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Foreword

The European Union is a unification of sovereign 
democratic states. Democracy has been build up 
in the countries step by step during the last 150 
– 170 years. Some countries have in this process 
had many years of non-democratic regimes. 25 
years ago the fall of the Berlin Wall developed 
new democracies in the Eastern and Central Eu-
ropean Countries. Democracy has mainly related 
to the internal development in the nation states 
on national and local level, that the citizens have 
become familiar with. 

International cooperation, also the cooperation in 
Europa between states was for many years mainly 
a cooperation involving the head of states, gov-
ernments and their ministers and diplomats. 

The European Union is changing the character of 
cooperation in Europe, and has made it more im-
portant and necessary to build up a democracy on 
European level that can interact with the demo-
cratic institutions in the nation states, civil society 
organizations and the citizen in a way making it 
visible that the European democratic cooperation 
is a strong surplus to the national democracy. 

The European Union is in a process to build up de-
mocracy. Democracy development takes time – on 
national and European level. Compromises have 
to be found to get different national democracy 
models to interact with the additional democratic 
influence on European level. 

The Lisbon Treaty is giving some answers to the 
common challenge to develop a stronger demo- 
cracy that the citizens of the EU member countries 
adapt and get under their skin as they are familiar 
with the national democracy. There is still a long 
way to go. 

The result of the election to the European-Par-
liament the 25 May 2014 documented a strong 
skepticism to the European Union among the Eu-

ropean citizens. The negative social consequences 
of the crisis, with extreme high unemployment 
and youth unemployment, increased poverty, the 
cuts in the social welfare etc. has probably had a 
strong influence to the skepticism. But it is also re-
lated to the fact that the European Union takes to 
many decisions questioning the national decisions. 

Focus has to be on how to strengthen the demo-
cratic influence of the citizens of Europe, and to 
involve the civil society organizations representing 
citizens in European politics on national and Euro-
pean level. New initiatives to deliver this in prac-
tice is demanding that the governments, national 
parliaments, and the EU institutions take a strong 
lead to develop a much stronger and real civil so-
ciety democracy.

This project aims to inspire this political process to 
develop the European Democracy. All partner or-
ganizations are NGO’s, most on national level but 
all are also very active in European Civil Society Or-
ganizations and one organization SOLIDAR, and 
has as a European organization a strong role in the 
network of European NGO’s. 

National Governments and Parliaments, The Euro-
pean Council, The members of the European-Par-
liament and the Commission are strongly asked to 
take a leading role in realizing the recommenda-
tions in the report. 

The NGO’s and CSO’s in Europe – on national and 
European level are foreseen to play a crucial role 
as the representatives for citizens, civil society, to 
be interlocutors to build up a stronger and more 
confident democracy in Europe with a strong and 
trustful interaction between all the democratic ac-
tors and levels. 

3



Preamble 

This project has only been possible because  
of the financial support from the EU Europe for  
Citizens programme - Action 2, Measure 3.  
Decision No 2013 - 2270/ 001 - 001.
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Introduction 

The Treaty of Lisbon adopted in 2009, states 
that the European Union is working for Europe’s 
sustainable development and to promote Europe-
an democracy. According to the European Com-
mission, this treaty puts the citizen’s back on the 
heart of the European Union and its institutions. 
It aims to revive the citizen’s interest in the EU 
and its achievements, which sometimes appear 
too remote. Against this background, the Treaty 
includes a number of provisions to facilitate and 
reinforce citizens’direct participation in the func-
tioning and development of the EU as well as to 
engage citizens more effectively in the EU deci-
sion-making process.

However, as it has been clearly shown by the 
results of the European Parliament elections 
2014, we assist today in many Member States, 
particularly the ones most affected by the eco-
nomic crisis, to a decrease of participation and 
trust in the European project by its citizens which 
takes the form either of lack of participation and 
engagement or most worrying, of the rise of rad-
ical, right- wing extremist, xenophobic, populist 
and anti-European movements.  This fact calls 
for the need to restore trust and credibility in the 
capacity of democracy to find a solution towards 
tackling the most urgent social needs and unem-
ployment within the EU. 

In the light of these developments, this Report of 
the Europe for Citizens funded project “Real civil 
society democracy in Europe” analyses the state 
of civil society involvement in democratic process-
es in the EU Member States of the partner organ-
isations and at EU level, point out deficits and ar-
eas for improvements, and recommends specific 
policies and a model for more real civil society de-
mocracy at the European and Member State level. 
It thus reflects the outcome and third aim of the 
“Real civil society democracy in Europe” project: 

Aims of the “Real civil society democracy” 
project:

1. As part of the European Year 2013 Europe 
for Citizens to increase the knowledge in 
civil society organisations in EU countries 
and at European level about their rights 
and possibilities democratically to influ-
ence the EU policy decision making pro-
cesses in the national parliaments and in 
the EU institutions because of the Lisbon 
Treaty and the annex The Charter for 
Fundamental Rights, and because of the 
models/systems used in the countries to 
give citizens and civil society organisations 
access to influence.

2. To train and build up the capacity in the 
civil society organisations to demand a 
strong role as important actors at national 
and European level in the decision making 
processes, in the public political debate 
and in the implementation of the EU poli-
cy to secure a stronger citizens ownership 
to the European cooperation and to raise 
the quality of the common policy.

3. To raise awareness in the public and in the 
political systems at national and European 
level about the value of an organised  and 
systematic participatory model for involv-
ing civil society organisations in the Euro-
pean cooperation processes, and to influ-
ence the politicians to take responsibility 
for realizing it in practice inspired from the 
experiences and ideas throughout Europe.
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Building up  
European Democracy
The process of developing and improving coop-
eration and democracy on the European level is 
an ongoing one whose importance has been high-
lighted by the low participation in the European 
elections 2014. To democratize decision-making 
processes and include citizens more widely and ef-
fectively, the EU needs to   interact and cooperate 
more with national democratic institutions, and to 
develop a participatory democracy involving civil 
society, through the direct participation of citizens 
and their representative associations and organi-
sations, such as Non-Governmental Organisations 
(NGOs) and Civil Society Organisations (CSOs), as 
well as Social Partners. 

The European Union aims to be a bottom up dem-
ocratic transnational European cooperation based 
on the Member States and their citizens. Before the  
establishment of the European Community and 
now the European Union, citizens’ democratic 
rights were linked first and foremost to the directly 
elected democratic institutions like City Councils, 
Regional Councils and National Parliaments. Still, 
and despite the development of democratic rights 
on the EU level such as the right to vote in the Eu-
ropean elections, EU citizens associate their exer-
cise of democratic rights with national institutions 
they are more familiar with, such as parliamentary 
elections on Member State level, than with Euro-
pean institutions. The continuously lower turn-out 
in European elections than in national ones can be 
understood as one example of this. 

 In the different Member States, an organized civ-
il society has developed over the years featuring 
NGO´s, CSO´s, Social Partners and other kinds of 
self-governed entities. This democracy building 
process has taken place over many years, yet an 
enormous diversity of democratic cultures among 
different Member States can be witnessed. In par-
ticular the extent and character of participatory de-
mocracy is differing from Member State to Mem-
ber State. Democracies established after long term 

fascist or communist regimes have had less time 
to establish and develop both formal democracy 
and participatory politics, social and civil dialogue 
and direct participation of citizens. Furthermore, 
national traditions, history of power-sharing, type 
of parliamentary system all affect the political will 
and readiness of incumbent governments to share 
power with parliamentary forces, organized civil 
society and citizens. 

The democracy on European level was from the 
beginning based on transnational principles with 
some supra-national elements in its policy with a 
strong Commission acting on behalf of the com-
mon European interests, but still with the nation 
states and their governments as the democratic 
legitimate basis. 

As a consequence of the stronger common role to 
the EC/EU the need for a stronger role of parlia-
mentarians to be involved in the decision process 
grew. National parliamentarians were mainly re-
lated to national parliaments, who felt a strong 
need to influence European Policy. National par-
liamentarians already were represented in the 
Parliamentary Assembly in the Council of Europe. 
The first European Parliament was thus constitut-
ed of national parliamentarians appointed by the 
national parliaments. However, as more policy  
areas became integrated and thus Community 
legislation, the demands for more direct demo-
cratic control of European institutions became 
louder. The European Parliament underwent ma-
jor reform and became the only directly elected 
EU institution, which over time gained successively 
more decision-making powers and since the Trea-
ty of Lisbon officially co-legislates in the vast ma-
jority of policy areas with the Council through the 
so-called  ordinary legislative procedure. 

The turnout of the 2014 Election to the European 
Parliament and the constitution process to elect 
the “spitzenkandidat” from the biggest European 
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Party group as new President for The Commission, 
has placed the European Parliament in its stron-
gest position ever, and as the strongest directly 
elected democratic body in Europe. 

At the same time, demands by national parlia-
ments also became stronger to increase their pow-
er in regards to scrutiny and democratic control 
of national-level EU policy decisions. These powers 
have been strengthened over time and the import-
ant democratic function of national parliaments, 
as in democratic control of the EU policy decisions 
of national governments, has been affirmed and 
extended by the EU treaties and notably the Treaty 
of Lisbon. While this democratic control function 
of national parliaments should not be understood 
as an alternative, but as a supplement to the dem-
ocratic function of the European Parliament, there 
was for some years a political fight between the 
Members of the European Parliament and the 
National parliamentarians about their roles. Na-
tional parliamentarians gave up their right to be 
represented in the European Parliament, and left 
it to directly elected MEPs. When National Parlia-
mentarians argued for a stronger role, MEPS felt it 
to be an attack on their attempts to increase the 
power of the European Parliament.  

At the same time, national parliamentarians felt 
that Member State governments too often decid-
ed about European Affairs without involving na-
tional parliaments enough. Governments have his-
torically had the competence in foreign policy, but 
EU policy is no longer foreign policy, but domestic 
policy where decisions on local, regional, national 
and European level are overlapping. This overlap 
and multi-level European governance necessitate 
democratic control on multiple levels and interac-
tions and cooperation between them.  

Democracy is not a zero sum game. The demo-
cratic role of the European Parliament as the one 
of two legislative chambers and as the democratic 
control of the Commission, the European Coun-
cil and Council of Ministers can be enhanced at 
the same time as the role of national parliaments 
to control the national governments’ EU policies. 
A strengthening of both the national parliaments 
and the European Parliament’s scrutiny and dem-
ocratic control of their respective national or 
European level will improve the democratic ac-
countability and legitimacy of EU decision-making 
processes.  However, in reality the role and power 
of national parliaments in European policy is still 
very limited. 
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On European level European Networks / Alliances 
have developed in different areas of civil society 
as European actors over the past years. While na-
tional NGO´s and CSO´s are increasingly starting 
to organize themselves in European platforms and 
alliances, these are still in their initial phase and of-
ten face obstacles, such as a lack of resources and 
training, and a need to get a stronger and more 
formalized role in systematic hearing processes 
and dialogue with the EU institutions. 

The Lisbon Treaty ratified in December 2009 of-
fers new possibilities for civil society organizations, 
including the social partners, to play a participa-
tory role on the national and European level. In 
Article 11 in the Lisbon Treaty the Provisions on 
Democratic Principles in imperative is introduced 
for institutions to consult widely with civil society, 
and to give “citizens and representative associa-
tions the opportunity to make known and publicly 
exchange their views in all areas of Union action”. 
The EU institutions are also obliged in the Lisbon 
Treaty to maintain “an open, transparent and reg-
ular dialogue with representative associations and 
civil society”. 

Since 2009 until 2014 Member States and the 
EU institutions have been implementing the Lis-
bon Treaty step-by-step. The consequences of the 
crisis since 2008, and the responses to that, have 
dominated the European agenda. The European 
institutions are pushing hard to make individu-
al rights enshrined in the Lisbon Treaty visible to 
the European citizens. In some cases, the principle 
of equal rights for all EU citizens, and harmoni-
zation of different Member State policies collides 
with the very different national social and labour 
market systems. These discrepancies may well 
mobilize anti-EU sentiments, such as the idea of 
Brussels as” bureaucratic monster” that interferes 
too much with national politics, as witnessed 
during the European elections. The disillusion-
ment and frustration with European politics, the 

felt distance between EU policies and the real-life 
concerns and needs of citizens, and the economic 
pressures placed on citizens through the financial 
crisis and subsequent rise in unemployment, cuts 
in welfare provision and jobs all cater to the flour-
ishing of anti-EU populist parties and movements. 
The European Union has seemingly not given valid 
answers to the unemployed and structurally disad-
vantaged people who have felt the consequences 
and economic strains of the financial crisis. 

While social partners such as trade unions and 
employer’s associations already have formalized, 
regular and guaranteed access to decision-making 
process at the European level through Social Dia-
logue, there is no equivalent mechanism in place 
for consulting civil society organisations and citi-
zens’ organizations at EU level. While some con-
sultation mechanisms including CSOs and a range 
of informal arrangements exist, the lack of a co-
herent, formal and transparent EU level approach 
to the participation of civil society in decision-mak-
ing processes remains an obstacle to the EU’s dem-
ocratic accountability and legitimacy. 

While such a change would ideally be legally bind-
ing, most guidelines on consultation thus far are 
Commission communications and thus not bind-
ing. Even before a new legal act is adopted, im-
provements in softer forms, through i.e. codes of 
good conduct, can be effective if the relevant in-
stitutional actors understand the urgency and im-
portance of these reforms and are willing to imple-
ment them. Participatory democracy in European 
affairs is an effective way to get citizens and their 
organisations strongly involved in the building of 
the future of Europe. 
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The 7 democracy 
channels for civil  
society and EU citizens 
EU citizens have seven democracy channels to 
influence European politics. However, many 
citizens still feel that EU institutions are dis-
tant from their daily lives and that there is a 
democratic deficit within the EU. In a union of 
now 28 Member States, EU institutions have 
become larger and more complex than citizens 
might be accustomed to on the national level. 

EU citizens have the following seven channels 
to influence European politics:

• As voters and candidates in municipal and 
regional councils/parliamentary elections 
in Member States which are represented in the 
Committee of Regions influencing the EU pol-
icy directly or indirectly affecting various policy 
areas, such as employment, education, social 
and environment policy. 

• As voters and candidates in the nation-
al parliamentary elections. Parliaments in 
many Member States have scrutiny over EU 
affairs, and thus have power and leverage 
over EU policies. Voting and lobbying MPs in 
EU affairs is one way of influencing EU policy 
as a citizen. The second channel of influence 
through the parliament is linked to the election 
of national government, which is often linked 
to the support and legitimization by the nation-
al parliament. As the national government is 
represented in the European Council influenc-
ing EU policy, voters indirectly also determine 
EU policy through the election of parliament 
and government. 

• As voters and candidates in the European 
Parliament elections. It gives the citizens di-
rect influence over who represents them at the 
European Level, and allows them to interact 
in the European Law making process with the 
Council. Since the 2014 European Parliamen-
tary elections, the right to vote in the elections 

to the European Parliament also indirectly gives 
EU citizens the right to control who the next 
Commission President will be.  

• As members of trade unions or employers’ 
associations/ industry organisations to in-
fluence the role of social partners, and social-, 
labour market-, health- and safety-, employ-
ment-, industry policy etc. at European level. 
The Social Partner organisations are members 
of ETUC, Business Europa, COPA etc. 

• As members of national NGO’s and CSO’s 
to influence the national decision process in 
European Policy. National NGO’s and CSO´s 
are often members of European NGO’s/CSO’s, 
Network or Alliances influencing at the Euro-
pean level – the EU institutions – which coop-
erate as European civil society actors. 

• Through the European Ombudsman: citi-
zens can complain individually or as a business 
or civil society organization to the Ombudsman 
whose role it is to protect EU citizens’ rights 
vis-à-vis the EU institutions. The European Om-
budsman investigates complaints about malad-
ministration in EU institutions, bodies, offices, 
and agencies except the European Court of 
Justice.

• As citizens directly. Formally the Citizens Ini-
tiative where citizens (and civil society organ-
isations) can collect 1 million signatures as a 
consequence of the Lisbon Treaty, is a new and 
direct access to influence European policy. The 
use of social media is also playing a stronger 
role for citizens and civil society organisations 
to mobilise campaigns to be directed to local, 
regional, national and European authorities. 
Through public consultations, citizens can sub-
mit their views on EU legislative proposals di-
rectly to the Commission.  
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Never before in European history there have been 
so many formal and informal channels for citizens 
and civil society to influence European policy. Yet, 
many European citizens and civil society organisa-
tions still feel the European Union institutions and 
European policy far away from their daily life, and 
often the European Union only is on the agenda, 
if they can be blamed for something. The citizens’ 
ownership to the European project is too limited, 
and the European Union still needs to legitimate 
its role to the citizens. 

It is not done by centralized advertising cam-
paigns presenting all the good done by the Eu-
ropean Union. In some countries such activities 
instead provoke more to turn their neck to the 
union, and it is therefore counterproductive.
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Figure 1: The seven democracy channels for EU citizens
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Former analysis as  
a basis for the project
In April 2010 Volonteurope (CSV) presented a re-
port on a survey on “Effective consultation with 
citizens in the EU”. The analysis presented in the 
report was based on known literature and in-
volved 21 EU Member States and a big number 
of Civil Society Organisations. Among those were 
CSV, UK and FIC, Denmark, and La Ligue, France, 
all partners in the project “Real Civil Society De-
mocracy in Europe”.  The report “Effective Con-
sultation with Citizens in the EU” helped measure 
in how far the commitment inscribed in the Lisbon 
Treaty to governmental consultation with citizens 
has been fulfilled by Member States, drawing a 
mixed picture of the level of consultation in Mem-
ber States in 2010. The report It also found that 
“analyzing all forms of consultation in individual 
Member States, this report lays the foundation for 
future analysis of the efficiency and sustainability 
of “civil dialogue” across Europe”. 

The report also concluded that: “What is clear is that 
civil society organizations across Europe have a vital 
role to play in developing these commitments and 
for governments to put in place more effective con-
sultation, seeking out new channels for constructive 
conversation.” As such, CSOs can act as citizens’ 
based platforms that can build up an ownership and 
confidence among the European citizens to the Eu-
ropean project, and perceive this as a new way to 
participate in decision-making processes.  

The 2010 report is a good starting point for the 
project “Real Civil Society Democracy Europe”. 
Based on the conclusions of the report from 2010, 
the focus of this report will lie on the achieve-
ments and progress in the consultation processes 
in the EU Member States and at European level.  It 
will thus also tackle the question what needs to be 
improved in order for civil society organizations to 
participate in dialogue and consultation processes 
effectively, but also what conditions CSOs need 
to fulfill in order to make consultation processes 
legitimate and truly representative.

Based on this the project “Real Civil Society De-
mocracy Europe” will focus on building the Euro-
pean House of Democracy housing all actors from 
the individual citizen, to the civil society organiza-
tions – third sector, the public and private sector, 
and the democratic institutions and the elected 
representatives from the local, regional, national 
to the European level. Focus will therefore be on 
recommending initiatives on national and Europe-
an level to be taken to fulfill the building of de-
mocracy in Europe. 

Conclusions and key-findings in the 2010  
report: 
1. Civil society organizations (CSO’s) are in 

a unique position to act as interlocutors be-
tween individual citizens and the institutions of 
EU governance. 

2. Consultation is most effective when CSO’s 
have open access to governmental institu-
tions, where processes are transparent and 
adequate information is available where 
policy-makers actively respond to CSO’s 
concerns, and where institutions make efforts 
to include a diverse range of organizations. 

3. CSO’s themselves should seek to represent a 
diverse range of citizens’ concerns, and make 
their processes and structures as open and 
transparent as possible. 

4. In total, there are fewer countries where 
consultation is effective than there are 
Countries where consultation is ineffec-
tive.

5. Nordic countries tend to offer the most 
effective citizen consultation, with newly 
developed legislatures in the UK also scoring 
highly. 
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6. Trust between CSO’s and government has a 
major impact on the effectiveness of consul-
tation, as does the capacity of the sector in 
a given country in terms of lobbying and ad-
vocacy. 

7. For CSO’s seeing that their participation in 
consultation processes is worthwhile and that 
policy-makers respond to their input is crucial 
to their continued involvement. 

8. For governmental actors, the degree to 
which the sector is organized and can speak 
with a unified voice is key to their responsive-
ness.

9. That consultation processes are widely adver-
tised and that sufficient time is allowed for 
CSO’s to submit responses is vital to ensure 
wide participation from a diverse range of or-
ganizations. 

10. To ensure participation of a diverse range of 
CSO’s governmental institutions should enable 
participation through providing financial or 
informational resources, travel or training. 

11. Compacts’ in the style of the UK Compact are 
useful for encouraging interaction and dialogue 
between policy-makers and CSO’s, but oblig-
atory structures required by statute, such 
as the Third Sector Partnership Scheme in 
Wales, provide the most constructive forms 
of consultation.

12. European Affairs Committees (EAC’s) existing 
in the Member State Parliaments offer some 
potential to act as a channel of communica-
tion between CSO’s and policy-makers, with 
the Danish EAC a model of best practice. 
However, EAC’s vary in their powers to influ-
ence government and do not have the capacity 
to consult with CSO’s on all matters Europe-
an. Therefore, new structures are needed in 
order to act on imperatives introduced by 
the Lisbon Treaty.  
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The global picture  
in the EU countries
The Report “Effective consultation with citizen’s in the EU” did present a so-called Consultation efficacy 
index for 21 EU Member States evaluated on their high or low efficacy.

The consultation efficacy index (2010): 
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The index was based on four aspects of consul-
tation:

1. Access to proceedings

2. Transparancy of proceedings

3. Responsiveness of policy-makers to CSO’s and 
the CSO’s to the citizens they do represent. 

4. Inclusiveness of institutions to CSO’s and CSO’s 
to a diverse membership.

3 clear groupings of countries:
• Northern EU Member States where consul-

tation is largely effective

• Continental and Southern EU Member 
States where some aspects of consultation are 
effective. 

• Central and Eastern EU Member States 
where consultation is largely ineffective

• Latvia, Ireland, parts of the UK (Wales), 
Greece and Cyprus represent exceptions to 
this trend. 

In general the EU15 member states are not sur-
prisingly better developed than the new 13 Mem-
ber States coming from another political system, 
and with fewer years of membership in the EU. 
The variation is related to different historical devel-
opments, democratic cultures and traditions, the 
strength and composition of the civil society ac-
tors, and different political and institutional demo-
cratic structures in the countries. 

There seems to be a clear link between the role 
of the European Affairs Committees in the coun-
tries and the role of civil society organizations 
in the consultation processes in the EU Member 
States. Another important factor seems to be the 
strength of the coalition pushing for consultation 
mechanisms being set up. This thus serves as an 
important lesson for civil society organizations, to 
adopt a vocal strategy campaigning for access to 
consultation processes in their respective country. 
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The role of European Affairs 
Committees and the European 
Parliament – has it changed  
after the Lisbon Treaty when  
it comes to decision making,  
coordination and consultation?
COSAC – Conférence des Organes Spécialisés 
dans les Affairs Communitaires, common body for 
members of the European Affairs Committees in 
the EU Member States and representatives from 
the European Parliament is regularly producing 
reports on the role of national parliaments in Eu-
ropean affairs. Since 1989 European topics are 
discussed twice a year, but the role of national par-
liaments and the European Parliament has been 
strengthened very much since. The numberof EU 
Member States have increased from 15 to 28. The 
political areas of common interest in the EU have 
increased a lot – not only the areas covered by the 
communitarian decision process, but also a lot of 
areas covered by the Open Method of Coordina-
tion, OMC. The OMC political areas are such as 
employment-, education- and social- policy which 
is the core areas for national political decision. 

It mobilises the interest in national parliaments for 
EU affairs. It mobilizes the demand for a stronger 
role to national parliaments. It mobilises the de-
mand from national civil society – citizens and civil 
society organisations to get influence on European 
policy decisions on national and European level. 
And it creates a stronger common interest among 
national parliamentarians and civil society organ-
isations to unite to strengthen their democratic 
influence and role in the process. Both national 
parliamentarians and national civil society organ-
isations represent citizens, and demand to repre-
sent and speak on behalf of them. But many citi-
zens in the EU Member States do not feel familiar 

with the EU. Therefore there is a political ground 
for a unification of national parliamentarians and 
civil society organisations developing a systematic 
consultation, dialogue and participatory model in 
European affairs.

It does at the same time mobilise the interest 
among national parliamentarians not only to con-
trol their own government when meeting in the 
Councils /European Council, but also to play a 
stronger role at European level. Conclusion: CO-
SAC needs to be transformed to the new role after 
the Lisbon Treaty. The European Parliament work 
for a much stronger role towards the Council – 
because the Council and the European Parliament 
are the two joint law making bodies in the EU. A 
stronger role for national parliaments – European 
Affairs Committees - mandating and controlling 
their national governments in the Council, is not 
undermining the role of the European Parliament. 
It enhances the democratic, parliamentary control 
of the Council, and a strengthened cooperation is 
then a common interest. 

The role of national parliaments strengthened in 
the Lisbon Treaty but changes are needed. The 
work of COSAC has to be changed and strength-
ened. The yearly meetings of national parliamen-
tarians with European Parliamentarians in Brussels 
have to be changed. More and more national par-
liamentarians see it too irrelevant and general. The 
work has to be more specific and directed to be 
relevant. 
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The Danish European Affairs Committee has been 
a frontrunner in the work since 1972. In 2002, 
during the Danish EU Presidency and the deci-
sion on the big enlargement, the EAC proposed 
a stronger coordination among the EACs in the 
national parliaments and with the European Par-
liament. A proposal to get all EAC’s/National Par-
liaments to have a representative and to establish 
a joint COSAC Secretariat in the European Parlia-
ment Building in Brussels, as the Danish EAC has 
had for years, succeeded. 

The Danish EAC has in January 2014 presented 
“Twenty-three Recommendations – to strengthen 
the role of national parliaments in changing Euro-
pean governance”. The main argumentation for 
the recommendations is not the Lisbon Treaty, but 
that “The gradual move towards an integrated 
budgetary and economic framework in the Eu-
ropean touches upon the very heart of national 
parliamentary democracy. National Parliaments 
still have the prerogative to adopt national bud-
gets and economic policies. How can we design a 
democratic framework that matches the Europe-
an Union’s increased role and powers regarding 
economic governance while still respecting the 
prerogatives of national parliaments? And how 
can we ensure that the European citizens do not 
consider themselves alienated to the European de-
cision-making?” 

The argumentation continues: “National parlia-
ments must respond to this challenge in a clear 
and responsible manner. National Parliaments 
constitute the essential link between Europe and 
its citizens. Likewise, the European Parliament is 
an important voice for European citizens and plays 
its part extremely well. But presently the Europe-
an Parliament does not fill the gab in the field of 
economic and financial matters. It is time to realize 
that both national parliaments and the European 
Parliament each have their own distinct role. Na-
tional Parliaments and the European Parliament 
have a joint responsibility to ensure that the Euro-
pean Union becomes truly accountable and dem-
ocratic. Cooperation between parliamentarians is 
key in this regard. Provided that inter-parliamen-
tary for a focus more on purpose and outcome of 
meetings, it can contribute further to obtain this 
aim.

The Danish EAC present the following recom-
mendations - in headlines:

1. 1/3 of the national parliaments can ask the 
Commission to come up with a legislative pro-
posal.

2. A green card procedure has to be introduced 
to allow national parliaments to review and 
comment on the content of legislative pro-
posals within 10 weeks. If 1/3 of the national 
parliaments propose changes the Commission 
have to take it into account. 

3. The Commission has to take into account the 
positions of national parliaments to Green and 
White Papers.

4. A timeframe for answering the national parlia-
ments have to be decided by the Commission.

5. The national parliaments can initiate the revo-
cation of the power to delegate by the legis-
lators – the Council and The European Parlia-
ment.

6. Better preparation for subsidiarity checks.

7. National parliaments have to make a list of pri-
oritized Commission proposals before the 31/1 
for the annual work programme.

8. Democratic framework for the European Eco-
nomic Governance.

9. Democratic control of the European Semester 
through National Semester in all EU Member 
States.

10. National parliaments have to be involved when 
binding reform contracts (euro-zone) are to be 
drafted and when national reform programmes 
are to be coordinated and bench marked.

11. A representative from the national parliaments 
in the EU Member States have to be invited  to 
participate at the beginning of the European 
Council meetings, just at the President of the 
European Parliament  currently is present. Na-
tional parliaments can be represented by the 
Speaker.
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12. The President for the European Council has to 
be invited to speak at the COSAC meetings to 
report. 

13. National Parliaments propose the Conference 
of EU Speakers to adopt a code of conduct on 
good inter-parliamentary meetings, 

14. Parliaments organize small scale informal meet-
ings along shared interest between groups of 
national parliament on topical EU policy

15. COSAC has  to be reformed: COSAC has to 
organize small informal meetings during its 
meetings on topical issues.

16. COSAC has to identify priority topics every year 
where national parliaments can coordinate 
their efforts. 

17. Instead of the current rotating presidency for 
COSAC is proposed a permanent leadership 
for 2½ year. 

18. The national parliaments have to deliver 
more resources for the COSAC secretariat to 
strengthen its capacity to assist the presidency 
in preparing, planning and conducting meet-
ings.

19. National Parliaments authorizes the COSAC 
Secretariat to assist national parliaments and 
the European Parliament in preparations of the 
CFSP-conference and the Article 13 Confer-
ence. 

20. To reduce the cost for the CFSP Conference the 
national parliaments take responsibility for or-
ganizing it. 

21. Parliamentary committees from national par-
liaments have to meet in smaller groups  with 
relevant members of the European Parliament 
to discuss specific topics. 

22. European Parliament rapporteurs are invited by 
national parliaments to present specific Euro-
pean legislative proposals to qualify the debate 
and decision process.

23. Members of the European Parliament inform 
on an informal basis, upon invitation, national 
parliaments about the course and content of 
negotiations in trilogies on specific proposals. 
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The situation  
in the partner countries
– The procedures and the role of civil society actors 

Denmark – the founding country  
for EAC’s, consultation and scrutiny 
processes in European Affairs

Denmark is the founding country for a strong role 
to a European Affairs Committee in the Parliament 
with a systematic mandating, scrutiny processes 
and consultation processes related to it. Why and 
how did it happen to be so? It did not happen by 
accident, but as a consequence of the negotiation 
process before the EU membership, the develop-
ment of the European Cooperation during the 
years and it has developed step by step the last 
40 years. 

The reasons for the first EAC in Denmark, named 
the Market Committee, underlining that the Euro-
pean Community mainly was a market communi-
ty, were the following:

1. The opposition in the Danish Parliament want-
ed control of the Government negotiating the 
conditions for the membership of the EC. The 
Market Committee was a control committee 
towards the government, but also introduc-
ing the principle of shared power between 
the Government and the Parliament in Euro-
pean Affairs, developing the system of man-
dates from the Committee on behalf of the 
Parliament to the Government. The Parliament 
had strong influence on the negotiation pro-
cess and the Danish European Policy line. And 
it secured a strong direct involvement of the 
Parliament in European politics. After Den-
mark became member of the EC the Market 
Committee became a permanent committee 
keeping its strong role in the Danish European 
Policy process. As a consequence of new trea-
ties, the committee changed its name to the 
European Affairs Committee.

2. Denmark usually has minority Governments, 
where it is important for the every govern-
ment to have a majority behind its position in 
the Parliament before participating in Council 
meetings. It is a parliamentary guarantee that 
the Government can negotiate on behalf of 
Denmark.  The side effect of this was and still 
is, that the EAC is one of the strongest com-
mittees in Parliament. The prime minister has 
to meet the EAC before and after meetings in 
The European Council. Ministers have to pres-
ent the Danish position and get a mandate by 
the Committee before Council meetings. 

3. The scepticism in the population to the EC/EU 
made it very important to secure at strong par-
liamentary control and influence in European 
affairs, go legitimate democratically the policy. 
The Danish Constitution – from before the es-
tablishment of the EC – demands 5/6 majori-
ty in Parliament or a referendum when more 
competence has to be given to international 
organisations/institutions, including the EC/EU. 

4. Denmark has as the rest of the Nordic coun-
tries a strong tradition and a participatory dem-
ocratic culture where the distance between cit-
izens and politicians is very short. The Danish 
citizens and civil society organisations expect 
to have direct access to information, to be 
consulted and to have the right to influence. 
Danish democratic institutions – Municipal 
Council, Regional Councils and the Parliament 
– are familiar to the Danes, and the interaction 
between citizens and civil society and the pol-
iticians is well functioning. The EU Institutions 
seems far away, more complex and still the 
same trust as to the national democratic insti-
tutions is not yet in place. The directly elected 
European Parliament is still not in a position to 
convinced citizens that the democratic control 
is in place. It makes it very relevant and neces-
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sary that the Parliament and local democratic 
bodies and civil society organisations play a vi-
tal role as the citizen-connection to the EU. 

5. Denmark has a long and strong tradition for 
consultation with civil society organisations, 
because it is seen very valuable in the political 
process, because these organisations do deliv-
er more qualified ideas and proposals and they 
are representing citizens in an organised way. 
It is very beneficial for the democratic process-
es also when it comes to European Affairs. 

6. Over the years the system has changed and 
has become a great advantage in the Danish 
decision process in European affairs. It is ad-
vantages that can be beneficial for all EU mem-
ber states in Europe. The advantages of such a 
system is:

• There is always a broad majority in the parlia-
ment behind the European policy of the coun-
try. It strengthens the negotiation position for 
a government in the European Council and in 
the Council and towards the European Com-
mission and the European Parliament. 

• The Parliament members know what is going 
on at the EU level. They know the positions of 
the rest of the EU and EU member states. They 
know what to work for, and what is possible or 
not possible, and do not start up the discussion 
when a compromise is agree. It makes it must 
easier and faster to implement EU legislation in 
the national Parliament, which is beneficial to 
the European implementation process. 

• Having consulted all relevant civil society or-
ganisations and other stakeholders on, they in-
fluence the Danish negotiation position. They 
know the status, and the can act the same way 
as the national Parliament when a compromise 

is reach, or they can off course react if they are 
dissatisfied with the result, but they know the 
reasons for it. 

• Citizens can have confidence in the process be-
cause of the process – legitimate democratic 
role in the process by the EAC. 

The elements in the Danish European 
Policy Decision Model

The Danish European Policy Decision Model con-
sists of the following    elements:

1. A strong EAC mandating and controlling the 
Government in EU affairs, with a parliamenta-
ry secretariat, independent from the Govern-
ment, servicing them.

2. A role to the specialized committees in the par-
liament in EU affairs related to their responsi-
bility. 

3. A systematic consultation and dialog process 
with specialized committees with represen-
tation of civil society organisations and other 
stakeholders in all EU policy areas. Their posi-
tion is known to the EAC, Government and the 
public before the mandate giving in the EAC. 
Apart from this there is also contact directly be-
tween civil society actors and members of the 
EAC, other parliament members and ministers. 

4. A system with open access to information for 
all citizens in Denmark via the EU Information 
Office in the Parliament, independent from 
the Government, delivering access to all docu-
ments, producing factual and neutral informa-
tion on all EU policy and policy areas. 
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5. A State-funded Board for Information and De-
bate on Europe in Denmark, funding civil so-
ciety and citizen’s project on European issues

UK
MAPPING EXERCISE QUESTIONS AND GUID-
ING/SCORING ANSWERS

Country: UK 

Partner: CSV

1. To what extent does the government (na-
tional/local) engage in dialogue and consulta-
tion with organised civil society?

(3) There is a mechanism in place which guar-
antees dialogue and consultation with a broad 
range of CSOs and on regular, systematic, ba-
sis.

The current UK Government made a new com-
mitment (2011) to transparency in public services. 
The Prime Minister, David Cameron, at the start 
of the Coalition Government, said that openness 
was at the heart of the Coalition’s purpose: “to 
radically redistribute power away from govern-
ment and to communities and people”. The Gov-
ernment also made clear its commitment for the 
UK to become “the most open and transparent 
government in the world.” 

The second Open Government Partnership UK 
National Action Plan 2013-2015, published on 27 
June 2013, set out steps towards increased open-
ness, helping to ensure that:

The public can see and understand the workings 
of their government through more transparency

The public can influence the workings of their gov-
ernment and society by participating in the policy 
processes and in the delivery of public services

The public can hold the government to account 
for its policy and delivery of public services

The Open Government Partnership Action Plan 
was created in consultation with the UK Civil So-
ciety Network; while not every commitment in the 
plan was endorsed by every named CSO, all CSOs 

involved in the drafting of the plan participated 
in the process of dialogue with government on 
the contents of this action plan. The Open Gov-
ernment Partnership Action Plan recognises that 
civil society has a critical role to play in promoting 
the rights and interests of citizens and challenging 
governments to be more accountable and respon-
sive to the public. 

The background to the UK National Action 
Plan follows from the forming of the global Open 
Government Partnership (OGP) formed in Sep-
tember 2011 (at the UN General Assembly) to 
support eligible governments to make ambitious 
and stretching commitments, in partnership with 
CSOs, to improve transparency, participation and 
accountability. The UK was one of eight founding 
countries; since then, the OGP has expanded to 
include 63 participating countries1. In order to be-
come a member of the OGP, a country must meet 
eligibility criteria:

• Fiscal transparency – the timely publication of 
essential budget documents forms the basic 
building blocks of budget accountability and 
an open budget system;

• Access to information – an access to informa-
tion law that guarantees the public’s right to 
information and access to government data is 
essential to the spirit and practice of open gov-
ernment;

• Disclosures related to elected or senior public 
officials – rules that require public disclosure of 
income and assets of elected and senior pub-
lic official are essential to anti-corruption and 
open, accountable government;

• Citizen engagement – open government re-
quires openness to citizen participation and 

1 Albania, Argentina, Armenia, Australia, Azerbaijan, Brazil, 
Bulgaria, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Croatia, Czech 
Republic, Denmark, Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Estonia, 
Finland, Georgia, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Hun-
gary, Indonesia, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Jordan, Kenya, Latvia, Li-
beria, Lithuania, Macedonia, Malawi, Malta, Mexico, Moldova, 
Mongolia, Montenegro, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, 
Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Romania, Serbia, Sierra 
Leone, Slovak Republic, South Africa, South Korea, Spain, Swe-
den, Tanzania, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Ukraine, 
United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay
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engagement in policy making and governance, 
including basic protections for civil liberties.

Once a country has demonstrated it meets all four 
of the eligibility criteria and has joined the OGP, it 
must then meet the following requirements:

• Work with civil to develop an OGP national ac-
tion plan;

• Implement OGP commitments in accordance 
with the action plan timeline;

• Prepare and annual self-assessment report;

• Participate in the independent reporting mech-
anism research process;

• Contribute to peer learning across the OGP.

When a country produces its national action plan 
it has to follow three basic rules when developing 
commitments:

• Civil society participation – this is the defining 
feature of the OGP; civil society has a seat on 
the OGP Steering Committee and is represent-
ed at co-chair level; governments are expect-
ed to involve civil society organisations in the 
drafting, production and implementation of a 
country’s national action plan;

• Stretch and ambition – a country’s national ac-
tion plan should not coast on past successes or 
set out old commitments under the pretence 
that they are new; one of the intentions of the 
OGP is to have a mechanism to push govern-
ments towards taking action on issues that 
take them out of their comfort zone adopting 
an approach that is often bold and innovative;

• Making it applicable – making sure that a coun-
try’s national action plan makes commitments 
that are meaningful and impactful to deliver a 
genuinely more open, transparent and partici-
pative government.

The UK Government completed a self-assess-
ment report in April 2013 which was assessed by 
the Centre for Freedom of Information. In its Inde-
pendent Reporting Mechanism: United Kingdom 
Progress Report 2011-2013, it was pointed out – 
and the UK Government accepted it – that more 
work could have been undertaken to engage 
civil society. Since then proactive steps have been 
made, including the formation of the OGP UK Civil 
Society Network (www.opengovernment.org.uk), 
currently coordinated by a charity called Involve – 
a CSO working to embed public participation in 
government. 

The UK OGP civil society network is open to any 
representatives of UK CSOs to join and it is com-
mitted to increasing the membership of the net-
work further. As a loose network of organisations, 
there is no formal membership of the UK OGP civil 
society network. Its e-mail list has approximately 
100 members who have been involved to varying 
degrees in the UK OGP.

Thus the development of the OGP National Action 
Plan and the fact that the UK is one of the original 
founding members of the OGP confirms that in 
this country there are official mechanisms in place 
which in principle guarantee regular, broad dia-
logue and consultation with wide-ranging CSOs. 
All consultations are available online to all inter-
ested stakeholders though CSOs need to know 
about when they are published. In this point, a 
single domain for government services to make 
citizen-focused services easily accessible; where 
appropriate this is done via www.gov.uk. Citizens 
and CSOs can access both national, as well as local 
(by checking their postcode) consultations carried 
out by councils.  

Further recommendations on transparent and 
open governments, particularly the theme of 
citizen engagement, can be found on the Open 
Government Guide website, www.opengovguide.
com/topics/citizen-engagement, developed by In-
volve with inputs from other expert organisations.
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2. What sort of a role do CSOs play in consul-
tation procedures? Do they have an active 
input into proceedings or are they involved 
only as observers in a passive manner?

(3) There is a legal mechanism in place for CSOs 
to be able to observe, submit evidence and set 
agendas for consultation procedures.

The UK Government’s Compact with the voluntary 
sector was made in November 1998, and renewed 
in 2010. It considers areas such as involvement in 
policy design and consultation, funding arrange-
ments (including grants and contracts), promoting 
equality, ensuring better involvement in deliver-
ing services, and strengthening independence.
The Compact was developed by a Working Group 
including included representatives from leading 
voluntary and community sector umbrella bod-
ies, representatives from community groups and 
organisations, volunteering organisations, Coun-
cils for Voluntary Service, the National Council for 
Voluntary Organisations and Black and Minority 
Ethnic organisations.  The group consulted over 
25,000 organisations about what the Compact 
should include and the text was agreed in 1998.

A Reference Group was also set up, with mem-
bership drawn from 65 voluntary organisations, to 
act as a sounding board to the activities of the 
Working Group before and during discussion with 
Government. Almost all local authority areas have 
now developed a similar local Compact in part-
nership with the voluntary and community sector.

The Compact was agreed by the Government in 
1998 and was signed by the then Prime Minister, 
Tony Blair, but it is not in the statute books. It is 
not considered legally binding but there is a le-
gitimate expectation that its signatories (both at 
the national and local levels) will abide by their 
commitments. The failure to live up to the Com-
pact commitments has formed a part in judicial 
review cases but the Compact has not been the 
only basis for the challenge. A judge recently stat-
ed that the Compact is ‘more than a wish list’. 
The compact is accompanied by an Accountability 
and Transparency Guide, which outlines steps to 
take at national and local level if these principles 
are not followed, including dispute resolution, 
internal complaints procedures and ombudsmen 
functions.

Voluntary sector bodies state that the compact has 
achieved a great deal, such the principle of Full 
Cost Recovery and 12-week consultation. Howev-
er, implementation of the Compact is still patchy 
and the inequality in power between Government 
and voluntary organisations means there is some-
times need for a separate body to step in.

It is also important to note that the Compact is 
an agreement between the UK Government and 
CSOs in England. However, where the UK Gov-
ernment interacts with CSOs or has responsibility 
for funding services provided in Northern Ireland, 
Scotland or Wales, it will honour the commitments 
made in the Compact in relation to CSOs it funds 
in each of these areas. The Welsh Assembly Gov-
ernment, the Northern Ireland Executive and the 
Scottish Government have operational responsibil-
ities for engagement with CSOs in their respective 
areas. Each of the devolved administrations has 
existing arrangements for engagement with CSOs 
and the Compact does not override these arrange-
ments. 

Compact Voice (www.compactvoice.org.uk) rep-
resents the voluntary and community sector on 
the Compact. They are cosignatories on the na-
tional Compact and negotiated its content on be-
half of the sector, based on the views and opinions 
of their members. Compact Voice works to ensure 
that strong, effective partnerships are at the heart 
of all relationships between the voluntary sector 
and government, locally and nationally. 

3. Does the role of CSOs in policy-making 
processes go beyond consultations, therefore 
involving them in the implementation and 
evaluation of policies?

(3) CSOs play a vital role in review and evalu-
ation of policies and examples of their success 
and impact in doing so can be identified.

For example, the involvement of the OGP Civil So-
ciety Network in preparing the OGP National Ac-
tion Plan 2013-2015 is a strong example of this. 

At the regional level, the CSOs are represented 
through the CPCA regional sections, regional dec-
linations of the CNAJEP, named CRAJEP (Regional 
Council of Youth and Popular Education organi-
zations) but there is only one formal body, which 
the CESER (Regional Economic and Social Environ-
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mental Council). Paradoxically the decisions for the 
nomination of member of the CESER are made at 
the national level. The CPCA makes sure that the 
number of CSO member nominations is sufficient.

4. To what extent is public access to informa-
tion guaranteed by law? How accessible are 
government documents to the public? Are 
consultation outcomes made available to the 
public?

(3) Government documents are broadly and 
easily accessible to the public; public dissem-
ination is obligatory and information is easily 
accessible.

For example, the use of the single domain, www.
gov.uk, is aimed at ensuring that government 
documents are broadly and easily accessible to the 
public, while public dissemination of outcomes of 
consultations is obligatory and can be accessed 
through the web. 

5. How active and successful are CSOs in lob-
bying the government to meet social needs, 
and in monitoring state performance in these 
areas?

(3) CSOs play an important role and examples 
of successes and impact can be evidenced.

´The UK Compact was renewed in 2010. At the 
same time, a pledge to set up a register of lob-
byists was made by the Coalition Government in 
2010. It was originally assumed that this would 
be a comprehensive register of lobbyists and lob-
bying companies. The Transparency of Lobbying, 
Non-Party Campaigning and Trade Union Associa-
tion Bill (often referred to in the UK as the Lobby-
ing Bill) was published on 17 July 2013, originally 
intending to:

• Introduce a register of consultant lobbyists and 
establish a body to enforce registration;

• Regulate the spending of organisations that 
weren’t standing for election or registered po-
litical parties for a year prior to an election;

• Strengthen the legal requirements obliging 
trade unions to keep their list of members.

For the UK CSO sector the biggest concern is 
with Part II of the Bill, which seeks to change ex-

isting rules regarding ‘non-party campaigners’. 
These rules were originally established in the Po-
litical Parties, Elections and Referendum Act 2000 
(PPERA). The new Bill proposes to introduce a new 
definition of ‘activities for election purposes’. The 
wording of this definition in the Bill is broad and 
ambiguous. As a result, it could be interpreted to 
apply to activities CSOs carry out on a day-to-day 
basis as part of their campaigning and advocacy 
work. The Bill also proposes to widen the range of 
activities that would be included in the term ‘elec-
tion material’. This would now include advertising, 
press conferences and public events, market re-
search, canvassing, and transport. 

A concern held by CSOs is that the two amend-
ments around ‘activities for election purposes’ and 
‘election material’ could deter charities from cam-
paigning - because they may be unsure of wheth-
er the activities they are undertaking will fall into 
the scope of the new regulations, and therefore 
be breaking the law. 

Another area of concern for the CSOs are the pro-
posals that aim to restrict the amount a group or 
organisation could spend on a campaign before 
they had to register with the Electoral Commis-
sion. Presently, if a group in England spent over 
£10,000 on activities that could ‘reasonably re-
garded as intended’ to promote the success of a 
party or candidate, they had to register with the 
Electoral Commission. The proposed changes 
would mean that if a group spent over £5000 on 
activities that were ‘for the purpose of or in con-
nection with’ promoting the success of a party or 
candidate they would now have to register with 
the Electoral Commission. This is a considerable 
reduction and the proposed amendments would 
mean that the number of CSOs affected by the 
proposed changes will increase substantially.

The Bill includes new administrative and reporting 
requirements for groups that may wish to cam-
paign. Again, a concern is that this would stop 
many smaller CSO groups continuing with their 
normal campaigning activities, because they simple 
to do not have capacity to deal with the increased 
administration associated with these activities. 

The Bill also proposes to apply the new restrictions 
to the year preceding an election, but again the 
wording of the Bill is unclear and complex, making 
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it difficult for an organisation to know when their 
normal activity may be affected.

What changes were made at the reporting 
stage? 
The Bill passed a reporting stage and is now with 
the House of Lords. The proposal to change the 
definition of ‘campaigning activity’ during an elec-
tion period from the original definition contained 
in PPERA has been kept. Though the wording is 
now less restrictive to CSOs, it is still not partic-
ularly clear – and the concern is that many CSOs 
may restrict their usual campaigning and advocacy 
work just to be on the safe side.

However the new restrictions on spending and the 
widening of what activities are considered to be 
‘for election purposes’ have not been amended. 
There is concern from the CSOs that there is still a 
lot of ambiguity and uncertainty surrounding this 
definition, which could have the effect of limiting 
legitimate campaigning and lobbying from the 
sector.

The Lobbying Bill and the Compact 
Principle 1.1 of the Compact states that govern-
ment must undertake to ‘respect and uphold the 
independence of civil society organisations to de-
liver their mission, including the right to campaign, 
regardless of any relationship, financial or other-
wise, that may exist.’ Compact Voice is concerned 
that the Bill’s proposals contradict this principle, 
and will place limits on the sector’s independence 
and right to campaign.

Compact Voice has also raised concerns about 
the lack of consultation with CSOs that may be 
affected by the changes. The consultation into the 
Bill lasted for four weeks. The national Compact, 
which every government department is signed up 
to, states that ‘where it is appropriate, and enables 
meaningful engagement, conduct 12-week for-
mal written consultations, with clear explanations 
and rationale for shorter time-frames or a more 
informal approach.’ 

Practical impacts of the Bill 
Charity law means that while a charity cannot have 
a political purpose or support a particular party or 
candidate, it is perfectly within their right to cam-
paign for changes to law or policy if that change 
that would further their charitable objectives. The 

below examples highlight campaigns and lobby-
ing activity undertaken by charities that have led 
to significant changes in legislation. As it stands, 
the concern is that the Lobbying Bill will threaten 
campaigning and lobbying activity such as those 
mentioned below.

RoSPA: Campaigning to save lives with seat-
belts 
It took many years of campaigning by the Royal 
Society for the Prevention of Accidents (RoSPA) to 
get the first law regarding the wearing of seatbelts 
on the statute books. RoSPA began promoting the 
use of seatbelts back in 1960 after it became clear 
that they had a huge impact on saving lives in road 
accidents.

In 1981, Lord Nugent, the president of RoSPA, was 
able to insert an amendment to the Transport Bill. 
The amendment introduced seatbelt wearing for 
a trial period of three years. The Bill became law 
on January 31st 1983, following 21 years of cam-
paigning by RoSPA. 500 lives were saved in the 
first year of the law being passed. RoSPA’s cam-
paigning did not stop - they swiftly moved on to 
lobbying for the compulsory fitting of rear seat-
belts, which they achieved only two years later.

In 1986 when the seatbelt law came up for review, 
RoSPA lobbied successfully for its retention and 
both Houses of Parliament voted overwhelmingly 
in favour of making the requirement permanent. 
Finally, in 1991, RoSPA’s seatbelt campaign was 
fulfilled when wearing a seatbelt in the back seat 
of the car became compulsory.

NSPCC: Lobbying for a Bill to prevent child 
cruelty 
The National Society for the Prevention of Cruelty 
to Children (NSPCC) officially came into being in 
1884, and the first Prevention of Cruelty to Chil-
dren Act was passed in 1889. 

The Act, also known as the Children’s Char-
ter, was largely the result of five years of vigor-
ous lobbying by the NSPCC and its supporters. 
This ground-breaking Act was the first of its kind 
passed by Parliament that was aimed at protecting 
children from cruelty; and for the first time, British 
law could intervene in relations between parents 
and children.
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The Act was not just a crucial moment for the 
NSPCC but also for British society as we recog-
nise it today. Further campaigning and lobbying 
by the NSPCC led to the 1932 Children and Young 
Person’s Act, and then to the Act of 1933, which 
brought all existing child protection legislation into 
one Act. 

More recently, again through campaigning and 
lobbying, the NSPCC has contributed to and in-
fluenced both the Children Act in 1989, and the 
1996 Family Law Act. It has also campaigned for 
on-going legal reform - in 1996 children were 
awarded the right to give evidence by video, in-
cluding during cross-examination. 

In the past 10 years alone, and with the help of 
their supporters, NSPCC lobbying has helped: 

• Create the Child Exploitation and Online Pro-
tection Centre (CEOP) to keep children safe 
online;

• Increase the penalties for sexually abusing chil-
dren;

• Establish local safeguarding children boards 
(LSCBs) to help local agencies, like the police 
and children’s services, work together better;

• Create the new offence of “causing or allow-
ing the death of a child or vulnerable adult”, 
first used to successfully convict someone in 
2006;

• Government to pledge £13 million more to 
help support victims of sexual and domestic 
violence;

• Government to pledge £30 million over five 
years to the NSPCC to expand its helplines, the 
NSPCC Helpline and ChildLine, so that they are 
able to answer more calls for help 

Thus the two examples above show that in the UK 
CSOs play an important role in lobbying, effective-
ly, the Government, to address social needs and 
hence there are worries from CSOs and its repre-
sentatives, such as the Compact Voice, that the 
independence and the right to campaign that lies 
at the heart of thriving civil society may be under 
threat. It is a wide-spread concern that the Lob-

bying Bill could undermine the independence of 
the CSOs sector in the UK to represent stakehold-
ers, to offer voice and to constructively campaign 
within the law to bring about positive improve-
ments in communities under threat. The role of 
the voluntary sector in the design and the delivery 
of policies and public services is of vital importance 
to the well-being of society thus there is a strong 
CSO voice in the UK asking for reassurances that 
the Bill will not limit or restrict either the voice or 
activity of the voluntary sector. 

6. How effectively do CSO actors respond to 
priority concerns?

(3) CSO actors are very effective in taking up 
crucial concerns of the people they speak on 
behalf of

CSOs in the UK are very vocal about taking up the 
crucial concerns of the stakeholders they repre-
sent – see for example the two case studies pre-
sented under point 5, as well as the described re-
action and opposition to the amendments in the 
Lobbying Bill. Nevertheless, funding – or less of it 
and difficulties in accessing it – means that many 
organisations do not have sufficient resources to 
carry out effective and change-making campaign-
ing on behalf of the people they speak.

Ireland
MAPPING EXERCISE QUESTIONS AND GUID-
ING/SCORING ANSWERS

Country: Ireland

Partner: IDEAS

1. To what extent does the government (na-
tional/local) engage in dialogue and consulta-
tion with organised civil society/trade unions?

(2) The government engages with a broad 
range of CSOs/trade unions but on irregular 
basis

 (3) There is a mechanism in place which guar-
antees dialogue and consultation with a broad 
range of CSOs/trade unions and on regular, 
systematic, basis
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The Government engages with the trade unions 
in Ireland at national, sectoral, and enterprise 
levels both directly, and indirectly(through state 
established industrial relations institutions eg the 
Labour Relations Commission, the Labour Court). 
At national level, the trade unions in Ireland are af-
filiated to the national representative trade union 
institution, the Irish Congress of Trade Unions 
(ICTU). Through the ICTU, the trade unions in Ire-
land engage with the Government and employers 
on national issues.

In the public services, the Government and the 
trade unions nationally have negotiated an agree-
ment ( the Haddington Road agreement) on job 
security, pay and conditions covering all public 
service workers. This agreement will apply for a 
period of three (3) years from 1st July 2013.

There is a clause in the agreement enabling the 
parties to it to meet and discuss any changes in 
the commitments and assumptions underlying this 
agreement. There is also an implementation clause 
in the agreement providing that meetings be-
tween public service management and the unions 
will take place to address implementation and in-
terpretation issues arising under the agreement.

The Services, Industrial, professional, Technical 
Union (SIPTU), the largest union in Ireland, and 
other unions also engage in dialogue and consul-
tation with Government on economic and sectoral 
issues at different levels. For example, SIPTU makes 
a regular annual budget submission to the Gov-
ernment in advance of the national budget being 
finalized by Government covering the union’s rec-
ommendations to Government on matters such as  
taxation, welfare benefits, employment growth 
etc.

Also at national level, the trade unions make rep-
resentations to the Government and various Dail 
(parliamentary) committees on a variety of differ-
ent issues including eg on pending national and 
European legislation, and on new proposed in-
dustrial relations structure and organisations, and 
on the minimum wage and joint Labour commit-
tees. Furthermore, unions also make submissions 
to Government on new union inspired initiatives 
eg SIPTU’s recent submission to the Government’s 
Apprenticeship Review Committee.

Depending on the issue, unions form alliances 
with other CSO’s to lobby and make representa-
tions to Government eg on equality and migrant 
rights issues.

The trade unions also engage with individual po-
litical parties, particularly those with similar aims 
and philosophies to the unions aims, on a variety 
of different issues. 

At local government levels, SIPTU and other unions 
would also make representations to the local au-
thorities on various issues eg on matters affecting 
workers in the local authorities.

2. What sort of a role do CSOs/trade unions 
play in consultation procedures? Do they 
have an active input into proceedings or are 
they involved only as observers in a passive 
manner?

(2) CSOs/trade unions are able to observe, sub-
mit evidence and set agendas

(3) There is a legal mechanism in place for 
CSOs/trade unions to be able to observe, sub-
mit evidence and set agendas for consultation 
procedures

In Ireland, both situations exist. 

At the public services level, the national agreement 
outline in (1) above covering pay and conditions of 
public service workers includes both review, inter-
pretation and implementation clauses.

In a number of sectors, Joint Labour Committees 
(JLCs) exist. These are joint union-management 
bodies with the capacity to set minimum wages 
in a number of low paid sectors. These structures 
were recently reviewed, and SIPTU made submis-
sions to Government in relation to the Govern-
ment appointed review group on JLCs and Regis-
tered Employment Agreements (REAs). SIPTU also 
appeared before the Select Joint Parliamentary 
sub-committee on Jobs, Enterprise and Innovation 
in this context.

Unions through the ICTU also have a presence on 
a number of Government appointed economic 
and social bodies eg the National Economic and 
Social Council., the Central Bank.
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Low paid workers were targeted through a cut in 
the hourly minimum wage by C1 to C7.65 per 
hour under the Governments 2011 budget. Fol-
lowing a determined campaign by trade unions 
and civil society organisations, the new Govern-
ment restored the minimum wage to its previous 
level of C8.65 per hour.

3. Does the role of CSOs in policy-making 
processes go beyond consultations, therefore 
involving them in the implementation and 
evaluation of policies?

(1) CSOs have a limited role in review and eval-
uation of policies

(2) CSOs have active role in review and evalua-
tion of policies but impact is limited 

Following the uni-lateral by Government and em-
ployers from the nationally negotiated and agreed 
tri-partite agreement on pay, conditions and eco-
nomic and social issues in 2010, and the subse-
quent dilution of trade union input into policy 
formulation, implementation and evaluation, the 
unions negotiated a collective agreement cover-
ing all public service workers in Ireland as outlined 
above. This sustained to an extent the unions in-
volvement in policy evaluation and review.

As mentioned above in (2), low paid workers were 
targeted through a cut in the hourly minimum 
wage by C1 to C7.65 per hour under the Gov-
ernments 2011 budget. Following a determined 
campaign by trade unions and civil society organ-
isations, the new Government restored the mini-
mum wage to its previous level of C8.65 per hour.

Health and safety legislation is another area where 
the unions are very active in making submissions 
to Government, both on new safety provisions and 
on the effectiveness of existing safety legislation.

4. To what extent is public access to informa-
tion guaranteed by law? How accessible are 
government documents to the public? Are 
consultation outcomes made available to the 
public?

(2) Legislation regarding public access to infor-
mation is in place, but in practice it is difficult 
to obtain goverment documents; public dis-
semination is obligatory but in practice difficult 
to access

(3) Government documents are broadly and 
easily accessible to the public; public dissem-
ination is obligatory and information is easily 
accessible

Freedom of Information Act

The Freedom of Information Act came into effect 
on 21 April, 1998 and was amended on 11 April 
2003. This Act gives citizens the right to access 
records held by Government Departments and 
certain public bodies. You do not have to give a 
reason as to why you want to see any records. The 
Government Department or body must give you 
an explanation if you are not given what you ask 
for. A decision on your application must normally 
be made within 4 weeks.

What information can be asked for?

Citizens can ask for the following records held by 
Government Departments or certain public bod-
ies:

• any records relating to you personally, when-
ever created;

• all other records created after 21 April, 1998;

• A “record” can be a paper document, informa-
tion held on computer, printouts, maps, plans, 
microfilm, microfiche, audio-visual material, 
etc.

Is payment required for getting information 
under FOI? 

There are basically two types of charges that apply 
under the Freedom of Information Act:

• Fees that accompany a request for a record: 
A fee of C15 must accompany a request for 
records other than records containing only 
personal information relating to yourself. A re-
duced fee of C10 applies in relation to such a 
request if you are covered by a medical card. 
Neither fee applies if the request is for personal 
information relating to yourself.
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• Fees/deposits in relation to the cost of search 
and retrieval and copying of records released: 
You can also be charged for the time spent 
finding records that are to be given to you, and 
for any photocopying costs incurred by the 
public body in providing material to you. Such 
costs are very unlikely to arise in the case of 
personal information. You cannot be charged 
for the time spent on deciding whether or not 
to grant your request.

Government Departments

All Government Departments have websites that 
can be accessed for reports, documentation, pol-
icy documents, discussion documents etc. These 
are listed at www.gov.ie . Furthermore many gov-
ernment established organisations eg Health and 
Safety Authority also have their own websites.

Employment law

Information on employment rights, state concili-
ation services, codes of practice and the Labour 
Court is available on these specific bodies’ web-
sites.

Although much Government information is avail-
able, the challenge is to know where it is available, 
and to be able to access it.

5. How active and succesful are CSOs in lob-
bying the government to meet social needs, 
and in monitoring state performance in these 
areas?

(2) CSOs are active but the impact is limited

(3) CSOs play an important role and examples 
of successes and impact can be evidenced

Trade unions are both active and effective in lob-
bying the Government on social issues, but up to 
a point. There are still established social dialogue 
channels between the trade unions and the Gov-
ernment, particularly with Government political 
parties who would have a similar philosophy to 
trade unions.

Examples of successful lobbying would include the 
reversal of the minimum wage cut and the negoti-
ation of the Haddington Road agreement covering 
public service workers.

A further example of partially scuccessful trade 
union lobbying is in the area of outsourcing and 
sale of state assets eg Electricity Supply Boards 
power generation capacity.

There is a clause in the Irish constitution under-
pinning the right to become a member of a trade 
union. However, this does not guarantee the right 
to collective bargaining. The trade unions have 
mounted a significant campaign to secure the 
right to collective bargaining  br enshrined in law. 
Some success in this campaign is evident in the 
commitment of the Tanaiste ( deputy primeminis-
ter) to deliver on the right to collective bargaining 
in the Programme for Government.

6. How effectively do CSO actors respond to 
priority concerns?

(3) CSO actors are very effective in taking up 
crucial concerns of the people they speak on 
behalf of

Trade unions in Ireland are very effective in taking 
up many issues of critical concern, both for union 
members but also for non-union members. This is 
their “raison d’etre”, their reason for being. The 
range of issues unions take up ( see many exam-
ples above) cover almost all the economic, social, 
technological, and political dimensions affecting 
all workers and citizens in general. These include 
wages and conditions, employment, unemploy-
ment, emigration, social welfare, health and safe-
ty, outsourcing, labour laws, employment rights, 
education and training, apprenticeships, equality 
etc.

But trade unions cannot ignore the political and 
economic realities of the countries their members 
are working and living in. Unions must continue 
to organise workers and to work with other CSOs 
to redress these challenges for the benefit of all. 
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Italy 
CSOs dialogue and consultation in Italy
1.To what extent does the government (na-
tional / local) engage in dialogue and consul-
tation with civil social organization ?

In Italy there isn’t a national mechanism in place 
that guarantees dialogue and consultation with a 
broad range of Civil Society Organizations (CSOs) 
on regular and systematic basis. From 2000 to 
present, the government’s dialogue with CSOs 
has decreased. The government seldom engages 
in dialogue and consultation, and it only does as 
much with a small number of CSOs. This dialogue 
depends on several factors:

• The national and local governments’ political 
will;

• CSO capacity to self-organize; the size and 
number of associations. In Italy there are about 
400 000 voluntary associations. Many associa-
tions are either small or very small. In Italy there 
is no law guaranteeing the effective represen-
tation of associations and trade union organi-
zations.

In 1997, the “National Forum of the Third Sector,” 
a nationwide network which includes 74 voluntary 
associations, non-profit enterprises, cooperatives 
and networks of associations, was established. The 
main objectives of the Forum are: the social and 
political representation of voluntary and non-prof-
it organizations; the coordination and support of 
associations belonging to the Forum; voicing con-
cerns of member organisations; and advance so-
cial justice. In 1999, in a document, the centre-left 
government recognized that the Forum represents 
CSOs. The Government committed to dialogue in 
the field of social policies and to give tax breaks to 
charities and non-profit organisations.

The 1991-2001 period is crucial for the recogni-
tion of CSO participation. Yet, since 2001, with 
the centre-right governments, social dialogue and 
consultation have decreased.

In 2000, the National Forum of the Third Sector 
joined CNEL (the National Council on Economy 
and Employment). CNEL is the parliament and 

government’s advisory body in economic and so-
cial development affairs.

At the local level, since 2000 (Law 328/2000), 
there is a mechanism in place that guarantees 
that dialogue. Every three years, public institutions 
program social policies and local development 
through the “Area Plan”. CSOs and trade unions 
are involved in this programming with the aim of:

• Analysing the needs and problems of the pop-
ulation,

• Defining objectives, priorities, resources in so-
cial services and health, 

• Organising  government services network and 
non-profit associations.

Social and health services are not uniform across 
the country. In the north, government services are 
more efficient than in the south. Area Plans have 
not been established in all Italian municipalities; 
and most municipalities do not involve CSOs in the 
planning stage. For this reason, CSOs believe that 
law 328/200 did not work and ask for it to be ef-
fectively applied across the country.

Local governments engage in dialogue and con-
sultations with trade unions. Every year, in several 
municipalities in the centre and north-central Italy, 
trade unions present the local government (i.e.: 
the mayor) a platform with their demands. This 
form of dialogue and consultation is called “so-
cial negotiation.” This is not regulated by a law; 
it seeks investments in social and public health 
services for seniors, families, children, disability, 
unemployed, immigrants, women, and recover-
ing drug addicts. These negotiations between City 
Hall and the unions generally result in an agree-
ment between the parties. Today, because of the 
crisis and the lack of economic resources, many 
local authorities refuse to discuss how to allocate 
resources and to engage in dialogue and consulta-
tion with trade union organization.

In 2011, following the reforms concerning the Ital-
ian Constitution, Article 118 affirmed that CSOs 
must have public goals as their main objectives 
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and that the State should encourage their ‘self-or-
ganization and activity’.

2. What sort of a role do CSOs play in consul-
tation procedures? Do they have an active 
input into proceedings or are they involved 
only as observers in a passive manner?
CSOs aren’t passive observers in consultation pro-
cedures: they are able to submit evidence to the 
national and local governments, but they are not 
able to set agendas. 

Because CSOs provide services to citizens, they 
are well acquainted with their needs and the state 
of social services. Yet, there aren’t mechanisms in 
place with clear rules and procedures neither at 
the national nor at the local level. The national 
government decides when to engage with CSOs 
on social issues and policies: poverty, disability, 
youth, the elderly , the environment and so on. 
Also, the para-institutional organism, the “Nation-
al Volunteering Observatory”, established with the 
Law 266/ 1991 is appointed by the Government. 
For this reason, CSOs think that the Observatory 
does not represent CSOs.

3. Does the role of CSOs in policy-making 
processes go beyond consultations, therefore 
Involving them in the implementation policies 
for evaluation?
CSOs have an active role in policy reviews and 
evaluation but their impact is limited.

CSOs analyse, report and denounce on the out-
comes and impacts of social policies. In Italy, how-
ever, the government (national/local) rarely consult 
CSOs beyond the programming phase. The gov-
ernment rarely engages in the review and evalua-
tion of social and public health policies.

4. To what extent is public access to informa-
tion guaranteed by law? How accessible are 
government documents to the public? Con-
sultation outcomes are made   available to the 
public?
Legislation regarding access to information is 
in place (Law 241/90). This guarantees informa-
tion access to citizens and CSOs to government 
documents. But in practice, to citizens access to 
government documents is extremely limited. Pub-
lic dissemination isn’t obligatory; and there is no 
public dissemination for consultation outcomes. 

The cause for this is also the non-homogeneity of 
public administration efficiency across the country.

5. How active and successful are CSOs in lob-
bying the government to meet social needs 
and in monitoring state performance in these 
areas?
Over the past 20 years, centre-right governments 
have reduced their investment in social policies 
across all sectors : health, education, families, hous-
ing, long-term care. CSOs are trying to defend the 
welfare state conquered during the 1970s. CSOs 
are active and play a role lobbying the government 
to meet social needs, but their impact is limited. 
For the 2013 Finance Act, CSOs and trade unions 
lobbied and organized demonstrations to demand 
economic resources to combat poverty and long-
term care. In 2013, the Government allocated 
C40 million for income support to poor fami-
lies. The “purchase card” has a value of C40 per 
month per family. The amount, claim the CSOs, 
is inadequate to combat poverty. The budget 
statement for practical support all Italian families 
in poverty should have been equal to C7 billion. 
In October, the debate in Parliament on the 
Budget Law saw the Government cut resourc-
es dedicated to long-term care for people with 
Amyotrophic lateral sclerosis (ALS). CSOs orga-
nized a sit-in in front of Parliament, and after 
several days of protest, the Government allocat-
ed C75 million to ALS patients and C200 million 
for individuals with severe long-term care needs. 
In 2005, CSOs received state funding for their ac-
tivities. Citizens may now allocate a portion (5 per 
thousand) of taxes due to the State to a voluntary 
or non-profit association. Each year, the govern-
ment, in the Yearly Finance Act, decides the maxi-
mum amount of this form of financing. However, 
5 per thousand is not a stable funding, because 
it is not regulated by law. Each year, CSOs must 
lobby the Government to confirm the amount. 
In 1996, CSOs obtained the right to use, for social 
purposes, the property confiscated from the mafia 
(Law no. 109/96). This land and houses, formerly 
owned by organized crime, can be assigned to vol-
untary associations, cooperatives, and non-profit 
enterprises that are open to all citizens to deliver 
services or create job opportunities.
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6. CSO actors are very effective in taking up 
crucial concerns of the people they speak on 
Behalf of. Are there examples of this capacity 
for representation?

In Italy, CSOs operate mainly in the care, civil pro-
tection and education sectors. CSOs are effective 
in tackling crucial areas, through the services they 
provide. In Italy, there are 235,000 active non-prof-
it organizations with 488,000 workers. There are 
400.000 voluntary associations involving about 4 
million citizens as volunteers. The activities of the 
CSOs have an important economic weight, equal 
to C67 billion, 4.3% of GDP. The figure has dou-
bled over the past eight years. Volunteering hours 
are not factored into the figure, but the 700 mil-
lion hours amount to C8 billion. 

France
MAPPING EXERCISE QUESTIONS AND GUID-
ING/SCORING ANSWERS

Country : France

Partner: Ligue de l’enseignement

1. To what extent does the government (na-
tional/local) engage in dialogue and consulta-
tion with organised civil society?

(2) The government engages with a broad 
range of CSOs but on irregular basis

AND

(3) There is a mechanism in place which guar-
antees dialogue and consultation with a broad 
range of CSOs and on regular, systematic, basis

At the national level, National councils on topics 
such as ”Education”, ”Family” etc. exist within 
the concerned ministries. CSOs are represented in 
these councils, but this process is neither exhaus-
tive, nor systematic.

At the local level, there are no such mechanisms. 
Depending on the city/region etc., commissions 
where CSOs are represented and consulted have 
been implemented but this depends on the polit-
ical will of the local authorities and governments. 
The exceptions are Youth or Children councils, 

which can be found in quite a lot of regions, but 
also municipalities.

2. What sort of a role do CSOs play in consul-
tation procedures? Do they have an active 
input into proceedings or are they involved 
only as observers in a passive manner?

(3) There is a legal mechanism in place for CSOs 
to be able to observe, submit evidence and set 
agendas for consultation procedures

This depends on the fields concerned. For Youth 
policies for example, the CNAJEP (National 
Council of Youth and Popular Education Or-
ganisations) is regularly consulted. The CNAJEP 
represents 77 youth and popular education organ-
isations but no unions or political organizations. Its 
opinion is not suspensive but it is heard by policy 
makers, even though the consultation is not sys-
tematic.

In 2011, the Forum Français de la Jeunesse 
(French Youth Forum, FFJ) was created. Some of 
its members also belong to the CNAJEP. The FFJ’s 
objective is to become the main interlocutor of the 
State for issues around Youth, by:

• Providing recommendations on society issues 
concerning youth;

• Seizing upon public authorities on those same 
issues;

• Acting for the recognition of organizations 
managed by young people;

• Observing current affairs concerning youth 
policies and broadcast them internally and to 
its partners.

For other fields, (1) CSOs are able to observe and 
submit evidence to consultation procedures as 
they are represented within for example the Na-
tional Council of Social Affairs, the National Coun-
cil of Family etc.
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3. Does the role of CSOs in policy-making 
processes go beyond consultations, therefore 
involving them in the implementation and 
evaluation of policies?

(1) CSOs have a limited role in review and eval-
uation of policies

The role of CSOs in policy making processes is lim-
ited as they have built it by themselves. The repre-
sentation of CSOs is organised by fields (national 
council of youth and popular education organiza-
tions (CNAJEP), student organisations, sport or-
ganisations, community work) which means that 
they have a role of lobby and evaluation which go 
beyond consultation but this is done in their name 
and in the perspective of defending the interests 
they see as important. It is a role the CSOs have 
granted to themselves. 

The role of CSOs in France can be seen in different 
dynamics:

• Voluntary representation: CPCA, conférence 
permanente des coordinations associa-
tives, representing most French organisations 
at the national level. Since January 2014, the 
CPCA is called Mouvement associatif (http://
lemouvementassociatif.org/)

• Appointed by the government: Economic, 
Social and Environmental Council (Conseil 
Économique, Social et Environnemental), 
where employers’ and employees’ unions as 
well as CSOs are represented equally. A specific 
working group is dedicated to CSOs.

• Official body: Haut Conseil à la vie associa-
tive (High council of non-profit sector), former 
Conseil National de la Vie Associative (nation-
al council of the non-profit sector), represent-
ing CSOs at the State level, whose mission is 
to contribute, through propositions and rec-
ommendations, to the development and the 
improvement of the knowledge of realities of 
CSOs’ life.

At the regional level, the CSOs are represented 
through the CPCA regional sections, regional dec-
linations of the CNAJEP, named CRAJEP (Regional 
Council of Youth and Popular Education organi-
zations) but there is only one formal body, which 
the CESER (Regional Economic and Social Environ-

mental Council). Paradoxically the decisions for the 
nomination of member of the CESER are made at 
the national level. The CPCA makes sure that the 
number of CSO member nominations is sufficient.

4. To what extent is public access to informa-
tion guaranteed by law? How accessible are 
government documents to the public? Are 
consultation outcomes made available to the 
public?

(2) Legislation regarding public access to infor-
mation is in place, but in practice it is difficult 
to obtain government documents; public dis-
semination is obligatory but in practice difficult 
to access

Official information to the public is done by the 
Direction de l’information légale et admin-
istrative (Directorate of legal and administrative 
information), under the authority of the Prime 
Minister:

• Publication of new laws, rules, decrees... in the 
official gazette (Journal Officiel), which exist 
both in paper and digital version;

• The website legifrance.gouv.fr gives out legal 
information making access to law-making eas-
ier;

• Official circulars are published on a separate 
website:  circulaires.gouv.fr.

• A specific emphasis is put on employment 
law: publication of Labour Code amendments, 
practical guides and labour agreement.

At the local level, the General code of local au-
thorities states that anyone is allowed to ask for 
the minutes of the city council, budgets of the mu-
nicipality and city decrees to be sent to them. 

On a very practical aspect however, it is not always 
easy for a citizen to access this information, even 
through the different official government’s portal. 
One has to know how to use the Internet, what to 
look for and where to look for it. 

Furthermore, the legal information is only pub-
lished in French, which is an important obstacle 
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for migrants are not French speakers or do not 
have French as their first language.

5. How active and successful are CSOs in lob-
bying the government to meet social needs, 
and in monitoring state performance in these 
areas?

(2) CSOs are active but the impact is limited

CSOs are active in lobbying the government but 
their impact is limited as in France there is rather a 
tradition of social dialogue with trade unions and 
political parties. 

In 2001, CSOs organised dialogue conferences 
with the State. On this occasion, a Charter of 
mutual commitments (Charte d’engagements 
réciproques) was signed between the State and 
the CSOs represented by the CPCA. This Charter is 
based on the following principles: 

• “Extend democratic life et social and civic dia-
logue with a view to an increased, free and ac-
tive participation of women and men living in 
France, both to projects implemented by CSOs 
and public policies lead by the State.

• Contribute to the production of social, cultural 
or economic wealth, with a perspective other 
than the sharing of profit, so that market econ-
omy doesn’t turn into a market society but on 
the contrary be the assertion of greater solidar-
ity.” Extract of the Charter

This set a framework for an exchange between the 
State and CSOs but in reality, this does not work 

on a regular basis. In 2013, an official report was 
written by a prefect and a senator and handed out 
to the government, in favour of a new charter of 
mutual commitments between the State, local au-
thorities and CSOs. A new Charter of mutual com-
mitments was signed in January 2014 between 
the Prime Minister, the Mouvement Associatif, the 
French Mayors organisation (AMF), the Assembly 
of French departments (ADF), the French may-
ors of large cities organisation (AMGVF) and the 
president of the local authority network for social 
economy (RTES).

6. How effectively do CSO actors respond to 
priority concerns?

(3) CSO actors are very effective in taking up 
crucial concerns of the people they speak on 
behalf of

CSOs are quite reactive when it comes to issues of 
social life: they organize awareness campaigns on 
certain aspects and issues of social life in order to 
alert public opinion and decision makers, as the 
framework for dialogue described in the previous 
questions are not always reactive or up to speed 
with what happens in the society.

However, their intervention is not always success-
ful. In the global crisis context, CSOs are more 
fragile and it is more difficult for them to make 
their voice heard.

39



The role of the  
European civil society 
Networks
CITIZENS’ PARTICIPATION IN EU DECISION 
MAKING: THE PROVISIONS OF THE LISBON 
TREATY?
Maurice Claassens and Elsa Laino (SOLIDAR)

As the European Union has enlarged in terms of 
its membership, and expanded in terms of its com-
petences, the idea of direct citizen participation in 
European policy-making has become both more 
important and more difficult. Given that many de-
cisions are being taken at a level directly affecting 
over 500 million persons, and that EU institutional 
arrangements are so complex, is it really possi-
ble that citizens can become effectively en-
gaged in EU decision-making? 2

The Lisbon Treaty adopted in 2009 is, according 
to its preamble, the latest stage in ‘enhancing 
the efficiency and democratic legitimacy of the 
Union and […] improving the coherence of its 
action’. According to the European Commission3 

 this treaty puts the citizen back at the heart of 
the European Union (EU) and its institutions. It 
aims to revive the citizen’s interest in the EU and 
its achievements, which sometimes appear too re-
mote. One objective of the treaty is to promote 
European democracy which offers citizens the op-
portunity to take an interest in and participate in 
the functioning and development of the EU.

RECOGNITION OF CITIZENS IN THE TREATIES
The Treaty of Lisbon introduced a new article in 
which it fully recognises European citizenship. 

2 More information: Citizen Involvement in EU Policies -Im-
possible Dream or Work in Progress?
3 More information: http://europa.eu/legislation_summa-
ries/institutional_affairs/treaties/lisbon_treaty/ai0021_en.htm

Article 10 of the Treaty on EU4 provides that cit-
izens are directly represented at institutional level 
by the European Parliament. The article adds that 
this representative democracy is one of the foun-
dations of the EU. Such recognition does not give 
citizens new rights but it does have strong symbol-
ic value in that it enshrines the principle of Europe-
an citizenship in the founding treaties.

Article 10 also establishes a principle of proximi-
ty which provides that decisions must be taken as 
closely as possible to the citizens. This principle ap-
plies especially in the implementation of compe-
tences within the EU. This implementation should 
involve national and local administrations as effec-
tively as possible, so as to bring the EU closer to 
its citizens.

A UNION MORE ACCESSIBLE TO CITIZENS
The EU is often dismissed as a body with complex 
structures and procedures. The treaty clarifies the 
functioning of the EU in order to improve citi-
zens’ understanding of it. The vast numbers of 
legislative procedures are now giving way to a 
standard procedure and special legislative proce-
dures detailed on a case by case basis. In the same 
context, the treaty improves the transparency of 
work within the EU. It extends to the Council the 
principle of public conduct of proceedings, which 
is already applied within the European Parliament. 
Moreover, this greater transparency will result in 
better information for citizens about the content 
of legislative proceedings.

4 Treaty on European Union: http://eur-lex.europa.eu/Lex-
UriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:C:2010:083:0013:0046:EN:PDF
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REPRESENTATION AT INSTITUTIONAL LEVEL

The treaty also greatly strengthens the powers 
of the European Parliament. The most significant 
changes include:

• the strengthening of legislative power: the or-
dinary legislative procedure, in which the Par-
liament has the same powers as the Council, is 
extended to new policy areas;

• a greater role at international level: the Parlia-
ment shall approve international agreements 
in the fields covered by the ordinary legislative 
procedure;

• the strengthening of budgetary power: the 
Parliament is henceforth placed on an equal 
footing with the Council in the procedure for 
adopting the EU’s annual budget.

Moreover, the treaty enhances the role of national 
parliaments in the EU. The latter are also able to 
defend the views of citizens within the EU. More 
specifically, national parliaments must henceforth 
ensure the proper application of the principle of 
subsidiarity. In this respect, they are able to inter-
vene in the ordinary legislative procedure and have 
a right of referral to the Court of Justice of the EU.

EU CITIZENS’ INITIATIVE
The treaty establishes a right of citizens’ initiative 
for the first time, introduced by Article 11 of the 
Treaty on EU: not less than one million Euro-
pean nationals may invite the Commission to 
submit a proposal on a specific matter (see also 
Figure 1). This provision expresses the EU’s wish 
to involve its citizens in European projects and in 
the taking of decisions that concern them. Such a 
right is subject to several conditions. The minimum 
threshold of one million citizens may seem high at 
first sight. However, it is relatively easy to achieve 
in a European population approaching half a bil-
lion inhabitants and through the use of new com-
munications technologies. Article 11 also provides 
that the signatory citizens should come from a 
significant number of Member States, in order to 
avoid the defence of essentially national interests.

Moreover, the right of citizens’ initiative does not 
take away the initiative monopoly of the Europe-
an Commission. The latter remains free to act, or 
not to act, on the initiative proposed by European 

citizens. If the initiative gives rise to a legislative 
proposal, the act will be adopted by the Council 
and the European Parliament in accordance with 
the ordinary legislative procedure or a special leg-
islative procedure.

EUROPEAN ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COMMIT-
TEE 
The Treaty of Lisbon has shaped a vast institutional 
reform that mainly concerns the European Coun-
cil, the Commission, the Council, the Parliament 
and the Court of Justice. To a lesser extent, the 
treaty also makes a number of changes relating 
to the composition and functioning of the EU’s 
two advisory committees: European Economic 
and Social Committee and the Committee of the 
Regions5. 

Regarding the EESC, that brings together so-
cial partners and civil society representatives, 
is composed of 350 seats for Member States. 
The distribution of these seats between Member 
States is no longer included in the treaty, as was 
the case previously. As it is required to do hence-
forth for the distribution of seats in the Parlia-
ment, the Council unanimously adopts a decision 
laying down rules on the composition of the Com-
mittee. Moreover, the treaty extends the term of 
office of members of the Committee from 4 to 
5 years, bringing it into line with that of mem-
bers of the Commission and the Parliament. Con-
sequently, the Committee chairman and officers 
will now be elected by their peers for two and a 
half years rather than for two years. As part of its 
advisory role, the Economic and Social Committee 
may henceforth issue opinions following a referral 
from the European Parliament.

THE COMMITTEE OF REGIONS 
The Committee of Regions is aiming to bring the 
EU closer to the citizens and visa versa. 70 % of 
the EU legislation has a direct regional and local 
impact. The Regional Committee represents the 
local and regional democratic elected local bodies 
in areas close to the citizens. For that reason the 
Committee of Regions have a role in the Europe-
an political process that should give local citizens 
a voice, but not too many citizens in Europe are 
aware of the opportunity. There is a strong need 

5 More information: http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/
institutional_affairs/treaties/lisbon_treaty/ai0011_en.htm
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to make this connection more visible to the citi-
zens through out Europe and to  get the members 
of the Committee a Regions to work much more 
targeted to involve the citizens in European issues 
affecting their daily life at local and regional level 
both in hard and soft law areas. 

THE EESC LIAISON GROUP 
In February 2004, the Liaison Group was set up 
by the EESC in order to facilitate interaction and 
dialogue with civil society organisations and net-
works, monitoring join initiatives and strength-
ening cooperation with European civil society or-
ganisations.  Currently, Mr. Conny Reuter is the 
Liaison Group’s co-chair representing European 
civil society organisations and networks, while 
Mr. Malosse acts as the Liaison Group’s co-chair 
representing the European Economic and Social 
Committee.

EUROPEAN ELECTIONS 2014
One way of influencing EU decision making pro-
cesses, related to the provision of the treaty, is 
the participation in the elections to the European 
Parliament, which were held in all Member States 
of the European Union (EU) in 2014, as decid-
ed unanimously by a decision the Council of the 
European Union6. It was the eighth Europe-wide 
election to the European Parliament since the first 
direct elections in 1979.

For the first time, party groups nominated their 
candidate for Commission president before 
the elections. The treaty also provides that the Eu-
ropean Parliament shall elect the European Com-
mission president, head of the “EU Executive”, 
on the basis of a proposal made by the European 
Council taking into account the results of the Eu-
ropean elections (article 17, paragraph 7 of the 
TEU). This provision was applied for the first time in 
the 2014 elections and the choice of Commission 
President for the first time reflected the outcome 
of the European Parliament elections. Instead of 
Member States negotiating amongst themselves 
and agreeing on a candidate who would then 
later be confirmed by the EP, this time the Com-
mission candidate of the party group with the 

6 More information: COUNCIL DECISION 2013/299/EU, Eur-
atom of 14 June 2013 fixing the period for the eighth election 
of representatives to the European Parliament by direct univer-
sal suffrage, published on 21 June 2013 by the Official Journal 
of the European Union, L 169/69

largest share of votes in the European Parliament 
was elected. Jean Claude Juncker, the candidate 
for the EPP, the largest party group in the new-
ly elected EP, was nominated and elected Com-
mission President. This presents a major change 
in the democratic legitimacy of the selection pro-
cess for the Commission President, as for the first 
time, voter’s preferences were directly taken into 
account. The 2014 elections also brought about 
several changes in the way they were conducted, 
featuring more direct interaction and transnation-
al campaigning of the Commission designates, 
live  television debates and more media attention. 
Despite these changes the voter turnout was still 
at 43% across the EU, well below the average for 
national elections. Especially Eurosceptic, extrem-
ist and populist parties attracted more votes in the 
2014 elections than had been the case previously. 
This unveils that while the concept of Commission 
candidates coming from the EP was an important 
step towards more democracy in the EU, much 
more reform is needed to tackle voter disillusion-
ment and frustration. 

EUROPEAN YEAR OF CITIZENS 2013
The year 2013 was the European Year of Citizens, 
continued thematically in 2014. This year’s pur-
pose7 was dedicated to the rights that come with 
EU citizenship. During this year, the European In-
stitutions encouraged dialogue between all levels 
of government, civil society and business at events 
and conferences around Europe to discuss those 
EU rights and build a vision of how the EU should 
be in 2020. 

In conjunction with the year, Sixty-two European 
networks of associations and non-governmental 
organisations backed by coalitions at the national 
level joined forces to form the European Year of 
Citizens Alliance 20138 (EYCA) with the aim of 
engaging civil society in a broad debate on what 
European citizenship means today, identifying the 
challenges ahead and formulating solutions. 

7 More information: http://europa.eu/citizens-2013/ 
8 More information: http://ey2013-alliance.eu/ 
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Manifesto European Year of Citizens Alliance 20139

For us, active citizenship means primarily active involvement of citizens as participation in the life of their com-

munities, and thus in democracy, in terms of activity and decision-making. Active Citizenship is more than giving 

to charity, voting at elections or volunteering. Definitions of participation that focus on political participation or a 

narrow understanding of volunteering fail to capture the diversity of people’s engagement across Europe. To give 

active European citizenship its full meaning and scope, and to help downsize the gap between citizens and the 

EU institutions, it is necessary to take account of the new prospects opened up by Article 11 of the Treaty on the 

European Union for citizens’ participation in the democratic life of the European Union.

For us, active citizenship is: 

• a democratic citizenship which is based on citizens’ legal status and includes all aspects of life in a democratic 

society relating to a vast range of topics such as, inter alia, education, culture, sustainable development, non 

discrimination, inclusion of ethnic minorities, participation in society of people with disabilities, gender equal-

ity including the equal representation of women and men in decision making, etc; 

• a democratic citizenship which guarantees that citizens have a say in the EU policy-shaping and decision-mak-

ing processes by electing their representatives to the European Parliament. With the prospect of the upcoming 

elections in 2014 and at a time when we are facing an ever growing gap between the European Union and its 

citizens, as confirmed by the turnout in the latest European elections and by surveys which repeatedly show 

citizens’ lack of awareness of European citizenship and identity, the stakes could not be higher; 

• a democratic citizenship which implies that European institutions enjoy public confidence and can secure active 

involvement of citizens and organised civil society players in the decision-making processes at all levels, from 

local and national to European one; therefore, the adoption of an inter-institutional agreement for a struc-

tured framework for European civil dialogue would give a permanent practical substance to such an active 

and participatory citizenship alongside with the provisions of the Lisbon Treaty, besides the European Citizens’ 

Initiative. 

• a democratic citizenship which perforce must also operate at Member States’ level, so that the structures for 

citizens’ engagement are accessible and form part of every citizen’s experience. While benefiting of their rights 

and taking their responsibilities, EU citizens as well as all residents from acceding, candidate countries and 

beyond, should be fully involved in the activities of the EY2013 that should foster their involvement in local 

governance issue, through enhancing cooperation also with local authorities as one of the main stakeholders 

of the EY2013; 

• a democratic citizenship that guarantees that all citizens can participate in the life of their communities and 

the shaping of public policies, including the most disadvantaged groups which are more than often the most 

remote from the European building process. One cannot exercise her/his civic and political citizenship rights 

unless in capacity to enjoy the social and economic citizenship rights and the European Union should not miss 

out the contribution of the most disadvantaged

In order for citizens to engage with policy development, effective mechanisms need to be put in place to provide 

diversified and objective information and education for citizens. The capacity of local groups and organized civil 

society to engage both with citizens and institutions also needs to be developed. This capacity-building would be a 

major pillar of citizens’ empowerment as is the direct approach of the Citizens’ Initiative and would promote more 

engagement in the European project. Internet and the development of social networks provide new tools through 

which and places where people, especially young people, gather and act across borders. 

Such an approach meets the expectations of the EYC2013 Alliance members who represent major stakeholders 

from organized civil society, standing for citizens’ concerns and voicing citizens’ opinions in a wide range of Euro-

pean policy areas. 

9 More information: http://ey2013-alliance.eu/wp-content/uploads/2013/03/eyca2013_manifesto-en_GB.pdf
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EYCA RECOMMENDATIONS FOR DEMOCRATIC 
EU CITIZENSHIP

One of the main aims of this wide cross-sector 
and transnational network is to ensure that active 
citizenship is understood as a lasting cross-cutting 
theme in European public policies. After a year of 
reflections and consultations, the EYCA presented 
its key proposals for the reinforcement and en-
hancement of active citizenship in Europe in the 
document “It’s about us, it’s about Europe! To-
wards Democratic European Citizenship”10. 

These proposals aim to regenerate the European 
project by bringing back citizens, solidarity, equal-
ity, fairness and vision to where they should be: 
at the heart of Europe. This implies a shift from a 
dominant approach of regarding citizens as indi-
vidual-consumers to an approach of a citizenship 
that both respects individual aspirations and takes 
into account collective needs for a shared future.

• Strengthening solidarity among European 
Member States and European citizens
To ensure solidarity between EU Member 
States, we urge EU institutions to move to-
wards a growth model with people at its heart 
whilst accommodating the need for fiscal con-
solidation to link economic performances with 
the realization of social progress towards ac-
tive inclusion and empowerment. Therefore, 
we support all measures promoted by the EU 
and its Member States which allow European 
citizens to have more control of the economic 
and financial world and to create an environ-
ment where markets conform to democratic 
rules and not vice versa. 

To restore citizens’ trust in a Union willing to 
and in capacity of replying to their needs, we 
urge EU institutions to ensure the equal access 
to economic and social rights by harmonising 
upward social policies, promoting universal 
access to social services and adequate safety 
nets and ask Member States to ensure social 
cohesion and address the social impact of the 
economic crisis by supporting a fair and equal 
redistribution of wealth and prosperity through 
progressive taxation.

10 Full text: http://www.scribd.com/doc/188924389/It-s-about 
-Us-It-s-about-Europe-Towards-Democratic-European-Citizen-
ship

• Ensuring learning opportunities for all 
The EYCA urges EU institutions to promote 
equal and effective access for all to the right 
to education and vocational and continuing 
training, including the possibility of receiving 
free compulsory education as foreseen in the 
Charter of Fundamental Rights of the Europe-
an Union (art.14).

• Promoting an inclusive and fair labour 
market
Equal opportunities in the labour markets 
should be offered to all, ensuring that citi-
zens’ right to work is respected without any 
form of discrimination. In this respect Member 
States are requested to fully implement the 
Employment Equality Directive (Council Direc-
tive 2000/78/EC) prohibiting discrimination the 
grounds of religion or belief, disability, age or 
sexual orientation in the area of employment. 
Member states are also urged to immediately 
implement the Youth Guarantee. 

• Guaranteeing citizens’ enjoyment of their 
cultural rights 
Member States should foster equal access for 
all citizens, including those who are vulnerable, 
marginalized and excluded, to cultural resourc-
es, venues and activities and should enhance 
opportunities to recognize one’s own and oth-
ers’ heritage and to learn from it, as well as 
to develop one’s creative skills and take part in 
individual and collective cultural practices.

• Reinforcing participatory democracy in Eu-
rope 
Two years after the introduction of the Euro-
pean citizens’ initiative, it has not yet realized 
its full potential. The European Commission 
should thus revise the rules of the ECIs whilst 
ensuring that ECIs respect the values and fun-
damental rights enshrined in the Preamble and 
first articles of the Lisbon Treaty, the Charter of 
Fundamental Rights of the European Union and 
the, European Convention on Human Rights* 
(of which the EU should become a member). 
EU institutions and Member States should en-
sure that civil society organisations are involved 
on an equal footing with other stakeholders at 
all levels of decision-making.
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• Ensuring the access to economic and social 
rights
Too many citizens are still prevented from be-
ing and feeling included in society due to lack-
ing respect of their social and economic rights. 
Thus we consider the equal access to economic 
and social rights as a pre-requisite of active in-
clusion and participative citizenship.

• Ensuring equality and non-discrimination 
on the whole EU territory 
Notwithstanding the existence of various Eu-
ropean directives aiming at ensuring equality 
and non-discrimination in the EU, the rights of 
vulnerable, marginalised and excluded groups 
remain far from being ensured at the nation-
al level due to a lack of commitment or reluc-
tance from certain Member States to ratify or 
implement existing EU legislative framework. 
We thus urge EU institutions to take fully into 
account in the development of all legislation 
and policies the non-discrimination clause of 
the Lisbon Treaty and to adopt a common and 
coherent non-discrimination strategy to pro-
mote inclusive citizenship in a holistic manner.

• Guaranteeing access to public administra-
tion and justice
EU and national authorities should ensure that 
the right to good administration and the right 
of access to documents, as guaranteed by Ar-
ticle 41 and article 42 of the Charter of Fun-
damental Rights of the European Union, are 
realised in practice and that all residents, in-
cluding vulnerable, marginalised and excluded 
groups and new residents, are made aware of 
their rights and enabled to challenge improper 
decision-making processes and outcomes they 
are confronted with.

All residents, including vulnerable, marginal-
ised and excluded groups, should be able to 
enjoy their basic human rights and have ac-
cess to justice and legal aid when their human 
rights are violated.

• Enhancing the right to free movement
EU institutions and Member States should take 
all appropriate measures to ensure that all EU 
residents, in particular vulnerable, marginal-
ised and excluded ones are able to enjoy on 
an equal basis with others their right to free 

movement in the European Union and the 
right to be included in mobility and coopera-
tion actions programs.

EU institutions, Members States and other rel-
evant stakeholders should take all appropriate 
measures to ensure just and favorable condi-
tions of residence and work and an equitable 
standard of living for third country nationals 
residing and working in the European Union.

EU institutions and Member States should re-
form existing legislation and policy regarding 
entry, including EU asylum system, and res-
idence in order to ensure the proper imple-
mentation of the international, regional and 
Community human rights obligations for all 
residents.

• Promoting the European project and the 
value of democracy through formal and 
non formal education
Citizenship education is an opportunity for 
positive change and a crucial tool in develop-
ing democracies. EU institutions and Member 
States should thus ensure that European citi-
zenship and civic education are promoted in 
both formal and non-formal education, nota-
bly by adopting common programmes, taught 
from primary school level and targeted at pro-
moting the multicultural diversity which exists 
in Europe.

EU institutions and Member States should en-
sure that Europe’s cultural and linguistic diver-
sity is promoted and that negative stereotyp-
ing of vulnerable, marginalised and excluded 
groups are prevented and combated.

• Recognising the role and contribution of 
civil society for democracy
EU institutions should acknowledge and sup-
port the role of volunteer and civil society or-
ganisations in bridging the gap between the EU 
and its citizens by supporting and recognising 
the role that non-governmental and volunteer-
ing organisations working on youth policies, 
elderly policies, children rights, social aspects, 
gender equality, disability sector are playing to 
achieve a more inclusive society and to foster 
active citizenship through people’s empower-
ment, both on local and European level.
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EU institutions and Member States should 
commit to the independent functioning and 
sustainability of civil society organisations, in 
particular in period of crisis.

• Building a constructive civil dialogue in Eu-
rope
Civil dialogue in Europe should be actively 
supported and implemented by relevant stake-
holders (European Commission, national and 
regional authorities, etc.) at all levels of deci-
sion-making in order to ensure that citizens’ are 
concretely, effectively and sustainably involved 
in the European democratic functioning.

The European institutions should adopt the 
Statute for European Associations and the 
Statute for European Foundations to ensure 
higher recognition, visibility and legitimacy of 
civil society. 
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Conclusions
The conclusions of this Report will build on the 
evidence submitted by the partner organisations, 
the mapping exercise of the 2010 Volonteurope 
Report, as well as the 2014 update on the Report 
during the Copenhagen Seminar, and oral and 
written in- and output of trainings and seminars 
which have taken place as part of the “Real Civil 
Society Democracy” project. 

Lack of uniformity and structured approach 
to consultation and dialogue
Both at Member State and EU level, consultation 
procedures and forms of dialogue with civil society 
vary greatly in their extent and efficacy.  At EU 
level, even though a White paper on governance 
from 2001 exists, and the Commission has since 
then specified its consultation procedures in the 
2002 Communication on ”General principles and 
minimum standards for consultation of interest-
ed parties”, there is no legally binding approach 
across different DGs regarding dialogue and con-
sultation with civil society. In fact, each DG still has 
a significant share of autonomy still when decid-
ing how to interact with civil society which has led 
to a variety of practices being adopted over time. 
At Member State level, the 2010 Volonteurope 
Report on Effective Consultation illustrates how 
diverse and largely ineffective consultation still is, 
which was confirmed by the update of the report 
during the Copenhagen seminar in 2014. 

The importance of legislative frameworks
One of the key factors for effective consultation 
mechanisms seems to be the inclusion of consulta-
tion in the legislative framework of the respective 
Member State. The more formalised and specific 
rules governing consultation are, the more likely 
consultation will be implemented and the gov-
ernment will be responsive to consultation. CSOs 
should thus push for more legal recognition of 
consultation mechanisms at Member State level. 
The Third Sector Partnership in Wales is an exam-
ple of such a far-reaching and comprehensive le-
gal agreement and obligation. 

The effect of the financial crisis on  
consultation
The austerity measures and cuts in funding adopt-
ed by Member States in response to the financial 
crisis  left especially local and small CSOs with a 
limited budget and capacities for their day-to-day 
buisness and thus also adversely affected CSO’s 
capacities to engage in consultation mecha-
nisms11. Some Member States also made cuts in 
funding for the consultation mechanisms them-
selves, which had a direct negative effect on their 
efficacy. 

The EU Commission’s lack of accountability 
As an officially technocratic and thus political-
ly neutral institution, the EU Commission is not 
regularly scrutinized by the European Parliament 
or the Council. In theory, the Commission can 
be forced to resign by the European Parliament, 
however this step seems to remain an exception 
and a last resort which has only be used once in 
the history of the EU. The Commission escapes all 
other regular methods of parliamentary and public 
scrutiny that a national government would face. 
Neither MEPS nor citizens can ask questions to the 
Commission. While the Commission, after the last 
European elections, is in a process of politisation, 
no adequate system of checks and balances has 
been installed to control its actions. The European 
Ombudsman presents a first step to mitigate this 
problem, however his budget and resources are 
too limited to allow for a real scrutiny capacity. 
Furthermore, the Commission lacks a dispute set-
tlement system between CSOs and EU institutions. 
If conflicts regarding grant administration arise, no 
official dispute settlement procedure is thus far in 
place to govern the settlement of these conflicts. 

The role of the EU Ombudsman
Whether as an individual or as a civil society or-
ganisation, complaints about maladministration 
in EU institutions can be made to the European 
Ombudsman. While this seventh channel of de-
mocracy in the EU is in theory an important tool 
for citizens to claim their rights, in practice sev-

11 For more information: EESC/COMM/12/2012
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eral CSOs have experienced difficulties accessing 
the European Ombudsman as a real mediator be-
tween institutions and themselves. It needs to be 
ensured that the EU Ombudsman fulfills its role as 
a mediator, but also protector of citizens’ rights.  
In order to fulfill its role properly, the EU Ombuds-
man needs to be given greater resources and en-
hanced powers. 

The availability and accessibility of informa-
tion 
In order to give meaningful responses to consul-
tation, the necessary information and policy docu-
ments need to be available to the public and CSOs 
beforehand. Furthermore, the language of these 
documents often poses a difficulty to individuals 
and small organisations as policy documents fea-
ture highly technical vocabulary. It follows that 
documents need to be not only be made avail-
able publicly, but also need to be complemented 
by comprehensive information to enable citizens 
and CSOs to take part in the policy process. It 
would also be desirable to publish this information 
through one central, national and neutral bureau 
or contact point rather than dispersed through dif-
ferent governmental and institutional outlets. 

The importance of alliances and cooperation 
between local, national and European level
The importance of forging alliances between 
different networks, but also the cooperation be-
tween the national, local, regional and European 
level of civil society organisations was stressed by 
project partners as one key component of effec-
tive influence on EU policy.  Particularly the link-
age between the local and the European level of 
civil society needs to be reinforced and strength-
ened to guarantee policy outcomes which reflect 
the will of the grassroots level of civil society or-
ganisations at European level. Such a bottom-up 
approach is necessary to give this new model of 
civil society coordination and dialogue legitimacy, 
and to ensure the representativeness of Europe-
an networks. Coordination and greater coherence 
between different policy levels (local, regional, na-
tional, European) are essential to the functioning 
of a new participatory model. 

A new push for improvement and reform is 
needed
Most Member States which were surveyed in 
2010 and underwent a research update in 2014 

still do not exhibit effective consultation mecha-
nisms1213. While in Member States such as Poland 
and Bulgaria, consultation has slightly improved 
from 2010 to 2014, it has deteriorated in states 
such as Greece and Hungary. 

In the case of Bulgaria, CSO’s access to consul-
tation and decision-making processes and the 
government’s responsiveness have improved from 
2010 to 2014. However, the application of the 
formal consultation method introduced in 2012 
still remains inconsistent across different state 
agencies, and exhibits a lack of transparency and 
inclusiveness in the choice of CSOs and manner 
of their participation. The positive changes in Bul-
garia were brought about by several new laws 
establishing formal consultation bodies, but also 
through more cooperation and coalitions between 
civil society organisations.  The important chang-
es in law include the Strategy for Support to CSO 
Development adopted in 2012, which helped to 
make CSOs more financially independent, and 
to establish working partnerships between state 
agents and CSOs. However, the law still lacks a 
uniform implementation across different state 
agencies. Furthermore, the Council for Public 
Consultations was established in 2010 as an ad-
visory body to the European Affairs Committee 
; it represents over 60 CSOs and has been con-
sulted since then to make recommendations to 
the European Affairs Committee, as in 2011 on 
the Cohesion Policy for 2014-202014. The Citizen 
Participation Forum (a coalition of more than 130 
CSOs from all over Bulgaria) also took part in the 
preparation of the Bulgaria 2020 strategy. 

The other important factor moving forward con-
sultation efficacy in Bulgaria was the coalitions 
and cooperation between civil society actors. 
From 2010 to 2014, civil society in Bulgaria has 
become more dynamic and assertive overall (Free-
dom House, 2014). Especially CSO coalitions have 
achieved significant impact from 2010 to 2012 
and CSO representatives have been invited to par-
ticipate in various stages of the decision-making 
process (2012 CSO Sustainability Index by USAID). 
For example, CSOs successfully lobbied to influ-

12 See also: EUDO Report 2011/4
13 See also: Societal Consultation in 2014, SGI
14 http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/
documents/regi/dv/bgparliament_statementonfuturecp_/bg-
parliament_statementonfuturecp_en.pdf
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ence the Electoral Code, the Forests Act, the selec-
tion procedure for the Supreme Judicial Council. 

In Poland, the positive changes in regards to con-
sultation mechanisms can be found in the areas 
of access and government responsiveness, howev-
er transparency and inclusiveness of consultation 
procedures are still not satisfactory. The growth in 
ad hoc and permanent councils and consultation 
bodies increased access to consultation. Through-
out 2012, CSOs participated in several well- estab-
lished platforms, such as the Council of Public Ben-
efit Activity, the EU Fund Monitoring Committees, 
and the Public Debate Forum. CSOs also succeed-
ed in building better working contacts with cen-
tral government agencies that previously showed 
little or no interest in policy-related dialogue, such 
as with the Ministry of Agriculture. The improve-
ment in government responsiveness goes hand in 
hand with the growth and professionalization of  
the third sector that Poland has witnessed (Ekiert, 
2013). Especially coalitions of CSOs have been 
successful in lobbying the government, such as in 
the case of the demands for the EU funding pro-
gramming period 2014 to 2020 where a coalition 
supported by 250 organisations persuaded the 
government to include their demands in the law15. 

While consultation has improved to some extent in 
Poland and Bulgaria, due to formal changes in law 
and increased lobbying and cooperation between 
civil society organisations, it has deteriorated over 
the same period in Greece and Hungary. 

In Greece, the austerity measures adopted as a 
result of the financial crisis have led the Greek 
government to cut spending and budget for CSOs 
and have left CSOs with little or even less leverage 
in influencing decision-making processes. Access 
to informal consultation has decreased as gov-
ernment actors’ options were constrained by eco-
nomic policies (EESC, 2012). 

In Hungary, due to the political developments in 
the last four years, civil society organisations have 
encountered greater difficulties accessing consul-
tation mechanisms. Access to consultation has suf-
fered from the dissolution of former consultation 
bodies, such as the Consultative Forum on Em-
ployment. CSO’s capacities to lobby and organize 

15 P.154, USAID, 2012. 

themselves have been restrained by the restrictive 
media laws passed in 2011. Delays in grant provi-
sion in 2012/2013 and the legal uncertainty cre-
ated by the The Nonprofit Act further diminished 
CSOs capacities to engage in consultation. 

Both the example of Hungary and Greece illustrate 
that inefficient consultation mechanisms are also 
linked to domestic political developments and a 
lack of resources given to civil society and consul-
tation procedures. 

It follows from these examples that much more 
action needs to be taken my Member States and 
EU institutions, and more pressure needs to be ex-
erted through coordinated campaigning by local, 
national and European CSOs and NGOs to initiate 
the necessary reforms for effective consultation. 
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Recommendations
Building on the Copenhagen Declaration formu-
lated and adopted by the project partners, we  
make specific recommendations to make consul-
tation and dialogue at Member State and EU level 
more participatory and effective. Our recommen-
dations will be based on the Copenhagen Decla-
ration’s ten points which were agreed on by the 
project partners during the penultimate seminar 
of the project:  
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Copenhagen Declaration Recommendations

6. We call on CSOs, EU Institutions and Member States to create a set of common guidelines for 
consultation processes which will strengthen and facilitate consultation across all Member States.

7. We call on all Member States to include consultation in the respective legislative frame-
work, thus making it a legal obligation and not an ad hoc arbitrary choice for governments and 
institutions. 

8. We call on EU Institutions and Member States to include CSOs in the review and design of the 
consultation process. In regards to their role, CSOs must be an equal partner in the consultation 
and thus have an agenda-setting capacity, rather than playing a passive role in the consultation 
procedure.  

9. We call for including a wide and diverse range of CSOs in the consultation process to ensure 
consultation is representative, legitimate and inclusive. 

10. We call on Member States and EU Institutions to pursue policies that generate sustainable and 
inclusive growth, and social investment, which ensure that CSOs have the capacity to engage 
in consultation, especially in times of austerity. To strengthen CSOs’ capacity to take part in con-
sultation, mentoring and training programmes on effective consultation need to be set up.   

11. We call on EU Institutions and Member States to make relevant documents more accessible to the 
wider public and CSOs. Information needs to be available in an accessible, jargon-free language 
and from one clear and central information point. Modern technology can facilitate access 
to these documents and the availability of these documents needs to be advertised and made 
known to the public. Furthermore, EU Institutions and Member States need to use the most rel-
evant methods for consultation. The Danish EU Information Centre (http://www.eu-oplysningen.
dk/euo_en/) can serve as a model of best practice for improving transparency and accessibility of 
consultations in this way.

12. We call on Member States and EU Institutions to adopt a more regular framework for consul-
tation mechanisms and to set timeframes for consultation that permit CSOs adequate time to 
prepare to give meaningful responses to consultation. At the same time, a timeframe for Institu-
tions’ responses on the outcomes of consultations needs to be set to enhance the responsiveness 
and credibility of consultation. 

13. We call on CSOs and European networks of CSOs to better coordinate their policies at the lo-
cal, regional, national and European level, and to ensure coherence between policies advocated 
by European networks and their respective national and regional member organisations. 

14. We call on CSOs to commit to internal democracy. Before adopting new policy proposals or 
lobbying direction, CSOs need to consult with their members and citizens they represent. Likewise, 
policy outputs should be evaluated and communicated back to members and citizens. 

15. We recommend that a new consultation body is established at the European level, which could 
also play major role within the continuation of the work of the EYCA (European Year of Citizens 
of Alliance).

51



Common guidelines of consultation for 
EU Member States

One of the principal ideas that came out of the 
seminars, dialogues and research conducted as 
part of this project, is the call for a set of com-
mon guidelines of consultation for EU Mem-
ber States. While it is a challenging, some might 
say impossible, task to harmonize democratic pro-
cedures across 28 Member States, the partners in 
this project are nonetheless convinced that certain 
minimum standards or common guidelines for 
consultation at Member State level can be agreed 
and are necessary to make consultation accessi-
ble for all EU citizens, not just for some. To give 
the project of participatory democracy new impe-
tus and a real future, Member States need to im-
prove their respective consultation procedures and 
frameworks. As can be seen from the introduction 
to this report, democracy in the EU is a multi-level 
game, and it is thus of paramount importance that 
consultation is effective across all levels. As the 
2010 Volonteurope Report has shown, consulta-
tion is not effective or only partially effective in the 
majority of Member States surveyed. It is there-
fore urgent to reform consultation procedures at 
Member State level to render consultation more 
inclusive, transparent, responsive and accessible. 
In the following, concrete steps to improve con-
sultation are presented in order of the factor they 
aim to improve: Accessibility, Inclusiveness, Trans-
parency and Responsiveness. 

Accessibility

Regular access to consultation: Member States 
need to adopt a more regular framework for 
consultation mechanisms and to set timeframes 
for consultation that give CSOs adequate time 
to prepare and  to give meaningful responses to 
consultation. We recommend giving CSOs and 
consultation partners at least 45 days to submit 
an answer to the consultation. This minimum time 
frame is necessary as CSOs need to consult their 
own members and communicate the consultation 
internally before giving an answer. If less than 45 
days are given, the consultation risks to fail one 
of its principal goals: including citizens and grass-
roots organisations more in legislative processes. 
This goal can only be achieved if CSOs are given 

adequate time to consult and communicate inter-
nally. It should be noted that 45 days only pres-
ent a minimum requirement and if possible, time 
frames allowing more time than 45 days should 
be adopted. In certain cases, more time to consult 
might be necessary, i.e. if CSOs operate and have 
members in very remote or hard-to-reach areas, 
or if a policy issue is novel and thus information 
on it has not been widely available before. These 
factors are contingent on country and policy issue, 
and thus time frames of 45 days may not be suf-
ficient in certain scenarios. To take these specific 
issues into account, it is of paramount importance 
that civil society organisations are involved in the 
design and review of the consultation procedure 
itself, as described below. 

Formalized access to consultation: Member 
States need to include consultation in their re-
spective legislative framework, ensuring that 
consultation follows enforceable rules and be-
comes a legal obligation, not an arbitrary choice. 
It would aid the formal establishment of consulta-
tion procedures if a central government contact 
for civil society was set up, i.e. one designated 
government department which engages with civil 
society on the issue of consultation and the set-up 
of consultation mechanisms. Furthermore, we rec-
ommend the establishment of a formal consul-
tation body which meets regularly and functions 
as a platform for CSOs to exchange and express 
their views. 

Member States also need to include CSOs in the 
review and design of the consultation pro-
cess. This is essential as Civil Society organisations 
can point out administrative hurdles from the start, 
and advise on feasible  time frames and deadlines 
for consultation procedures. The involvement of 
Civil Society in the design of the consultation pro-
cedure is vital to making the process efficient for 
all sides, and to prevent so-called “consultation 
fatigue”- organisations not responding in time 
to consultations, because the content is i.e. not 
clearly specified, or time frames do not allow for 
meaningful responses to be submitted. 

The role of civil society organisations in con-
sultation: CSOs must be an equal partner in the 
consultation process and thus have an agen-
da-setting capacity, rather than playing a pas-
sive role in the consultation procedure.  It is also 
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recommended that CSO’s role goes beyond con-
sultation, encompassing an active role for CSOs in 
the review and evaluation of policies. 

Capacity- building: Member States should pursue 
policies that generate sustainable and inclusive 
growth, and social investment, which ensure 
that CSOs have the capacity to engage in con-
sultation, especially in times of austerity. Growth 
is not a precondition to effective consultation, but 
governments and parliament need to ensure that 
adequate funds and training are available to civil 
society organisations to fulfil their tasks as inter-
locutors between citizens and government. This is 
especially important for small and grassroots, new 
NGOs and CSOs representing minority or vulner-
able groups whose voices often remain unheard 
and who do not possess informal means of access-
ing and influencing policy channels.

To strengthen CSOs’ capacity to take part in con-
sultation, mentoring and training programmes 
on consultation need to be set up. For training 
and capacity building, adequate funds need to 
be made available at EU and Member State level 
to civil society organisations and particularly their 
umbrella or network organisations, so that they 
can provide quality trainings and seminars to pre-
pare their members for consultations. 

Inclusiveness 

The CSOs taking part in consultation processes 
need to be recognised and selected through an 
open and transparent selection mechanism, 
based on specific and previously determined crite-
ria, such as the CSO’s representativeness and ex-
pertise in the given policy field. For closed consul-
tations, there should be calls for consultations, 
where government invites all interested CSOs to 
make an application to be recognised as a partner 
in the consultation process. Results of the selec-
tion should be published and selection needs to 
be justified according to the set criteria. However, 
Member States should also aim to conduct open 
consultations, giving all relevant and interested 
CSOs and individuals a chance to submit their 
responses to consultations. An accreditation 
mechanism for civil society organisations at the 
national level, similar to the Transparency Register 

at the European level, would facilitate these open 
and closed calls as organisations’ interests can eas-
ily be identified. 

Consultation needs to include a wide and di-
verse range of CSOs and citizens’ associations 
to be truly representative and legitimate. It needs 
to be ensured that specifically small and recent-
ly founded organisations as well as organisations 
representing minority and vulnerable groups have 
an equal chance of accessing consultation mech-
anisms. This diversity and represntativeness criteri-
on should be part of the selection mechanism, as 
described above. 

In order to be a legitimate and representative part-
ner in consultations, CSOs should commit to in-
ternal democracy. Before giving a response to 
a consultation, CSOs should consult their mem-
bers and citizens they represent. Likewise, poli-
cy outputs and the outcomes of consultation pro-
cedures should be evaluated and communicated 
back to members and citizens. In order to prepare 
members for consultation, CSOs should preferably 
inform members ahead of policy developments, if 
possible, through, i.e., roadmaps and briefs. Ca-
pacity building through seminars and trainings, as 
presented above, also forms an important part of 
preparing members and citizens for internal con-
sultations. Challenges to internal democracy are 
lack of funds and capacities which are however 
vital to make this internal communication possible 
and succesful. 

Transparency

Information: Information on EU policy needs to 
be openly and freely available to all citizens and 
consultation stakeholders. In order to facilitate 
access to information on EU policy, one central, 
national and neutral information point should be 
set up in each Member State. Preferably, this EU 
Information Bureau would disseminate neutral 
information on EU legislation and current deci-
sion-making processes also via digital means. A 
model of best practice for this is the Danish Infor-
mation Bureau. As addressed in the conclusions, 
information though need not only be available, 
but also accesible in regard to the language that 
it is written in. Many policy documents use highly 
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technical and specific language which makes these 
documents accessible only to a small group of ex-
perts. In order for citizens and small CSOs to take 
part in consultations, information complementing 
these policy documents needs to be available in an 
accessible, jargon-free language. 

Monitoring : Even when Member States have in-
cluded consultation in their legislative framework, 
this does not automatically guarantee effective 
consultation. The implementation of these laws 
needs to be monitored and the tools for mon-
itoring, such as the publication of progress re-
ports, open access to information on consultation, 
and the involvement of civil society in the imple-
mentation and evaluation of such mechanisms 
need to be provided. To make consultation pro-
cedures transparent, agendas, minutes, working 
documents and consultation outcomes need to be 
documented and obligatorily made available 
to the public, preferably also via digital means. 
This is indispensable to allow media and the public 
to follow and scrutinise consultation procedures.

EU Visitor Program: Citizens already have the 
opportunity to learn more about the EU and its 
institutions first-hand through its visitor programs. 
The project partners propose that an organised 
cooperation between CSOs and EU institutions is 
established to give visitors the opportunity to par-
ticipate in a visitor programme that is more specif-
ically tailored to their interests and shows citizens 
opportunities to get involved in decision-making 
processes.  

A new dispute settlement system

As shown above, adequate funding for civil soci-
ety organisations to be able to engage in consul-
tation is crucial to the efficacy of the consultation 
itself. When CSOs receive project  funding from 
the European Commission and a dispute regard-
ing the grant administration starts, so far these 
disputes are settled by the financial department of 
the Commission, without the involvement of the 
responsible within the Commission. Various tes-
timonies from CSOs show that their experiences 
with this system are negative as to the protection 
of CSO’s rights in disputes. A new dispute settle-
ment system needs to be developed which allows 
CSOs to engage with the Commission as an equal 
actor. The project partners propose that this new 

mechanism is constructed together with the Com-
mission, and that the dispute settlement commit-
tee includes an equal share of representatives of 
EU institutions as well as representatives from civil 
society to decide on the outcome of disputes. This 
new dispute settlement system would not replace, 
but rather complement the role and function of 
the EU Ombudsman. The EU Ombudsman would 
constitute a second and alternative route of re-
course for CSOs.  

Responsiveness 

Formalised consultation bodies by ministerial 
or subject area for CSOs to express their opinions 
on policy matters should be created at national 
level and convene at least every 12 weeks. 

To improve responsiveness, Member State and 
EU institutions should be obliged to report back 
on the outcome of consultations, which views 
and why were taken into account, and why some 
submissions were disregarded. This information 
should be publicly available no later than 45 days 
after the consultation has ended. 

This legal framework for consultation (time 
frames, deadlines, open and closed consultations) 
should become legally binding upon government 
actors as well as civil society actors, to ensure that 
rules are followed and implemented. This would 
enhance the responsiveness of government actors 
to consultation as they are bound to give feedback 
on consultation. 
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Real civil dialogue  
at EU level
A framework for civil dialogue at the EU level, in-
cluding a new umbrella platform for civil dialogue 
between EU institutions and civil society, needs to 
be set up. Gathering a wide and diverse range of 
CSOs, the new inter-institutional joint platform 
for civil dialogue would facilitate interaction and 
exchange between the EU institutions and civil 
society organisations, associations and networks 
through regular meetings. This new body would 
also allow CSOs to share information and to coor-
dinate their policies towards EU institutions. 

At the same time, already existing dialogue and 
consultation mechanisms within the Commis-
sion, under different DGs, need to be harmonized 
and become subject to a binding set of common 
guidelines. Practices vary significantly across the 
Commission which hinders equal access to such 
mechanisms. 

The new civil dialogue umbrella platform could 
heavily build on the network and organizational 
structures created through EYCA which gathered 
a wide range of civil society organisations and also 
connected national and European level through 
contact groups and alliances. 

Recognised by the Commission, led by CSOs, the 
body could gather a broad range of CSOs, con-
necting with and including the national level CSOs 
through a structural framework modelled on the 
National Alliances during EYCA. Furthermore, 
the body would include representatives from the 
European Parliament as well as the Commission 
and the Council, to make it a truly broad and in-
ter-institutional body (which should not be seen as 
an alternative, but as a valuable complement to 
sectorial dialogue). The new body would allow for 
subject specific sub-committees to be constituted, 
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but would in the first place gather all relevant civil 
society actors in a broad umbrella platform. Such 
a new structured and regular body is necessary to 
ensure continuity and coherence in dialogue be-
tween CSOs and EU institutions, and also gives 
EU institutions a representative platform of CSOs 
to cooperate and interact with. At the same time, 
the new joint platform would not take away from 
CSO’s independence as regards their policy deci-
sions, but would strengthen their positions vis-à-
vis the EU institutions as they could then be voiced 
through an official channel. Furthermore, to make 
the Civil Dialogue Platform effective and repre-
sentative, adequate funding and capacity need to 
be provided for it. The new body would not be in 
competition for funding with other organisations 
under the Europe for Citizens, but is suggested 
that it would receive its funding from a joint fund-
ing pool between the European Commission, the 
European Parliament and the Council. 

At the EYCA meeting in Rome the 16 December 
2014 where this report was presented a principle 
decision was taken to continue to work for estab-
lishing Civil Society Europe as a joint platform to 
represent the organized civil society organisations 
on European level.
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Democracy for and with the people
Democracy is build up these years in Europe. A new Eu-
ropean dimension of democracy is developed. Not as an 
alternative to the local, regional and national democracy 
in the countries, but as a supplement. 

The democratic role of the European Parliament has 
increased. In the Lisbon Treaty focus is on the the rights 
and influence for the citizens in Europe. National Parlia-
ments have got a stronger role in the proces of decision 
on European issues, mainly to influence their own gov-
ernments when they legislate on EU level through the 
Council of Ministers together with the European Parlia-
ment. The Committee of Regions involves representa-
tives from the local and regional democratic institutions 
in the decision proces. 

The democratic influence and control of European  
politics has never been that much developed before.  
But still many Europeans feel the opposite. They see the 
EU as a foreign body far away from their life deciding 
too much about their life. 

Citizens and their democratic civil society organisations 
CSO’s, NGO’s and the social partners can play a crucial 
role to fill in the gab of democratic confidence. 

Democracy is for and with the people.

This report recommends how to realize this in practice 
on national and European level.

The EU programme Europe for Citizens has made it  
financially possible.


