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1 Introducing the Lisbon Strategy and the OMC
Introducing the Lisbon Strategy and the OMC

For several decades it was expected that the Western-type welfare state would
do away with poverty, and indeed until the 1980s this was an observable tendency in the member states of the EU. Since, however, poverty figures have
been on the rise again (Kowalsky 1999: 52), and many have been speaking of
“new poverty”, addressing not only income poverty but also urban decline and
violence, ethnic minorities, homelessness, young unemployed, rural poverty,
handicapped, single parents or elderly people. In 1975 there were estimated 38
million poor in the EU (CEC 1980). Twenty years later the number had risen to
55 million, and in 2005 the EU counted 75 million poor2. Since the mid-1970s
the EU addressed these “new” forms of poverty in the form of poverty programmes which, in the context of absent EU competences, attempted to promote
analysis, network-building, exchange of information and mutual learning (Kröger 2007a; Rojas 1999). With such a programme approach, the Commission
tried to influence national and European debates and policy development. The
programmes consisted of small budgets, exchange of information, data collecting and improvement, enhancing mutual learning. They addressed a small policy community of academia, NGOs and politicians. These activities, however,
came to a preliminary halt in 1996 when the United Kingdom and Germany
went to the European Court of Justice to stop the implementation of a fourth
programme. They were hostile to the poverty language of the EU, as they felt
that their minimum income systems had eradicated (extreme) poverty (Nilssen
2006; Veit-Wilson 2000). Despite this preliminary stop, by way of the poverty
programmes the Commission was successful in lifting the issue of poverty up
the European agenda, in framing the term social exclusion, in setting up antipoverty networks and in gathering expertise in programme development and
implementation (Bauer 2002; de la Porte 2005; Halvorsen and Johansson 2005;
Kröger 2007a; Leibfried and Pierson 1998). EU competences in the field, however, did not increase until 1997 when the fight against poverty and social exclusion was recognised to be of common concern in the Treaty of Amsterdam.

2

According to the widely used 60% median income indicator, see CEC 2006b. Of course this
goes hand in hand with successive enlargement rounds.
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The difference between economic and social integration has been described
as negative and positive integration (Scharpf 1999). While negative integration
refers to market-making activities which remove trade barriers and which seek
to establish the free movement of capital, services, individuals and goods, positive integration refers to market-correcting policies and “the reconstruction of a
system of economic regulation at the level of the larger unit” (Scharpf 1999:
45), in this case the EU. Scharpf argues that negative integration has been the
“main beneficiary of supranational European law” (ibid.: 50), making economic
and financial integration institutionally privileged areas of policy-making
(Chalmers and Lodge 2003; de la Porte and Pochet 2003; Radaelli 2003a;
Scharpf 2002; Tucker 2003). The potential of actors to bring about measures of
positive integration is restricted, since such measures generally require approval
by the Council of Ministers and, increasingly, by the European Parliament and
thus a high degree of consensus among the actors involved. Yet, opposition of
national governments and other actors to such positive integration has been the
rule thus far. The EU’s problem-solving capacity is therefore “limited by the
need to achieve action consensus among a wide range of divergent national and
group interests” (Scharpf 1999: 71). Conventional ways of integration thus
seemed foreclosed for a European anti-poverty policy. At the same time, negative integration has real consequences for the member states’ ability to autonomously organise and secure welfare and thus for the living conditions of their
citizens (Leibfried 2005; Leibfried and Pierson 1998).
The Community Method largely being perceived as being inappropriate for
market-correcting policies by member states while still politically perceiving the
need to commonly address the issues of poverty and social exclusion, it was
decided in 2000 to introduce the Open Method of Coordination (OMC) and to
apply it to the field of poverty and social exclusion. The OMC belongs to the
wide array of so-called soft law which in contrast to the Community Method is
not binding. It starts out from the assumption of structural diversity, strategic
uncertainty and the need for permanent revisability of policies. It grounds on
common political objectives, the implementation of which is completely left to
the national governments. This implementation is somewhat monitored by the
European Commission and the Council. The OMC was perceived by heads of
state and government as an instrument which could contribute to increased effectiveness – through mutual learning processes and monitoring – and legitimacy – through the participation of all relevant actors – of the EU. To study
whether the OMC inclusion has contributed to these declared goals is the object
of the here presented work. Before evaluating this question, however, this introduction will be used to recall major recent steps in the development of a European social policy as well as the Lisbon process and the OMC in particular.
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It was since the late 1980s, not least due to the efforts of then Commission
President Jacques Delors and his environment, that the struggle for a European
social policy unfolded real dynamics. This struggle soon became associated with
the notion of the European Social Model (ESM) which since has been used in
political, descriptive, analytical and normative ways (Aust et al. 2002; Demertzis 2007; Jepsen and Pascual 2005). The terminological construction aimed at
describing the socio-political heritage of the EU as being different from those of
the USA and growing “tigers” in far-East such as Japan – as well as from the
market model defended by the Thatcher administration. And this heritage, so the
conclusion, was worth being protected. Second, its aim was to add a social dimension to the European Community (EC) in which market integration by far
outscored social integration. More recently, the term ESM has become even
more politicised and usually been associated to the need of its modernisation.
This modernisation is usually deemed necessary in the light of perceived common demographic, economic, social, cultural and international challenges.
The second major result of Delors´ efforts was the institutionalisation and
legalisation of a European Social Dialogue. From 1991 onwards the legal framework was established by the Social Protocol (art. 138 and 139). In particular it
obliged the Commission to consult the social partners prior to the adoption of a
legislative proposal. The social partners could then either just comment on the
proposal or decide to engage in negotiations which may end in collective
agreements which are a) turned into Council directives and thereby become
binding law or b) implemented by the social partners in autogestion (Falkner
2000; Pochet 2007; Smismans 2007).
However, there were also developments which decreased the chances for a
European social policy. Most notably, from the early 1990s onwards member
states insisted on the principle of subsidiarity as one of the structuring principles
of the EU. The principle, stemming from Catholic social thought, refers to the
relationship between the individual and the communities to which it belongs. It
demands that everything the individual can do on his/her own should be done by
her- or himself, next by the smallest community to which (s)he belongs. If,
however, the individual is incapable to do so, the larger community will have a
responsibility to assist (Kohl and Vahlpahl 2005). This tradition of thought
resonated strongly in Southern and Western parts of Germany. After World War
II and together with the Allies’ desire to not have a strong centre of power in
Germany subsidiarity became one of the major organizing principles of the
country. Later on and in the process of European integration, the German Länder were keen on defending their competences just as the British government
defended the principle against the enlargement of EU competences and the loss

14
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of national control. Resting on these influences, the Treaty of Maastricht states
that
“The Community shall act within the limits of the powers conferred upon it by this Treaty
and of the objectives assigned to it therein.”
“In areas which do not fall within its exclusive competence, the Community shall take action, in accordance with the principle of subsidiarity, only if and in so far as the objectives
of the proposed action cannot be sufficiently achieved by the Member States and can therefore, by reason of the scale or effects of the proposed action, be better achieved by the
Community.”
“Any action by the Community shall not go beyond what is necessary to achieve the objectives of this Treaty” (Treaty of Maastricht art. 3b, now art. 5).

Despite this structural and political barrier to further integration, the European
Commission became very active in the early 1990s with regard to a European
social, in particular an employment policy, as shown by different Communications and White papers (CEC 1993, 1994, 1998, 1999, 2000a, 2005d). In these
and other contributions the Commission supported the idea of social policy
being a productive factor, arguing that it might contribute to economic growth
and job creation (Wendon 1998). It increasingly supported the idea of supplysided activation strategies and centred its ambitions on the so-called modernisation of the social protection systems. Knowledge-based society, demographic
changes, life-long learning, training, globalisation, growth, competitiveness and
sustainability became the catch-all words mostly employed in order to defend
the necessity of this so-called modernisation, described as being politically
without alternative. To the difference of its anti-poverty programmes, the ideas
mirrored in the mentioned documents gained prominent status in European
social policy discourses, as they resonated better with national discourses than
those of the previous programmes. The main effect of these documents was that
an EU-wide debate around social protection was initiated and that this debate
became ever more employment-centred. The central idea was to rebuild the
welfare state around work, estimating that paid work is the safest way out of
poverty. The goal is to be reached through a reduction of fraud, and the enforcement of work responsibilities through punitive sanctioning in the case of noncompliance3.
By 1997, when the European Employment Strategy (EES) was introduced,
a majority of member states found that activation based on training and life long
learning promoted by the state while at the same time being coupled with making work pay strategies was the best way to achieve (full) employment, while
the primary goals of public policy were low inflation and a balanced budget. If
3

For a critical review, see Levitas 1996 and 1998.
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the concept of activation gained multiple supporters, this was due to its compatibility with both social democratic “third way” policies and more neo-liberal
approaches to social policy. An “EU-wide interpretative framework for social
policy” had evolved (Teague 2001: 9; Duina and Oliver 2004), rendering consensus around a common strategy possible.
The recognition by member states that there was a need to deal commonly
with a common challenge – structural unemployment – materialised in the institutionalisation of an employment title in the Treaty of Amsterdam in 1997
(Begg and Berghman 2002). The employment title became the legal basis of the
EES, allowing the EC to coordinate actions in the field. However, the principle
of subsidiarity was also confirmed in the Treaty of Amsterdam in order to “reassure uneasy Member States that their legal and political distinctiveness would
not be threatened by the legal modernization of the EU” (Teague 2001: 13). The
Treaty also integrated the Social Charter as well as the Social Protocol of 1991
into EC law. Since, articles 136 and 137 provide the legal basis for social policy
support and coordination through the EC. Article 136 identifies the fight against
social exclusion as one of the objectives of the EC. It states that the latter shall
support and complement the activities of the member states. Article 137 empowers the Council to adopt measures designed to encourage cooperation between member states aiming at the improvement of knowledge, the development
of exchanges of information and good practices, the promotion of innovative
approaches and the evaluation of experiences. The Commission has a preparing
and a coordinating function, whereas it cannot enact binding guidelines and
decisions. Thus, anti-poverty policy by and large remains in the competences of
member states. Still, articles 136 and 137, however weak they may be, provided
the legal basis for the introduction of the OMC inclusion in 2000.
While the poverty programmes had a discursive influence on the OMC inclusion (Kröger 2007a), a procedural influence comes from the EES (Goetschy
1999) which was the EU´s first official experiment with soft governance. The
EES organises the coordination of national employment policies, mutual learning processes and management by objectives (Trubek and Mosher 2003).
Member states agree unanimously on political guidelines which they implement
in accordance to national specificities. If they do not implement the agreed
guidelines, soft peer pressure through naming and shaming strategies is theoretically foreseen. Progress is generally monitored through joint reports, indicators
and peer reviews (Barbier 2004a). The member states shall “take the guidelines
into account” in their employment policies (Art. 128, 3), but there are no sanctions if they do not follow the guidelines and recommendations. In 2003 the
EES was evaluated and subsequently re-organised in a three-yearly cycle and
became associated to the Broad Economic Policy Guidelines (BEPGs).
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The EES follows previous experiences, with harder modes of governance
in the field of fiscal (Growth and Stability Pact, GSP) and economic (BEPGs)
policy coordination (Goetschy 2004; Salais 2004). Indeed, the European Monetary Union (EMU) had and has important consequences on labour market policy
because the range of available policy options for members of the EMU is limited. The EMU constrains the national labour market policies in several ways,
namely 1) It is no longer possible to foster employment by means of competitive
devaluation because EMU entailed an increasingly centralized monetary policy
for the EU; 2) EMU and the adoption of the GSP prohibit large public deficits
and hence attempts to combat unemployment by means of public sector job
creation; 3) Community competition law weighs upon employment by increasingly limiting certain types of state aid in specific sectors such as social services (Goetschy 2004). The GSP considerably reduces the marge de manoeuvre
for national governments, particularly in terms of deficit spending. Specific
rulings of the ECJ have furthermore decreased national autonomy over social
protection schemes (Leibfried 2005; Scharpf 1999; Schulte 2001) and made
coordinated action in the field necessary4.
In the period of the mid to late 1990s the average poverty rate across the
then 15 member states was 17% in 1995 and 15% in 1999. On the whole, in
1997 18% of the population or more than 60 million people were living in
households whose income was below 60% of the national equalised median
income. Half of this population had been living below this relative poverty
threshold for three successive years (de la Porte 2005). These are the central
macro, meso and micro developments which forewent the introduction of the
OMC inclusion.
1999 was a decisive year for the development of the OMC and its frame,
the Lisbon Strategy. At the micro level a few Commission officials continued to
be very active in promoting a European anti-poverty strategy. Particularly Maria
Rodrigues, at the time advisor to Portuguese Prime Minister Guterres, was active across the EU convincing the capitals of the need of increased action in the
field of social policy (de la Porte 2005). At the meso level both the Commission
and the European Anti-Poverty Network (EAPN) held major conferences in the
first half of 1999. In the second half of 1999 Finland held the presidency of the
EU and made social affairs one of its top presidency priorities. At the Labour
and Social Affairs Council in November 1999 it was decided to establish a highlevel working group on social protection, made up of two national delegates per
member state and two officials from the Commission, in view to operationalise
common action in the field of social protection and social inclusion. More pre4

For a detailed account of the pros and cons of a European social policy, see Büchs 2007; Offe
2003; Scharpf 1999; Schelkle and Mabbett 2007.
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cisely, it should work on the four fields specified by a communication of the
Commission in July 1999: to make work pay, to combat poverty and social
exclusion, to render pension systems economically and socially sustainable, and
to render quality health care accessible to all (CEC 1999). The informal group
was officially endorsed by the Helsinki European Summit in December 1999,
and the group took up its work one month later, meeting monthly.
In the first half of 2000 the Portuguese held the presidency of the EU. As
its predecessor, Portugal at that time was led by a social-democratic majority
and was keen on further developing the social dimension of the EU, pushing for
its further legal institutionalisation. Portuguese Prime Minister Guterres, just as
his advisor Rodrigues, engaged in activism across the EU in order to find consensus on a new European global strategy into which the social dimension
should be integrated. The document that later on became the Lisbon strategy
circulated and Guterres visited the capitals several times (de la Porte 2005;
Sundholm 2001). While the substance of the strategy seems to have met relatively broad agreement, the method met more opposition, member states fearing
the public exposure and competitive aspects of the OMC. Particularly strong
opposition came from the German government. The Presidency, however,
reached consensus by emphasizing the learning nature of the method and its
openness to national adaptation (Sundholm 2001). The German resistance was
broken by building EU-wide support for the second German candidate (Horst
Köhler) for the Presidency of the International Monetary Fund that chancellor
Schröder was very keen on5. The Commission at that point of time was politically weak, also due to its resignation in summer 1999, and not involved in the
design of the Lisbon strategy and particularly the OMC: “Certain people in the
Commission were involved in partly informal expert groups. But there also was
a lot of surprise, in the Commission: Where does that come from?” (Commission official, June 2005).
It was at the Lisbon Council in March 2000 that the EU endorsed a new
European global strategy, baptised the Lisbon Strategy (Rodrigues 2004). It can
be seen as the peak of earlier efforts to coordinate and balance European economic and social policies. Politically, a vast majority of social-democratic led
governments increasingly felt the need to compensate for economic and financial integration and pushed for social affairs to move up the European agenda.
Additionally, member states perceived a need to agree on political strategies
(and institutional developments) before Eastern enlargement. While not planned
5

Coordinator of EU-macro-policies in the German Federal Ministry of Finance (1999-2000),
March 2007. More concretely, Schröder told Guterres that he would accept the Lisbon strategy if Guterres would organise EU-wide support for Köhler so that the American resistance against a second German candidate could be broken.
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in the context of an intergovernmental conference, all these developments,
through the activities of the Portuguese Presidency, culminated in the Lisbon
Strategy, the central message of which can be found in the fifth paragraph of the
Lisbon Conclusions:
“The Union has today set itself a new strategic goal for the next decade: to become the most
competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world capable of sustainable
economic growth with more and better jobs and greater social cohesion. Achieving this goal
requires an overall strategy aimed at:
- preparing the transition to a knowledge-based economy and society by better policies for
the information society and R&D, as well as by stepping up the process of structural reform
for competitiveness and innovation and by completing the internal market;
- modernising the European social model, investing in people and combating social exclusion;
- Sustaining the healthy economic outlook and favourable growth prospects by applying an
appropriate macro-economic policy mix” (Lisbon Council Conclusions, para. 5).”

The Lisbon Strategy served and serves different goals. First, it defends a new
economic paradigm which is based on innovation and technological progress,
the goal of which is the accelerated realisation of the internal market (Goetschy
2004). It perceives shortcomings of the labour market – long-term unemployment, too low an employment rate particularly amongst women and older workers, and under-development of the service sector – as the main sources of insufficient competitiveness and growth and sets out to adapt the European labour
market to more flexibility through structural reform (Ferrera et al. 2000). It
suggests the encouragement of research, the development of information technologies and the establishment of a favourable climate for innovation, inter alia
by removing obstacles to the realisation of the internal market and the liberalisation of transport and energy markets, while the limit to public debts imposed by
the GSP and the demographic changes were used to justify a re-calibration of
social protection schemes and labour markets.
Second, by lifting social policy up to the top of the European agenda, it
seeks a re-calibration of economic and social policy (Ferrera et al. 2002; Goetschy 2004). It does so by “reconciling” economic and social policies which are
seen as interdependent and mutually re-enforcing: a triangle of economic
growth, employment and social cohesion (Begg and Berghman 2002). Social
policy is perceived as a productive factor rather than a hindrance to economic
growth (Berghman et al. 2003: 26), yet with an ever narrower focus on supplysided employment policies.
Third, it affirms the existence of a particular European Social Model while
at the same time calling for its “modernisation” through the flexibilisation of
labour markets and the reform of social protection systems (Goetschy 2004).
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The theoretical context of reference is the concept “of an active welfare state
based on employment” (Berghman et al. 2003: 15; Trubek and Trubek 2003),
the main policy objectives of which are an increase of employment rates, activation of people and “making work pay” as well as (lifelong) investment of employees into their human capital (Barbier 2004b). The concept rests on the idea
that “increased growth with more and better jobs should reduce social exclusion” (Mayes 2002: 195).
In view to promote these different goals while at the same time respecting
the principle of subsidiarity, it was decided to introduce the OMC6. This soft
governance instrument, according to the Lisbon Conclusions, has three main
goals: Contributing to the convergence of member states’ performances, to the
modernisation of the ESM, and to greater social cohesion (European Council
2000a; Ferrera et al. 2002; Télo 2001; Vandenbroucke 2002). Of these three
goals, it is the wing “social cohesion” that is of interest for the here presented
work, previously often referred to as social exclusion or anti-poverty policy:
“The number of people living below the poverty line and in social exclusion in the Union
is unacceptable. Steps must be taken to make a decisive impact on the eradication of poverty by setting adequate targets to be agreed by the Council by the end of the year. (…) The
new knowledge-based society offers tremendous potential for reducing social exclusion,
both by creating the economic conditions for greater prosperity through higher levels of
growth and employment, and by opening up new ways of participating in society. At the
same time, it brings a risk of an ever-widening gap between those who have access to the
new knowledge, and those who are excluded. To avoid this risk and maximise this new potential, efforts must be made to improve skills, promote wider access to knowledge and opportunity and fight unemployment: the best safeguard against social exclusion is a job. Policies for combating social exclusion should be based on an open method of coordination
combining national action plans and a Commission initiative for cooperation in this field”
(European Council 2000a, para. 32).

The next paragraph calls for “continued dialogue and exchanges of information
and best practice, on the basis of commonly agreed indicators”, for the
mainstreaming of “inclusion” policies into other policies, for the development of
“priority actions addressed to specific target groups” and a regular reporting
mechanism (para. 33). Three months later, at the European Council in Feira, it
was decided to apply the OMC to social exclusion and poverty. The Conclusions established that the high-level working group on social protection should
incite “cooperation between member states through an open method of coordination combining national action plans with a community programme to
6

“Open”, then, has been associated to the flexibility of the method which allows it to be adopted to national contexts and traditions by help of means that member states are free to choose,
to openness to a variety of actors, to openness to revision at EU-level and to becoming hard
law (Sundholm 2001; Télo 2001; Wincott 2001).
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combat social exclusion” (European Council 2000b, para. 36), and the creation
of indicators was officially encouraged.
The efforts to consolidate the process were then continued by France which
held the EU Presidency in the second half of 2000, leading to the adoption of
common objectives, of the reporting system and the decision to develop indicators at the Nice Council in December 2000 (European Council 2000c, para. 20;
Pochet 2003). The high-level working group was baptised Social Protection
Committee (SPC) and as such integrated into the Nice Treaty. The OMC inclusion was institutionalised, even though its treaty basis remained very weak – the
Nice Treaty also stipulates that harmonisation of national laws in the field of
social exclusion is not permitted. In March 2001 the Stockholm Council asked
“the Council to improve monitoring of action in this field by agreeing on indicators for combating social exclusion by the end of the year” (European Council
2001a, para. 29). At the Laeken Council in December 2001, and under the Belgian Presidency, member states adopted 18 commonly agreed indicators, very
much pushed for by the Belgian Presidency throughout 2001. The institutionalisation of the OMC inclusion at the EU had reached its preliminary peak.
Some researchers have argued that the “space which the OMC inclusion
occupies is constrained by the European Employment Strategy”7 (Armstrong
2003: 13) or, more broadly, found that in the context of the Lisbon Strategy
social policy is subordinated to the economy and to the goal of competitiveness
instead of being seen as a goal in its own right (Barbier 2002; Carmel 2003;
Schäfer 2002), that social policy is used to manage “the economy, and in particular the labour market” (Carmel 2003: 14) even though they are not all as
clear as Chalmers and Lodge who speak of the “colonisation of the welfare state
by the economic policy-making process” (Chalmers and Lodge 2003: 13). Others interpret the Lisbon Strategy as an ideology aiming at legitimating political
reform, providing roadmaps for action and legitimating certain actions while delegitimizing others, thus rendering the overall space for political action smaller
(Tucker 2003: 10-12; Carmel 2003; Dehousse 2003; Ferrera et al. 2002; Maier
et al. 2003). Radaelli goes towards the same direction when speaking of a “master discourse” of competitiveness embedding the social OMCs: “Today, the
OMC is eminently a legitimising discourse. It provides a community of policymakers with a common vocabulary and a legitimising project – to make Europe
the most competitive knowledge society in the world” (Radaelli 2003a: 8).

7

Member states have been asked, after the first round of NAPs, to adapt the “employment” part
of the NAP inclusion to the employment strategies established by the NAPs of the EES in the
second round.
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The idea behind the OMC is that member states have to reflect and develop their
respective policies, document them and coordinate them “towards the achievement of targets defined at a European level” (Berghman et al. 2003: 12). Specifically, the following steps were intended:
“1. Implementation of the strategic goal will be facilitated by applying a new open method
of coordination as the means of spreading best practices and achieving greater convergence
towards the main EU goals. This method, which is designed to help Member States to progressively developing their own policies, involves:
- fixing guidelines for the Union combined with specific timetables for achieving the goals
which they set in the short, medium and long terms;
- establishing, where appropriate, quantitative and qualitative indicators and benchmarks
against the best in the world and tailored to the needs of different Member States and sectors as a means of comparing best practices;
- translating these European guidelines into national and regional policies by setting specific targets and adopting measures, taking into account national and regional differences;
- Periodic monitoring, evaluation and peer review organised as mutual learning processes.
2. A fully decentralised approach will be applied in line with the principle of subsidiarity in
which the Union, Member States, the regional and local levels, as well as the social partners
and civil society, will be actively involved, using variable forms of partnership. A method
of benchmarking best practices on managing change will be devised by the European
Commission networking with different providers and users, namely the social partners,
companies and NGOs” (Lisbon Council Conclusions, para. 37).

These general instructions were later operationalised through concrete instruments. Common objectives are the starting point of an OMC inclusion cycle. At
the Nice Council four common objectives (not guidelines as in the EES) were
agreed upon for the social inclusion process in December 2000: 1) To facilitate
participation in employment and access to resources, rights, goods, and services
for all. This objective includes traces both of the British approach at social exclusion – full employment and activation – and the French but also Scandinavian rights-based approach; 2) To prevent the risks of exclusion; 3) To help the
most vulnerable. This sort of targeting follows the tradition of affirmative action
and stems from the Anglo-Saxon tradition while being opposite to the universal
integration approach of France and the Nordic countries and 4) To mobilise all
relevant bodies (Council 2001a). The vagueness of the objectives was probably
the very reason for the support from member states, the Commission and NGOs
(Armstrong 2003; Berghman et al. 2003: 91). The main tension that appears in
these objectives is the rights-based approach of the French and Nordic tradition
of social integration vs. the targeted approach of labour market integration of the
Anglo-Saxon tradition, reflecting different ideological traditions (de la Porte
2007; Mabbett 2004).
The common objectives provide overall guidance for the National Action
Plans (NAPs) which should provide the basis of intended processes of exchange

