantees an acceptable living standard for a dignified life,
based on the capacity to afford this agreed set of goods and services. In ‘poor’ Member States,
it is likely to be a low percentage; in ‘rich’ Member States the percentage should be higher. It
will be necessary to add a lifespan use to certain items, and then to calculate a cost per week
for the items. The use of appropriate indicators that measure the adequacy of social standards
is essential to this process. These indicators must measure inputs (e.g. the actual amount of
resources available for income support against the estimated amount of resources needed for
‘adequate’ income support) and outputs (e.g. the degree to which people felt satisfied with
access to services). As well as the general population, the effective involvement of people
experiencing poverty is essential to this process.

6.

The Commission invites Member States to develop and submit, as part of their National Action
Plan on Inclusion, a multi-annual plan which establishes clear targets confirming how progress
will be made so that all people have access to the agreed levels of income, ensuring access to
goods and services which meet the agreed social standards.

7.

Each member state develops a concrete plan to ensure that the set of goods and services is available
and affordable to all on their territory. The effective involvement of the general public, social
researchers and people experiencing poverty in setting targets is fundamental to this process.

8.

The Commission assesses the plans and monitors progress as part of the annual assessment
within the OMC identifying key challenges, within the normal cycle of the Open Method of
Coordination on Social Protection and Social Inclusion.

9.

Every three years, Member States would be invited to submit a progress report to the
Commission, as part of their National Strategic Reports on Social Protection and Social Inclusion
(NSRSPSI). This process would involve consultation with the regional panels which are given the
task of monitoring the progress already made.

10. The Commission would present its comments on these progress reports as part of its assessment
of the NSRSPSI’s
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11. The Parliament and the ‘Spring’ European Council debate the report of the Commission.
12. The Member States are invited to follow-up the recommendations of the Commission, the Council
and the Parliament in the following period, and to report back in their following reports what they
have done to respond to them.
The above processes will link in as far as possible with the existing available mechanisms. The partner from
Finland has noted that Finland does not see any great benefit in any new independent processes in the
field of social protection. New elements should be included in the existing process in order to avoid
unnecessary bureaucracy and excessive reporting duties to the Commission.
It is essential that sufficient resources are made available for the participative process. This cost could
be shared between national governments and the EU, with the targeting of EU funds towards those in most
need. The extent of the financial support for the participative process will be an early indicator of the
political will of the EU and national/regional governments to tackle poverty and social exclusion through
the implementation of social standards. Moreover, it is also necessary that sufficient resources are made
available so as to implement the resultant national/regional social standards. If this does not occur the
whole participative process will only be a token consultation, and the process of setting social standards
will fall victim to the same problems holding back the social inclusion OMC at present (see Chapter 3).
The project recommends that further work needs to be done to develop the above proposal into a detailed
instrument (by the Commission or through a further project) and would benefit from being piloted in
selected Member States before being implemented across the EU.

Option 2: A Directive
While there was no agreement among project partners about the desirability or possibility of a Directive
to underpin the right to human dignity at EU level, it was felt by many partners that this approach should
not be dismissed and should be researched and discussed further.
A discussion paper presented by EAPN Ireland to the project’s expert seminar in Budapest in November
2006 proposes a Directive 18 on eradicating poverty in the EU through requiring Member States to set
adequate social standards, particularly in the areas of income and social services.
The Directive would require Member States to:
“…recognise, in the context of a comprehensive and systematic drive to combat social exclusion, a
fundamental individual right to sufficient and reliable resources and benefits and to adapt their social
protection systems accordingly.” 19
EU documents have recognised, particularly in the context of the Social Inclusion Strategy, the multidimensional nature of poverty. This would involve a requirement to guarantee the resources needed for a
life of dignity in the areas of income and services available to the poor. This Directive would bring the
setting of social standards in these areas within the area of community competence and the scope of the
‘Community Method’ 20.

18

EuroLex definition of Directives: (they) “bind Member States as to the objectives to be achieved within a certain time-limit, while
leaving to the national authorities the choice of form and means. Directives have to be implemented in national legislation in
accordance with the procedures of the individual Member States.”

19

Quote from Commission Communication 92/441/EEC

20

From
pillar
u
u
u
u

the Europa ‘Glossary’: The “Community method” is the expression used for the institutional operating mode for the first
of the European Union. It proceeds from an integration logic and has the following salient features:
Commission monopoly of the right of initiative;
General use of qualified majority voting in the Council;
An active role for the European Parliament in co-legislating frequently with the Council;
Uniformity in the interpretation of Community law ensured by the Court of Justice.
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This may require Treaty changes to create new competences, although it is suggested that Article 137 of
the existing Treaties or Articles I-3-3 (Objectives) and III-117 21 and III-209 22 (policy) of the Constitutional
Treaty, if adopted, may be sufficient to allow for legislation to guarantee minimum standards in both
income and social services.
As is the case with employment law, the Open Method of Coordination could be used in conjunction with
‘hard law’ in setting common objectives, producing national plans and using reports and peer review in
relation to defining and monitoring the ‘adequacy’ of minimum income schemes against the prices and
availability of goods and services, as well as variations in cultural or other requirements (e.g. the relative
importance of heating in north and south Europe), developing support and mutual learning in access to
quality services. Coordination mechanisms like the OMC would also play an important part in ‘transitional’
or ‘convergence’ processes. In considering levels for minimum incomes, both EU-wide and country-specific,
account needs to be taken of the existing minima in Member States.
Member States would be required to guarantee the right to access to essential services and utilities to live
life with dignity. The list of such services would be defined in relation to the rights enshrined in the
European Social Charter (as revised) and the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights. A non-exhaustive list,
to be further discussed, could include: health (preventative and curative); education and life-long learning;
housing/accommodation; care services; utilities.
This will need to be developed politically through the Community method (Commission proposal, on the
basis of studies and Council/Parliament co-decision etc.) based on the principles in the European Social
Charter and the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights.

Transitional Arrangements
As with all processes using the ‘Community method’, the requirements of the new system would require
a ‘convergence’ process to allow countries to move towards compliance over a specified period of time.
As is the case with significant policies in the areas of, for example, budgetary requirements under the
Maastricht criteria, health and safety requirements or environmental legislation, the convergence process
should incorporate a minimum Europe-wide timetable, with specific national derogations possible in
special cases, and a ‘non-regression’ requirement to ensure that all Member States move systematically
towards the agreed standards.
The legislation underlying the system would become part of the acquis communautaire, requiring new
Member States to comply within an agreed period.

Implementation
To introduce social standards effectively, it will be necessary to include both penalties for non-compliance,
as is the case with the (EMU) convergence criteria and most environmental legislation, and technical and
possibly financial supports for Member States moving towards the agreed standards. Such supports could
include, as part of an agreed step-by-step process to move into compliance:


21

22

Use of ‘ring-fenced’ structural funds (as in the case of gender mainstreaming) or other
financial supports for investment in the capital infrastructure as needed to bring services
into line with the agreed standards, taking into consideration EU budgetary constraints.

“In defining and implementing the policies and actions referred to in this Part, the Union shall take into account requirements
linked to the promotion of a high level of employment, the guarantee of adequate social protection, the fight against social
exclusion, and a high level of education, training and protection of human health”.
“The Union and the Member States, having in mind fundamental social rights such as those set out in the European Social
Charter signed at Turin on 18 October 1961 and in the 1989 Community Charter of the Fundamental Social Rights of Workers,
shall have as their objectives the promotion of employment, improved living and working conditions, so as to make possible their
harmonisation while the improvement is being maintained, proper social protection, dialogue between management and labour,
the development of human resources with a view to lasting high employment and the combating of exclusion.”
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Loosening of the Maastricht criteria by specific provisions to discount part of the
current spending required to bring minimum income schemes and services into line.

Impact Assessment
A broad ranging ‘ex-ante evaluation’ will be needed to model the effects of stronger standards on
competitiveness (for the EU as a whole and in terms of distorting competition within the EU), work
incentives and poverty traps, and so on. These affect other standards, such as health and safety standards,
environmental standards and product quality standards. However, it would be necessary to model their
effects before making more definitive proposals. This will be the subject of further work in or beyond the
Project.

Option 3: Strengthening the application of
international instruments
At the seminars and Roundtables of the project, it was argued that the Council of Europe’s European Social
Charter (revised version, 1996) and the UN’s International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural
Rights could be applied more directly in the European Union (for an introduction to their provisions, see
section 4c above).
The rights outlined in these agreements, if applied fully, would amount to a strong basis for social standards.
While the partners see added value in pressing for closer monitoring of these rights at national level, from
the point of view of this project, they could also provide added value at EU level through, for example:





An EU-level process to monitor and support their application across the EU, possibly though
a new or reinvigorated OMC process;
A treaty or political requirement that Member States incorporate their provisions into
national law, along the lines of the incorporation of the European Convention on Human
Rights in the laws of many Member States;
Use of the rights established under these agreements as a point of reference for developing
the standards referred to under Options 1 and 2 above.

Discussions on these options in the project
The three ‘models’ outlined above were discussed at a transnational partner meeting in Sofia in September
2006, an ‘expert seminar’ in Budapest in November 2006, a meeting of the European organisations affiliated
to the EAPN in March 2007 and Roundtables in the seven partner countries and regions in early 2007.
Most of the Roundtables favoured the incorporation of a process of standard-setting into the Open Method
of Coordination. However in Finland there was a concern that if standards were to be set uniformly at the
level acceptable to those with the lowest standards, this might lead to standards in other countries and
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regions drifting gradually downwards. If there were uniform EU level minimum social standards, they
might set a new reference point, possibly at a rather low level. Even standardization at the national level
has not always brought about the expected results when local conditions and individual needs are difficult
to treat in a uniform way.
There was general agreement that a ‘step by step’ process is most useful, building consensus with public
debates and social impact assessments, rather than presenting a complete set of social standards from
the project. The Finnish Roundtable felt that the priority should be to strengthen the OMC itself through
better EU-level monitoring and national enforcement. They stressed the importance of mutual learning.
The report of the Flemish Roundtable notes that the ‘…OMC is maybe not the most powerful instrument
we have at the European level, but the past has shown that proposing a more binding tool at the beginning
of the preparation of a new decision doesn’t work… At the beginning of a common process between the
Member States, it seems that you can’t expect more than the system of peer reviews and highlighting good
practices. Only in a later stage of the process can more binding tools like a guideline or a directive can
be considered… Many participants believe that a reinforced OMC is the most we can aim at’.
Some participants at the Irish Roundtable argued that the OMC could be given ‘teeth’ by linking specific
targets to the amount of funding available.
Many of the regional Roundtables argued for a Directive, although it was agreed that this is the most
difficult approach to implement politically. The Bulgarian Roundtable came out strongly in favour of a
binding legal instrument to enforce social standards – ‘…participants unanimously agreed that neither the
national policies, nor the Open Method of Coordination, could play [an] important role in setting social
standards in the country…’ They say that if this is not pursued, Bulgarian public opinion will soon consider
the ‘EU as an economic and environmental union of political and economic elites and not as a union of
people with social engagements of policies. In fact the consensus in Bulgarian society on EU integration
was mainly based on the expectation that this would engender improvements in living standards.’
The Bulgarian Roundtable was less confident about the impact of the (revised) European Social Charter
(ESC), which has produced few results so far owing to its vague language and flexible interpretation.
However, in Norway there was more optimism about the introduction of ESC Article 13 on the right to social
and medical assistance into national legislation.
The Irish Roundtable noted the problems for individuals in vindicating their social rights and setting
precedents in the European Courts (both EU and Council of Europe) since ‘it is not individuals who
experience poverty that proceed to the European Court of Human Rights. For example, who can bring a
case about child poverty?’ The Finnish delegation also sees the enforcement of social rights through the
court system as problematic, but also states that access to ‘information about legal rights and the right
of appeal in case of violation of the rights should be guaranteed to everyone.’
The Irish Roundtable toyed with the idea of using a strengthened European Charter of Fundamental Rights
to set social standards, but says there is need for legal clarification on how it will operate within the
Reform Treaty. Ireland sees the potential for a Directive on social standards if the Reform Treaty is passed,
and also the possibility of using the Treaty to integrate social standards into the Growth and Stability Pact
(which only contains economic and human rights standards).
The Finnish Roundtable proposed that the role of NGOs in monitoring and supervising the procedural
requirements should be made more efficient, because the NGOs are linked to the people and can
contribute to the setting up of the standards.
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Annex I
Recognition of fundamental social rights at European level

Note: This is a shortened version of the Annex compiled for the paper on Main Issues in Setting Minimum
Social Standards at EU Level, written for the project by Ramón Peña Casas, Observatoire Social Européen.
The full paper is on the research section of www.eapn.ie/standards.
This annex is based on information retrieved and compiled from the web sites of European Parliament and
European Commission DG Home and Justice Affairs.

1. The European Social Charter (Council of Europe)
The European Social Charter (ESC) can be seen as the ‘social counterpart’ of the European Convention
on Human Rights (ECHR). Like the ECHR, it emerged from the Council of Europe and since 1961 has
been signed by 47 countries. This includes all the Council of Europe Member States, which means that
all the states have accepted its principles and rights. Forty of the countries have ratified the European
Social Charter of which 16 countries are still bound to the 1961 Charter and 24 are committed to the 1996
Charter, though with reservations and derogations in some cases.
The ESC requires the signatory states to take legal and administrative measures in the areas of working
life and social security. Although it does not provide for any real sanctions for infringing the rules it can
generate negative publicity: it obliges the signatory states to send a report every four years to the Committee of Experts, which then identifies infringements and submits proposals for changes. As a result, the
ESC has had a major influence on the legislation of the signatory states, this being especially true of the
first twenty years of its existence. In the 1970s, for example, the United Kingdom and Denmark amended
their Merchant Shipping Acts because they contravened the prohibition of forced labour referred to in Article 1(1) of the ESC.
The EU itself is not a party to the ESC. In the preamble to the 1987 Single European Act (SEA) the Member States of the Community nevertheless referred to the fundamental rights recognised in the European
Social Charter, notably freedom, equality and social justice. This declaration is now also to be found in
the preamble to the Treaty on European Union (fourth recital). The European Court of Justice has also referred to the ESC on several occasions in its judgements and uses it as a source of legal findings when
establishing general principles of Community law.
Articles 1-31 under the following clusters show the rights guaranteed by the Charter as they concern all
individuals in their daily lives:
Housing:
 access to adequate and affordable housing;
 reduction of homelessness; housing policy targeted at all disadvantaged categories;
 procedures to limit forced eviction;
 equal access for non-nationals to social housing and housing benefits;
 housing construction and housing benefits related to family needs.
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Health:

Education:







accessible, effective health care facilities for the entire population
policy for preventing illness with, in particular, the guarantee of a healthy environment
elimination of occupational hazards so as to ensure that health and safety at work are
provided for by law and guaranteed in practice
protection of maternity

 free primary and secondary education
 free and effective vocational guidance services
 access to initial training (general and vocational secondary education), university and
non-university higher education, vocational training, including continuing training
 special measures for foreign residents
 integration of children with disabilities into mainstream schooling
 access to education and vocational training for persons with disabilities

Employment:













prohibition of forced labour
prohibition of the employment of children under the age of 15
special working conditions between 15 and 18 years of age
the right to earn one’s living in an occupation freely entered upon
an economic and social policy designed to ensure full employment
fair working conditions as regards pay and working hours
protection from sexual and psychological harassment
freedom to form trade unions and employers’ organisations to defend economic and
social interests; individual freedom to decide whether or not to join them
promotion of joint consultation, collective bargaining, conciliation and voluntary
arbitration
protection in case of dismissal
the right to strike
access to work for persons with disabilities

Legal and social protection:
 legal status of the child
 treatment of young offenders
 protection from ill-treatment and abuse
 prohibition of any form of exploitation (sexual or other)
 legal protection of the family (equality of spouses within the couple and towards
children, protection of children in case the family breaks up)
 the right to social security, social welfare and social services
 the right to be protected against poverty and social exclusion
 childcare
 special measures catering for the elderly
Movement of persons:
 the right to family reunion
 the right of nationals to leave the country
 procedural safeguards in the event of expulsion
 simplification of immigration formalities
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Non–discrimination:
 the right of women and men to equal treatment and equal opportunities in employment
 a guarantee to all nationals and foreigners legally resident and/or working that all the
rights set out in the Charter apply regardless of race, sex, age, colour, language,
religion, opinions, national origin, social background, state of health or association with
a national minority
 prohibition of discrimination on the basis of family responsibilities
 right of persons with disabilities to social integration and participation in the life of the
community.
A question that has yet to be answered is whether the EU, or EC, should itself accede to the ESC (and to
the ECHR). Parliament has always favoured this, but the Court of Justice takes the view that the EC lacks
a legal basis for such action. The two charters might, however, be incorporated into Community law without formal accession. A particular problem with accession is that, as the two charters would rank higher
than EU law, it would have to be possible for the case law of the European Court of Justice to be reviewed
by the European Court of Human Rights in Strasbourg.

2. The Community Charter of the Fundamental Social Rights of Workers
The Community Charter of the Fundamental Social Rights of Workers of 9 December 1989 was signed at
the time by all the EC Member States except the United Kingdom. It is neither a binding legal act of the
EU, nor is it a treaty among the signatory states that is binding in international law.
It is merely a solemn declaration by the Heads of State or Government of the Member States. It should
nonetheless be used as an aid to the interpretation of the provisions of the EC Treaty, since it reflects views
and traditions common to the Member States and represents a declaration of basic principles which the
EU and its Member States intend to respect18. Together with the action programme for implementing the
Community Charter, which has also been approved by the Heads of State or Government, it is therefore
used by the Commission as a basis for justifying many of the directives it proposes.
Title I of the Community Charter of the Fundamental Social Rights of Workers details rights in the following areas:
 freedom of movement;

 employment and remuneration;

 improvement of living and working conditions;
 social protection;

 freedom of association and collective bargaining;
 vocational training;

 equal treatment of men and women;


information, consultation and participation of workers;

 health protection and safety at the workplace;
 protection of children and adolescents;
 elderly persons;

 disabled persons.
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Title II of the Community Charter makes it clear that the Member States are generally responsible for
guaranteeing fundamental social rights in accordance with national practices. The EU takes action only
inasmuch as Articles 29 and 30 of the Charter require the Commission to draw up an annual report on
the application of the Charter and to forward it to the Council, Parliament and the Economic and Social
Committee. As a consequence, it has already been stated in the literature that the ESC of the Council of
Europe (see 1 above) affords better protection of fundamental social rights than the EU Member States’
Community Charter. Now that the Treaty of Amsterdam has helped fundamental social rights to find their
place in the preamble to the EU Treaty, the Court of Justice might take greater account of them – as the
‘driving force of integration’ – in its case law on fundamental rights, and so make them an important element of the system of fundamental rights.

3. The Charter of Fundamental Rights of the EU
The Charter was proclaimed at the European Council in Nice on 7 December 2000, by the presidents of
the Council, the European Parliament and the Commission. However, it was not then incorporated into the
Treaties establishing the European Union. As pressure for the Charter to be given full legal status was unequivocal during the drawing up of it. The European Parliament came down firmly in favour of a binding
legal document, integrated into the Treaties, as did the Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions. Civil society representatives are virtually unanimous in their support.
Accordingly, the Convention on the Future of Europe proposed to incorporate the Charter on fundamental
rights as the second part of the draft Constitution which was submitted to the Thessaloniki European
Council on 20 June 2003.
The text submitted by the Convention served as the basis for the work of the Intergovernmental Conference, which brought together the representatives of the governments of the 25 current Member States,
the European Commission and the European Parliament. The three candidate countries - Bulgaria, Romania and Turkey - also took part in all the meetings of the IGC.
At the European Council in Brussels on 17 and 18 June 2004, the IGC brought its work to an end after
eight months of negotiations, with agreement having been reached between the governments of the 25
Member States.
The Charter has been incorporated as the second part of the draft European Constitution, which is in the
process of ratification by the 25 Member States of the European Union.
On 29 October 2004, Heads of State or government and Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the 25 Member
States of the European Union signed in Rome the Treaty establishing a Constitution for Europe. Currently
Member States are in the process of ratifying the Constitution in accordance with their respective internal requirements (i.e. by parliamentary procedure and/or by referendum). This process is expected to last
about two years. Consequently the Charter is not yet a binding legal document.
Is the Charter just a wish list with no binding power? According to the Commission, since December 2000
the Charter has increasingly made its existence felt. More and more EU citizens are referring to its provisions in the letters, petitions and complaints they send to the European Parliament and Commission. The
proclamation in December 2000 represented a solemn commitment by three institutions - the European
Parliament, the Council and the Commission - to respect the Charter.
While awaiting the ratification of the European Constitution by 1st November 2006 by Member States of
the Union, and despite the uncertainty surrounding the ratification actually, it is obvious that the Coun-
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cil of Ministers of the European Union and the European Commission cannot ignore, when they act in a
legislative capacity, a text prepared at the behest of the European Council (the heads of state and government of Member States), and by every national and European source of legitimacy - the European Parliament, national parliaments, representatives of Member State governments and the Commission - united
within a single framework. Similarly, the Court of Justice of the European Communities and national courts
are already drawing inspiration from it. The Charter is becoming binding through its being interpreted as
enshrining the general principles of Community law.

The social rights included in the Charter are declined as follows:
Chapter I - Dignity
Article 1: Human dignity
Human dignity is inviolable. It must be respected and protected.

Chapter II - Freedoms
Article 14: Right to education
1. Everyone has the right to education and to have access to vocational and continuing training.
2. This right includes the possibility to receive free compulsory education.
3. The freedom to found educational establishments with due respect for democratic principles and the
right of parents to ensure the education and teaching of their children in conformity with their religious,
philosophical and pedagogical convictions shall be respected, in accordance with the national laws governing the exercise of such freedom and right.
Article 15: Freedom to choose an occupation and right to engage in work
1. Everyone has the right to engage in work and to pursue a freely chosen or accepted occupation.
2. Every citizen of the Union has the freedom to seek employment, to work, to exercise the right of establishment and to provide services in any Member State.
3. Nationals of third countries who are authorised to work in the territories of the Member States are entitled to working conditions equivalent to those of citizens of the Union.
Chapter IV - Solidarity
Article 34: Social security and social assistance
1. The Union recognises and respects the entitlement to social security benefits and social services providing protection in cases such as maternity, illness, industrial accidents, dependency or old age, and in
the case of loss of employment, in accordance with the procedures laid down by Community law and national laws and practices.
2. Everyone residing and moving legally within the European Union is entitled to social security benefits
and social advantages in accordance with Community law and national laws and practices.
3. In order to combat social exclusion and poverty, the Union recognises and respects the right to social
and housing assistance so as to ensure a decent existence for all those who lack sufficient resources, in
accordance with the procedures laid down by Community law and national laws and practices.
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Article 35: Health care
Everyone has the right of access to preventive health care and the right to benefit from medical treatment under the conditions established by national laws and practices. A high level of human health
protection shall be ensured in the definition and implementation of all Union policies and activities.
Article 36: Access to services of general economic interest
The Union recognises and respects access to services of general economic interest as provided for in national laws and practices, in accordance with the Treaty establishing the European Community, in order
to promote the social and territorial cohesion of the Union.
Article 37 : Environmental protection
A high level of environmental protection and the improvement of the quality of the environment must be
integrated into the policies of the Union and ensured in accordance with the principle of sustainable development.
Article 38 : Consumer Protection
Union policies shall ensure a high level of consumer protection.
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Annex II
Definition of minimum income standards
‘Definition of minimum income standards’ by John Veit-Wilson,
published in Routledge International Encyclopaedia of Social Policy 2006.
Minimum income standards (MIS) are political criteria openly or implicitly used by some governments to assess
the adequacy of income levels for some given minimum real level of living, for a given period of time, for some
section or all of the population, embodied in or symbolised by a formal administrative instrument or other
construct.
Veit-Wilson coined the phrase in 1994 to distinguish governmental standards from two other measures
commonly used in assessing minimum income adequacy – (1) the variety of normative and empirical social
science measures used to conceptualise, define and measure income poverty (poverty lines); and (2) the levels
of social assistance benefits (sometimes called ‘official poverty lines’). The three measures differ in terms of
the scientific or political credibility of their adequacy standards. Scientific findings about a society’s standards
of minimal income adequacy should be valid irrespective of their political or economic implications. Conversely,
social assistance benefit levels are based on political considerations of feasibility and cost, rarely on evidence
of adequacy. By contrast, MIS are based on politically-credible indications of adequacy, and reflect a
government’s values and ideology, as well as electoral considerations. Note, however, that governments do not
themselves use the term MIS for their criteria, and some subsequent authors wrongly use it for social assistance
measures generally, confusing the normative standard with the minimum provision.
Governments use MIS for any or all of three types of purpose –





As guidelines towards setting some level of the different tiers of the income maintenance
system, such as minimum wage rates, income tax thresholds and judicial minimum
inalienable incomes, contributory social security benefits or means-tested social
assistance and related benefits. Formulae are commonly used to express various benefits
as proportions of the MIS.
As criteria of the adequacy of various parts of the income maintenance system to
achieve politically acceptable levels of living.
As measures for identifying and counting population groups ‘in poverty’ for statistical
purposes and calculating the poverty gap by this measure, and also for establishing
eligibility for income maintenance or other programmes for low-income households.

MIS – or, rather, the constructs or administrative instruments in which they are embodied – are not
necessarily used to guide only the very lowest tier of the income maintenance system (usually social
assistance for the poorest). Veit-Wilson’s international study (1998) found only ten countries using MIS
at that time, and eight related to higher tiers. The OECD study (Eardley, T. et al. (1996), Social Assistance
in OECD Countries, London: HMSO) found 24 countries with social assistance schemes. Although these
are commonly assumed to reflect some defined low level of living (whether or not empirical evidence
shows it can be achieved at those income levels), many do not claim to meet participation standards of
adequacy to avoid social exclusion.
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The instruments or constructs used by different governments to symbolise or embody MIS included –




Statutory minimum wage provisions, implying that the fully employed worker
should earn an income adequate for social participation.
Minimum state pension levels, achieved by political consensus on adequacy.
Empirical measures of the cost of low levels of living, based on public attitude
research, low income households’ actual consumption patterns, or budget
studies to construct modest levels of living.

If not annually negotiated, the basis of such instruments is reviewed periodically (rebased) and in
intervening years the base figures are often updated in relation to some price or earnings index. Income
maintenance provisions themselves are generally uprated following political guidelines, which may include
the guidance of the MIS.
Government choices reflect their various conventional values, discourses and assumptions about issues
such as whether the MIS should reflect incomes adequate for all citizens or only for lower-status people
– the question of social stratification – and whether the MIS should relate to people’s normal expected
income source (average or minimum wages) or only to the state’s responsibility for ensuring adequate
income maintenance in the absence of earnings. The choice also depends on whether MIS policy makers
perceive adequate levels of living in terms of their composition and costs (budget standards), political or
popular consensus about minimum tolerable levels (attitudinal standards), or their relationship to other
indicators (statistical standards). The political considerations for an effective MIS include public
acceptability, statistical or other methodological defensibility, and operational feasibility (Citro, C. and
Michael, R. (eds.) (1995), Measuring Poverty: A new approach, Washington DC: National Academy Press).

Further reading
Veit-Wilson, J. (1998), Setting Adequacy Standards: How governments define minimum incomes, Bristol:
The Policy Press.
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