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ABSTRACT 

In June 2014 - drawing on the experience of the past three years (2011, 2012 & 2013) - Eurochild 
carried out an analysis of the National Reform Programmes (NRPs) of EU Member States with the 
help of its member organisations. Based on a framework document, respondents were requested to 
provide information about the extent to which child poverty and social exclusion have featured in the 
2014 NRPs and National Social Reports (NSRs). The compiled analysis of responses provides an 
EU-wide overview of the commitment to fight child poverty and social exclusion. It is based on 
analysis of 17 Member States NRPs and NSRs (when available). In this year’s analysis, as in 2013, 
we particularly assess whether the NRPs have taken into account the Commission’s Social 
Investment Package (SIP) and in particular the EC Recommendation on child poverty and well-being 
(Investing in children: breaking the cycle of disadvantage) which were launched in February 2013.  
This year our analysis is also intended to feed into Eurochild’s assessment for the mid-term review of 
the Europe 2020 Strategy. Thus it identifies changes that are needed to strengthen Europe 2020’s 
focus on child poverty and well-being issues in the future and outlines our views on the functionality of 
the Semester process. 

EUROCHILD 

Eurochild is a network of organisations and individuals working in and across Europe to improve the 
quality of life of children and young people. We envisage a Europe where every child grows up happy, 
healthy and confident, and respected as an individual in his/her own right. We work:  

 to promote wide recognition of children as individual rights holders; 

 to convince policy and decision makers to put the best interest of the child in every decision 
affecting them; 

 to encourage all those working with and for children and their families to take a child-centred 
approach; 

 to give children and young people in Europe a voice by promoting participatory methods in 
child and family services, raising children’s awareness of their rights and supporting child and 
youth led organisations. 

 

Eurochild currently has 170 members in 35 countries all over Europe (both within and outside of the 
EU). For more information see: www.eurochild.org  

This publication is supported under the European Community Programme for Employment and Social 
Solidarity (2007-2013). This programme is managed by the Directorate-General for Employment, 
social affairs and equal opportunities of the European Commission. The views expressed by 
Eurochild do not necessarily reflect the position or opinion of the European Commission.  

For more information see: http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catId=327&langId=en  

http://www.eurochild.org/
http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catId=327&langId=en


2 

 

CONTENTS 

Key findings and recommendations ........................................................................................................ 3 

1. Introduction and acknowledgements ............................................................................................... 6 

2. Evidence of political priority being given to child poverty and social exclusion ............................... 7 

3. The extent of comprehensive approaches underpinned by children’s rights .................................. 8 

4. Impact of the crisis and the extent of measures to protect children in most vulnerable situations 11 

5. The estent of an integrated approach to Europe 2020 Strategy ................................................... 14 

6. The extent to which EU money is being used to tackle child poverty and social exclusion .......... 15 

7. The extent of meaningful stakeholder involvement ....................................................................... 16 

8. Impact of the European Commission Recommendation on the NRPs and NSRs ........................ 17 

9. The extent and relevance of the Country Specific Recommendations .......................................... 18 

10. Suggestions for increasing the attention given to child poverty and well-being in Europe           

2020 Strategy ........................................................................................................................................ 21 

Summary Tables ................................................................................................................................... 25 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



3 

 

KEY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

As the fourth edition of the European Semester takes place, the Europe 2020 strategy aimed at 

securing smart, sustainable and inclusive growth is maturing into a regular cycle of policy 

coordination. With this report Eurochild aims to summarise lessons learnt from the 2014 Semester, 

looking primarily at the National Reform Programmes and National Social Reports based on 

contributions from member and partner organisations from various Member States. It also intends to 

assess the impact of the Country-Specific Recommendations (CSRs), as well as to give some initial 

reflections on the Europe 2020 process which is under mid-term review. 

There is a slightly greater focus on child poverty and well-being issues in a small number of the 2014 

National Reform Programmes (NRPs) than in 2013 and in a few of the 2014 National Social Reports 

(NSRs) compared to the 2012 versions. However, in the majority of cases the attention given to child 

poverty and well-being has changed little over the past year. Overall the efforts being made still fall 

very far short of what is needed to respond to the extent of the child poverty and social exclusion 

challenges facing the European Union. 

Where Member States do address the issue in their NRPs and NSRs, it is often with too narrow a 

focus and in many countries there is a lack of a comprehensive and integrated approach. In many 

cases it appears that there is still insufficient awareness of the severe hardship that the economic 

crisis and austerity measures are inflicting on many children and their families and a lack of the 

political commitment that is needed to address their situation. 

It is clear that the European Commission’s Social Investment Package (SIP), and more particularly its 

Recommendation on Investing in Children: Breaking the Cycle of Disadvantage,
1
 have yet to make a 

major impact on the policies of most Member States. The social dimension of the Europe 2020 

Strategy remains seriously underdeveloped and the commitment to reduce poverty by 20 million by 

2020 seems very far away, particularly for children. 

Child poverty has increased by half a million in only one year in the EU.
2
 The mid-term review of the 

Strategy that is currently underway, must ensure that urgent steps be taken to put the issue of poverty 

and social exclusion in general and child poverty and well-being in particular at the heart of a 

reenergised strategy. This will mean ensuring that the implementation of the European Commission’s 

SIP and the Recommendation on Investing in Children are made a central part of the Strategy. This 

will require the following: 

1.  PUT CHILD POVERTY AND SOCIAL EXCLUSION AT THE CENTRE OF THE 

EUROPEAN SEMESTER 

To ensure that the social inclusion deficit at the heart of the Europe 2020 Strategy is addressed and 

that child poverty and well-being becomes a key priority of the European Semester the following steps 

should be taken in the context of the mid-term review of the Strategy: 

 in reviewing the Europe 2020 poverty and social exclusion target establish an EU sub-target 

on child poverty and social exclusion and encourage all Member States to do likewise; 

 include a specific section in each Annual Growth Survey on child poverty and well-being 

and set Member States a priority each year for addressing child poverty and social exclusion 

in their National Reform Programmes; 

                                                      
1
 European Commission Recommendation of 20 February 2013 Investing in Children: Breaking the Cycle of Disadvantage 

(2013/112/EU), hereinafter EC Recommendation, available at:  
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2013:059:0005:0016:EN:PDF 

2 
Statistical office of the European Union, EU-SILC 2013, available at: 

http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/income_social_inclusion_living_conditions/data/database 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2013:059:0005:0016:EN:PDF
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/income_social_inclusion_living_conditions/data/database
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 ask all Member States to include a specific section in their National Reform Programmes on 

tackling poverty and social exclusion and to include within this a specific section on 

addressing child poverty and social exclusion; 

 develop child focussed Country Specific Recommendations for all countries with high or 

worsening levels of child poverty and social exclusion. These should urge them to develop a 

comprehensive, multi-dimensional and rights-based approach covering the three pillars of the 

European Commission Recommendation (i.e. adequate income, access to quality services 

and participation of children); 

 the European Commission, with the support of the Social Protection Committee, should 

develop and issue to Member States clear guidance on integrating the SIP and the EC 

Recommendation on Investing in Children into their NRPs and NSRs. 

   

2. INCREASE THE USE OF EU STRUCTURAL FUNDS TO SUPPORT THE SOCIAL 

INCLUSION OF CHILDREN 

Many Member States are still not making full use of EU Structural Funds to promote the social 
inclusion and well-being of children. Thus much greater attention should be given to using the 2014-
2020 round of funds to promote social inclusion in general and the inclusion of children in particular. 
Member States should be asked to report on their use of Structural Funds for promoting the social 
inclusion of children in their NRPs and NSRs. They should also be encouraged to use Structural 
Funds in a strategic manner to support the implementation of their overall strategies to tackle child 
poverty and social exclusion. 

3. STRENGTHEN THE SOCIAL DIMENSION OF THE ECONOMIC AND 

MONETARY UNION AND ENSURE THAT ALL ECONOMIC POLICIES ARE 

PROOFED FOR THEIR IMPACT ON CHILD WELL-BEING 

In view of the negative impact of many recent economic policies on poverty and social exclusion in 

general and on children in particular the social dimension of the Economic and Monetary Union 

(EMU) should be strengthened. The surveillance of social challenges as well as economic challenges 

should be enhanced and the issue of child poverty and social exclusion should be a key part of that 

surveillance. Member States should be encouraged to undertake child impact assessments of all 

austerity policies and programmes. 

4. STRENGTHEN EUROPE 2020 GOVERNANCE BY INCREASING 

PARTICIPATION OF CHILDREN’S ORGANISATIONS IN THE EUROPE 2020 

PROCESS 

The very limited, if any, involvement of social inclusion NGOs in general and children’s organisations 

in particular in the preparation, implementation and monitoring of many NRPs and NSRs is a 

democratic deficit that must be addressed. The Social Protection Committee and the Commission 

should agree guidelines for Member States on the involvement of civil society organisations. In 

particular these should emphasise the involvement of organisations working with children and children 

themselves in the Europe 2020 process. Member States’ performance in this regard should be 

regularly monitored and reported on by the Commission.  
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5. ENSURE ANNUAL MONITORING AND REPORTING ON THE 

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

In view of the limited impact to date of the European Commission Recommendation on Investing in 

Children the Social Protection Committee should establish a working group to follow its 

implementation and to prepare and issue an annual report to the EPSCO and European Council on 

the progress that is being made. In doing so full use should be made of the indicators suggested in 

the EC Recommendation to compare outcomes for children across the EU as a result of the different 

policy choices made by Member States. 
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1. INTRODUCTION AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

The 2014 National Reform Programmes (NRPs) are intended to set out how Member States will 
achieve their national targets set in the context of the Europe 2020 Strategy. In particular they are 
meant to explain how Member States intend to tackle obstacles to achieving the objectives set out in 
the Europe 2020 strategy and its Integrated Guidelines for the economic and employment policies of 
Member States. 

The most relevant guidelines from a child poverty and social inclusion perspective are Guidelines 9 
(Improving the quality and performance of education and training systems at all levels and increasing 
participation in tertiary or equivalent education) and 10 (Promoting social inclusion and combating 
poverty).  The 2014 National Social Reports (NSRs) are intended to underpin the social dimension of 
the Europe 2020 Strategy and to provide more detail on social inclusion and social protection policies 
than is possible in the NRPs. In particular they are intended to review progress in achieving the 
objectives of the Open Method of Coordination (OMC) on social protection and social inclusion. 

Building on the outcomes of Eurochild’s 2013 and previous analyses of the NRPs and NSRs this 
year’s analysis particularly concentrated on nine issues: 

 

1. the level of political importance being given by Member States to child poverty and social 
exclusion issues in their NRPs and NSRs; 

2. the degree to which Member States have developed comprehensive strategies underpinned by 
children’s rights; 

3. the extent to which Member States are addressing the impact of the economic crisis and 
austerity measures on children and their families, especially those in the most vulnerable 
situations; 

4. the degree to which the NRPs adopt an integrated approach to the Europe 2020 Strategy’s 
objectives; 

5. how much are EU Structural Funds being used to support the social inclusion and well-being of 
children; 

6. whether there is meaningful involvement of children’s organisations and children in the Europe 
2020 process; 

7. the extent to which the European Commission Recommendation on Investing in Children has 
informed the preparation  of the NRPs and NSRs; 

8. the appropriateness of Country Specific Recommendations and the extent to which Member 
States have responded to them; 

9. suggestions for how child poverty and well-being can receive increased attention in the Europe 
2020 Strategy in the future. 

 

The report is based primarily on assessments by Eurochild members and partners in 17 Member 

States. These are: Bulgaria (Dani Koleva, National Network for Children Association), Czech Republic 

(Aneta Rudolfova, SOS Children’s Villages Czech Republic), Denmark (Inge Marie Nielsen, The Joint 

Council for Child Issues in Denmark), Estonia (Ene Tomberg, Estonian Union for Child Welfare), 

Germany (Ulrike Wisser), Greece (Ioanna Avloniti, Smile of the Child), Finland (Heikki Sariola, Central 

Union for Child Welfare), Hungary (Éva Flora Varga, Family Child Youth Association), Ireland (Edel 

Quinn, Children’s Rights Alliance), Lithuania (Save the Children Lithuania), Luxembourg (Ombuds-

Comité fir d'Rechter vum Kand, René Schlecter), Poland (Prof. Wielisława Warzywoda-Kruszyńskam 

Lodz University), Portugal (Sérgio Araújo, independent researcher), Slovakia (Zuzana Kusá, Slovak 

Anti-Poverty Network), Slovenia (Tamara Narat, Social Protection Institute of Slovenia), Spain 

(Raquel López Díez, FEDAIA)and from the United Kingdom-England (UKE)(Nick Davies, Children 

England), Northern Ireland (UKNI)(Ellen Finlay, Children in Northern Ireland) and Wales (UKW)(Sean 

O’Neill, Children in Wales).  The Scottish Member (UKS) (Marion Macleod, Children in Scotland) 

specifically assessed a separate NRP prepared by the Scottish government. 
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The report has been drafted for Eurochild by an independent expert on European social inclusion 

policies, Hugh Frazer. Thanks go to Réka Tunyogi (Advocacy and Parliamentary Officer) for the 

overall coordination and supervision and to Alva Finn (Eurochild Policy Intern) for her help. 

 

2. EVIDENCE OF POLITICAL PRIORITY BEING GIVEN TO CHILD 

POVERTY AND SOCIAL EXCLUSION 

Slightly over half of the NRPs assessed (BG, EE, ES, FI, HU, IE, LT, LU, PT, UKE, UKS, UKW) and 

just over half of the NSRs (BG, DE, EE, ES, LU) give some political importance to child poverty and 

social exclusion. Encouragingly, in slightly over a third of NRPs assessed (EE, ES, HU, IE, PT, UKS, 

UKW) and two NSRs (CZ, ES) there was more political attention given to child poverty and social 

exclusion than in the 2013 NRPs or the 2012 NSRs. However, in many cases the extent of the 

coverage is quite limited and setting specific targets for reducing child poverty and social exclusion is 

rare. Examples of positive developments include: 

 Bulgaria has increased financial support to the most vulnerable children and families and has 

set a target to reduce child poverty by 78,000; 

 the Irish NRP highlights the various statistics on child poverty and families with children and 

points to the new national child poverty target which is set out in the new National Policy 

Framework on Children and Young People 2014-2020, which was launched in April 2014.  

The target is to lift over 70,000 children out of consistent poverty by 2020 which is a reduction 

of at least two-thirds on the 2011 level. This target will include reducing the higher consistent 

poverty risk for households with children as compared to non-child households (8.8% vs 

4.2%), and for children as compared to adults (9.3% vs. 6%); 

 the Lithuanian NRP includes child poverty and social exclusion and refers to national 

documents which include a requirement to set provision targets for necessary services for 

child and family, as well as measures to decrease the number of families with children at risk 

of poverty or social exclusion; 

 the Scottish NRP contains a chapter on poverty and social exclusion and specific reference to 
child poverty. It gives a bit more prominence to child poverty than in 2013 and a national 
performance indicator has been introduced in terms of reducing children’s deprivation, a 
specific child poverty target is included and the  details of which are contained in the Scottish 
Government’s most recent Child Poverty Strategy (2014 – 2017); 

 in Spain there is a pact for combating poverty and the Government allocates over 850 million 
to the fight against poverty and social exclusion. More than EUR 218 million of this money is 
allocated to the specific field of childhood and adolescence; 

 the United Kingdom NRP states that the Government is “committed to the goal of ending child 

poverty in the UK by 2020, and is determined to tackle the root causes of poverty”. The NRP 

refers to the UK’s existing child poverty targets. While child poverty is mentioned in the 

context of Northern Ireland’s devolved administration, it has not been given as much priority 

as is needed and no specific child poverty target is set for Northern Ireland. The NRP also 

refers to the three strategic objectives of the Welsh Government’s statutory Child Poverty 

Strategy. However it does not reflect the various initiatives the Welsh government has taken 

since 2013 (e.g. embedded cross departmental structures, appointed local authority poverty 

champions, set up a Tackling Poverty External Advisory Board, have arrangements in place 

to engage regularly with children’s NGOs and have a Welsh representative on the UK wide 

Social Mobility and Child Poverty Commission). 

In just under half of the NRPs assessed (CZ, DE, DK, EL, PL, SI, SK, UKNI ) and, in just over half of 

the NSRs (CZ, DK, FI, UKNI) child poverty and social exclusion are not treated as an important issue. 

However, in some of these cases attention is given to some aspects such as early childhood 
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education and care (ECEC), intergenerational poverty, the removal of children from institutional care 

and educational disadvantage. For instance: 

 the Czech NRP reports that the Government will continue to take measures aimed at 
engaging socially disadvantaged children into mainstream education, prevention of family 
breakdown and prevention of removal of children to institutional care. For the first time the 
2014 Czech NSR makes a specific reference to child poverty and its intergenerational 
transmission. The NSR focuses more on vulnerable families and vulnerable people than on 
children; it does focus on pre-school education and reconciliation of family and professional 
life. In 2014, the Government will outline the law on support for families, alternative family 
care and the child protection system;  

 the Greek NRP identifies poverty in general and social exclusion as an important issue. Child 
poverty is randomly included in a chapter regarding the labour market. Greece repeats the 
target set in 2010 to reduce the number of children (0-17 years) at -risk-of poverty by 100,000 
by 2020, which is translated into a reduction of at-risk-of poverty rate for children from 23% in 
2008 to 18% in 2020; 

 the Slovak NRP recognises educational difficulties of children from a disadvantaged 
environment and marginalised Roma communities and the importance of ECEC in 
compensating for disadvantages. Improvement of access to ECEC has been made a national 
target in 2013 and the NRP 2014 measures aimed at supporting access to ECEC have 
become more concrete. 

Sometimes NRPs and/or NSRs, while not focusing on children per se do have an impact on child 

poverty by addressing poverty and social exclusion more generally. For instance, the Finnish NSR 

focuses on reducing poverty, social exclusion and inequality and identifies the major challenges and 

future priorities as: improving employment and income security; reducing differences in income, well-

being and health; and promoting equality. The Slovenian NRP does not mention child poverty in 

particular, however, unlike in the 2013 NRP, large families and single parent families are now 

recognised as one of the most disadvantaged groups in society; 

  

3. THE EXTENT OF COMPREHENSIVE APPROACHES 

UNDERPINNED BY CHILDREN’S RIGHTS 

At the heart of the European Commission Recommendation on Investing in Children is an emphasis 

on a comprehensive approach underpinned by children’s rights. The EC Recommendation proposes 

a three pillar approach which encompasses access to adequate resources; access to affordable 

quality services; and children’s right to participate. Only two countries (EE, UKS) adopt a somewhat 

comprehensive approach in their NRPs and two in their NSRs (DE, EE).  For instance:  

 Germany, with the Federal Child Protection Act, wants to ensure a comprehensive 

improvement in child protection and prevent social exclusion of children and families. The 

Länder have been developing or are in the process of establishing rules for implementation. 

Child protection and early childhood education for all children is at the heart of the national 

strategy to tackle poverty and social exclusion;  

 in Estonia the measures included are part of an overall national strategy to tackle poverty and 

social exclusion. The NRP and NSR refer to the National Strategy of Children and Families 

2012–2020. Also the new Child Protection Act that is being discussed by the Government 

pays even more attention to the need to notify in time if a child is at risk of poverty or violence;  

 in Scotland there are many measures in place aimed at reducing inequality in children’s 

outcomes though the NRP, as a ‘high-level’ strategy, does not have space to go into detail on 

this. Our Scottish member noted that the Scottish Government publicly articulates a strong 

commitment to children’s rights and to the new legislation (Children and Young People Act, 

2014). 
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However, most of the NRPs and NSRs assessed fail to emphasise a comprehensive approach (BG, 

CZ, DE, DK, EL, ES, FI, HU, IE, LT, LU, PL, PT SI, SK, UKE, UKNI, UKS, UKW) in their NRP or NSR, 

though the Czech Republic has made some progress towards a more comprehensive approach. Little 

emphasis is put on children’s rights. For instance: 

 in Bulgaria, although measures to tackle child poverty are part of the National Strategy for 

Reducing Poverty and Promoting Social Inclusion 2020, they are not sufficiently wide-ranging 

or reflecting a child-rights approach, and will not reach  the most vulnerable. There is an acute 

need to step up efforts in addressing poverty and social exclusion through tackling 

disadvantage in early years. There’s also a need to focus on prevention and parenting 

support in the undertaken de-institutionalisation reform as well as the implementation of 

effective integrated strategies that ensure that there is access to  services which are essential 

for positive outcomes for children such as education including pre-school, health, housing and 

social services; 

 in Poland, while some attention is paid to increasing parents’ access to employment and 

improving access to services (ECEC and foster care), participation of children and a 

children’s rights approach are omitted. There is no strategic approach to tackling child 

poverty, and tackling family poverty is considered the only method to improve children’s well-

being. However, as mentioned in the NRP, a draft  of the National Programme against 

Poverty and Social Exclusion 2020 is now in a process of consultation and it provides hope 

that child poverty and social exclusion will gain more attention; 

 in the Portuguese NRP the EC Recommendation is mentioned but there is no reference to the 

three pillars and overall it lacks a child rights approach. Tackling child poverty is framed 

mostly in terms of family poverty in the NRP; 

 in the United Kingdom NRP the measures are neither sufficiently wide-ranging nor 

comprehensive. There is no reference to children’s rights or any recognition of how a rights-

based approach could be applied to inform policy and programme development and delivery. 

Some policies may reach out to the most vulnerable and promote child well-being but their 

potential positive impacts are dwarfed by the negative outcomes produced by other policies. 

However, the Government has recently consulted on a draft Child Poverty Strategy for 2014-

17. It has committed to publishing a comprehensive child poverty strategy once it has 

considered the response to this draft. However, within the UK, Northern Ireland lags behind in 

several respects: it has yet to appoint a representative to sit on the UK’s Social Mobility and 

Child Poverty Commission. There is no mention in the NRP of the lack of Childcare policies or 

an integrated Early Years policy in terms of the devolved region of Northern Ireland. In terms 

of Wales, several Welsh initiatives in relation to children are missing from the NRP including 

the statutory Child Poverty Strategy alongside the Tackling Poverty Action Plan, both of which 

include targets, milestones and performance indicators; a number of key policies and 

programmes which will target the most vulnerable and specific legislation to promote the 

United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (UNCRC). 

When countries do address child poverty it tends to be focussed on specific issues such as improving 

child-care, addressing educational disadvantage or increasing parents’ access to employment 

aspects rather than on a comprehensive approach which would be more beneficial. Among the 

positive developments included in the 2014 NRPs and NSRs are the following: 

 the Czech NRP and NSR give persistent attention to inclusive education, access to social 
services, access to preschool education, reconciliation of family and professional life, and 
improving quality of the system of care for vulnerable children.  However, discussion of 
certain topics tends to be from a family perspective rather than a child perspective and there 
is little focus on child participation nor on issues related to children from a minority 
background; 

 Estonia is turning more attention to early school leaving, improving the quality of education, 

supporting the families via different benefits and enlarged family services. More attention is 

being paid to the issues concerning children’s mental health. In the coming years, four mental 
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health centres will be established in Estonia – with the help of the Norwegian aid fund – for 

children aged 0 to 18. Needs-based family benefits is also an important new development, 

with the first benefits having been paid in July 2013; 

 the Finnish government has introduced several measures in the fight against poverty and 

social exclusion as follows under the section of investing in children and young people: the 

NRP focuses on the social guarantee for young people, improving quality of basic education 

and index-linking financial aid to students. In relation to the most disadvantaged groups, 

taxation is eased, basic daily allowance and labour market support for the unemployed are 

improved, income limits for housing allowance are raised, basic amount of social assistance 

is raised by 6%, social assistance for single parents is improved, and production of social 

rented housing receives extra support; 

 in Germany the implementation of the Federal Child Protection Act is aimed at ensuring a 

comprehensive improvement of child protection in Germany. A total of EUR 177 million will be 

made available until 2015 as part of the “Early Assistance” federal initiative. The aim is to 

build and expand “early assistance” networks and increase the presence of family midwives 

who assist, in particular, struggling mothers and fathers during the pregnancy and in the first 

year of the child’s life, and provide information about possible support options and specific 

assistance. Early childhood education for all children over the age of one is another priority of 

the federal and regional governments and since August 2013 not only kindergarten children 

but also children over the age of one have a right to education and care. To deliver on this 

goal, the Federal Government invested a total of EUR 5.4 billion by 2014. From 2015 

onwards, the Federal Government will provide permanent support to the Länder with EUR 

845 million each year. In addition to actions and programs to expand services and enhance 

service quality, the aim of the coalition agreement of the Federal Government for the 18th 

legislative period is also to address issues concerning staffing, the up-skilling and continuing 

education of qualified staff, the supply of skilled workers and language learning; 

 the Hungarian NRP gives more attention to the National Social Inclusion Strategy and pays 

special attention to strengthening inter-sectorial coordination processes, especially 

concerning the measures to support the Roma and helping the most deprived; 

 in Luxembourg  the existence of services providing socio-educational welcoming structures to 

children between the ages of 0-12 years is intended to break the inter-generational 

transmission of poverty by making an appropriate service available to children exposed to the 

risk of poverty. However, there are too many children who stay too long in these structures (7 

am to 7 pm); 

 in Poland positive developments in the NRP include attempts to reduce youth unemployment, 

measures to increase the indicator of admittance of children to childcare and pre-school 

education and attempts to  increase female labour market participation especially the 

professional activation of persons willing to re-enter the labour market following a break in 

employment related to childbirth or childcare; 

 in the United Kingdom, in 2013, the Welsh Government launched a strategic Early Years and 

Childcare framework, and a number of work strands to support the delivery of this are 

presently being implemented. The Jobs Growth Wales programme which gives young people 

aged 16-24 employment opportunities for six months with the expectation that the job is 

sustainable after this. Changes to housing legislation is also referenced which is partly aimed 

at tackling homelessness and reforming the private rented housing sector. Plans to double 

the number of families benefitting from the early years Flying Start programme have also 

been encouraging and are referenced, providing health visiting support as well as free part 

time childcare in the poorest regions of Wales. 
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4. IMPACT OF THE CRISIS AND THE EXTENT OF MEASURES TO 

PROTECT CHILDREN IN MOST VULNERABLE SITUATIONS 

Limited acknowledgement of impact of the crisis 

Only a few NRPs (BG, DE, EE, EL, ES, HU, IE, PL, SI) and NSRs (BG, EE, ES) somewhat address 

the impact of the economic and financial crisis on children, especially those in vulnerable situations. 

For instance: 

 in Bulgaria, in 2013 the Government undertook measures to reach  the most vulnerable 

children and families and ensured additional and/or increased financial support to the single 

parents, poor families with first grade students, families of children with disabilities and 

mothers in the second year of their maternity leave; 

 the Greek NRP acknowledges the impact of the economic and financial crisis on the whole 

population and the specific chapter on the Labour Market & Poverty deals with this issue 

extensively and refers to child poverty and social exclusion as well; 

 the Irish NRP clearly sets out the statistics relating to the impact of the economic crisis on 

children in Ireland though not from a rights-based perspective. 

However, many NRPs (CZ, DK, FI, LT, LU, SK, PT, UKE, UKNI, UKS, UKW) and NSRs (CZ, DK, FI, 
LU, UKNI) do not address the impact of the crisis and financial consolidation measures on children. 
For instance: 

 in Luxembourg the difficulties faced by families trying to find affordable lodging is not treated 
by a robust policy;  

 in Poland it is overlooked that children in general suffer from the crisis and little or no attention 
is given to how the most vulnerable children are affected by it; 

 while the Slovak 2014 NRP emphasises the increase of attendance in ECEC, the school 
statistics shows that it has increased in all regions except the Košice region which has a large 
Roma community. The ECEC participation has even decreased in several impoverished 
districts of this region; 

 the Portuguese NRP refers to the difficulties presented by social and economic context but it 

omits specific references to children and child poverty. It proposes a dual approach to tackling 
poverty in the context of the crisis: reinforcing existing measures and social programmes that 
proved to be efficient in tackling poverty and social exclusion and a “Social Emergency Plan” 
which is considered too vague to be effective; 

 the UK NRP makes no reference to the impact of the economic and financial crisis on 
children. There is no acknowledgement at UK level in terms of the impact of austerity and 
negative changes through welfare reform. Indeed, even the Government’s recent child 
poverty evidence review states that it “does not take account of the macroeconomic context”. 
In the case of Northern Ireland it does not address that proposed cuts to working-age social 
security benefits will disproportionately affect Northern Ireland due to the high number of 
incapacity claimants nor that the UK’s public expenditure cuts since 2010 have had a 
disproportionate impact on the Northern Irish economy due to the heavy reliance on the public 
sector. Moreover, many women are employed in public sector jobs and their unemployment 
has had an adverse impact on levels of child poverty. While the Welsh Government, with the 
restricted powers they have at their disposal, are placing a greater focus on prevention; they 
also have to respond to growing levels of need and demand for basic services as a result of 
decisions being taken in Westminster. 

Some specific measures to protect children in vulnerable situations 

Several NRPs and NSRs do outline some specific measures to protect children, particularly those at 

greatest risk of severe poverty and social exclusion and educational disadvantage [e.g. children who 

are migrants and children from a migrant background, children from ethnic minorities (including Roma 

children) and children with disabilities]. For instance: 
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 the Czech NRP and NSR contain specific measures to improve the system of care for 

vulnerable children and to address access of disadvantaged children to mainstream 

education however, there is no specific reference to Roma; 

 Germany emphasises the importance of child protection and early childhood education for all 

children to tackle poverty and social exclusion of children, particularly those at greatest risk. 

Equal opportunities for children and young people from migrant background have become an 

even stronger priority. Different measures have been launched at regional and local level to 

ensure special support and early educational support; 

 the Hungarian NRP outlines a few specific measures to protect Roma children, children from 

rural areas and disabled children such as setting up Sure Start Houses and school milk and 

food programmes; 

 the Irish NRP points to the new child poverty target and describes a range of actions from 

addressing educational disadvantage to childcare for parents on low incomes or seeking work 

which were also highlighted in NRP 2013. The 2014 NRP provides detail on the State’s ECEC 

Programme, the Community Childcare Subvention programme and the Childcare Education 

and Training Support programme – a new element of which allows Community Employment 

participants to avail of childcare in 2014; 

 in Lithuania several of the national documents, mentioned in the NRP include some criteria 

which are set to protect children with disabilities and children living in institutions or families at 

risk and additionally include evaluation measures; 

 the Polish NRP outlines measures to ensure that young people aged 15-17 receive support to 

reincorporate them into the education system. Changes have been introduced to ensure a 

systematic increase of the availability of pre-school education so that, by 1 September 2017, 

all children aged 3–5 shall have places in kindergartens or other forms of pre-school 

education. Several measures have been introduced to support poor families with dependent 

children such as the State Supplementary School Meal Programme for 2014-2020. Other 

measures are also mentioned which are directed at equalising educational opportunities. 

Families with disabled children have been helped with an increase in the amount of support 

provided to carers; 

 the Slovak NRP announces plans to increase the number of teacher assistants, the 

improvement of the test of school maturity, and support of desegregation by preventing that 

socially deprived children are sent to special schools, and publishing school textbooks in the 

Roma language. The planned measures are now more concrete than in 2013 as they 

represent the outcome of the finalised Operational Programmes of the 2014-2020 

programming period for EU Structural Funds; 

 the Slovenian NRP outlines some measures to address families in vulnerable situations. From 

2014 onwards single parent families and large families are entitled to benefits when 

requesting social assistance in cash. A percentage of child allowance (20%) is no longer 

calculated on the basis of family income. 

 

De-institutionalisation needs more attention 

Despite the crisis, children without parental care continue to be placed in segregating residential care 

facilities - institutions - in environments that are inappropriate for their intellectual, emotional, physical 

and sociological development.
3
 Reducing the number of children in institutional care and developing 

                                                      
3
 Eurochild Working Paper - De-Institutionalisation and Quality Alternative Care 2012, available at:  

http://eurochild.org/fileadmin/ThematicPriorities/CIAC/Eurochild/Eurochild%20Working%20Paper%20-

%20DI%20%26%20Quality%20Alternative%20Care%20FINAL.pdf  

http://issuu.com/eurochild_org/docs/di_lessons_learned
http://eurochild.org/fileadmin/ThematicPriorities/CIAC/Eurochild/Eurochild%20Working%20Paper%20-%20DI%20%26%20Quality%20Alternative%20Care%20FINAL.pdf
http://eurochild.org/fileadmin/ThematicPriorities/CIAC/Eurochild/Eurochild%20Working%20Paper%20-%20DI%20%26%20Quality%20Alternative%20Care%20FINAL.pdf
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more community based services for children at risk is a key challenge in several countries. While this 

is addressed to some extent in several NRPs and NSRs more needs to be done. For example: 

 in Bulgaria the Government is focusing on the implementation of pilot projects primarily 

targeted at closing homes for children and developing new smaller residential care units and 

alternative services. There is also a need to focus on prevention and parenting support in the 

undertaken de-institutionalisation reform as well as the implementation of effective integrated 

strategies that ensure a holistic approach to de-institutionalisation and access to services 

essential for children’s outcomes, such as education including pre-school, health, housing 

and social services. Furthermore, a ring-fencing mechanism should be developed which 

redirects the funds from the closed institutions to services for children and families; 

 the Czech NRP states that legislation will be prepared on family support, foster care and 

protection of children's rights which will unify the care for vulnerable children. Support shall 

continue to be given to the professionalisation of foster care, children's participation in the 

processes that affect them and de-institutionalisation of care. However, the issue of de-

institutionalisation should be further elaborated upon considering the fact that the Czech 

Republic is the EU country with highest number of institutionalised children compared to the 

overall population. Also there is no reference to de-institutionalisation in the NSR; 

 in Estonia the state intends a transition to family-based upbringing instead of having big 

children’s homes, through the establishment of family homes for 6 to 8 children. With the 

leadership of several non-profit organisations, foster parents are trained to look after children 

who need alternative care; 

 in Slovakia de-institutionalisation is addressed in the NRP and in the Operational 

Programmes of the new Structural Funds’ programming period. The main measure is to cover 

the increasing personal expenses of carers and educators. On the other hand, the crucial 

conditions for achieving real de-institutionalisation - availability and affordability of decent 

housing for families with children – are neglected. 

 In Portugal the NRP represents a step back with no mention of de-institutionalisation, and a 

reference to financial assistance to support institutions which provide residential care to 

children through an increase in direct transfer to institutions by EUR 700 per child per month. 

In some instances Eurochild members point to positive initiatives that are being taken in this area but 
which are not being reported on in the NRP. For instance: 

 in Hungary the modification of the Child Protection Act in 2013 means that children under 12 
cannot be placed in children’s homes only with foster parents as of 1 January 2104 and 
children in institutions also have to be placed in foster homes, but there are no provisions on 
prevention and reunification;  

 in Lithuania prevention/intervention work is foreseen, however the importance of de-
institutionalisation is not stressed sufficiently; 

 in Poland the results of the first ministerial programme in the area of family support and the 
foster care system was announced in March 2014, providing from the state budget co-
financing for the employment of 2872 family assistants in communes and for the employment 
of 916 family-based foster care co-ordinators in different municipalities. Ministerial 
programmes for co-financing certain tasks of local government units within the scope of family 
support and the foster care system will be implemented in 2014. 
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5. THE EXTENT OF AN INTEGRATED APPROACH TO EUROPE 

2020 STRATEGY 

Lack of an integrated approach to Europe 2020 

The Europe 2020 strategy is intended to encourage an integrated approach. Thus the policies 

developed to achieve the poverty and social inclusion target should also contribute to achieving other 

key headline targets (employment, education, green efficiency, research & development) and vice 

versa. Only a few NRPs (CZ, UKS) develop an integrated approach to Europe 2020 that 

acknowledges that investing in measures to tackle child poverty and social exclusion will also 

contribute to the other Europe 2020 targets. A few others (DE, EE, ES, HU, LT) do to some extent. 

Only one NSR (CZ) develops an integrated approach and three (DE, EE, ES) a somewhat integrated 

approach. Most NRPs (BG, DK, EL, FI, PL, PT, SI, SK, UKE, UKNI and UKW) give little or no 

attention to an integrated approach to Europe 2020. For instance, the Greek NRP very much 

highlights achieving Europe 2020 headline targets throughout the whole document but there is no 

acknowledgement that investing in measures to tackle child poverty and social exclusion could 

contribute to this. Child poverty issues are not elaborated at all in the Finnish NRP and NSR. 

Where there is a somewhat cohesive approach it is most often evident in relation to employment and 

education policies and Member States seem more likely to see investments in employment and 

education as contributing to tackling exclusion and  poverty rather than vice versa. For instance: 

 in Estonia the NRP and NSR cover the reduction of child poverty primarily by creating new 

jobs, especially in rural areas, and by making education more available with the introduction 

of free higher education in 2013. Big efforts have to be made to prepare child protection 

officials and find budgetary resources necessary for their work, especially in rural areas with 

small populations; 

 in Germany the increase in offers of full-time childcare is seen as central in the context of the 

Europe 2020 strategy. Also important are the various support programmes for young people 

in the transition phase to employment and measures to prevent school dropout. 

 in Hungary the NRP sees investments in employment, education, etc. which will contribute to 

tackling exclusion and (child) poverty. For instance, the new foster parent scheme appears 

only as an employment measure and developing day care for younger children is highlighted 

as a measure to promote women's employment; 

 the Portuguese NRP mainly includes measures to improve childcare and pre-school 

education in order to break the cycle of inter-generational transmission of poverty. However 

the NRP does not adequately explain how these measures contribute to breaking the cycle;  

 in the Slovak NRP the effects of investment in education on the increase of the GDP have 

been calculated; 

 the UK NRP does state that employment and raising educational outcomes for poor children 

are two of the three routes through which the Government will seek to reduce child poverty. 

Also the Tackling Poverty Action Plan of Wales has the overarching theme of poverty with 

some of the key activities focused on employment and education.  

 

Role of National Social Reports remains underdeveloped 

It was hoped that the NRPs and NSRs would be mutually reinforcing documents with the NSR 

elaborating in more detail on the child poverty and social exclusion issues highlighted in the NRP. 

However, only a few countries (BG, CZ, DE, EE, LU) make a clear link between their NRP and NSR. 

For instance, the Czech NRP and NSR are inter-related and the NSR discusses in more detail issues 

that are outlined in the NRP.  
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In Germany the NSR complements the 2014 NRP and the National Roma Integration Strategies 

report. Although the NSR is kept quite short, it elaborates in more detail on the priorities in the field of 

“Investment in children and improving child protection”. The NRP and NSR of Luxembourg both 

include measures to tackle youth unemployment, measures favouring the transition of young people 

from academic to professional life and measures against school dropout. 

Limited mainstreaming of child poverty and social exclusion 

Mainstreaming policies that promote children’s well-being and social inclusion across all other policy 

areas is only strongly evident in some national reports (e.g. EE). It is not evident in most reports; 

however some NRPs consider mainstreaming in some specific areas. For instance: 

 in the Czech Republic the issue of social exclusion, if not child poverty per se, is 

mainstreamed in education and the case of children from socially disadvantaged backgrounds 

who are subsequently marginalised in education is considered; 

 in the Greek NRP child poverty and social exclusion is highlighted in the section dealing with 

the labour market and issues of unemployment; 

 though not present in the NRP, the Finnish Action Plan for the fight against poverty, social 

exclusion and inequality contains seven areas for priority activities including equity, health 

promotion, prevention of exclusion from labour and labour market, improvement of the status 

of low-income households, prevention of exclusion of children and youth, strengthening and 

reform of social and health services, and empowerment of civil society and  NGOs; 

 in the United Kingdom (Northern Ireland) much attention is given to the importance of access 

to the labour market as the chief way to tackle poverty, however, more than half of all children 

in poverty live in families where an adult is working. Child poverty is increasingly relevant for 

working families linked to low wages and insecure work. 

 

6.  THE EXTENT TO WHICH EU MONEY IS BEING USED TO 

TACKLE CHILD POVERTY AND SOCIAL EXCLUSION 

The emphasis in the new EU budgetary period (2014-2020) on using EU Structural Funds to promote 

social inclusion and tackle poverty is potentially very important for tackling child poverty and social 

exclusion. This is reflected very well in just two NRPs (HU, SK) and to some extent in several other 

NRPs (CZ, EE, ES, LT, UKNI, UKS, UKW). However, over half of the NRPs (BG, DE, DK, EL, FI, IE, 

LU, PT, PL, SI, UKE) give little or no attention to using EU funds for this purpose, though some (e.g. 

DE) do emphasise using such funds to tackle poverty and social exclusion more generally. 

Disappointingly given the new European Commission emphasis on social inclusion, only three NRPs 

(EE, SK, UKW) have increased the focus on using EU money to support children’s inclusion since the 

previous programming period. Also, in the NSRs only three countries (CZ, EE, ES) emphasise using 

EU Funds for children’s inclusion and the majority (BG, DE, DK, FI, LU, UKNI) only do so very little or 

not at all. 

The main ways in which the NRPs indicate that Structural Funds will be used to support efforts to 

tackle child poverty and social exclusion are to support ECEC and to tackle educational disadvantage. 

For instance: 

 the Czech NSR emphasises that the government's priority in the area of social affairs is to 
provide a systemic solution for pre-school education by providing funds to municipalities for 
capacity-building of kindergartens and primary schools with the use of European Structural 
Funds and the newly formed National Fund; 

 in Estonia Structural Funds are used for supporting kindergartens, building and renovating 

schools and hospitals and improving infrastructure. With the new round of Structural Funds, 
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primary level health centres for children and families will be built to provide better primary 

level services by involving midwives, physiatrists, etc. 

 in Hungary EU Funds are being used to increase the number of placements of day cares for 

children in the disadvantaged regions and to develop targeted  programmes promoting 

success at school for disadvantaged children; 

 in Slovakia EU Funds are being used in the next programming period to increase ECEC 

provision, address educational disadvantage and segregation and to support carers and 

educators. 

Only a few of Eurochild’s members (e.g. BG, UKW) have been consulted by national authorities in the 

preparation of child poverty related programmes funded by the EU Structural Funds.  For instance, in 

Spain Eurochild’s member in Catalonia has participated in the development of the Pact for Children 

and the Pact for Combating Poverty and in the United Kingdom the Welsh member works closely with 

the third sector European team which provides support, advice and training to third sector 

organisations in receipt of or considering applying for future European funds. They have also been 

engaged by the Welsh European Funding Office and Welsh Government in terms of the programme 

for the next rounds of the European Social Fund/European Regional Development Fund and have 

responded to a number of public consultations. 

 

7. THE EXTENT OF MEANINGFUL STAKEHOLDER INVOLVEMENT 

Limited stakeholder involvement 

Only a few Eurochild members and partner organisations (BG, UKS) were directly consulted during 

the preparation of the NRP and/or NSR. For instance, in Bulgaria the National Network for Children 

was invited to the working group preparing the Bulgarian NSR and contributed to the report. 

More generally there seems to have been some meaningful stakeholder involvement in the 

preparation of just under half of the NRPs and NSRs assessed (BG, CZ, DE, DK, PL, UKE. UKNI, 

UKS). For instance, in Germany the Federal Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs consulted the 

relevant stakeholders and interest groups (social partners, welfare organisations, cities and 

municipalities and the National Anti-Poverty Network). However, no specific child and youth welfare 

organisation was involved. In Estonia the Ministry of Social Affairs and the Ministry of Education have 

primarily organised broad discussions that have involved UNICEF Estonia, the Estonian Children’s 

Fund and the Estonian Union for Child Welfare. These organisations have joined the Anti-Poverty 

Network- Estonia. 

However, often the level of involvement is quite limited. For instance, in Poland the NRP does not 

emphasise the importance of stakeholder involvement (apart from state agencies) in the process of 

policy design, implementation and monitoring of policies to promote the social inclusion of children. In 

Slovakia the Eurochild partner participated in the public inter-departmental comment procedure of the 

NRP 2014 draft. However, in spite of making substantial comments, except for two marginal 

comments (for instance, a request to involve academic experts was accepted, but a request to involve 

civil society and people experiencing poverty was refused) their comments were not taken into 

account. The Greek NRP gives no importance to the involvement of relevant stakeholders (i.e. 

involvement of social partners, children’s NGOs and children and families experiencing poverty). 

No Eurochild member has identified any meaningful involvement or consultation of children in these 

processes. 
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8. IMPACT OF THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

ON THE NRPS AND NSRS 

A few Member States (BG, EE, LT, PL) have taken some account of the European Commission 

Recommendation on Investing in Children in the preparation of their NRPs and/or NSRs. For 

instance, in Bulgaria the EC Recommendation was referred to in the document and used as a 

reference point by Eurochild’s member in its inputs as well. In Poland it has meant that improving 

access to services was taken into account, particularly to child care institutions. In Ireland the 

Department of Social Protection is currently organising a seminar with the European Commission on 

the implementation of the EC Recommendation. 

Many Member States have not mentioned the EC Recommendation (CZ, EL, FI, HU, LU, UKE, UKNI, 

UKW). However, sometimes there is overlap with elements of the EC Recommendation, for instance, 

in the area of early childhood education and care (e.g. DE, FI). In Germany, for example different 

issues of the EC Recommendation are addressed in the NRP and NSR under different policy 

headings. However, the EC Recommendation itself, it seems, has not been taken into consideration 

in the preparation of the NRP and NSR. 

Suggestions for better integrating the European Commission Recommendation 
‘Investing in Children’ into Europe 2020 

Several Eurochild members have made suggestions for better integrating the European Commission 

Recommendation into the Europe 2020 Strategy. For instance: 

 the Bulgarian member suggests: 

 both NRPs and NSRs should follow the same template and be linked with CSRs 
implementation, progress to date, challenges and measures undertaken to 
overcome them; 

 stepping up prevention through support to families and development of a 
comprehensive and separate strategic document on family policy with clear 
objectives, measures, roles and responsibilities, funding and monitoring 
mechanisms; 

 requiring Member States to carry out ex-ante and ex-post social impact 
assessment of austerity measures, to ensure they do not increase child poverty 
and social exclusion. 

 the Czech partner suggests promoting the EC Recommendation among stakeholders (the key 

ones as well as consultative bodies, other individuals and organisations) involved in the 

process of preparing the NRP and NSR because many of them may not be aware of it; 

 the Estonian member suggests holding broad discussions in different committees of the 

Parliament. Also, in 2015, a special session of the Parliament should be planned that would 

discuss the situation and protection of children; 

 the Greek member suggests that the EC Recommendation should be promoted with the 

relevant authorities in each EU Member State and be reflected in the goals they set each year 

in order to achieve the Europe 2020 targets; 

 the Hungarian member suggests the EC Recommendation should be an integral part of an 

overarching target, and the cooperation between all the stakeholders should be enhanced; 

 the Polish member suggests that the EC Recommendation should be used to ensure that 

tackling child poverty and growing social inequalities for children’s well-being is considered a 

priority; 

 the Slovak partner suggests that the EC Recommendation should also be reflected in the 

Country Specific Recommendations; 
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 the Spanish member proposes taking greater account of the recommendations of the 

European Commission and increasing the knowledge and analysis on child poverty; 

 the Northern Irish member suggests ensuring that Northern Ireland is told exactly what needs 

to happen in relation to the consultation process; 

 the Scottish member suggest that Member States should be given unambiguous guidance 

about how they should integrate the EC Recommendation into the Europe 2020 Strategy. 

 

 

9. THE EXTENT AND RELEVANCE OF THE COUNTRY SPECIFIC 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Inadequate implementation of CSRs 

For those countries which received a Country Specific Recommendation (CSR) in relation to children 

in 2013 some positive efforts have been made to address the CSR in the NRP and/or NSR (CZ, PL, 

SK, UKS), according to some Eurochild members. For instance: 

 the Czech Republic received CSRs on child care services and inclusive education which were 
addressed in detail in their NRP and NSR. However, there was no mention of specific 
measures related to Roma children; 

 in Poland the government has responded to the CSRs concerned with youth unemployment, 
insufficient supply of early childhood education and care institutions like kindergartens and 
nurseries, and the low employment rate of women; 

 the Scottish Government has responded explicitly to the United Kingdom CSR on child 

poverty in their NRP; 

 Slovakia has responded adequately to a CSR on ECEC. 

 

However several Eurochild members (BG, EE, UKE, UKNI, UKW) do not consider that the measures 

reported on in the 2014 NRP and/or NSR adequately address the CSRs for their countries. For 

instance, in the case of the United Kingdom, Eurochild’s Welsh member, while welcoming that there 

was a 2013 CSR on child poverty, thinks that the actual CSR is a poor one. The consequence is that 

it has allowed the 2014 NRP to ignore the lived experience of people in or at risk of poverty in Wales 

and other parts of the UK. The CSR places too much emphasis on employment and on Universal 

Credit. 

 

Stronger and more focussed CSRs needed 

Many Eurochild members have suggested new or enhanced CSRs for their country including the 

following:
4
 

 the Bulgarian NNC suggest CSRs to improve the accessibility and effectiveness of social 

transfers and services; adopt a School Education Act (both are CSRs from 2013 which were 

not implemented); and ensure access to affordable permanent accommodation through the 

development of an effective national and local housing policy; 

                                                      

4
 The following list of CSR proposals are compiled on the basis of two consultations Eurochild has conducted in 

February/March and May/June 2014. For more detailed proposals please see Eurochild Proposals for Country-Specific 

Recommendations 2014 

http://www.eurochild.org/fileadmin/ThematicPriorities/ChildPoverty/Eurochild/Eurochild_Assessment_Report_CSRs_12032014.pdf
http://www.eurochild.org/fileadmin/ThematicPriorities/ChildPoverty/Eurochild/Eurochild_Assessment_Report_CSRs_12032014.pdf
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 the Czech SOS Children´s Villages suggests:  implementing measures to support children 

that are subject to poverty specifically with a reference to material deprivation of children; 

focusing on the topic of children in alternative care and bringing about concrete measures to 

tackle their situation; focusing on the issue of integration of Roma children as a special group 

of socially disadvantaged children; 

 the Danish Joint Council for Child Issues suggest that  the CSRs should express the 

situations of vulnerable and specific groups such as children, women, migrants etc. 

 the Estonian member suggest a CSR on tackling the poverty of children and their families and 

addressing the current insufficient support for them; increasing ECEC provision for children 

aged 0 to 3 and strengthening measures to support young people on the labour market; 

 the Finnish member stresses that the focus on educational disadvantage, the unemployment 

of youth and parents’ labour access needs to be balanced with prevention and early 

intervention services aimed at tackling child poverty and strengthening support to the most 

disadvantaged families. Cooperation between different sectors should be strengthened to 

support all children and additional support is needed to address the risk posed by poverty to 

children’s development and well-being;  

 the Hungarian member suggests that future CSRs should encourage the government to 

invest further in prevention, early intervention and family strengthening services; develop a 

comprehensive strategy for de-institutionalisation; continue to invest in early childhood 

services, ensure high quality and accessibility and overall address the growing issue of child 

poverty by better mainstreaming children’s rights; 

 for Lithuania the suggestion is to further develop the social inclusion and development 

potential of early childhood education and care, using it as a social investment to address 

inequality and challenges faced by disadvantaged children through early intervention. 

Strengthening child protection and social services in the field of prevention and supporting 

parents’ participation in the labour market, in particular for those at a distance from the labour 

market and in households at particular risk were also considered a priority; 

 the Luxembourg member (Ombuds Comité pour les Droits de l’Enfant) suggests a CSR 

focusing on measures to promote affordable lodging for low income families with children  and 

improvement of the support for pupils with special needs; 

 the Polish member suggests that future CSRs should encourage Poland to continue  efforts 

to: prioritise child well-being by addressing social inequalities such as child poverty; increase 

female labour market participation, in particular by investing in affordable quality childcare and 

pre-school education, by ensuring stable funding and qualified staff and improve child and 

youth accessibility to high quality services, including healthcare and education; 

 the Portuguese member advises further efforts to promote social inclusion in general and in 

particular to promote the social inclusion of children through the use of the Structural Funds. 

 the Romanian member advocates for more detailed and focused CSRs tackling child poverty 

in rural areas, early school leaving and de-institutionalisation; 

 the Slovenian member suggests a CSR should be adopted specifically on child poverty which 

takes into account the child’s perspective so that children themselves are the focus of 

observation. The CSR should note that children are not a heterogeneous group meaning that 

the experience of poverty differs between them based on factors including gender, age, 

ethnicity, etc. Our member also advocates for a CSR strengthening an evidence based 

approach to social policy innovation; 

 for Slovakia our partner would like a CSR which emphasises the three pillar approach to 

tackling child poverty – care for adequacy of the minimum income benefit, available and 

affordable services, particularly housing  including more intensive support of public housing 

construction, more generous and systematic support of teaching assistants and other social 
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inclusion programmes and support for individual mentoring of children from disadvantaged 

environments; 

 the Spanish member suggests a CSR requesting the introduction of a family income that is 

guaranteed for families with children; 

 the United Kingdom (NI) member requests CSRs which compel that delivery plans be put in 

place, that policies are strategically linked to the Ten Year Strategy for Children and Young 

People and the immediate establishment of methods to monitor and evaluate how policies are 

working. Also a CSR should require the development of a strong childcare strategy and 

infrastructure and the development of an integrated early years policy to include all children. 

There should be separate NRPs and CSRs developed for each region of the UK; 

 the United Kingdom (Wales) member wishes to see the CSRs recognise that some of the 

decisions being taken in response to the global economic crisis are political decisions and 

choices.  The CSRs need to recognise that moving people into work does not automatically 

solve poverty given the increasing numbers of the working poor;  

 the United Kingdom (Scotland) advocates for a CSR relating to the provision of affordable 

ECEC for all 0-5s and an increase in the minimum wage to ensure that work pays. 

  

Reactions of Eurochild members and partners to 2014 CSRs 

Reviewing the 2014 CSRs reveals that there is an increase from 6 to 7 child poverty specific 

recommendations (addressed to BG, HU, ES, IE, IT, RO and UK), 1 recommendation relating to 

measures of de-institutionalisation (BG) and 13 recommendations on inclusive education and Early 

School Leaving which is an increase of 4 from last year (addressed to AT, BE, BG, CZ, DK, ES, FR, 

HU, IT, MT, PT, RO, SK). Unfortunately, however, there was a reduction in the number of CSRs 

which addressed ECEC and childcare from 12 to 9 (addressed to AT, CZ, DE, EE, IE, PL, RO, SK 

and UK). Some members provided comments separately on the new 2014 CSRs for their countries. 

Several Members (BG, LT, PT, SI, UKNI) are critical that there are either no CSRs on child poverty 

and social exclusion or the CSRs which are meant to address these issues are not strong enough. 

Some member’s noted that there was still too much of a focus in the 2014 CSRs on the economic 

growth and jobs agenda of Europe 2020 and that some of the CSRs relating to social exclusion were 

couched in terms of these agendas (BG, LT, SK). 

While a few members are more positive particularly those who’s countries received child poverty 

CSRs (HU, UKE, UKS), some members note that when CSRs do cover children some key issues 

relating to child poverty are absent or not addressed. For example: 

 the Bulgarian member criticises the addition to the 2014 CSR on child poverty of the 

suggestion to “implement strictly the rules linking the payment of child allowance to 

participation in education” as they believe that this is a sanction on poor children and families 

as it defines the problem of not attending school as one of parental or student negligence 

rather than offering a solution to the root problem i.e. poverty; 

 the Hungarian member comments that the promotion of quality-based early childhood 

development facility is unfortunately not included. Also the need to improve the quality of 

social, child welfare and child protection services in general and more specifically to allocate 

additional resources to prevention and design and implementation of a de-institutionalisation 

strategy have been left out as well; 

 the Lithuanian partner comments that recommendation No. 4 (on ensuring adequate 

coverage for those who need it most) is too vague considering the crucial lack of skilled 

professionals to supply this support; 

 the Slovak partner considers that the CSRs do not mention the need to deal with the highly 

problematic access to decent housing among poor Roma families (living in shanties, in flats 
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without drinkable water supplies and from which electricity is cut off) and the deep poverty 

and deprivation (inadequate social protection) which have a strong negative impact on school 

achievement. 

 

 

10. SUGGESTIONS FOR INCREASING THE ATTENTION GIVEN TO 

CHILD POVERTY AND WELL-BEING IN EUROPE 2020 

STRATEGY 

Strengthening focus on children in Europe 2020 

Drawing on their experience of analysing the NRPs and NSRs for the last four years and given the 

upcoming mid-term review of Europe 2020, several Eurochild members made suggestions for 

increasing the attention given to child poverty and well-being in the Europe 2020 strategy and for 

improving the governance. For instance: 

 the Bulgarian member suggests: 

 revising reporting process (referring to National Reform Programme and NSR) and 
providing a template so that Member States report on achieved results and impact 
rather than activities and inputs. Ensure that civil society organisations can submit 
formal contributions with alternative reports to those of the Government and 
proposals for CSRs which should be visible to all relevant stakeholders, if NGOs so 
wish and are not concerned about the response nationally; 

 promoting the establishment of European Semester officers in each national 

Commission Representation office and promoting the better co-ordination and contact 

between them and all relevant stakeholders to ensure better co-ordination of 

reporting process and that civil society nationally can provide input to the CSR 

formulation; 

 the Danish member suggests urging countries to specifically report on child poverty and the 

present tendencies in their NRPs and NSRs; 

 the Finnish member urges that more visibility is given to poverty so that questions about child 

poverty are put on the agenda at the same time as other issues, such as economic issues. 

Also more attention should be given to counter discrimination of children with disabilities, 

immigrant and refugee children and children from ethnic minorities such as Roma children; 

 the German member suggests that, given the difficulty of covering the broad range of policies 

and measures involved in a three-pillar approach and given that many relevant initiatives are 

taken by the Länder and implemented at local level which are not reflected in the NRP or 

NSR, maybe yearly assessments could focus on annual priorities. This has been the case this 

year for the NSR, where the focus was on “Services and benefits to promote the professional 

integration of young people”. A specific focus within the European Commission 

Recommendation might allow a deeper focus on a relevant child welfare theme; 

 the Greek member suggests active lobbying at national and European level, as well as 

engagement of civil society when the NRP and NSR are drafted, in direct consultation with 

NGOs active in the field of child protection or with National Networks for Children; 

 the Polish member suggests that the reduction of child poverty should be considered a 

specific sub- priority of the Europe 2020 Strategy and that a specific percentage of European 

Structural Funds be dedicated to implementing measures aimed at tackling child poverty and 

reducing social inequalities among children. Efforts should also be made to develop a 

widespread understanding of children as a social category in their own right instead of 

dependent members of the family; 
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 the Portuguese member suggests that the EC Recommendation should be reflected in the 

priorities under the NRP and their implementation should be assured using the Structural 

Funds; 

 the Slovak partner suggests an emphasis on the three pillar approach to child poverty and 

wellbeing as suggested in the Eurochild/EAPN Child Poverty Explainer 

(income/services/participation)
5
; 

  the Spanish member suggests increasing the effectiveness of the proposals put forward by 

Member States; 

 the United Kingdom (England) member suggests that the best strategy for increasing the 

attention paid to child poverty is for the Commission to continue to include a child poverty 

specific CSR. This at least requires a response from the government, even if it is an 

inadequate one; 

 the Scottish member suggests: making an explicit requirement for Structural Funds to be 

deployed directly on support for children; setting targets for ECEC for 0 – 3s; requiring 

Member States to monitor and report on impact on child well-being and reduction of 

inequality; 

 the Welsh member suggests that Wales should have a separate NRP as Scotland has and 

that the CSRs need to be stronger requiring the Member States to be more accountable. The 

NRP could be an opportunity for Member States to report more specifically about actions they 

have taken in respect of delivering Europe 2020 and how they have utilised European funding 

opportunities. It should also be an opportunity to report on progress made in implementing the 

EC Recommendation on Investing in Children, with its emphasis on child rights and 

participation of children and young people, neither of which has ever been reported through 

the NRP. Potentially, the NSR could be a better vehicle for this if it was produced annually 

and if there were clear links between the NRPs and NSRs. 

 

Usefulness of NRP/NSR analysis for Eurochild members and partners 

The exercise of analysing the NRPs and NSRs from a child poverty and well-being perspective each 

year has proved useful to many Eurochild members (BG, CZ, EE, ES, FI, HU, LU, PL, SI, SK, UKE, 

UKNI, UKS). For instance: 

 the Bulgarian member used the analysis to develop its input into the 2014 NSR; 

 the Czech partner has found that the exercise has been useful in raising awareness on child-

related issues and the EC Recommendation on Investing in Children among key stakeholders 

that are involved in the preparation of NRP and NSR; 

 the Estonian member considers that carrying out a comparative analysis is definitely 

important as it helps to increase the focus on the problems of children and families; 

 the Finnish member considers that the process has been useful in raising their own 

awareness of the problem and has given them tools for their advocacy work; 

 the Hungarian member has used the assessment’s messages in discussions with local 

stakeholders and it has helped them to learn more about the national programmes, EU 

programmes and the relation between the two; 

                                                      

5
 EAPN/Eurochild, Towards Children’s Well-Being In Europe Explainer On Child Poverty in the EU, available at 

http://www.eapn.eu/images/stories/docs/eapn-books/2013_Child_poverty_EN_web.pdf 

http://www.eapn.eu/images/stories/docs/eapn-books/2013_Child_poverty_EN_web.pdf
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 the member from Luxembourg finds the exercise useful, but suggests more time would be 

needed to carefully read the documents, check the details of what is written in these official 

documents and confront these with other sources; 

 the Polish member has used the analysis to inform her published academic papers and to 

promote issues connected with tackling child poverty, the positive role of NGOs, including 

international networks and the shortcomings of the NRP; 

 the member from Portugal informed parliamentarians, NGOs and academics of the 

importance of analysing and formulating the NRP according to a child poverty and well-being 

perspective using the analysis; 

 the Slovak partner considers that the possibility of being able to compare 

situations/policies/ambitions in the Member States is a substantial benefit in trying to better 

understand the situation in one’s own country and the possibilities available for positive 

change; 

 the Slovenian member uses the analysis to inform research on the social situation in Slovenia 

and will use it to emphasise child poverty in their work on the situation of families; 

 the Spanish member finds the analysis very useful for its work since it helps them to get more 

information and strengthen their discourse and their demands on public administration in the 

improvement of care for children in Catalonia; 

 in the United Kingdom  Eurochild’s English member has found that the exercise has helped 

them to better understand how the UK government’s international commitments impact on 

domestic policy. The Northern Irish member has found the exercise very useful to ensure their 

policy priorities feed in to work within a European context. The Scottish member has used the 

analysis in providing evidence and responding to consultations as well as in contributing to 

the Scottish Government’s general and NRP-specific activities involving stakeholders. 

However, the Welsh member has only found the exercise useful in so far as it is a reminder of 

the continuing divergence between the UK and Wales in terms of policy decisions. A stronger 

NRP/NSR with more focused attention on delivering Europe 2020 and the links between the 

UK and Europe (including EU funding opportunities) could help them to explain better the 

value of Europe and the opportunities it provides to an ever sceptical audience. 

Usefulness to Eurochild 

Most Eurochild members and partners consider that the analysis of the NRPs and NSRs has 

contributed to the work of Eurochild as a whole. For instance: 

 the Bulgarian member considers that the analyses have been useful in pushing the efforts to 

influence the CSRs and achieving the network strategic objectives related to mainstreaming 

children’s rights and fighting child poverty and social exclusion; 

 the Czech partner considers the Eurochild assessment, together with the data, to be useful in 

promoting child-rights perspective that hasn´t been adequately taken into account so far; 

 the Hungarian member considers that the analyses have been visible, quoted and used 

widely; 

 the Polish member considers that the work has contributed to Eurochild’s admirable efforts to 

advocate for children’s well-being and its success in putting the need to tackle child poverty 

on the European Commission agenda; 

However, some members (EL, LU, SK) are not fully aware of how the analysis contributes to the work 

of Eurochild though they are confident in Eurochild’s very successful advocacy policy. 

Several suggestions are made to further improve this exercise in the future.  For instance: 
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 the Estonian member suggests assembling the examples of best practice from different 

countries; 

 the Greek member suggests translating the analysis into national languages to ensure better 

dissemination; 

 the Polish member suggests that it will be very important for Eurochild to bring child well-

being to the attention of the new EU Commissioner responsible for Employment Social Affairs 

and Inclusion; 

 the Scottish member suggests trying to coordinate EU level and national level campaigning 

more effectively.  
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SUMMARY TABLES 

TABLE 1 

Summary of Eurochild’s members and partners views on how each of the key issues identified 

by Eurochild are addressed in the 2014 NRP and NSR 

 

 

 

Key issue 

How well do you think that this 

issue is addressed in your 

country’s 2014 National Reform 

Programme (NRP)? 

How well do you think that this 

issue is addressed in your 

country’s 2014 National Social 

Report (NSR)?  

Very 

well 

Somewhat Little/Not 

at all 

Very well Somewh

at 

Little/Not 

at all 

1. Political weight 

given to child 

poverty and social 

exclusion 

 BG EE ES 

FI HU IE LT 

LU PT UKE 

UKS UKW 

CZ DE DK 

EL PL SI 

SK UKNI 

DE BG EE 

ES LU 

CZ DK FI 

UKNI 

 

2. Adoption of a 

comprehensive 

and child rights 

approach 

 EE UKS BG CZ DE 

DK EL ES 

FI HU IE LT 

LU PL PT 

SI UKE 

UKNI UKW 

 DE EE BG CZ 

DK ES FI 

LU UKNI 

 

3. Impact of the crisis 

on children, 

especially children 

in vulnerable 

situations 

 BG DE EE 

EL ES HU 

IE PL SI  

CZ DK FI 

LT LU PT 

SK UKE 

UKNI UKS 

UKW 

 BG EE 

ES 

CZ DK FI 

LU UKNI 

4. Integrated 

approach to 

Europe 2020 

Strategy 

CZ 

UKS 

DE EE ES 

HU LT 

BG DK EL 

FI PL PT SI 

SK  UKE 

UKNI UKW 

CZ DE EE 

ES 

BG DK FI  

LU UKNI 

 

5. Use of EU money 

in support of 

children’s inclusion 

and well-being 

HU SK CZ EE ES 

LT UKNI 

UKS UKW 

BG DE DK 

EL FI IE LU  

PL PT SI 

UKE 

 CZ EE ES BG DE 

DK FI LU 

UKNI 

6. Extent of 

meaningful 

stakeholder 

involvement 

 BG CZ DE 

DK PL PT 

UKE UKNI 

UKS   

EE EL ES 

FI HU IE 

LU SI SK 

UKW  

 BG CZ 

DE DK  

EE ES FI 

LU UKNI 

 

7. Implementation of 

a child specific 

CSR (if your 

country received 

one in 2013) 

HU SK CZ ES PL 

UKE UKS 

UKW 

BG DE DK 

EE LU  SI 

UKNI 

 CZ ES BG DK 

EE FI LU  

UKNI 
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TABLE 2 

Summary of Eurochild’s members and partners views on whether the key issues identified by 

Eurochild in 2012 and 2013 are treated better or worse in the 2014 NRP and NSR than in your 

country’s 2013 NRP and 2012 NSR 

 

 

 

Key issue 

Do you think that this issue is 

addressed better or worse in 

your country’s 2014 National 

Reform Programme (NRP) than 

in 2013? 

How well do you think that this 

issue is addressed in your 

country’s 2014 National Social 

Report (NSR) than in the 2012 

NSR?  

Better The same Worse Better The 

same 

Worse 

1. Political weight 

given to child 

poverty and social 

exclusion 

 

EE ES 

HU IE, 

UKS 

UKW 

BG CZ DE 

DK EL FI 

PL SI SK  

UKE 

UKNI CZ ES BG DK 

EE FI LU 

UKNI 

2. Adoption of a 

comprehensive 

and child rights 

approach 

 

 BG CZ DE 

DK EE EL 

ES FI HU 

IE PL SI SK 

UKE UKS 

UKW 

UKNI CZ BG DK 

EE ES FI 

LU 

UKNI 

3. Impact of the crisis 

on children, 

especially children 

in vulnerable 

situations 

EL SI BG CZ DK 

DE EE ES 

FI HU IE 

PL SK UKE 

UKS UKW 

UKNI  BG CZ 

DK EE 

ES FI LU 

UKNI 

4. Integrated 

approach to 

Europe 2020 

Strategy 

 

EE 

UKS 

BG CZ DE 

DK EL ES 

FI HU PL 

SI SK UKE 

UKW 

UKNI  BG CZ 

DK EE 

ES FI LU 

UKNI 

5. Use of EU money 

in support of 

children’s inclusion 

and well-being 

EE SK 

UKW 

BG CZ DE 

DK EL FI 

HU PL SI 

UKE UKNI 

UKS 

  BG CZ 

DK EE FI 

LU UKNI  

 

6. Extent of 

meaningful 

stakeholder 

involvement 

 

BG CZ DE DK 

EE EL FI 

HU IE PL 

SI SK  UKE 

UKS UKW  

UKNI BG CZ DK 

EE FI LU 

UKNI 

7. Integration of  the  

implementation of  

the EC 

Recommendation 

into the Europe 

2020 Strategy 

EE CZ DE DK 

EL FI HU 

PL SI SK 

UKNI UKS 

 

 


