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1. Overview: Equity and Inclusion in Policy Processes (EquIPP) 

This manual outlines a framework to support equitable and inclusive policy processes, in 

order to promote greater equity and social inclusion in policy and practice. The framework is 

premised upon the assumption that policies are more likely to achieve equitable and inclusive 

outcomes if an equitable and inclusive policy process supports them (OECD, 2015). This 

framework advocates for a transformative and collaborative approach, which seeks to create 

experiences of equity and inclusion for vulnerable groups in policy processes. EquIPP proposes 

an inventory of Key Actions to support the development, implementation and evaluation of 

public policies. These actions are informed by evidence, existing approaches to equity and 

VRFLDO�LQFOXVLRQ��DQG�KDYH�EHQHÀWWHG�IURP�H[WHQVLYH�VWDNHKROGHU�FRQVXOWDWLRQV�DQG�IHHGEDFN��

The inventory of Key Actions put forward offers a blue print for an equitable and inclusive policy 

process. This manual also includes an assessment matrix, which civil society organisations (CSOs) 

or policy makers themselves may use to evaluate the level of engagement with Key Actions in 

a policy revision or development process. 

7KH�IUDPHZRUN�GHYHORSHG�KHUH�GRHV�QRW�SXUSRUW�WR�EH�D�GHÀQLWLYH�DSSURDFK�IRU�DQ�HTXLWDEOH�

DQG�LQFOXVLYH�SROLF\�SURFHVV��UDWKHU��LW�LV�D�WRRO�IRU�UHÁHFWLRQ�DERXW�KRZ�HTXLW\�DQG�LQFOXVLRQ�FDQ�

feature more prominently in policy-making processes. It is the intention of the authors to update 

this manual regularly as more and more policy makers may seek to promote social inclusion 

in and through public policies. EquIPP was developed to complement EquiFrame, which as a 

formulation and assessment tool focuses on the extent to which equity, social inclusion and 

human rights are addressed in the content of policy documents. 

EquiFrame can be downloaded free of charge from http://www.global-health.tcd.ie/assets/

doc/EquiFrame%20Manual_May19_2011.pdf. 

EquiFrame was also translated into French and may be downloaded from http://www.

hiproweb.org/uploads/tx_hidrtdocs/EquiFrameManual2014.pdf.1 

1.1. Who is this manual for?
This manual has been designed to support an equitable and inclusive policy process of national 

OHYHO�SROLF\�LQLWLDWLYHV��:H�GHÀQH�WKH�SROLF\�SURFHVV�DV�´WKH�ZD\�LQ�ZKLFK�SROLFLHV�DUH�LQLWLDWHG��

developed or formulated, negotiated, communicated, implemented and evaluated” (Buse, Mays 

& Walt, 2005: 13). Any policy actor with a potential stake or role in policy processes may consult 

this manual; we intend to provide government departments (strategic and operational planning 

departments in particular), local governments, civil society groups, academics, researchers and 

activists with indications for how to set up an equitable and inclusive policy process. In order to 

address social exclusion more effectively, we emphasise the importance of including vulnerable 

groups2, or their representatives, at every stage of the policy process. Furthermore, we argue 

that working arrangements and relationships amongst different policy actors, across government 

1  All EquiFrame related publications may be downloaded from http://www.sintef.no/projectweb/equitable/equitable-
publications/.

2 :H�GHÀQH�YXOQHUDEOH�JURXSV�DV�VRFLDO�JURXSV�ZKR�H[SHULHQFH�OLPLWHG�UHVRXUFHV��0DQQDQ��$PLQ�DQG�0DF/DFKODQ��������
DQG�PD\�FRQVHTXHQWO\�EH�GLVSURSRUWLRQDWHO\�H[SRVHG�´WR�XQLQVXUHG� ULVN� OHDGLQJ� WR�D� VRFLDOO\�XQDFFHSWDEOH� OHYHO�RI�ZHOO�EHLQJµ�
(Hoogeveen et al, 2004).
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sectors and levels, must be re-oriented towards more collaboration and better coordination. The 

framework also functions as an assessment tool to evaluate stakeholder engagement with Key 

Actions for equity and inclusion. This permits a scoring of the extent to which the policy process is 

equitable and inclusive. The level of engagement is assessed on a 7-point scale with the highest 

VFRUHV� UHÁHFWLQJ�ERWK�VWURQJ�process and outcome evaluation criteria. If vulnerable groups or 

their representatives state ‘satisfaction’ with the process and outcomes of engagement, this is 

likely to be indicative of a genuine government commitment towards equity and inclusion. 

This version of EquIPP was primarily designed to support the development or revision of social 

policies (e.g. health, housing, education, social assistance etc.); however, the 17 Key Actions 

proposed apply across virtually any area so long government is committed to rendering the 

policy process more equitable and inclusive. EquIPP was also designed to be applicable across 

diverse policy contexts – and high-, middle- and low-income regions. While the scope to engage 

in an equitable and inclusive policy process may be more limited in certain contexts than in others 

and while it may not be possible to consider the entire set of Key Actions in the development 

RU� UHYLVLRQ� RI� D� SROLF\�� WKLV� IUDPHZRUN� QRQHWKHOHVV� VHHNV� WR� HOLFLW� FHUWDLQ� VHOI�UHÁHFWLRQV� DQG�

behavioural changes in terms of how policy processes generally unfold, how policy actors and 

levels of government coordinate their efforts and the extent to which social equity and social 

inclusion feature as important considerations across the entire policy process. 

2. Background

2.1. Rationale 
'HVSLWH� VLJQLÀFDQW�HFRQRPLF�DQG� VRFLDO� WUDQVIRUPDWLRQV�ZLWQHVVHG�DFURVV� WKH�JOREH��SURJUHVV�

towards building equitable and inclusive societies is far from being realised (Bilney et al, 2013; 

Lombe & Sherraden, 2008; MacLachlan & O’Connell, 2000; OECD, 2013b). The impact of 

JOREDOLVDWLRQ�� HFRQRPLF� DQG� ÀQDQFLDO� FULVHV� DQG�� WKH� IDLOXUH� WR� SURPRWH� HTXLW\� DQG� VRFLDO�

inclusion in and through public policy has led to the deepening and expansion of inequalities 

across many dimensions of human wellbeing (Lombe & Sherraden, 2008; OECD, 2013b). In 

1995, at the Copenhagen Programme of Action of the World Summit for Social Development, 

governments made the commitment to eliminate social exclusion (Lombe & Sherraden, 2008; 

United Nations Commission for Social Development, 2005). Social inclusion and equity are 

crosscutting themes in the Post-2015 Development Agenda. Indeed the Open Working Group 

(OWG) proposal for Sustainable Development Goals, presented to the 68th session of the United 

Nations General Assembly on the 19th of July 2014, emphasised the need for inclusive social and 

economic development to cut across all seventeen of the proposed Sustainable Development 

Goals (SDGs). The OWG outcome document further promised that it would 

Strive for a world that is just, equitable and inclusive and the commitment was made to 

work together to promote sustained and inclusive economic growth, social development 

DQG�HQYLURQPHQWDO�SURWHFWLRQ�DQG�WKHUHE\�WR�EHQHÀW�DOO��LQ�SDUWLFXODU�WKH�FKLOGUHQ�RI�WKH�

world, youth and future generations of the world, without distinction of any kind such as 

age, sex, disability, culture, race, ethnicity, origin, migratory status, religion, economic or 

other status. 
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7DUJHW���RI�*RDO����RI�WKH�6'*V�UHTXLUHV�VWDWHV�WR�´HPSRZHU�DQG�SURPRWH�WKH�VRFLDO��HFRQRPLF�

and political inclusion of all, irrespective of age, sex, disability, race, ethnicity, origin, religion or 

HFRQRPLF�RU�RWKHU� VWDWXVµ�E\� ����� �8QLWHG�1DWLRQV�� ������� 6LPLODUO\��JRDO� ��� VSHFLÀFDOO\� VWDWHV�

WKDW�JRYHUQPHQWV�PXVW�´SURPRWH�SHDFHIXO�DQG�LQFOXVLYH�VRFLHWLHV�IRU�VXVWDLQDEOH�GHYHORSPHQW��

provide access to justice for all and build effective, accountable and inclusive institutions at all 

levels” (United Nations, 2016; United Nations General Assembly 68th session, 2014). 

Public policies are crucial to the creation of socially inclusive societies (Ahmimed, MacLachlan 

& Mannan, 2014). They set out purposive courses of action and determine the wider framework 

within which actions of inclusion or exclusion occur (Anderson, 2015, p.3; Cocozzelli, 2014). The 

2UJDQLVDWLRQ� IRU� (FRQRPLF� &RRSHUDWLRQ� DQG� 'HYHORSPHQW� �����D�� S���� FRQWHQGV� WKDW� ´WKH�

nature of the policy making process matters … for the quality of policies, and thus their outputs”. 

We argue that in order to address exclusion most effectively, the content of policies as well as the 

overall policy process must be inclusive. 

In EquIPP we focus on considerations of process and argue that policy processes must create 

experiences of equity and inclusion for vulnerable groups who all too often remain marginalised 

in policy processes. Bureaucrats and civil servants, often far removed from the actual experience 

of marginalisation and exclusion, cannot and should not be the sole designers of policies 

(OECD, 2013a). The nature of social exclusion demands that new considerations, technologies 

and normative principles transform policy processes. Public policies should be designed and 

implemented in a collaborative and not in a top-down manner (Carey, McLaughlin & Crammond, 

2015; Rittel & Weber, 1973; Roberts, 2000). Collaborative approaches provide stakeholders from 

the periphery with a legitimate claim to become more involved in policy processes (Fung & Wright, 

2003; Hickey & Mohan, 2005; Lombe & Sherraden, 2008; Rittel & Weber, 1973). We argue that policy 

actors must adopt a more holistic approach to social equity and inclusion and simultaneously 

focus on development, implementation and evaluation to address social exclusion in a more 

comprehensive and meaningful manner. 

The framework developed in this manual is a tool to support policymakers and relevant stakeholders 

WR�VHW�XS�DQG�HQJDJH�LQ�HTXLWDEOH�DQG�LQFOXVLYH�SROLF\�SURFHVVHV��,W�GHÀQHV�DQ�HTXLWDEOH�DQG�

inclusive policy process as a process which is guided by and enacts considerations for equity 

and inclusion in the ways in which policies are developed, implemented and evaluated. We 

are not aware of any other framework with a similar purpose3. Strategy papers, reports and 

recommendations published by international organisations tend to focus on the content of 

policies (i.e. interventions and programmes to promote social inclusion) and considerations of 

process tend to be incidental in such documents. Where documents are devoted explicitly to 

considerations of process, they tend to be limited to individual stages or phases of the process. 

The novelty of EquIPP lies in its holistic approach to policy and its presentation of a composite 

process to support equity and inclusion policy development, implementation and evaluation. 

3  We take note, however, of UNESCO's analytical framework for inclusive policy design, developed within the context of 
UNESCO Inclusive Policy Lab with whom we have collaborated as part of the Inclusive Asia Project. Their analytical framework is 
a noteworthy conceptual paper that lays out the broad parameters of inclusive policies (UNESCO Social and Human Sciences/ 
Research, Policy and Foresight Team, 2015).
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2.2. Social Exclusion and Social Inclusion
Social exclusion is commonly understood as multi-dimensional disadvantage: suggesting that 

any one individual or group can be excluded along one or more of multiple dimensions, at any 

one point in time, or repeatedly, or continuously. Similarly, it also suggests that individuals can be 

H[FOXGHG�DORQJ�VRPH�GLPHQVLRQV��DQG�QRW�RWKHUV��/HYLWDV�HW�DO���������/HYLWDV�HW�DO���������GHÀQH�

social exclusion as

A complex and multi-dimensional process… [which] involves the lack or denial of resources, 

rights, goods and services, and the inability to participate in the normal relationships and 

activities, available to the majority of people in a society, whether in economic, social , 

cultural or political arenas. It affects both the quality of life of individuals and the equity 

and cohesion of society as a whole. 

Social exclusion is the product of unequal power relationships in society; between an individual’s 

or a group’s relationships and social entities such as institutions, organisations, spaces (social 

or physical) or individuals (Kronauer, 1998 as cited in Mathieson et al, 2008). No society is truly 

egalitarian and different identity categories are routinely assigned different levels of status and 

power, conditioning all social interactions amongst individuals or groups and between individuals, 

groups and institutions (MacLachlan, 2014; Pratto, Sidanius & Levin, 2006). A number of individuals 

and groups in society are at a higher risk of poverty and social exclusion compared with the 

general population. Faced with inadequate institutional support, these individuals and groups 

are particularly vulnerable to economic shocks and other unforseen events (Hoogeveen, 2004). 

They are vulnerable because of the marginalised position they occupy in society. Religion, 

ethnicity, age, gender, sexual orientation, (dis)ability or political opinions often form grounds for 

discriminatory practices (Hoogeveen, 2004; World Bank, 2013). On the basis of their identity or 

group membership individuals or groups face active discrimination in their communities and daily 

interpersonal relations, but they also face unequal treatment in institutional settings (Kabeer, 2000; 

Pratto et al, 2006); facilitated by structural inequalities – sometimes thoughtlessly and sometimes 

WKRXJKWIXOO\�²�ZULWWHQ� LQWR�VRFLDO�SROLFLHV��$V�VXFK�� WKH\�DUH�RIWHQ�H[FOXGHG�IURP�VSHFLÀF� ULJKWV�

and entitlements, access to goods and services, as well as participation in the decision-making 

processes that directly affect their lives (Pratto et al, 2006). Social inclusion� WKHQ�GHQRWHV�´WKH�

process of improving the terms for individuals and groups to take part in society” (World Bank, 

2013, p.3). Efforts to promote social inclusion should thus seek to improve the terms of engagement 

for vulnerable groups with society at large  (Fraser, 1998; Silver, 2015).

We are particularly concerned with exclusion experienced in the socio-political realm. Commonly 

understood as a lack of, or inadequate, participation in political decision-making processes, 

such exclusion manifests itself as exclusion in (national) elections, misrepresentation or non-

representation in political forums (Evans, 2004; Fung & Wright, 2003). We expand on this concept 

and add exclusion from policy processes more broadly. We argue that oftentimes policy processes 

do not involve vulnerable populations to the extent that this would be advantageous for these 

groups, nor are such processes guided by the principles of social equity and inclusion to the 

extent that this would allow governments to demonstrate a clear commitment to the promotion 

of social inclusion. 
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We argue that one way of changing the adverse terms of engagement for vulnerable groups 

in society is by focusing on the policy process, i.e. the processes with which governments, 

non-governmental organisations, civil society organisations, the private sector and vulnerable 

groups themselves engage to address instances of exclusion. We feel that if vulnerable groups 

FDQ�EHFRPH�PRUH�FHQWUDOO\�LQYROYHG�LQ�SROLF\�SURFHVVHV��WKDW�WKH\�FDQ�LQÁXHQFH�WKH�OLNHOLKRRG�

WKDW�WKHLU�FRQFHUQV�DUH�UHÁHFWHG�LQ�SROLF\�RXWFRPH�GRFXPHQWV��WKDW�LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�SODQV�DUH�

more responsive to the actual situation on the ground; that budgets do not disproportionately 

affect those already most vulnerable; and that these groups are not excluded from the statistics 

designed to capture the extent of their inclusion.

2.3. A holistic approach to policy processes 
The content of a policy is crucial as it sets out what the policy hopes to achieve. The policy 

content is the main point of reference; any actions taken after the initial formulation phase should 

therefore be in line with the policy’s original stipulation. In order to minimise the gap between 

the intention and the delivery of a policy, the language of a policy and the normative values 

upon which it is premised must be supportive of social inclusion (Amin et al, 2011). Moreover, 

SROLF\�PDNHUV�PXVW� ÀQG�D�ZD\� WR� HPEHG� WKH� LQWHUHVWV� RI� WKRVH�PRVW�PDUJLQDOLVHG�ZLWKLQ� WKH�

policy content. Mannan, Amin and MacLachlan (2011) developed a policy assessment and 

formulation tool, EquiFrame, which emphasises that the content of a policy must reference the 

VSHFLÀF�YXOQHUDEOH�JURXSV�LW�VHHNV�WR�SURWHFW�DQG�WKH�FRUH�KXPDQ�ULJKWV�LW�VHHNV�WR�VDIHJXDUG��LI�WKH�

policy aims to contribute to equity and inclusion in any meaningful way. Promoting the inclusion 

of vulnerable groups and core human rights concepts in policy documents nominally entitles 

vulnerable groups to equitable and inclusive access to services and provisions. However, it does 

QRW�JXDUDQWHH�WKDW�SROLF\�GRFXPHQWV�DFFXUDWHO\�UHÁHFW�WKH�QHHGV�DQG�GHPDQGV�RI�YXOQHUDEOH�

JURXSV�RU�WKDW�GHVLJQDWHG�SROLF\�EHQHÀWV�DFFUXH�WR�YXOQHUDEOH�JURXSV��0DF/DFKODQ��0DQQDQ��

+XVV��0XQWKDOL�	�$PLQ���������:H�DUJXH�WKDW� LW� LV�QRW� VXIÀFLHQW� WR� UHIHUHQFH�YXOQHUDEOH�JURXSV�

and core human rights in policy documents, but that considerations of equity and inclusion must 

shape the entire policy process – from formulation, through to implementation, monitoring and 

evaluation (MacLachlan et al, 2015). 

EquIPP seeks to complement EquiFrame by proposing a series of Key Actions to support the 

development, implementation and monitoring and evaluation of an inclusive policy content. 

Conceptually, we draw on Walt and Gilson’s (1994) policy triangle, which attributes equal 

importance to the content of policies, the wider processes surrounding policies and the actors 

involved in such processes, as well as the context within which these elements are embedded and 

which mediates their interactions. EquIPP promotes an equitable and inclusive policy process in 

which the needs and interests of vulnerable and excluded populations are prioritised throughout 

and which supports the formulation of an inclusive policy content as well as its translation into 

practice. EquIPP is thus concerned with what happens before the production of the policy and 

with what happens once it has been produced. It also makes recommendations with regard to 

the types of actors that should be involved in such processes.
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Fig 1: The relationship between and functions of EquIPP and EquiFrame

The novelty of this framework is that it seeks to render the entire policy process equitable and 

inclusive. While development, implementation, and evaluation are standard45 components of 

a policy cycle, we also touch upon budgeting and dissemination, which we feel intersect with 

the aforementioned components in important ways. We felt that in establishing the link between 

budgeting activities and the wider process, we could draw attention to issues of resource 

generation and redistribution in matters of social policy (Bonner, Holland, Norton & Sigrist, 2005; 

+ROPHV��������2(&'���������%XGJHWV�DYDLODEOH�WR�OLQH�PLQLVWULHV�LQÁXHQFH�WKH�VFRSH�RI�WKHLU�DFWLYLWLHV��

Finance ministries ultimately determine sectoral allocations, with little input from civil society 

(UNICEF, 2010). Budget analyses at the macro level tell us much about the ‘whole of government’ 

commitment to social inclusion and inclusive processes (CESR, 2012; UNICEF, 2010). Similarly, we 

focus on dissemination, for the manner in which government communicates information to its 

citizen, particularly vulnerable groups, is crucial to the creation of equal opportunities within 

policy decision-making processes (OECD, 2013a: 7). 

3. Equity and Inclusion in Policy Processes 

3.1. Normative foundations
We argue that policies can hope to deliver inclusive and equitable outcomes only if policy actors 

engage with Key Actions capable of fostering experiences of inclusion and equity in policy 

processes. In this section, we detail how we understand equity and inclusion and how these 

principles can be rendered operational in policy processes.

3.2. Social Equity in Policy Processes
The standing Panel on Social Equity in Governance (2000, p.11 as cited in Gooden & Portillo, 

������GHÀQHV�VRFLDO�HTXLW\�DV�

The fair, just, and equitable management of all institutions serving the public directly or by 

contract, and the fair and equitable distribution of public services, and implementation of 

public policy, and the commitment to promote fairness, justice, and equity in the formation 

of public policy. 

4  For an overview of the literature on policy processes see Sabatier & Weible (2014). 

5  We draw on process literature only insofar as it provides us with a "clear schematic depiction of the policy process” (Sabatier 
& Weible, 2014: 8). Contrary to the scholarly body of work on policy processes, we do not seek to analyse why certain policies are 
more salient than others and how they evolve over time; rather, our intention is to present the characteristics of a policy process which 
would render policies equitable and inclusive. However, this model may be useful to policy analysts interested in identifying barriers 
and facilitators to equitable and inclusive processes.
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Equity is one of many distributive norms in theories of justice (Dani & de Haan, 2008). Equity 

GHPDQGV�WKH�FUHDWLRQ�DQG�PDLQWHQDQFH�RI�D� OHYHO�SOD\LQJ�ÀHOG��7KLV�PHDQV�HQVXULQJ�WKDW�WKH�

needs of (oftentimes neglected) vulnerable groups are explicitly addressed in policy deliberations, 

documents and implementation (Dani & Haan, 2008; Jones, Higgins & Bird, 2009). Equity also 

relies on a redistribution of resources through targeted programmes or policy interventions (Jones 

et al, 2009; Norman-Major, 2011; Powell, 2008). We maintain that unless vulnerable groups are 

prioritised in policy documents and policy processes, their demands and needs may be neglected 

(Mannan et al, 2011).

3.2. Inclusion in Policy Processes6

,QFOXVLRQ� LV� GLVWLQFW� IURP� SDUWLFLSDWLRQ�� DV� WKH� ODWWHU� LV� ¶OLPLWHG·� WR� LQFUHDVLQJ� ´SXEOLF� LQSXW�

oriented primarily to the content of programmes and policies” (Quick & Feldman, 2011, p. 272, 

������ ,QFOXVLRQ��KRZHYHU��HQWDLOV� ´FRQWLQXRXVO\�FUHDWLQJ�D�FRPPXQLW\� LQYROYHG� LQ�FRSURGXFLQJ�

SURFHVVHV��SROLFLHV�DQG�SURJUDPPHV�IRU�GHÀQLQJ�DQG�DGGUHVVLQJ�SXEOLF�LVVXHVµ��4XLFN�	�)HOGPDQ��

2011, p.272). Participation is an important aspect, but it constitutes only one element of a larger 

process of inclusion (Lombe & Sherraden, 2008). 

We expand the meaning of inclusion and argue that the interests of vulnerable groups must 

be included in all policy related actions performed by government. For example, governments 

VKRXOG�EH�H[SOLFLW� DERXW� WKHLU� LQWHQWLRQ� WR� OHYHO� WKH�SOD\LQJ� ÀHOG�DQG� WKLV� VKRXOG�EH� UHÁHFWHG�

in any budgeting exercises (Jones et al, 2009). Similarly, monitoring and evaluation frameworks 

should be designed in a manner that allows capturing the experiences of and differential impact 

of policies on vulnerable groups. It is therefore important that policy making is guided by the 

principles of equity and inclusion in order to act effectively on behalf of priority groups (Jones et 

al, 2009). Inclusion as we understand it thus denotes procedural inclusion as well as substantive 

inclusion, which refers to deliberate actions of government to include the interests of vulnerable 

groups in policy processes.

By including vulnerable groups in policy processes, we can contribute to ensuring that the needs 

and interests of those most excluded in society are represented in policy formulation processes 

(Speer, 2012). We must remain cognisant and critical of the inherent power differentials at play 

in any political processes (Gaventa, 2006, Wampler & McNulty, 2011, White, 1996; World Bank, 

2013). Inclusive mechanisms are potentially transformative if they manage to uproot prevailing 

power structures undermining the capacity of those most marginalised in society to participate 

on an equal footing. Inclusive participation therefore must unfold under parity of engagement 

whereby all stakeholders interact as peers (Fraser, 1998). Not only do such mechanisms empower 

citizen and socially excluded groups, but they also further legitimise ensuing political decisions 

(Gaventa, 2006). Public participation contributes to the design and deliverance of better public 

services and constitutes an avenue to input into the policy content (DESA/DPADM&ESCWA, 2013; 

Quick & Feldman, 2011; Speer, 2012). Continued inclusion in the process has the potential to create 

new forms of partnerships and collaborations between issue areas and in which, governments, 

SURYLGHUV�DQG�¶FRQVXPHUV·�RI�VHUYLFHV�HQJDJH�´PXOWLSOH�ZD\V�RI�NQRZLQJµ�DQG�FR�SURGXFH�´WKH�

process and content of decision-making” (Quick & Feldman, 2011). Continued inclusion allows 

SULPDU\�EHQHÀFLDULHV�WR�H[HUFLVH�D�FHUWDLQ�DPRXQW�RI�FRQWURO�RYHU�WKH�RYHUDOO�SURFHVV��WKHUHE\�

6  The principle of inclusion in policy processes is advocated at the highest political level. One of the targets of Goal 16, 
FRQFHUQHG�ZLWK�WKH�EXLOGLQJ�RI�LQFOXVLYH�LQVWLWXWLRQV��VWLSXODWHV�WKDW�JRYHUQPHQWV�PXVW�´HQVXUH�UHVSRQVLYH��LQFOXVLYH��SDUWLFLSDWRU\�DQG�
representative decision-making at all levels” (United Nations General Assembly 68th session, 2014).
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providing a further avenue to hold government accountable (Jones et al, 2009). In short, inclusive 

policy processes, should be the change they seek, to paraphrase Ghandi. 

3.3. Vulnerable groups 
A number of individuals and groups in society are at a higher risk of poverty and social exclusion 

in comparison to the general population (Hoogeveen, 2004; Ivanova, Dræbel & Tellier, 2015; 

MacLachlan et al, 2015; The Global Fund, 2014). Transformative efforts seek to level the playing 

ÀHOG�IRU�WKHVH�YXOQHUDEOH�JURXSV�DQG�HPSRZHU�WKHP�WKURXJKRXW�WKH�GHFLVLRQ�PDNLQJ�SURFHVVHV�

that affect the quality of their participation in economic, political, social and cultural life (Kabeer, 

2000).

Table 1.1. lists a number of vulnerable groups. We recognise that this list cannot be exhaustive 

and that policy actors must identify the vulnerable groups as they exist in their respective contexts 

and for the policy areas under considersation.78 It is important to seek ou evidence to assert the 

status of vulnerability for any such group in a particular context.

Limited resources/people living in 
extreme poverty

Increased relative risk for 
morbidity

Mother child mortality

People living with HIV Suffering from chronic illness People with disabilities

Women headed household Children headed households Children

Children (with special needs) Young girls Aged/elderly

Youth Ethnic minorities (Internally) Displaced populations

Living away from services Orphans Certain castes

LGBTQI Men who have sex with men Street children

Indigenous populations Homeless Sex Workers

Victims of sexual abuse Victims of gender violence 9LFWLPV�RI�KXPDQ�WUDIÀFNLQJ

Mobile workers
Prisoners and incarcerated 

populations
Intravenous drug users

Religious groups Homeless

7DEOH������9XOQHUDEOH�*URXSV�LGHQWLÀHG�LQ�WKH�OLWHUDWXUH

7 �:H� OLVW�YXOQHUDEOH�JURXSV� LGHQWLÀHG� LQ�(TXL)UDPH��0DQQDQ�HW�DO���������:KLOH�WKHVH�YXOQHUDEOH�JURXSV�ZHUH� LGHQWLÀHG� LQ�
the context of health policies, we contend that vulnerable groups who are marginalised in the realm of health are likely to be 
PDUJLQDOLVHG�LQ�RWKHU�VRFLDO�DQG�HFRQRPLF�UHDOPV�DV�ZHOO��:H�VXSSOHPHQW�WKLV�OLVW�ZLWK�DGGLWRQDO�YXOQHUDEH�JURXSV�LGHQWLÀHG�LQ�WKH�
literature and a workshop on social inclusion held in Malaysia in June 2015.

8  See for example, Ivanova et al (2015) for a contextualised list of vulnerable groups for a policy analysis of sexual and 
reproductive health policies using EquiFrame in Moldova, Spain, Ukraine and Scotland.
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4. Development of EquIPP 

The framework presented in this manual was developed through a literature review of stakeholder 

approaches to equity and social inclusion and multiple rounds of stakeholder consultations. Draft 

versions of the Framework have been presented at conferences, meetings and workshops in 

2014 and 2015 and across a number of countries representing a range of high-, middle and 

low-income contexts, as well as cultural and religious differences (Ireland, Malaysia, Panama, 

Thailand and Timor Leste).9 

From November 2014 to February 2015 we conducted a preliminary literature review to map 

H[LVWLQJ�VWDNHKROGHU�DSSURDFKHV�WR�SURPRWH�VRFLDO� LQFOXVLRQ��6WDNHKROGHUV� LGHQWLÀHG�DV�SDUW�RI�

this process were international and regional organisations, national governments, international 

non-governmental organisations, non-governmental organisations, research institutes, policy 

think thanks and academics (see Annex 2 and 3 of this manual for an overview of the supporting 

literature). The review process sought to extract information on the types of process considerations 

stakeholders are advocating for in promoting social inclusion or thematically related issues. The 

ultimate goal of the review was to synthesise these considerations and to develop a composite 
inclusive policy process, rather than reviewing the merits of stand-alone approaches or the 

kinds of programmes or interventions stakeholders are promoting to achieve social inclusion (i.e. 

the content of stakeholder approaches). We argue that different stakeholder approaches can 

complement one another.

7KH�VHDUFK�ZDV�VWUDWHJLF��UDWKHU�WKDQ�V\VWHPDWLF��DQG�DV�VXFK�ZH�UHYLHZHG�LQLWLDWLYHV�VSHFLÀF�WR�

SDUWLFXODU�VWDJHV�RI�WKH�SROLF\�SURFHVV��H�J��EXGJHWLQJ��RU�PDLQVWUHDPLQJ�LQLWLDWLYHV�IRU�VSHFLÀF�

vulnerable groups (e.g. children or the elderly), as well as regional and national policy frameworks 

for social inclusion. We reviewed literature on participatory and collaborative governance and 

we included good practices in policy making more generally. From this initial review, we extracted 

54 criteria for their potential to create experiences of equity and inclusion in policy processes. 

We have endeavoured to ensure the applicability of this framework across different economic, 

social, political and cultural contexts by soliciting input from geographically diverse stakeholders. 

7KH�ÀUVW�VHW�RI�FULWHULD�ZDV�SUHVHQWHG�DW�WZR�WKHPDWLFDOO\�UHODWHG�WUDLQLQJ�ZRUNVKRSV�IRU�SUDFWLWLRQHUV�

and civil society representatives. These workshops gathered 25 participants from a variety of 

backgrounds.10 A survey was administered to participants, in which they were asked to indicate 

(on Likert scales) their level of agreement with 54 criteria for equity and social inclusion derived 

from the review process so far. Incorporating feedback our criteria were subsequently renamed 

as Key Actions and they were reformulated to be more widely applicable across a range of 

policy-making levels, sectors and contexts. Participants also provided additional individual written 

9  The discourse of social inclusion and social exclusion originated in Europe, and this Euro-centric bias is apparent in the 
available literature (Room, 2000). Critics have argued that discourses of social inclusion are unlikely to resonate in contexts where the 
majority of the population is poor and deprived along multiple dimensions (Yamin, 2009; Popay et al, 2008). The emphasis on social 
inclusion throughout the SDGs, however, is prompting a discussion on social exclusion and inclusion in lower-income countries and 
contexts.

10  Participants were representatives from various UN agencies (UNDP, UNICEF, UNESCO, WHO, ILO) and, at the time, were 
ZRUNLQJ�LQ�WKH�8QLWHG�6WDWHV��&RVWD�5LFD��,QGRQHVLD��0ROGRYD��3DOHVWLQH��3DFLÀF�,VODQGV��6RXWK�$IULFD��7RJR��8NUDLQH��9LHWQDP��7XQLVLD��
China, Armenia, Ethiopia, Bolivia, Tajikistan, India, Uganda, Egypt and Sudan. Participants also represented civil society organisations 
and academic institutions.



Equity and Inclusion in Policy Processes (EquIPP) Equity and Inclusion in Policy Processes (EquIPP) 11

and verbal comments during general group discussion. Feedback obtained was subsequently 

incorporated into a revised framework of 17 Key Actions, grouped into 9 Themes. The reduction 

in number of criteria/Key Action was deemed necessary to allow the framework to be used 

as an assessment tool. Participants agreed on the usefulness and practical applicability of the 

framework in a variety of settings and policy-making levels.

Figure 2: EquIPP development process (November 2014 – February 2016)

Following additional consultations of the literature, further discussion rounds with academics and 

colleagues at the Centre for Global Health and peer review, additional changes were made to 

WKH�IUDPHZRUN�WKURXJKRXW������DQG�LQ�HDUO\�������$V�VXFK��WKH�IUDPHZRUN�EHQHÀWWHG�IURP�LQSXW�

from a diverse range of academic disciplines (psychology, sociology, human resources, global 

health, political science, economics and health informatics). 

Policymakers and other stakeholders may consult the inventory of Key Actions prior to initiating 

the development or revision of a policy. Furthermore, civil society organisations may use EquIPP 

to assess the inclusiveness of policy development, implementation and evaluation. Stakeholders 

should seek validation of any such action by ensuring that it is consistent with and can be related 

back to equity and inclusion within their own context. This helps to ensure the inclusiveness of policy 

processes in line with this framework. These actions, if executed in a comprehensive manner have 

the potential to further the needs and interests of excluded groups and actively involve them in 

shaping decisions that affect their lives. However, we accept that under some circumstances it 

may not be necessary or appropriate to implement all 17 Key Actions. Where this is the case, a 

clear rationale indicating that such an omission(s) does not jeopardise equity or inclusion, should 

be made; with supporting evidence or documentation. 



Equity and Inclusion in Policy Processes (EquIPP)12

5. Synthesis of Key Actions

6HFWLRQ������VXPPDULVHV�WKH����.H\�$FWLRQV�DORQJ�ZLWK�D�GHÀQLWLRQ�DQG�EULHI�GHVFULSWLRQ�IRU�HDFK��

.H\�DFWLRQV�DUH�JURXSHG�LQWR���WKHPHV��,W�ZDV�GHFLGHG�QRW�WR�OLQN�.H\�$FWLRQV�WR�VSHFLÀF�VWDJHV�

of the policy process, but rather, present them as distinct themes, which together constitute an 

inclusive process. We do this because in our experience policy processes do not always unfold in 

the linear fashion that is envisaged in some accounts of policy development. Policymakers who 

ÀQG�WKHPVHOYHV�KDYLQJ�WR�VLPXOWDQHRXVO\�HQJDJH�LQ�VHYHUDO�¶VWHSV·�DW�RQFH��PD\�EH�GLVFRXUDJHG�

regarding the possibility of making the policy process equitable and inclusive, unless this reality is 

acknowledged in the approach to assessment. 

The higher the commitment to equity and inclusion is, the higher the likelihood that policy makers 

and stakeholders afford thorough consideration to the proper execution of Key Actions. While 

it may not be possible to perform all actions put forward in this framework, EquIPP seeks to 

incentivise policy makers and stakeholders to actively consider the feasibility of such actions in 

their contexts.

5.1. Summary of Key Actions for an equitable and inclusive policy process

Key Action 'HÀQLWLRQ Description Examples of 
questions

Examples of 
evidence of 
engagement

Theme 1: Inclusive and participatory policy procedure

Key Action 1: 
Set up inclusive 
and participatory 
mechanisms 

This Key Action 
involves detailing a 
public engagement 
strategy for the 
purpose of policy 
development/
revision.

1. An engagement 
strategy which 
actively solicits the 
participation of 
vulnerable groups is 
put in place

1. Are concrete 
mechanisms 
in place to 
engage relevant 
stakeholders in an 
inclusive manner?

Citizen engagement 
strategy outcome 
document(s); 
citizen engagement 
strategy policy; 
stakeholder forums, 
working group 
formation; working 
group reports on 
citizen engagement; 
focus groups, 
consultations

2. Organisational, 
institutional 
and regulatory 
mechanisms for 
public participation 
are detailed and 
communicated 
with relevant 
stakeholders and 
vulnerable groups

2. Are relevant 
stakeholders and 
priority groups 
adequately 
informed of the 
possibility and 
opportunities for 
participation?

3. Participatory 
mechanisms are 
context appropriate

3. Do engagement 
strategies take into 
account contextual 
factors that may 
prevent inclusive 
participation? 
Are participatory 
mechanisms 
adapted to local 
contexts?
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Key Action 2: 
Ensure the highest 
level of participation

This Key Action 
involves maximising 
the quality of 
participation 
and ensuring 
that all relevant 
stakeholders 
participate directly 
or are adequately 
represented in 
policy deliberations.

1. Vulnerable 
groups participate 
at the highest level 
possible and the 
possibility for joint-
decision making has 
been considered

1. Do vulnerable 
groups participate 
in the highest-level 
deliberations and 
decision-making 
processes?

Stakeholder 
mapping, 
scheduling of public 
consultations, 
partnership 
frameworks, focus 
groups, citizen’s 
panels, formation 
of working groups, 
composition of 
working groups 
or committee; 
working groups or 
committee reports; 
public proceedings; 
stakeholder 
mappings

2. The interests of 
vulnerable groups 
are taken into 
consideration at the 
highest decision-
making levels and 
LQFOXGHG�LQ�ÀQDO�
policy documents

2. Are the interests 
of vulnerable groups 
adequately taken 
into consideration at 
the highest decision-
making levels and 
are they visibly 
LQFOXGHG�LQ�ÀQDO�
policy documents?

3. Consensus 
is sought from 
participants in the 
formulation process

3. Are policy related 
decisions consensus-
based?

Theme 2: Cross-sectoral and intergovernmental cooperation and coordination

Key Action 3: 
Strengthen 
cross-sectoral 
cooperation

This Key Action 
involves 
strengthening 
communication 
DQG�WKH�ÁRZ�RI�
information across 
government 
departments and 
the integration of 
plans and policies.

1. Relevant 
government 
departments 
come together 
to formulate an 
integrated strategy 
WR�DGGUHVV�VSHFLÀF�
instances of 
exclusion

1. Are relevant 
government 
departments 
involved in 
formulating the 
policy strategy?

Cross-sectoral 
working plans, 
cross-sectoral 
communication 
plans; secondment 
of staff, creation of 
new positions, cross-
VHFWRUDO�GHÀQLWLRQ�
of social inclusion, 
creation of inter-
departmental task 
forces and inter-
governmental 
committees, 
LGHQWLÀFDWLRQ�RI�
focal points in 
different sectors, 
agreement of terms 
of reference (TORs)

2. Working 
modalities are 
adapted as 
appropriate

2. Are working 
modalities adapted 
to meet the needs 
for inter-sectoral 
cooperation and 
coordination?

3. A consensually 
GHULYHG�GHÀQLWLRQ�
and clear vision 
of social inclusion 
is communicated 
across government 
departments

3. Do all relevant 
departments sign 
up to the same 
GHÀQLWLRQ�DQG�YLVLRQ�
of social inclusion?
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Key Action 4: 
Strengthen inter-
governmental 
cooperation

This Key Action 
involves the 
harmonisation of 
national and local 
level initiatives 
through the creation 
of an overarching 
policy framework.

1. Communication 
channels 
connect national, 
intermediary and 
local levels of 
government

1. Does 
communication exist 
between all levels of 
government?

Design of guidelines 
and issuance 
of mandates, 
overarching 
policy framework, 
partnership 
frameworks, 
evidence of 
representation of 
local government 
in national level 
meetings, evidence 
of representation 
of national 
government at local 
level, agreement of 
terms of reference 
(TORs)

2. Guidelines 
DQG�VSHFLÀF�
mandates are 
issued to relevant 
government 
departments, 
executive agencies, 
local authorities 
and implementers 
as part of a 
larger partnership 
framework

2. A larger 
partnership 
framework has been 
established among 
relevant actors? 
6SHFLÀF�JXLGHOLQHV�
and mandates are 
issued to relevant 
actors?

3. National and 
local initiatives are 
coordinated and 
aligned

3. Are efforts made 
to align national 
and local initiatives?

Theme 3: Matching social need and provision

Key Action 5: 
Plan according to 
need

This Key Action 
involves the 
adoption of 
participatory 
planning techniques 
to tailor policy 
provisions to local 
complexity of needs.

1. A participatory 
planning technique 
is adopted

1. Are vulnerable 
groups participant 
to and included in 
the policy planning 
process?

Needs assessment, 
working group 
formation; rationale 
for policy priorities, 
evidence of 
recognition of the 
multidimensionality 
of social inclusion, 
evidence of efforts 
to seek out local 
experiences and 
knowledge

2. Policy objectives 
correspond to the 
VSHFLÀF�QHHGV�RI�
vulnerable groups 
and are guided 
by the principle 
of progressive 
realisation

2. Are policy 
objectives informed 
E\�WKH�VSHFLÀF�
needs of vulnerable 
groups and are 
they guided by 
the principle 
of progressive 
realisation?

3. Planning is 
informed by how 
the drivers of social 
exclusion operate 
and accumulate 
over time

3. Is planning 
evidence based 
and does it take into 
consideration how 
the drivers of social 
exclusion operate 
and accumulate 
over time?

Key Action 6: 
Specify actions by 
which social needs 
will be addressed

This Key Action 
involves the 
LGHQWLÀFDWLRQ�RI�
explicit projects, 
programmes, and 
interventions to 
address social 
needs and level 
WKH�SOD\LQJ�ÀHOG�
and promote social 
inclusion.

1. Programme 
level information 
is detailed and 
published

1. $UH�VSHFLÀF�
programmes 
LGHQWLÀHG"�,V�
programme 
level information 
available?

Programme or 
project intervention 
level details, 
rationale for how 
distributional 
equity is achieved; 
overarching policy 
documents with 
clear alignment of 
priorities, goals and 
actions; evidence 
base

2. Programmes are 
explict about their 
intention to level 
WKH�SOD\LQJ�ÀHOG�
and promote social 
inclusion.

2. Are equity 
and inclusion 
considerations in 
programmes made 
explicit? 

3. Programmes are 
evidence based, 
where possible

3. Are programmes 
adopted evidence-
based?
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Theme 4: Social budgeting

Key Action 7: 
Build equity 
considerations into 
budgets

This Key Action 
involves the 
prioritsation 
and funding of 
programmes, 
projects and 
interventions 
VSHFLÀFDOO\�
GHVLJQHG�WR�EHQHÀW�
vulnerable groups 
in government 
budgets.

1. Priorities related 
to inclusion are 
DIÀUPHG�LQ�EXGJHW�
statements and 
this can be inferred 
from proposed and 
enacted budgets

1. Are priorities 
DIÀUPHG�LQ�EXGJHW�
statements and 
UHDIÀUPHG�LQ�
proposed and 
enacted budgets?

Priorities clearly 
DIÀUPHG�LQ�EXGJHW�
documents, 
budget statement, 
proposed budget, 
enacted budget, 
earmarked 
funding for priority 
programmes2. Earmarked 

funding for 
programmes 
addresses social 
disparities

2. Does earmarked 
funding address 
social disparities?

3. The following 
(complimentary) 
principles are 
applied in 
budgeting: 
progressive 
realisation, non-
discrimination, 
maximum available 
UHVRXUFHV��HIÀFLHQF\��
effectiveness and 
equity 

3. Are budgetary 
allocations guided 
by the principles 
of progressive 
realisation, non-
discrimination, 
maximum available 
UHVRXUFHV��HIÀFLHQF\��
effectiveness and 
equity?

Key Action 8: 
Minimise gaps 
between real and 
planned budgets

This Key Action 
involves creating 
a favorable and 
participatory 
oversight 
environment to 
monitor anticipated 
and actual 
expenditure.

1. Budgets reports 
are published 
throughout the 
budget cycle

1. Are budget 
reports published 
throughout the 
budget cycle?

Enacted budgets, 
in-year reports, 
mid-year reports, 
year-end reports, 
intention to 
commission 
audits, audits 
commissioned, list 
of stakeholders 
engaged in auditing 
functions, audit 
reports, audit 
recommendations, 
statements 
addressing audit 
recommendations

2. Social and 
participatory audits 
are commissioned 
and carried out

2. Are social and 
participatory audits 
commissioned and/
or carried out?

3. Resource 
generation and 
allocations does not 
impact vulnerable 
groups in a negative 
way

3. Does the 
generation and 
allocation of 
resources impact 
vulnerable groups in 
a negative way?

Theme 5: Inclusive and responsive implementation

Key Action 9: 
Devise a responsive 
DQG�ÁH[LEOH�
implementation 
plan

This Key Action 
involves developing 
a detailed and 
overarching 
implementation plan 
in a participatory 
manner, and which 
should involve 
key stakeholders, 
including relevant 
government sectors, 
local governments, 
service users and 
service providers.

1. Implementation 
plans are designed 
in a participatory 
manner

1. Are 
implementation 
plans designed 
in a participatory 
manner?

Implementation 
OHDG�FRQÀUPHG��
issuance of 
guidelines, issuance 
of mandates, setting 
of intermediary 
DQG�ÀQDO�WLPH�
frames, capacity 
development plans, 
list of stakeholders 
involved in or 
consulted for the 
draft plan

2. Coordinating 
bodies, key 
implementers and 
implementation 
lead entities are 
LGHQWLÀHG�IURP�WKH�
outset

2. Are coordinating 
bodies, key 
implementers 
and lead entities 
LGHQWLÀHG�IURP�WKH�
outset?

3. Capacity gaps 
DUH�LGHQWLÀHG�DQG�
addressed

3. Are capacity 
JDSV�LGHQWLÀHG�WKDW�
could compromise 
implementation? 
Are these gaps 
addressed?
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Key Action 10: 
Adopt the most 
inclusive selection 
methodology

This Key Action 
involves taking 
necessary steps 
to ensure that 
EHQHÀFLDULHV�DUH�
LGHQWLÀHG�LQ�WKH�PRVW�
inclusive manner to 
yield a maximum of 
policy coverage.

1. Appropriate 
selection 
mechanisms have 
been employed 

1. Are selection 
mechanisms 
appropriate to 
identify individuals 
HQWLWOHG�WR�EHQHÀWV�
under the policy?

/LVW�RI�EHQHÀFLDULHV��
inclusive and 
appropriate 
selection 
methodologies/
models

2. All potential 
EHQHÀFLDULHV�DUH�
LGHQWLÀHG

2. Have all potential 
EHQHÀFLDULHV�EHHQ�
LGHQWLÀHG"

3. Selection 
methodologies 
do not stigmatise 
vulnerable groups

3. Is there evidence 
that selection 
methodologies 
do not stigmatise 
vulnerable groups?

Theme 6: Implementation Partnerships and Cooperation

Key Action 11: 
Select the most 
appropriate 
implementation 
partners

This Key Action 
involves mobilising 
the non-
governmental, 
civil society and 
private sector for the 
operationalisation 
of social inclusion 
policies.

1. Alternative 
implementation 
partners have been 
considered

1. Are alternative 
implementation 
partners considered 
to contribute to 
service provision?

Agreed 
communication 
strategy, 
mobilisation 
strategy, feedback 
from implementers 
on coherence of 
social inclusion 
agenda

2. Alternative 
implementation 
partners are actively 
HQFRXUDJHG�WR�IXOÀO�
a role in the social 
inclusion agenda

2. Are alternative 
implementation 
partners actively 
HQFRXUDJHG�WR�IXOÀO�
a role in the social 
inclusion agenda?

3.The buy in of 
implementers is 
secured for the 
implementation of 
the social inclusion 
agenda

3. Can the buy in 
of implementers 
be secured? Is the 
social inclusion 
agenda clearly 
communicated to 
implementers?

Key Action 12: 
Encourage 
cooperation 
between agencies 
and service 
providers

This Key Action 
involves 
strengthening 
the links between 
implementers on the 
ground to deliver a 
more tailored and 
holistic response to 
social inclusion.

1. Potential avenues 
for integration 
at the level of 
service delivery are 
explored

1. Are potential 
avenues explored 
to integrate service 
delivery?

Description of 
approach to service 
delivery, steering 
committees, 
partnership 
frameworks, 
schedule of inter-
agency meetings

2. Provisions are 
discussed and put 
in place so that 
EHQHÀWV�FDQ�EH�
accessed at the 
local level

2. Are provisions put 
in place to allow 
individuals to access 
services at the local 
level? 

3. Partnership 
frameworks are 
established

3. Are partnership 
frameworks for 
implementation 
detailed and 
formalised?
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Theme 7: Multi-dimensional and context driven data collection

Key Action 13: 
Collect qualitative 
and quantitative 
data

This Key Action 
involves setting up 
mixed and multi-
methods monitoring 
and evaluation 
frameworks in 
a participatory 
manner.

1. Participatory 
assessments are 
scheduled/carried 
out

1. Are assessments 
carried out in 
a participatory 
manner?

Evaluation 
frameworks, reports 
commissioned, 
inclusive and 
diverse evaluation 
methodologies2. Multiple methods 

are selected for 
the purpose of 
monitoring and 
evaluation

2. Do evaluation 
frameworks contain 
multiple methods 
for monitoring and 
evaluation?

3. Policy content, 
implementation, 
impact and 
inclusiveness of the 
process overall are 
evaluated

3. Is the inclusiveness 
of the overall 
process evaluated?

7KHPH����'DWD�ÀW�IRU�SXUSRVH

Key Action 
14: Integrate, 
aggregate, 
disaggregate and 
share data

This Key Action 
involves integrating, 
aggregating, 
disaggregating 
and sharing data 
to monitor and 
evaluate policies 
across multiple 
domains and over 
time.

1.�3ROLF\�VSHFLÀF�
data needs are 
LGHQWLÀHG

1. Are policy 
VSHFLÀF�GDWD�QHHGV�
LGHQWLÀHG"

Mapping of 
data needs, 
considerations or 
plans to integrate 
data sources, 
baseline reports, 
disaggregated data 
collection

2. Government 
departments and 
agencies explore 
the possibilities of 
meeting social 
LQFOXVLRQ�VSHFLÀF�
data needs

2. Government 
departments 
and agencies 
are exploring 
the possibility 
of integrating, 
aggregating and 
sharing data in 
order to meet 
SROLF\�VSHFLÀF�GDWD�
needs?

3. Data can be 
disaggregated for 
priority groups

3. Is data amenable 
to disaggregation 
for priority groups?

Key Action 15: 
Select appropriate 
indicator dimensions

This Key Action 
involves the 
participatory 
design of an 
indicator framework 
to measure 
appropriate social 
outcomes.

1. Indicators are 
expressed as 
relevant social 
outcomes

1. Are indicators 
expressed as 
relevant social 
outcomes such that 
they are measuring 
key dimensions of 
social exclusion?

Evidence to 
show consensus 
for indicator 
frameworks, 
portfolio composed 
of appropriate 
social indicators, 
appropriate 
headline indicators, 
appropriate 
supplementary and 
strategic change 
indicators

2. Indicator 
frameworks contain 
structural and 
subjective indicators 
to measure progress 
towards social 
inclusion

2. Do indicator 
frameworks contain 
both structural and 
subjective indicators 
to measure progress 
towards social 
inclusion?

3. All indicators 
are selected in 
a participatory 
manner with 
the input of 
all legitimate 
stakeholders

3. Are indicators 
selected in a 
participatory 
manner with 
the input of 
all legitimate 
stakeholders?
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Theme 9: Comprehensive and inclusive dissemination system

Key Action 16: Share 
information with 
SROLF\�EHQHÀFLDULHV

This Key Action 
involves taking 
steps to ensuring 
equitable access 
to all information 
relating to policy 
EHQHÀWV�

1. Barriers to 
accessing policy 
relevant information 
DUH�LGHQWLÀHG�

1. A barrier 
analysis has 
been conducted 
WKDW�LGHQWLÀHV�
impediments 
to accessing 
policy relevant 
information?

Context appropriate 
and proactive 
dissemination 
strategy, usage of 
language that’s 
easy to understand, 
LGHQWLÀFDWLRQ�RI�
barriers to accessing 
SROLF\�EHQHÀWV��
leveraging media 
partnerships, social 
network usage

2. A dissemination 
strategy is put in 
place

2. A dissemination 
strategy been 
devised and put 
in place that 
informs potential 
EHQHÀFLDULHV�RI�
how to access 
VSHFLÀF�VHUYLFHV�DQG�
entitlements?

3. Communication 
strategies and 
mediums are 
context appropriate

3. Are 
communication 
strategies and 
mediums context 
appropriate?

Key Action 17: Share 
information with the 
policy community

This Key Action 
involves taking 
steps to ensuring 
equitable access 
to all information 
relating to the policy 
more broadly

1. Information 
sharing is central to 
the policy process

1. Is information 
shared with the 
policy community? 
Is information shared 
in a timely manner?

Context appropriate 
and proactive 
dissemination 
strategy to distribute 
information relating 
to various stages of 
the policy process 
(e.g. information on 
public consultations, 
rationale for policy 
development, 
impact assessments, 
citizen’s budgets, 
budget information, 
audit reports, 
monitoring and 
evaluation reports 
etc.) 

2. Information 
produced 
throughout the 
policy process is 
made available 
to the policy 
community

2. Is information 
produced 
throughout the 
policy process 
made available 
to the policy 
community?

3. Information 
is disseminated 
through context 
appropriate 
mediums

3. Is information 
disseminated 
through context 
appropriate 
mediums?

5.2. Performance criteria for an equitable and inclusive policy process

An assessment matrix (checklist) was developed to measure the extent to which policy processes 

qualify as equitable and inclusive. A 7-point scale was developed to rate the level of engagement 

with the 17 Key Actions presented above. The assessment can be conducted in ‘real time’ as 

processes unfold, or retrospectively. We include both Process and Outcome Evaluation criteria. If 

marginalised groups or their representatives’ state ‘satisfaction’ with the process and outcomes 

of engagement, this is likely to be indicative of genuine government commitment towards equity 

and inclusion.  
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Policy Engagement Key Action Scale (PEKAS) Rating

Absent – no evidence it has been considered 0

Recognition – evidence of awareness but no associated action 1

Minor action – evidence of token or minimal efforts to engage 2

Moderate action – evidence of clear but incomplete or partial engagement 3

Comprehensive action – evidence that all reasonable steps to engage have 
been taken

4

Policy evaluation – reference to Key Action in core document(s) 1 5

Process Evaluation – evidence gathered from diverse stakeholders of 
satisfaction with the process of engagement1 6

Outcome Evaluation - evidence gathered from diverse stakeholders of 
satisfaction with the outcomes of engagement1 7

1 6FRUH�DW�D�KLJKHU�OHYHO�DVVXPHV�IXOÀOPHQW�RI�ORZHU�OHYHO�UHTXLUHPHQWV

Documentation is indispensable to modern forms of government (Freeman & Maybin, 2011; 

Sedlacko, 2015). Outcome documents produced at various junctures of the policy process (e.g. 

implementation plans, laws, regulations, budgets, reports, situational analyses etc.) constitute an 

ideal source of evidence for engagement with Key Actions. In order to justify ratings, evaluators 

should gather relevant evidence to demonstrate level of engagement. Documentary evidence 

may not always be available, and in such instances evaluators are encouraged to conduct 

interviews to ascertain the extent of engagement with Key Actions. 

The very nature of this exercise renders evaluations subjective. However this subjectivity – which 

we consider a desirable feature – can be strengthened in rigour through the systematic approach 

that EquIPP provides. Evaluators assign scores based on whether they are convinced that Key 

Actions have been engaged with, and the level of such an engagement. We recommend that 

more than one evaluator carry out assessments so that estimates of inter-rater reliability can be 

REWDLQHG��DQG�ZKHUH�SRLQWV�DUH�GLVDJUHHPHQW�DUH�LGHQWLÀHG��WKHQ�WKHVH�VKRXOG�EH�GLVFXVVHG�DQG�

a consensus rating reached. 

As part of the assessment exercise, evidence should be provided to justify ratings for Key Actions.  

Evidence may be retrieved in the form internal documents, references to meeting or working 

group proceedings, widely circulated outcome documents, online publications, proceedings 

published online etc. (see examples for evidence of engagement in the summary table in 

Section 5.1.). The emphasis on documentary evidence and reliance on interviews to evaluate the 

inclusiveness of policy process is a deliberate effort to increase transparency in policy processes.
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5.3. Description of Key Actions

Theme 1: Meaningful participatory policy procedure

Key Action 1:        

Set up inclusive and participatory mechanisms  

3DUWLFLSDWLRQ�LV�D�SURFHGXUDO�ULJKW�DQG�LW�LV�´XQGHUSLQQHG�E\�D�QXPEHU�RI�FLYLO�DQG�SROLWLFDO�ULJKWV�

such as access to information, as well as freedom of speech and of assembly” (CESR, 2012, 

p. 20). Inclusive and active participation in policy processes makes it possible for vulnerable 

JURXSV�WR�LQÁXHQFH�WKH�RSHUDWLRQDOLVDWLRQ�DQG�VXEVHTXHQW�LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�RI�SDUWLFXODU�VRFLR�

economic rights (CESR, 2012; UNDESA, 2009, p.4). The right to participation extends beyond 

the initial stages of policy formulation; inclusion and participation should be practiced in the 

formulation of policy alternatives, implementation and monitoring and evaluation (CESR, 2012; 

UNDESA, 2009). After all, a truly inclusive process seeks to include vulnerable groups and those 

directly affected by the policy in general, as well as their representatives throughout all stages 

of the process (UNDESA, 2009). The scope for the inclusion in broader policy processes should 

EH�RXWOLQHG�LQ�D�FRPSUHKHQVLYH�´FLWL]HQ�HQJDJHPHQW�VWUDWHJ\µ�ZKLFK�VHWV�XS�RUJDQLVDWLRQDO��

institutional and regulatory mechanisms for public participation (DESA/DPADM & ESCWA, 2013). 
11These mechanisms should be clearly communicated to potential stakeholders to ensure that 

affected individuals are aware of the possibilities for participation. 

Vulnerable groups and/or their representatives should be actively encouraged to participate 

in or contribute to policy formulation processes (UNDESA, 2009; World Bank, 2013). Inclusion in 

policy formulation processes allows these groups or their representatives to raise their voice in 

the decision-making processes that affect their lives (Dani & de Haan, 2008; Lavalle, Acharya & 

Houtzager, 2005; UNDESA, 2009). The aim should be to create deliberative forums and participatory 

mechanisms that complement existing representative structures and directly involve marginalised 

LQGLYLGXDOV�DQG�JURXSV�DQG�DOORZ�WKHP�WR�LQÁXHQFH�WKH�RYHUDOO�SROLF\�SURFHVV��&RUQZDOO��������

Evans, 2004, p.37; Pogrebinschi, 2012: p.1; Wampler & McNulty, 2011). 

Access to appropriate forums should be facilitated and invitations extended to members or 

representatives of priority groups, such as civil society organisations (Lavalle et al, 2005). Where 

appropriate forums or mechanisms do not exist, they should be created (UNDESA, 2009, p.4).1213 

3ROLF\�DFWRUV�VKRXOG�HQJDJH�WKH�SXEOLF�DQG�SULRULW\�JURXSV�LQ�D�PDQQHU�WKDW�LV�FRQWH[W�VSHFLÀF�

and appropriate for the policy under consideration (Wampler & McNulty, 2011). Internationally, 

initiatives abound, at various levels of government, which seek to solicit active citizenship and 

institutionalise participation and render it inclusive of priority groups (MacLachlan et al, 2014; 

Wampler & McNulty, 2011). Participation occurs at the local level, however, it is important that 

the outcomes of such deliberations are fed back to the sub-national, national and even the 

international level. 14 We understand that inclusive mechanisms may be more easily implemented, 

11  The CESAQ questionnaire was developed to assess the comprehensiveness of a government’s engagement strategy 
(DESA/DPADM & ESCWA, 2013).

12  For example, this is a condition in drafting Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers (Miller & Ziegler, 2006).

13  It is beyond the scope of this manual to prescribe how such forums should be constituted or what mechanisms are 
appropriate.

14 �2QH�RI�WKH�PDLQ�GLIÀFXOWLHV�FRPPRQ�WR�IRUPXODWLRQ�SURFHVVHV�RI�3RYHUW\�5HGXFWLRQ�6WUDWHJ\�3DSHUV��IRU�H[DPSOH��LV�PDNLQJ�
VXUH� WKDW� WKH� RXWFRPHV� RI� FRQVXOWDWLRQV� DUH� LQFRUSRUDWHG� LQWR� WKH� ÀQDO� VWUDWHJ\�� 7KLV� LV� RIWHQ� FRQVWUDLQHG� E\� WKH� JRYHUQPHQW·V�
willingness and ability to concede control to civil society organisations (Curran, 2005).
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may be more appropriate or may have a stronger uptake in some contexts than in others (Wampler 

& McNulty, 2011). Differences in cultures of participation should not discourage policy actors 

from trying to actively encourage vulnerable groups to participate (Cornwall, 2008; Howarth, 

Andreouli & Kessi, 2014; MacLachlan, 2006).

Differences in political systems and levels of decentralisation will naturally affect the nature 

and quality of public participation (Cornwall, 2008; Wampler & McNulty, 2011). It may be more 

convenient or indeed suitable to conduct surveys; it may also be more cost-effective to hold limited 

consultations; however, it is generally assumed that by giving vulnerable groups the opportunity 

to deliberate, voice their concerns and articulate solutions, by working through organisations that 

represent their interest or by working with individuals or groups directly, that policy processes can 

be rendered more inclusive (Cornwall, 2002; Fung & Wright, 2003). Participation can be brought 

to scale and operate at the national level through, for example, chains of delegation where 

the outcomes of deliberations at the local level are carried forward to the highest level of policy 

making (Pogrebinschi, 2013, 2014).15 Within such designs it must be ensured that participation 

amounts to representation of priority groups in decision-making processes (Pogrebinschi, 2014). 

It is only by opening up the dialogue to members of the public and by including those who are 

H[SHULHQFLQJ�H[FOXVLRQ�WKDW�SROLF\�PDNHUV�FDQ�EH�PDGH�DZDUH�RI�VSHFLÀF�QHHGV�DQG�FRQFHUQV��

Acknowledging that participatory mechanisms cannot possibly engage the entire universe of 

SRWHQWLDO�VWDNHKROGHUV��JRYHUQPHQWV�VKRXOG�VWULYH�IRU�´RSWLPDO�SDUWLFLSDWLRQµ��(YDQV���������

Participatory governance mechanisms should be set up in a manner compatible with contextual 

demands. Ideally, the set up of participatory mechanisms will be informed by what the public 

DQG�SULRULW\�JURXSV�WKHPVHOYHV�ÀQG�GHVLUDEOH��3DUWLFLSDWRU\�JRYHUQDQFH�DQG�FLWL]HQ�GHOLEHUDWLRQ�

are generally thought of as important mechanisms to contribute to social inclusion and social 

development more generally (Dani & de Haan, 2008; UNDESA, 2009).  

Key action 2.:      

Ensure the highest level of participation 

Careful consideration should be given to render the contributions of vulnerable groups as 

meaningful as possible (Cornwall, 2008). Forums should be set up to maximise the quality of 

deliberation and participation and to empower marginalised individuals and groups as much as 

possible in the process (Cornwall, 2008). Many typologies of public participation exist to distinguish 

between quality and intensity of participation (Arnstein, 1969; Cornwall, 2008; White, 1996). The 

highest level of and most genuine forms of participation invest marginalised and vulnerable 

groups or their representatives with decision-making power (Arnstein, 1969). A useful typology 

of participation distinguishes between information, consultation, dialogue, partnership and 

decision-making, which may be exercised along different stages of the policy process (Arnstein, 

1969; Combat Poverty Agency, 2006; Conference of INGOs of the Council of Europe, 2009). 

Decision-making designates the most empowered and the most meaningful form of participation 

(Arnstein, 1969). As such, vulnerable groups should be included in decisions relating to wider 

planning processes, implementation and monitoring and evaluation activities. 

Ideally, citizen engagement strategies combine deliberation, representation and (joint) decision-

15  This is the inclusion mechanism at the centre of the national public policy conferences in Brazil (Pogrebinschi, 2012; 
Pogrebinschi & Santos, 2010).
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making within participatory structures and processes. The aim is to address social inequalities 

by inviting affected individuals and their representatives to contribute to the dialogue and 

SDUWLFLSDWH�LQ�WKH�DUWLFXODWLRQ�RI�VROXWLRQV��(YDQV���������7KH�ÁRZ�RI�LQIRUPDWLRQ�VKRXOG�EH�VXFK�

that relevant knowledge, experiences and interests of those most marginalised are taken into 

consideration at the highest decision-making levels and included in decisions and plans going 

forward (Pogrebinschi, 2013, 2014).  Participation may be deemed effective if these concerns are 

fed back to decision-makers and translated into appropriate actions on the ground (Wampler 

& McNulty, 2011). Participatory deliberations should result in realistic expectations amongst all 

participants. Ideally, stakeholder preferences converge in such deliberations and a consensus 

between all participants can be achieved. Civil society organisations can help surmounting 

obstacles to consensus (Court, Mendizabel, Osborne & Young, 2006). Alternative opinions should 

be actively sought out within this process. All stakeholders should be accorded the opportunity 

to express their preferences and no one voice should dominate the formulation process; it is 

important to prevent ‘elite capture’ of policy dialogues (Cornwall, 2008; Cornwall & Coelho, 

2007; OECD, 2013a). It is therefore imperative that excluded and marginalised groups are able to 

participate directly, or are adequately represented in policy forums (Pogrebinschi, 2013).

While participatory mechanisms may exist, it may be worth reviewing their effectiveness. All too 

often, participatory mechanisms are beset by a certain amount of tokenism, which prevents 

WKH�GHPDQGV��FODLPV��LQWHUHVWV�DQG�QHHGV�RI�YXOQHUDEOH�SRSXODWLRQV�IURP�EHLQJ�UHÁHFWHG�LQ�WKH�

actual policy (Arnstein, 1969; Pogrebinschi, 2013; White, 1996). Similarly, in certain contexts CSOs 

may be better placed to articulate and represent the concerns of vulnerable groups (Lavalle 

et al, 2005). Consequently it may be worth it to actively include CSOs in policy processes (DESA/

DPADM & ESCWA, 2013). Cultures of participation and power dynamics within a given context 

ZLOO�LQÁXHQFH�WKH�SDUDPHWHUV�RI�SDUWLFLSDWLRQ�DQG�FLWL]HQ�HQJDJHPHQW�LQ�SROLF\�SURFHVVHV��(YDQV��

2004; Gaventa, 2006). Joint decision-making between citizen and political elites may not always be 

possible (e.g. because of public apathy or fear of participation), or even desirable (e.g. because 

of low capacity amongst the lay public to participate), or indeed feasible (Wampler & McNulty, 

2011). Policy makers should nonetheless actively encourage individual citizen engagement at 

the highest level possible. Sometimes deliberative mechanisms may simply not work in particular 

contexts. The quality and strength of institutions may, for example, be severely compromised in 

IUDJLOH�DQG�SRVW�FRQÁLFW�VWDWHV��:DPSOHU�	�0F1XOW\���������6LPLODUO\��SDUWLFLSDWLRQ�LV�QRW�IUHH�RI�

cost and governments in low-resourced settings may not be in a position to fund such initiatives 

(ibid). 

The capacity of marginalised individuals and/or their representatives to participate in public 

IRUXPV�VKRXOG�DOVR�EH�VWUHQJWKHQHG��&RXUW�HW�DO��������6SHHU���������*RYHUQPHQW�RIÀFLDOV�PD\�

DOVR�EHQHÀW�IURP�WUDLQLQJ�RQ�KRZ�WR�HQJDJH�ZLWK�FLYLO�VRFLHW\��:DPSOHU�	�0F1XOW\���������6LPLODUO\��

the actual means of participation should be carefully selected. Advances in technology have 

created new mechanisms for participation in policy processes (DESA/DPADM, 2013). The level of 

technological advancement dictates the suitability of electronic-participation. In contexts where 

Internet penetration is low or moderate, and where large sections of the population remain 

illiterate, such alternatives are not viable (ibid). In those instances, it is important to rely on more 

‘traditional’ mechanisms of participation or to customise and strengthen existing ones (ibid).
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:KLOH�FRQWH[WXDO� UHDOLWLHV� LQÁXHQFH�KRZ�YXOQHUDEOH�JURXSV�FDQ�HQJDJH��SROLF\�PDNHUV� VKRXOG�

render such processes as inclusive as possible and avoid merely rubberstamping participatory 

initiatives (Cornwall & Coelho, 2007; White, 1996). In some contexts, holding meetings to inform 

FLWL]HQV�DERXW� WKH�H[LVWHQFH�RI�SDUWLFXODU�SROLFLHV�DQG�SURFHVVHV� LV�D�ÀUVW� VWHS�WRZDUGV�JUHDWHU�

inclusion (Dani & de Haan; 2008).

Theme 2: Cross-sectoral and intergovernmental cooperation and coordination

Key action 3.:      

Strengthen cross-sectoral cooperation 

As a complex and multidimensional phenomenon, social exclusion/inclusion demands a holistic 

and joined up response (European Commission/Guy, Liebich & Marushiakova, 2010; UNESC, 

2015; World Bank, 2013).  The nature of social exclusion is usually such that individuals or groups 

experience marginalisation across multiple dimensions and in different combinations (European 

Foundation, 2003; Mathieson et al, 2008; Popay et al, 2008; Silver, 2015). Coordination across policy 

sectors allows for the articulation of a more integrated strategy for social inclusion (European 

Foundation, 2003; World Bank, 2013). Working in silos is counterintuitive to the promotion of social 

inclusion; it leads to duplication of efforts, policy inconsistencies and sub-optimal service provision 

(Canadian Standing Senate Committee on Social Affairs, Science and Technology, 2013; Carey, 

&UDPPRQG�	�5LOH\���������(YHQ�WKRXJK�VLORV�DUH�QRWRULRXVO\�GLIÀFXOW�WR�EUHDN�GRZQ��JHQXLQH�HIIRUWV�

should be made to strengthen cross-sectoral cooperation between relevant ministries (European 

Commission/Guy et al, 2010). In designing crosscutting policies, careful consideration should be 

SDLG�WR�HQVXUH�WKDW�SROLFLHV�DUH�EXLOW�DURXQG�VSHFLÀF�YXOQHUDEOH�JURXSV��VLPXOWDQHRXVO\�LQWHJUDWLQJ�

their needs and demands into cross-sectoral policy designs (EAPN, 2007; World Bank, 2013).16 

$GPLQLVWUDWLYH�UHVWUXFWXULQJ�LV�RIWHQ�QHFHVVDU\�WR�SURGXFH�HIIHFWLYH�DQG�HIÀFLHQW�FURVV�VHFWRUDO�

cooperation throughout policy processes (UNECLAC, 2015). In planning for implementation, 

for example, this commonly involves the setting up of interdepartmental task forces and 

intergovernmental committees (Carey, Crammond et al, 2015; Carey, McLaughlin et al, 2015; 

UNDESA, 2008; UNECLAC, 2015). It also involves the introduction of new procedural rules and 

modalities, cross-sectoral staff secondments, pooling of resources and information systems 

and so forth (Combat Poverty Agency, 2007; Pollitt, 2003; UNDESA, 2009). Joining-up can be 

expensive however. Together, stakeholders should determine what is likely to work best in their 

respective contexts considering resource and capacity constraints (UNDESA, 2008). Similarly, the 

responsibility for coordination of social inclusion agenda should be associated with a powerful 

RIÀFH�RU�EH�SRVLWLRQHG�VWUDWHJLFDOO\�ZLWKLQ�JRYHUQPHQW���H�J��GHSDUWPHQW�LQ�WKH�3ULPH�0LQLVWHU·V�

RIÀFH�� FUHDWLRQ� RI�PLQLVWULHV� ZLWK� FURVV�VHFWRUDO� FRPPDQGV��� ,GHDOO\�� VRFLDO� LQFOXVLRQ� DJHQGDV�

should command a certain degree of authority and should be endorsed by the most important 

political players (Popay et al, 2008, p.138; UNDESA 2008; UNECLAC, 2015).

Promoting equity and social inclusion at an organisational and institutional level is not so 

much about changing behaviour, rather, it is about achieving a shift in values and norms that 

LQÁXHQFHV� KRZ�JRYHUQPHQW� RIÀFLDOV� SHUFHLYH� DQG� XQGHUVWDQG� VRFLDO� LQFOXVLRQ� DQG� KRZ� WKH\�

16  Alternatively, while they may not be purposefully built around particular vulnerable groups (e.g. policies for the integration 
of Roma populations in European Union countries, or policies built around indigenous populations), policies should ensure that 
YXOQHUDEOH�JURXSV�FDQ�EHQHÀW�IURP�PRUH�JHQHULF�SROLF\�LQLWLDWLYHV���(XURSHDQ�&RPPLVVLRQ�*X\�HW�DO��������3RSD\�HW�DO��������:RUOG�
Bank, 2013).
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can contribute to this goal (Carey, McLaughlin et al, 2015; Jones et al, 2009; World Bank, 2013). 

Hence, top-down promotion of cross-sectoral cooperation and coordination in pursuit of social 

inclusion must communicate a clear, coherent and goal oriented strategy capable of uniting 

all relevant stakeholders in the pursuit of a common objective (Carey, Crammond et al, 2015; 

&DUH\��0F/DXJKOLQ�HW�DO���������$�FRQVHQVXDOO\�DJUHHG�GHÀQLWLRQ�DQG�EHWWHU�XQGHUVWDQGLQJ�RI�

the concept of social inclusion should facilitate the adaptation of necessary working modalities. 

Policy intentions must be properly interpreted at the implementation level and the buy in of 

implementers must be secured (Carey, Crammond et al, 2015; Carey, McLaughlin et al, 2015; 

Walker & Gilson, 2004).

 

Key action 4:      

Strengthen intergovernmental cooperation  

While it is imperative that different government sectors remain involved throughout the 

policy life cycle, the same also applies for different levels of government. It is important that 

communication channels between national, intermediary and local levels are in existence and 

that the voice of local government is heard at the national level (Combat Poverty Agency, 

2007; European Commission/Guy et al, 2010; Levitas et al, 2007; Pemberton, 2008; UNECLAC, 

2015). Coordination across relevant government sectors and levels is imperative to the design 

and delivery of a joined-up strategy tailored to local needs (Combat Poverty Agency, 2007; 

European Commission/Guy et al, 2010; UNECLAC, 2015). Government departments, in turn, 

PXVW�LQWHJUDWH�VSHFLÀF�DLPV�DQG�REMHFWLYHV�SHUWDLQLQJ�WR�VRFLDO�LQFOXVLRQ�LQWR�WKHLU�EXVLQHVV�DQG�

operational plans (Combat Poverty Agency, 2007). Strategic plans must be accompanied by 

JXLGHOLQHV� IRU�DFWLRQ�DQG�VSHFLÀF�PDQGDWHV� IRU� UHOHYDQW�JRYHUQPHQW�GHSDUWPHQWV��H[HFXWLYH�

agencies, local authorities and implementers (UNECLAC, 2015). At this point, consultation should 

also occur with any donor organisations or non-governmental organisations working to ensure 

SURSHU�KDUPRQLVDWLRQ�RI� LQLWLDWLYHV�DW� WKH� ORFDO� OHYHO�� 6LPLODUO\�� WKH�GHÀQLWLRQ�RI� VRFLDO� LQFOXVLRQ�

underlying such concerted efforts must resonate across all government levels and within society 

more broadly (World Bank, 2013). Again, this can only be achieved if the intermediary levels of 

government are represented at top-level deliberations and remain involved throughout policy 

processes (European Commission/Guy et al, 2010).  

Considering the multitude of actors involved in social inclusion agendas, decision-makers at the 

national level should be informed about initiatives at the local level in order to avoid duplication 

RI�HIIRUWV��,QIRUPDWLRQ�RQ�ORFDO�LQLWLDWLYHV�VKRXOG�WKHUHIRUH�EH�VKDUHG�ZLWK�RIÀFLDOV�DW�WKH�QDWLRQDO�

level. Feedback processes should operate in both directions such that national and local 

policy frameworks may be harmonised (Combat Poverty Agency, 2006; OECD, 2001). National 

JRYHUQPHQWV�PXVW�HQVXUH� WKDW�QHFHVVDU\� WRROV�� ÀQDQFLDO� UHVRXUFHV�DQG� WHFKQLFDO� VXSSRUW�DUH�

supplied to local government to facilitate coordination and cooperation of efforts (European 

Foundation, 2003; European Commission/Guy et al, 2010; UNDESA, 2009, p.11). Coordination 

DQG�FRRSHUDWLRQ�DFURVV�JRYHUQPHQW�VHFWRUV�DQG�OHYHOV�VKRXOG�EH�HQVKULQHG�LQWR�D�´SDUWQHUVKLS�

framework” in which the responsibilities and prerogatives of all relevant stakeholders are outlined 

(Combat Poverty Agency, 2006, p. 21; European Commission/Guy et al, 2010).
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Theme 3: Matching social need and provision

Key action 5:    

Plan according to need  

3ROLF\�REMHFWLYHV�VKRXOG�FRUUHVSRQG�WR�WKH�VSHFLÀF�QHHGV�RI�YXOQHUDEOH�JURXSV��81'3���������$V�

such, the most essential dimensions of human well-being should be promoted (Jones et al, 2009). 

3ROLFLHV�VKRXOG�EH�GHVLJQHG�LQ�D�PDQQHU�WKDW�SHUPLWV�YXOQHUDEOH�JURXSV�WR�VHFXUH�VSHFLÀF�EHQHÀWV�

and entitlements to mitigate their disadvantage (OHCHR, 2005).  Policies and programmes should 

QRW�GHSULYH�RWKHUV�RI�EHQHÀWV�DQG�HQWLWOHPHQWV�XQOHVV�FXUUHQW�SURYLVLRQV�DFFUXH�LQ�D�GLVFULPLQDWRU\�

and unsubstantiated fashion to some groups/individuals but not others (i.e. respect for the principle 

of non-discrimination and avoidance of retrogressive measures) (ibid). Progressive realisation 

VKRXOG�EH�DGRSWHG�DV�D�JXLGLQJ�SULQFLSOH�DQG�LW�VKRXOG�EH�HQVXUHG�WKDW�EDVLF�QHHGV�DUH�IXOÀOOHG�

ÀUVW�DQG�IRUHPRVW��LELG�17. Policy aims and objectives should be realistic and be fully informed by 

UHVRXUFH�FRQVWUDLQWV��)XUWKHUPRUH��SULRULWLHV�DFFRUGHG�WR�VSHFLÀF�SURJUDPPHV�IRU�VSHFLÀF�JURXSV�

VKRXOG�EH�MXVWLÀHG�RQ�WKH�EDVLV�RI�XUJHQF\�DQG�QHHG��DQG�VKRXOG�EH�EDFNHG�XS�E\�HYLGHQFH�

(subsequent to a needs assessment for example) (UNDESA, 2008).

Planning should not be conducted in a top down fashion such that policy makers in government 

RIÀFHV�SULRULWLVH�ZKDW�WKH\�EHOLHYH�WKH�QHHGV�RI�SROLF\�EHQHÀFLDULHV�WR�EH��ZLWKRXW�UHIHUHQFH�WR�ORFDO�

experiences and local knowledge (European Foundation, 2003; Kabeer, 2000). It is thus important 

that knowledge gained during initial consultations and deliberations feeds into planning processes. 

Using participatory planning techniques when drafting the policy and accompanying actions 

will permit decision-makers to gain a better understanding of social need whilst simultaneously 

DOORZLQJ�YXOQHUDEOH�JURXSV�DQG�WKHLU�UHSUHVHQWDWLYHV�WR�EH�LQYROYHG�LQ�WKH�LGHQWLÀFDWLRQ�RI�SROLF\�

solutions (UNDESA, 2009). Vulnerable groups and their representatives should be imbued with the 

DJHQF\�WR�GHÀQH�WKH�QDWXUH�RI� WKHLU�H[FOXVLRQ�DQG�FRQYHUVHO\� WR�GHWHUPLQH�ZKDW� WKH\�GHHP�

instrumental and necessary to their inclusion. This will ensure that policies and decisions taken 

FDQ�EH�EHWWHU�DGDSWHG�WR�VSHFLÀF�QHHGV�DQG�FRQGLWLRQV��/LVWHU���������(IIRUWV�WR�SURPRWH�VRFLDO�

inclusion must tackle social exclusion as a multidimensional phenomenon; it is vital that, as part 

RI�D�SUREOHP� LGHQWLÀFDWLRQ�H[HUFLVH�� DOO� VWDNHKROGHUV� XQGHUVWDQG�KRZ� WKH�GULYHUV� RI� H[FOXVLRQ�

operate and accumulate over time (UNDESA, 2009; UNESCO, 2015). In designing policy solutions, 

via meta-strategies or coordination of new or existing policies, multiple needs must be addressed 

simultaneously and for an appropriate duration of time (Silver, 2015; UNESCO, 2015). Social policy 

programmes must be sustainable, and a maximum of available resources should therefore be 

made available (OHCHR, 2005; UNCESCR, 1990).

Key action 6:         

Specify actions by which social needs will be addressed 

Key stakeholders should identify explicit projects, programmes, and interventions to achieve 

strategic aims and objectives in a participatory manner (UNESC, 2015). Programme or project 

level information is not always detailed in ‘broad’ policies, but rather outlined in separate, 

‘operational’ GRFXPHQWV��&RPEDW�3RYHUW\��������S�������(LWKHU�ZD\��VSHFLÀF�DFWLRQV�E\�ZKLFK�

governments propose to address social exclusion should be documented and detailed to allow 

17 �:LWK�UHJDUG�WR�SURJUHVVLYH�UHDOLVDWLRQ��VHH�*HQHUDO�&RPPHQW�1R����RQ�´WKH�QDWXUH�RI�6WDWHV�SDUWLHV·�REOLJDWLRQV��DUW�����SDUD��
1 of the Covenant) (1990)" and the Limburg Principles on the Implementation of the International Covenant on Economic, Social and 
Cultural Rights (ESCR-NET, n.d.; OHCHR, 2005).
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advocacy groups, activists, civil society groups and the general public to scrutinise and assess 

government efforts (UNDP, 2013). 

Goals and strategies should be explicit and clear; they should not, however, discourage a 

diversity of implementation modalities (see Key Actions 10-12 for more detail). As far as possible 

local, national and international priorities should be aligned and integrated in planning 

processes (UNESC, 2015). Furthermore, coordinating bodies and implementing agencies should 

be appointed from the outset (see Key Actions 10-12 for more detail). The guiding principles for 

planning processes should be consistency: all programmes, projects and interventions should 

be aligned and should be integrated within a Results Based Management framework18 (Asia 

3DFLÀF�&R3�0I'5��������%LOQH\�HW�DO���������0RUHRYHU��JRDOV�DQG�DFWLRQV�WR�DFKLHYH�WKHP�PXVW�

be articulated in a clear and concise fashion to guide effective policy implementation (Carey, 

McLaughlin et al, 2015). As such, causal assumptions leading to long-term change should be 

made explicit (also see Key Action 5)(Bilney et al, 2013).

Equity considerations should be built into the planning process such that distributional equity is 

the core criterion adhered to within the planning phase. Policies for social inclusion must seek 

WR� ¶OHYHO� WKH�SOD\LQJ�ÀHOG·�DQG�DV� VXFK� VKRXOG�GHVLJQ� VSHFLÀF� VFKHPHV�ZKHUHE\�H[FOXGHG�RU�

PDUJLQDOLVHG�JURXSV�DUH�VHOHFWHG�WR�EHQHÀW�IURP�WDLORUHG�SURJUDPPHV��-RQHV�HW�DO��������.LGG��

2013; Norman-Major, 2011; World Bank, 2013). Such actions should not, however, amount to 

discrimination and negatively impact upon the socio-economic rights and basic entitlements 

of other groups (OHCHR, 2005). Similarly, programmes and projects should be evidence based 

DQG�DGDSWHG�WR�VSHFLÀF�FRQWH[WV��DV�VXFK�WKH\�VKRXOG�EH�LQIRUPHG�E\�ZKDW�KDV�EHHQ�SURYHQ�WR�

contribute to social inclusion (Bilney et al, 2013; MIDIS, 2012). Any such efforts must be backed up 

E\�D�VXVWDLQDEOH�VRXUFH�RI�IXQGLQJ�DQG�WKLV�VKRXOG�EH�UHÁHFWHG�LQ�JRYHUQPHQW�EXGJHWV��VHH�Key 

Actions 7-8 for more detail).

Theme 4: Social budgeting

Key action 7:       

Build equity considerations into budgets  

National budgets are one of the main instruments by which governments create the conditions 

for the realisation of socio-economic rights, thereby shaping the conditions for social inclusion 

(Blyberg & Hofbauer, 2014; CESR, 2012; European Commission/Guy et al, 2010). Under resourcing 

of policies oftentimes complicates the translation of rights on paper into actual goods and 

services. It is imperative to focus on budgets and associated resource generation and allocation 

PHFKDQLVPV� �&(65�� ������ S������ *RYHUQPHQWV� RIWHQ� MXVWLI\� VKRUWFRPLQJV� E\� FLWLQJ� D� ´ODFN� RI�

VXIÀFLHQW�UHVRXUFHVµ��ZKHQ�LQ�UHDOLW\�VXFK�VKRUWFRPLQJV�DUH�FDXVHG�E\�LQHIÀFLHQW�DQG�LQHTXLWDEOH�

resource generation and subsequent allocation (ibid).  Government commitment to matters 

of inclusion and equity can be inferred from budgetary information (CESR, 2012, p.23; UNICEF, 

2010; UNIFEM/Sharp, 2003). In line with international best practice, governments should develop 

SURJUDPPH�EDVHG�EXGJHWV� �UDWKHU� WKDQ� OLQH� LWHP�EXGJHWV���ZKLFK� VKLIWV� WKH� IRFXV� WR�´ZKDW� LV�

18 � %LOQH\� HW� DO� ������� ��� GHÀQH� D� 5HVXOWV�%DVHG� DSSURDFK� DV� ´FRUQHUVWRQH� RI� HIIHFWLYH� GHYHORSPHQW�� 7KH\� KHOS� DFKLHYH�
development objectives through the use of results chains, which map causal links between development interventions and their 
effects, and integrate evidence of performance into decision making to strengthen sustainability and accountability”.
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delivered to the community by the budget and the expected impact” (Lakin & Magero, 2015; 

UNIFEM/Sharp, 2003).19 If social inclusion is a priority of the whole of government, this should be 

FODULÀHG�LQ�EXGJHW�VWDWHPHQWV�DQG�LW�VKRXOG�EH�H[SOLFLW�LQ�SURSRVHG�DQG�HQDFWHG�EXGJHWV��ZKLFK�

should detail sectoral interventions as well as associated allocations and remain aware of how 

sectoral and mainstream programmes impact upon vulnerable groups (Lakin & Magero, 2015; 

UNICEF, 2010; UNIFEM/Sharp, 2003). Polices and programmes should be accurately costed for 

VXEPLVVLRQ�WR�ÀQDQFH�PLQLVWULHV�DQG�SULRU�WR�LQFOXVLRQ�LQ�JRYHUQPHQW�EXGJHWV��0DQ\�JRYHUQPHQW�

initiatives are never implemented because ministries fail to include them in the budgetary decision 

making processes (UNIFEM/Sharp 2003, p.1). 

Equity considerations should be built into budgets20; equitable revenue-generating schemes 

and distributive measures can contribute to the (progressive) realisation of socio-economic and 

cultural rights (Blyberg & Hofbauer, 2014; OHCHR, 2005). Social inclusion and equity demand that 

LQ�DQ�LQWHULP�SKDVH��IXQGLQJ�LV�HDUPDUNHG�IRU�SROLFLHV�DQG�SURJUDPPHV�VSHFLÀFDOO\�DGGUHVVLQJ�

FXUUHQW�GLVSDULWLHV�RU�VSHFLÀF�YXOQHUDEOH�JURXSV��7KLV�LV�DSSURSULDWH�DV�ORQJ�DV�VXFK�DOORFDWLRQV�GR�

not amount to retrogression whereby essential goods or services are suddenly denied to those 

ZKR�SUHYLRXVO\�EHQHÀWWHG�IURP�WKHP��%O\EHUJ�	�+RIEDXHU��������(XURSHDQ�&RPPLVVLRQ�*X\�HW�

DO��������2+&+5���������'LIIHUHQWLDO� LQSXWV�PD\�EH�MXVWLÀHG�RQO\�LI�WKHUH�LV�VXIÀFLHQW�HYLGHQFH�WR�

HVWDEOLVK�WKDW�SULPDU\�EHQHÀFLDULHV�DUH�FRPSDUDWLYHO\�GLVDGYDQWDJHG��7KLV�VKRXOG�QRW�EH�XVHG�

to justify differential treatment, arbitrarily favouring the wellbeing of one group over another 

(Blyberg & Hofbauer, 2014). 

Similarly, distributions of funds to different geographies should be dictated by need (Jones et 

al, 2009; UNECLAC, 2015). In decentralised systems, allocations to sub-national districts should 

be equitable and systems of oversight should be instated to monitor how funds are applied at 

lower levels of governance (Jones et al, 2009; UNICEF, 2010). Within budgeting processes, and in 

all matters of social policy, all stakeholders should adhere to principles of progressive realisation, 

non-discrimination and application of maximum available resources (Blyberg & Hofbauer, 2014; 

OHCHR, 2005).21 Government budgets should also be effective. Equity and effectiveness can be 

FRPSOLPHQWDU\�YDOXHV�JLYHQ�WKDW�WKH�ODWWHU�´UHIHUV�WR�FKRRVLQJ�WKH�HQGV�WKDW�PRVW�DGHTXDWHO\�

UHÁHFW�VRFLDO��SROLWLFDO��DQG�OHJDO�YDOXHV�DQG�SULRULWLHVµ��81,&()��������S�����*RYHUQPHQW�EXGJHWV�

PXVW�DOVR�EH�HIÀFLHQW��EXW�VXFK�FRQVLGHUDWLRQV�VKRXOG�QRW�EH�SULRULWLVHG�DW�WKH�H[SHQVH�RI�HTXLW\�

and effectiveness (UNICEF, 2010).

Key action 8:        

Minimise gaps between real and planned budgets 

Responsive budgeting is key to promote social inclusion and equity (UNICEF, 2010). Budgets 

must be equitable and inclusive in nature, but this must be compounded by effective public 

H[SHQGLWXUH� PHFKDQLVPV� VXFK� WKDW� SROLF\� DFWLYLWLHV� DUH� WDLORUHG� WR� ´YDULDWLRQV� LQ� QHHG� DQG�

evidence of performance” (Foster, Fozzard, Naschold & Conway, 2002, p.22). In order to ensure 

19  Programme Based Budgets (PBBs) outline programmes and sub-programmes and specify policy objectives. They provide 
narrative information on programmes, sub-programmes, targets and indicators. They focus on outputs and outcomes rather than 
inputs (Lakin & Magero, 2015).

20  In relation to gender sensitive budgets, for example Sharp (2003) notes that equity could be a dimension of input, output 
DQG�RXWFRPH�LQGLFDWRUV�LI�LW�ZDV�GHÀQHG�LQ�WHUPV�RI�DFFHVV�DQG�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ�

21  These principles have been articulated by the UN Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (CESCR). This 
interpretation of article 2 of the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR) and how it relates to 
government budgets may be found in Blyberg & Hofbauer (2014).
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WKDW�SURJUDPPHV�DUH�IXQGHG�DSSURSULDWHO\��SURVSHFWLYH�DOORFDWLRQV�PXVW�EH�UHDOLVWLF�LQ�WKH�ÀUVW�

place (Foster et al, 2002; UNICEF, 2010). In line with international standards and best practices, 

and in order to increase accountability and transparency, governments should produce and 

publish a series of reports throughout the budgeting cycle (Ramkumar & Shapiro, 2011; UNICEF, 

2010; UNIFEM/Sharp, 2003). In particular, governments should produce enacted budgets, ideally 

as detailed as possible, including expenditure at the programme level. Furthermore, governments 

should produce in-year reports that permit a comparison between total expenditures and original 

estimates (Ramkumar & Shapiro, 2011). Similarly, mid-year reports should be produced to allow for 

the adjustment of current allocations. A Year-End Report compares the actual budget execution 

to the enacted budget (Ramkumar & Shapiro, 2011). These reports are invaluable for auditing 

purposes (UNIFEM/Sharp, 2003). As such, CSOs have tangible information on the basis of which to 

evaluate government intentions and actions. Audits, whether independent or commissioned by 

governments, should be participatory in nature (UNDESA, 2007). Supreme audit institutions (SAIs) 

should rely on the support of civil society and this should be actively encouraged (Ramkumar & 

Shapiro, 2011; UNDESA, 2007). Audits should be social in nature; expenditure allocations should 

be assessed against their propensity to meet social inclusion goals (i.e. a results orientation in 

audits) (UNDESA, 2007). Additionally, such audits present excellent opportunities to appraise the 

´HQWLUH�GHFLVLRQ�PDNLQJ�SURFHVVHV�LQ�RUGHU�WR�HQVXUH�FRQVLVWHQF\�EHWZHHQ�SODQQLQJ��EXGJHWLQJ�

and implementation especially those processes that are geared to achieve the stated national 

goals” (UNDESA, 2007, p.xiv).

Stakeholders must pay particular attention as to how governments propose to raise or source the 

funds for particular initiatives (CESR, 2012). In raising revenues for social goods and services and 

other programmes aimed at fostering social inclusion, governments must ensure that policies 

do not further disadvantage vulnerable groups or individuals (Blyberg & Hofbauer, 2014; CESR, 

2012). Similarly, auditors should pay particular attention to how money is raised and at whose 

cost (CESR, 2012). Sustainability of social programmes must be ensured (Blyberg & Hofbauer, 

2014). Social inclusion policies and programmes should present long-term rather than short-term 

solutions (UNESCO, 2015).

Theme 5: Inclusive and responsive implementation

Key action 9:         

'HYLVH�D�UHVSRQVLYH�DQG�ÁH[LEOH�LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�SODQ� �

The promotion of social inclusion hinges, to a large extent, on the proper execution of the 

government’s strategic vision. It is thus paramount that the goals, instruments and implementation 

processes are compatible and consistent (Carey, Crammond et al, 2015). A detailed, overarching 

implementation plan should guide the operationalisation of the policy (Combat Poverty Agency, 

2006; UNECLAC, 2015). Implementation plans should be drawn up in a participatory manner to 

ensure that key stakeholders, including local governments, service users and service providers, 

contribute to implementation planning (for more detail see Key Actions 1-4). The operationalisation 

of a policy must occur in a manner compatible with the social needs of marginalised and excluded 

individuals and groups (for more detail see Key Actions 5-6). It is paramount that governments, 

PLQLVWULHV��GHSDUWPHQWV��DJHQFLHV�DQG�DOO�RWKHU� LPSOHPHQWHUV�´DUH�SROLWLFDOO\�DQG� LQVWLWXWLRQDOO\�

prepared to change course mid-way through implementation if this is required” in light of new 
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evidence gained from evaluation activities (for more detail see Key Action 13) (UNDP, 2013, p.21).

Implementation lead entities should be formed to oversee the implementation process, and in 

SDUWLFXODU�WR�LGHQWLI\�DQG�FRRUGLQDWH�´FURVV�HQWLW\�GHSHQGHQFLHV�DQG�UHVSRQVLELOLWLHVµ��$XVWUDOLD�

*RYHUQPHQW��������S������0RUHRYHU��GHFLVLRQ�PDNHUV�VKRXOG�LVVXH�VSHFLÀF�JXLGHOLQHV�DQG�PDQGDWHV�

to all implementers (Keast, 2011).  This is particularly important for planning and implementing 

integrated strategies simultaneously dealing with multiple and intertwined aspects of social 

exclusion. Moreover, implementation lead entities can ensure that relevant information from the 

local level can be fed into national frameworks (Combat Poverty Agency, 2006). On the basis of 

such information, implementation plans should be continuously revised and adapted (Combat 

Poverty Agency, 2006). Guidelines and mandates should therefore not restrict implementers from 

tailoring their actions to particular local contexts. A balance should be struck between top-down 

and bottom-up approaches to implementation (European Foundation, 2003; OECD, 2001). 

Implementation plans should outline and describe the programme logic and causal pathways 

for how implementation activities are anticipated to promote social inclusion and equity 

(Australia Government, 2014). Implementation plans should also spell out intermediary and 

ÀQDO� WLPHIUDPHV�ZLWKLQ�ZKLFK� VSHFLÀF�DLPV�DQG�REMHFWLYHV� VKRXOG�EH�DFKLHYHG� �81'3�� �������

Target setting is important as it commits governments to act, particularly if there is external 

pressure to measure progress against such targets (Atkinson, Marlier & Nolan, 2004). The setting 

of intermediary timeframes provides an additional impetus to review implementation at critical 

junctures of the process so that programme courses may be adapted if necessary. Barriers to 

LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�DQG�FDSDFLW\�JDSV�VKRXOG�EH�LGHQWLÀHG��DQG�FDSDFLW\�GHYHORSPHQW�VKRXOG�EH�

an integral component in implementation plans (Australia Government, 2014; Jones, 2009). This 

LV�SDUWLFXODUO\�LPSRUWDQW�LI�LGHQWLÀHG�JDSV�SHUWDLQ�WR�WKH�WUDLQLQJ�RI�IURQW�OLQH�VWDII��L�H��GHOLYHULQJ�

sensitivity training for service delivery) (European Foundation, 2003; World Bank, 2013). It is vital 

that the practices of service providers do not further promote social exclusion (Stubbs, 2009).

Key action 10:        

Adopt the most inclusive selection methodology  

6WDNHKROGHUV� VKRXOG� HQVXUH� WKDW� GHVLJQDWHG� SROLF\� EHQHÀWV� �JRRGV� DQG� VHUYLFHV�� DFFUXH� WR�

vulnerable segments in society as these individuals and groups are often excluded from particular 

schemes and programmes (MIDIS, 2012; UNECLAC, 2015; van Domelen, 2007).22� %HQHÀFLDULHV�

should therefore be selected in a way that ensures maximum policy coverage for those entitled 

XQGHU�D�SROLF\��0,',6���������,Q�FHUWDLQ�FRQWH[WV��LGHQWLI\LQJ�DQG�VHOHFWLQJ�SROLF\�EHQHÀFLDULHV23 

PD\�EH�PRUH�GLIÀFXOW��HVSHFLDOO\�LI�EHQHÀFLDULHV�DUH�OHVV�YLVLEOH�DQG�RU�UHOXFWDQW�WR�DFFHVV�VHUYLFHV�

(UNDESA, 2009, p.20-21). As such, formalised selection systems (such as means testing based on 

formal income records, or formal residence criteria for example) may be inadequate to select 

SRWHQWLDO� EHQHÀFLDULHV� LQ� SDUWLFXODU� FRQWH[WV� �$ODWDV�� %DQHUMHH�� +DQQD�� 2ONHQ� 	� 7RELDV�� ������

-3$/��������(XURSHDQ�&RPPLVVLRQ�*X\�HW�DO���������,Q�RUGHU�WR�HQVXUH�WKDW�LQWHQGHG�EHQHÀFLDULHV�

DYDLO�RI�SROLF\�EHQHÀWV�DV�PXFK�DV�SRVVLEOH��PRUH�LQFOXVLYH�VHOHFWLRQ�PHWKRGRORJLHV�VKRXOG�EH�

22  We do not suggest that such initiatives should detract from the wider goal of universality.

23 � 7KH� VHOHFWLRQ�RI�EHQHÀFLDULHV� LV� VRPHWLPHV� UHIHUUHG� WR�DV� VHOHFWLYLW\�RU� WDUJHWLQJ� �81(&/$&�������� YDQ�'RPHOHQ���������
81(&/$&��������VSHFLÀFDOO\�LGHQWLÀHG�WDUJHWLQJ�DV�DQ�LPSRUWDQW�LQVWUXPHQW�LQ�LWV�UHFRPPHQGDWLRQV�IRU�VRFLDO�SROLF\�LQ�/DWLQ�$PHULFD�
DQG�WKH�&DULEEHDQ��́ 6HOHFWLYLW\�RU�WDUJHWLQJ�ZDV�FRQFHLYHG�DV�WKH�VHW�RI�LQVWUXPHQWV�WKDW�PDNH�LW�SRVVLEOH�WR�DOORFDWH�UHVRXUFHV�WR�WKH�
SRRUHVW�SRSXODWLRQ�JURXSV�DQG�IXOÀO�D�FRPSOHPHQWDU\�IXQFWLRQ�EHFDXVH�¶«LW�LV�D�PHWKRG�ZKLFK��LI�SURSHUO\�DSSOLHG��HQKDQFHV�WKH�
effectiveness of universal social programmes (UNECLAC, 2000)”.
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employed. It is imperative that stakeholders collaborate and coordinate efforts to create the 

PRVW�H[KDXVWLYH�OLVWV�RI�EHQHÀFLDULHV��3UR[\�PHDQV�WHVWLQJ�LV�D�PRUH�LQFOXVLYH�PHWKRGRORJ\��ZKLFK�

FRPELQHV�KRXVHKROG�DVVHW�GDWD�DQG�GHPRJUDSKLF�FKDUDFWHULVWLFV�WR�FUHDWH�D�SUR[\�IRU�́ KRXVHKROG�

consumption or income” which is then used for targeting (Alatas et al, 2010). Single selection 

PHWKRGRORJLHV�PD\�EH�LQDSSURSULDWH�HVSHFLDOO\�LI�SRWHQWLDO�EHQHÀFLDULHV�DUH�QRW�FDSWXUHG�ZLWKLQ�

formalised registries or geographical targeting initiatives (van Domelen, 2007, p.46).  Examples of 

hybrid selection models can be found at the community level (Abdul Latif Jameel Poverty Lab, 

2013; MIDIS, 2012). One such methodology is to adopt a hybrid model whereby a formalised 

VHOHFWLRQ�SURFHVV�LV�FRPSOHPHQWHG�E\�DQ�DOWHUQDWLYH�LGHQWLÀFDWLRQ�SURFHVV��,Q�WKHVH�DOWHUQDWLYH�

processes, local community leaders, members of the community or other key actors determine 

the eligibility of individuals within their communities (Abdul Latif Jameel Poverty Lab, 2013; 

0,',6���������%UD]LO�H[SHULPHQWHG�ZLWK�D�K\EULG�VHOHFWLRQ�V\VWHP�WR�FUHDWH�D�VLQJOH�EHQHÀFLDU\�

registry database to deliver its social programmes (Rao, 2013). This registry combines geographic 

targeting with a survey out-reach effort in the poorest areas (ibid). This is deemed to increase 

WKH�OLNHOLKRRG�RI�LGHQWLI\LQJ�PRUH�KLGGHQ�LQGLYLGXDOV�ZKLOVW�FUHDWLQJ�PRUH�LQFOXVLYH�EHQHÀFLDU\�RU�

client lists. Careful consideration should be paid to ensure that adopted selection methodologies 

do not contribute to the stigmatisation of already vulnerable individuals and groups (Grosh, del 

Ninno, Tesliuc & Ouerghi et al, 2008). Self-selection methodologies should only be employed if 

WKH\�GR�QRW�GLVFRXUDJH�RU�XQGHUPLQH�DFFHVV�WR�VHUYLFHV�DQG�EHQHÀWV��0NDQGDZLUH���������

Theme 6: Implementation Partnerships and Cooperation

Key action 11:         

Select the most appropriate implementation partners  

Governments should actively encourage the involvement of alternative actors such as the 

private sector, non-governmental and civil society sector in the operationalisation of social 

inclusion policies (Bromell & Hyland, 2007; European Foundation, 2003; UNDESA, 2009; Noya 

	�&ODUHQFH�� ������:RUOG�%DQN�� ������� (QJDJLQJ�DOWHUQDWLYH�SDUWQHUV�DOORZV�JRYHUQPHQWV� WR� ÀOO�

gaps in service provision and coverage gaps (Cornwall & Gaventa, 2000). It may also lead to 

innovations in service delivery (European Foundation, 2003). Leveraging alternative partnerships 

may also prove crucial to minimise geographic imbalances in policy implementation. Generally 

speaking, attempts to address social exclusion have been accompanied by a proliferation of 

actors, operating to a large extent at the subnational level (Noya & Clarence, 2008). 

Much about policy implementation remains at the discretion of implementers on the ground 

(Brynard, 2010; Walker & Gilson, 2004). Cooperative relations between government, its agencies 

and key implementers are crucial to align policy on the books with policy on the streets (Stowe & 

Turnbull, 2001). To this end, governments must ensure that the manner, in which they communicate 

strategies, is understood at the level of implementation. The buy-in of implementers is crucial to 

policy success (Carey, Crammond et al, 2015). Citizen groups, community organisations, civil 

society organisations, service users, users’ organisations, voluntary organisations, private businesses, 

trade unions, local government and communities should be considered as key implementation 

partners (Cornwall & Gaventa, 2000; European Commission/Guy et al, 2010; European 

Foundation, 2003; UNDESA, 2009). Non-governmental, voluntary organisations are particularly 

adept to promote access to social rights and to bring policy solutions closer to marginalised 
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individuals and groups (Billis, 2001; Combat Poverty Agency, 2006; European Foundation, 2003; 

OHCHR, 2005). These actors are more likely to play an important role in resource-limited contexts 

(European Foundation, 2003; World Bank, 2013). 

Research suggests that implementation is more likely to be successful if all implementers understand 

what a social inclusion agenda entails and how it can be incorporated into practice and be 

operationalised on the ground (Australia Government, 2014; Carey, Crammond et al, 2015; 

UNDESA, 2009). It is important that governments communicate their social inclusion agenda in a 

clear and succinct manner that resonates at the local level (UNDESA, 2009). If key implementers 

understand what is expected of them in terms of their contribution to the social inclusion agenda, 

they are more likely lo adapt their current practices accordingly (Combat Poverty Agency, 2006; 

UNDESA, 2009). Similarly, the vision of social inclusion must resonate more widely across society. 

3ROLFLHV�DQG�SURJUDPPHV�RIWHQ�QHHG�ZLGH� VRFLDO� VXSSRUW� LQ�RUGHU� WR�EH� VXVWDLQDEOH�� ´VKDUHG�

vision builds support for public expenditures towards social inclusion” (World Bank, 2013, p.20).

Key action 12:           

Encourage cooperation between agencies and service providers  

The nature of social exclusion/inclusion is such that it demands a holistic approach. Integration 

at the level of service delivery is crucial to meet aims and objectives of social inclusion agendas 

(MIDIS, 2012; UNDESA, 2009, p.19). The SDGs are also inter-sectoral in nature and demand an 

integrated response (UNESC, 2015). The diverse needs of vulnerable individuals and groups must 

be dealt with simultaneously and in an integrated manner. Cooperation must be fostered between 

implementers at the local level and among civil society and non-governmental organisations 

to avoid ad-hoc service delivery (Court et al, 2006; European Foundation, 2003). This will, in all 

likelihood, increase the chances of interventions being delivered in a coherent manner (Carey, 

McLaughlin et al, 2015).  

0DQ\�JRYHUQPHQWV�KDYH�VXFFHVVIXOO\�H[SHULPHQWHG�ZLWK�´VLQJOH�DFFHVVµ�W\SH�RI�DSSURDFKHV��

which physically reassemble service providers in one location (i.e. co-location) and provide an 

integrated set of services (Richardson & Patana, 2012). Ideally, ‘one stop approaches’ are often 

combined with case management approaches, deemed most appropriate for promoting social 

inclusion for they provide individually tailored approaches to meet diverse needs of individuals or 

families (ibid). Upon a detailed needs assessment, caseworkers (or equivalents) liaise with relevant 

agencies or service providers to address multiple needs (ibid). This is often most effectively carried 

out at the local or community level, as services are more easily accessible (Jones et al, 2009; 

OECD, 2013a; World Bank, 2007). Ideally, and for the purpose of reducing complexity, one single 

DXWKRULW\�DGPLQLVWHUV�DQG�FRRUGLQDWHV�EHQHÀWV�DQG�VHUYLFHV��0,',6��������2(&'������D���

2IÀFLDO� SDUWQHUVKLS� IUDPHZRUNV� VKRXOG� EH� FUHDWHG� IRFXVLQJ� RQ� SRWHQWLDO� V\QHUJLHV� EHWZHHQ�

different implementers to minimise duplication of efforts resulting from parallel activities (OECD, 

������� 6WHHULQJ�FRPPLWWHHV� IRU� LQWHUYHQWLRQ�VSHFLÀF�SDUWQHUVKLSV� VWUXFWXUHV� VKRXOG� UHSUHVHQW�DOO�

relevant stakeholders (Australia Government, 2014; European Foundation, 2003; OECD, 2001). 

Public services and alternative services should be aligned, rather than ‘compete’ for client bases 

(OECD, 2001). Resources should be made available to set up necessary partnership frameworks, 

through network meetings, training, and any other efforts deemed effective to this end (European 

Foundation, 2003; Keast, 2011).
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7KHPH����0XOWL�GLPHQVLRQDO�DQG�FRQWH[W�GULYHQ�GDWD�FROOHFWLRQ

Key action 13:       

Collect qualitative and quantitative data  

Data plays a crucial role throughout the policy process; data should inform policy development 

and it should be collected to monitor the implementation and the impact of policies and 

programmes, before feeding back into policy design (Atkinson & Marlier, 2010; Székely, 2014). 

Appropriate data collection mechanisms must be in existence or else must be created to capture 

all relevant information necessary to identify pockets of exclusion, to monitor the implementation 

and evaluate policy impact (UNDESA, 2009, p.27). The information derived as part of monitoring 

and evaluation activities should feed back into policy designs and implementation plans as this 

can improve the quality of policies (Combat Poverty Agency, 2006; Székely, 2014). 24

Equity and inclusion focused public policies, whether they constitute overarching strategies 

or sectoral policies, usually put forward multiple programmes and interventions under a single 

policy. They may be rolled out in different phases, at different times and in different geographic 

locations; and various programmes may interact with one another and produce unforeseen 

results (Bamberger & Segone, 2011). Public policies constitute complex social interventions, which 

cannot be evaluated as individual programmes or projects or with traditional tools (Atkinson & 

Marlier, 2010; Bamberger & Segone, 2011; Samson et al, 2015; UNDP, 2013). A control group, for 

H[DPSOH��LV�RIWHQ�QRW�LGHQWLÀDEOH�LQ�LQVWDQFHV�ZKHUH�D�SROLF\�LV�UROOHG�RXW�QDWLRQDOO\��%DPEHUJHU�

& Segone, 2011). Many anticipated results take years to materialise and evaluators must thus 

come up with innovative techniques to perform interim assessments (Bamberger & Segone, 

������6]pNHO\���������0RUHRYHU��DWWULEXWLRQ�GLIÀFXOWLHV�� LQKHUHQW� WR�FRPSOH[�SROLF\� LQWHUYHQWLRQV��

further complicate policy assessment. For this very reason, it has been argued that quantitative 

experimental designs may not be entirely appropriate to assess policy impact, particularly in 

WKH� UHDOP� RI� VRFLDO� LQFOXVLRQ�H[FOXVLRQ�� ZKHUH� DQWLFLSDWHG� RXWFRPHV� DUH� PRUH� GLIÀFXOW� WR�

RSHUDWLRQDOLVH� DQG� WR�PHDVXUH� �H�J�� ´VRFLDO� FRKHVLRQµ�� ´EHQHÀFLDU\� VWLJPDWLVDWLRQµ�� �6DPVRQ�

et al, 2015).  Rather, a combination of quantitative and qualitative methods (mixed methods) 

should be employed to monitor and evaluate equity and inclusion focused policies (Székely, 

2014; UNDP, 2013). A combination of data collection methods and evaluation designs (multi-

method evaluations), assessing a variety of aspects of the policy, taking into consideration various 

UHVWULFWLRQV�DQG�FRQWH[W�VSHFLÀFLWLHV�LV�PRUH�OLNHO\�WR�SURYLGH�D�FRPSUHKHQVLYH�DVVHVVPHQW�RI�WKH�

strengths and weaknesses of a policy (UNDP, 2013)25. The strength of such an approach will be 

evident in evaluations of multi-sectoral approaches (Samson et al, 2015, p.15).

Policy evaluation frameworks should be designed in a participatory manner and prior to policy 

implementation (Combat Poverty Agency, 2006). Policy actors must determine, from the outset, 

what types of evaluations can feasibly be conducted, what kind of data can be collected and 

24 �7KH�XOWLPDWH�REMHFWLYH�RI�WKH�(YLGHQFH�0DQDJHPHQW�'LYLVLRQ�RI�WKH�(YDOXDWLRQ�2IÀFH�RI�WKH�0LQLVWU\�RI�'HYHORSPHQW�DQG�
6RFLDO� ,QFOXVLRQ��0,',6�� LQ�3HUX�� IRU�H[DPSOH�� LV� WR�HQVXUH�WR�´LQFUHDVH�WKH� LPSDFW��HIÀFLHQF\��TXDOLW\��HTXLW\��DQG�WUDQVSDUHQF\�RI�
development and social inclusion policies and programmes” (MIDIS, 2012; Székely, 2014, p.7). Much of the evidence generated as 
SDUW�RI�HYDOXDWLRQ�HIIRUWV�IDLOV�WR�IHHG�EDFN�LQWR�GHFLVLRQ�PDNLQJ�SURFHVVHV��8QGHU�DQ�´HYLGHQFH�PDQDJHPHQW�DSSURDFKµ��WKH�PHULW�
RI�HYDOXDWLRQV�LV�MXGJHG�RQ�LWV�PHULW�WR�LQÁXHQFH�SROLFLHV��6]pNHO\��������S����

25  UNDP (2013), for example, lists Crowd-sourcing; Real Time, Simple Reporting, Participatory Statistics, Mobile Data Collection, 
the Micro-Narrative, Data Exhaust, Intelligent Infrastructure, Remote Sensing, Data Visualisation, Multi-level Mixed Evaluation Method 
and Outcome Harvesting as examples of innovative evaluation methods which can be used in combination, many of which 
emphasise participatory engagement. 
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what aspects of the policy effect can realistically be measured. There may be merit in evaluating 

separate programmes individually for an overall assessment of policy impact (Roelen & Devereux, 

2014). Policy evaluation frameworks should put strong emphasis on participatory and inclusive 

evaluations, ensuring that affected groups are involved in monitoring and evaluation (Mertens, 

2012; UNDESA 2009; UNDP, 2013). Evaluations involving vulnerable groups (as service users or 

EHQHÀFLDULHV�PRUH�EURDGO\��GLVSOD\� WUDQVIRUPDWLYH�SRWHQWLDO�� IRU� WKH\�VHHN�RXW� WKH�NQRZOHGJH�

DQG�H[SHULHQFHV�RI�YXOQHUDEOH�JURXSV��ZKLFK�VKRXOG�LQÁXHQFH�WKH�IXWXUH�FRXUVH�RI�SROLFLHV�DQG�

programmes (Mertens, 2012; Samson et al, 2015). Implementers should also be accorded an 

active role in evaluations (Roelen & Devereux, 2014, p.3). Information gauged from implementers 

as well as more in-depth evaluations of the policy process itself proves very informative in terms 

of adequacy of service delivery mechanisms (Roelen & Devereux, 2014, p.3). If a certain policy 

is beset by a low uptake of services for example, much can be learned from an analysis of 

the implementation process and frontline implementers (Walker & Gilson, 2004). Ideally policy 

evaluation frameworks comprise evaluations of the policy content; of the policy implementation 

SURFHVV��RI� WKH� LPSDFW�RQ�WKH� OLYHV�RI� LQWHQGHG�EHQHÀFLDULHV�DQG�RI�WKH�VDWLVIDFWLRQ�ZLWK� OHYHO�

and quality of participation throughout the policy process (CESR, 2012; Court et al, 2006; Fung & 

Wright, 2003, p.31; MacLachlan et al, 2015; Roelen & Devereux, 2014). Alternatively, this can also 

be done as part of an audit (UNDESA, 2007) (see KA 8 for further additional information).

7KHPH����'DWD�ÀW�IRU�SXUSRVH

Key action 14:         

Integrate, aggregate, disaggregate and share data  

0DQ\� FRXQWULHV� IDFH� GLIÀFXOWLHV� LQ� SURSHUO\� LGHQWLI\LQJ� H[FOXGHG� JURXSV� DQG� LQ� DGGUHVVLQJ�

inequality more broadly (UNESC, 2016; UNFPA, 2016). Much of this is linked to gaps in demographic 

data, inadequate statistical infrastructures, and a tendency to prioritise data production over 

data mining and analysis, in particular for the purpose of national planning, and monitoing and 

evaluation  in the context of the SDGs (UNFPA, 2016). Government departments, executive 

DJHQFLHV�DQG�QDWLRQDO�FHQWUDO�VWDWLVWLFV�RIÀFHV��QRQ�JRYHUQPHQWDO�RUJDQLVDWLRQV�DOO�FROOHFW�GDWD��

independently of one another and as part of their routine workings (NESC, 1985, p.78; UNSDSN, 

2015). Policies to promote social inclusion have very particular data needs; policy actors must 

appreciate the multiple and complex interactions between different aspects of exclusion. It has 

been suggested that the lack of integration of civil registration and administrative data (in all 

major sectors such as health, education and so forth), for example, not only hinders the effective 

collaboration between government departments, but also jeopardises evidence-based decision-

making and results based management in general (MacFeely & Dunne, 2014; UNFPA, 2016). 

Policy actors should thus draw on multiple and complimentary data sources to gain an accurate 

oversight of the current picture of social inclusion/exclusion; this will allow for a more responsive 

DQG�HIÀFLHQW�SROLF\�GHVLJQ�LQ�WKH�ÀUVW�SODFH��81)3$���������

*RYHUQPHQW� GHSDUWPHQWV�� H[HFXWLYH� DJHQFLHV� DQG� QDWLRQDO� VWDWLVWLFV� RIÀFHV� �162V�� VKRXOG�

work together to strengthen national statistics infrastructures (UNESC, 2016; UNFPA, 2016). Data 

protection laws and a wide spread reluctance of government sectors to pool data sources often 

VLJQLÀFDQWO\�LPSHGH�WKH�VWUHQJWKHQLQJ�RI�QDWLRQDO�GDWD�LQIUDVWUXFWXUHV��2SHQ�6RFLHW\�)RXQGDWLRQ��

2010). By drawing on multiple sources of evidence (census data, administrative registries, household 
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surveys etc.) and exploring the potential for linking them, policy actions can be better tailored 

WR�DGGUHVV�VSHFLÀF�SUREOHPV��81(6&��������81)3$���������$�EDVHOLQH�UHSRUW�VKRXOG�EH�SURGXFHG�

to inform formulation, planning and budgeting processes and against which changes in social 

inclusion can be measured over time (Atkinson & Marlier, 2010; Australia Government, 2010). 

There is additional merit in measuring inclusion more comprehensively in a particular context by 

drawing on additional indicators across a variety of dimensions such as employment, housing, 

sanitation, health, education, political participation etc., to create an overarching picture of 

social inclusion (Ahmimed et al, 2014; Atkinson et al, 2004; Huxley et al, 2012). In the European 

Union, for example, member states report against a pre-determined set of indicators as part of 

their National Action Plans for Social Inclusion (Atkinson et al, 2004). Similarly, governments will be 

required to report against progress on interrelated targets of the SDGS, drawing on dimensions 

such as poverty, inequality, health, education, gender equality and so forth (UN, 2016). One of the 

WDUJHW�LQGLFDWRUV�RI�6'*����GHPDQGV�WKDW�JRYHUQPHQWV�´SURYLGH�OHJDO�LGHQWLW\�IRU�DOO��LQFOXGLQJ�

birth registration” (sub-target 16.9) (UNFPA, 2016, p.6). Inclusion in statistics (at the individual level) 

LV�D�FUXFLDO�ÀUVW�VWHS�WR�HQVXULQJ�WKDW�SROLFLHV�DQG�VHUYLFHV�DUH�DGHTXDWHO\�WDLORUHG�WR�WKH�LQWHUHVWV�

of vulnerable groups (UNESC, 2016). Governments should actively encourage research institutes, 

universities, think thanks and civil society, organisations to use available data for planning and 

implementation and to evaluate policy within the context of results based policy management 

and report against progress on national and global targets (Combat Poverty Agency, 2006; 

UNESC, 2016; UNFPA, 2016). 

All data collected should be amenable to disaggregation for different vulnerable groups 

so that it may feed back into the policy cycle and inform the adaptation of policy designs. 

Moreover, it should be disaggregated by age, sex, ethnicity, disability, migratory status, income, 

and geographic location (Piron & Curran, 2005; UNDESA, 2009; UNFPA, 2016). This is particularly 

important as it allows a more accurate assessment of needs and a more accurate measurement 

of differential impact for different groups (Open Society Foundation, 2010). One of the major 

criticisms of the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) was levelled against its aggregate 

UHSRUWLQJ�UHTXLUHPHQWV��ZKLFK�OHG�WR�́ VXE�QDWLRQDO�DQG�RWKHU�SRSXODWLRQ�LQHTXDOLWLHV�WR�IDOO�EHORZ�

the radar of national reporting systems” (UNFPA, 2016, p.3). It should be emphasised, however, that 

WKLV�LV�QRW�DOZD\V�IHDVLEOH��QRU�GR�SROLF\�PDNHUV�QHFHVVDULO\�DOZD\V�ÀQG�WKLV�GHVLUDEOH��,QIRUPDWLRQ�

governance arrangements may prevent the collection of ethnic data, for example, just as policy 

PDNHUV�PD\�RSSRVH�GLVDJJUHJDWLRQ�RI�GDWD�E\�HWKQLFLW\�LI�WKHLU�DLP�LV�WR�EXLOG�RU�UH�EXLOG�D�XQLÀHG�

nation (Open Society Foundation, 2010; Piron & Curran, 2005).

Key action 15:       

Select appropriate indicator dimensions  

Indicators play two distinct roles in policy processes for social inclusion. Measured at a societal 

level, indicators identify pockets of exclusion, and therefore help to guide policy action (Atkinson 

& Marlier, 2010; UNSDSN, 2015). Social indicators are thus intimately linked to whole of government 

and national objectives (Armstrong & Francis, 2002; Atkinson & Marlier, 2010). In a separate 

capacity, indicators are instrumental in measuring policy outcomes (Armstrong & Francis, 2002). 

When setting targets, policy actors should select key performance indicators that are best suited 

WR�PHDVXUH�VSHFLÀF� LPSDFW�RI�SROLF\�HIIRUWV� �$WNLQVRQ�HW�DO��������� ,I�SRVVLEOH��SRUWIROLRV� VKRXOG�

contain indicators that express relevant and direct (but also indirect) social outcomes of interest 
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(Atkinson et al, 2004; Roelen & Devereux, 2014; United Nations Economic and Social Council, 

�������3ROLFLHV�VKRXOG�EH�HYDOXDWHG�IRU�KRZ�WKH\�LPSDFW�RQ�VSHFLÀF�YXOQHUDEOH�JURXSV��WKRXJK�

this may not always be possible. Where possible, agencies should seek to align programme 

objectives (department strategic objectives) to the government’s social inclusion agenda 

(whole of government outcome objectives) and/or the wider SDG agenda (UNSDSN, 2015). 

A correspondence between key performance indicators and social indicators26 for individual 

policies or programmes are indicative a certain level of coordination between implementers and 

national government (Atkinson & Marlier, 2010, p.31-32). A correspondence between indicator 

frameworks is likely to reduce the statistical burden on reporting systems (UNSDSN, 2015). Ultimately, 

however, indicator frameworks must be useful to national planners and serve national priorities 

(UNSDSN, 2015). 

Ideally, indicator frameworks combine input (policy effort), output (performance) and outcome 

indicators.27 Where outcome indicators cannot be measured, for example, it would be useful 

to select input or output indicators as proxies (Atkinson et al, 2004; Mabbett, 2007). Oftentimes, 

input indicators are more readily available than outcome indicators as the latter can only be 

measured further down the line (Atkinson et al, 2004). Furthermore, international benchmarking 

of input indicators, for example, would allow countries to learn from each other’s policy efforts 

(Atkinson & Marlier, 2010; Mabbett, 2007). 

Indicators should not solely be objective; there is merit in adding subjective indicators to the 

framework (Atkinson & Marlier, 2010). By soliciting the views and opinions of excluded individuals 

WKHPVHOYHV� LQ� WKH�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�RI� LQGLFDWRUV� �LQ�GHÀQLQJ�VWDQGDUGV��RU�FRQWH[W� VSHFLÀF�SRYHUW\�

rates, minimum services against which to measure progress), policy and programme evaluations 

will be more responsive to the needs of vulnerable populations (Atkinson & Marlier 2010, p.8-9; 

Open Society Foundation, 2010). It is imperative that all concerned stakeholders agree on the 

relevance of a consolidated indicator framework. Within such frameworks, indicators should be 

FOHDUO\�OLQNHG�WR�DLPV��REMHFWLYHV�DQG�VSHFLÀF�WDUJHWV��$WNLQVRQ�	�0DUOLHU��������816'61���������

Theme 9: Comprehensive and inclusive dissemination system

Key action 16:       

6KDUH�LQIRUPDWLRQ�ZLWK�SROLF\�EHQHÀFLDULHV� �

2QH�PDQLIHVWDWLRQ�DQG�GULYHU�RI�VRFLDO�H[FOXVLRQ�LV�´LQIRUPDWLRQ�SRYHUW\µ��OLPLWHG�DFFHVV�WR�SROLF\�

revelant information prevents individuals and groups from fully participating in society (Britz, 

2004; Kennan, Lloyd, Qayyum & Thompson, 2011, p.193). Governments must improve information 

LQIUDVWUXFWXHV�DQG�HQVXUH�HTXLWDEOH�DFFHVV�WR�DOO�LQIRUPDWLRQ�UHODWLQJ�WR�EHQHÀWV�D�SROLF\�KDV�WR�

RIIHU��L�H��HQWLWOHPHQWV��JRRGV�DQG�VHUYLFHV��VSHFLÀF�SURYLVLRQV��%ULW]��������+DUULV�	�.HQGH�5REE��

2008: 112; IFLA, 2014). This information should be disseminated as extensively as possible and 

made accessible to all and in a culturally appropriate manner (Kennan et al, 2011; UNDESA, 

�������7KH�IDFW�WKDW�SRWHQWLDO�EHQHÀFLDULHV�RIWHQ�UHPDLQ�XQDZDUH�RI�WKH�H[LVWHQFH�RI�DQG�WKHLU�

26 �6RFLDO�LQGLFDWRUV�PHDVXUH�´FRQFHUQV�RI�IXQGDPHQWDO�DQG�GLUHFW�LPSRUWDQFH�WR�KXPDQ�ZHOO�EHLQJµ��2(&'���������

27  Input indicators provide information about the means or instruments by which instances of inclusion are to be achieved 
�$WNLQVRQ�HW�DO��������0DEEHWW����������2XWSXWV�UHIHU�WR�HOHPHQWV�´GLUHFWO\�SURGXFHG�E\�WKH�SROLF\µ�VXFK�DV�SURJUDPPH�H[SHQGLWXUHV�
DQG�EHQHÀW�FRYHUDJH�IRU�H[DPSOH��0DEEHWW���������
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entitlements under a particular policy constitutes one of the main barriers to accessing particular 

services (Kennan et al, 2011; UNECLAC, 2015).28 

Information is a public good, free and accessible to all (Britz, 2004). Similarly, access to information 

or freedom of information is a human right (ibid). Consequently, governments must ensure 

that vulnerable groups are granted equitable access to information relating to the policy and 

political decisions that impact their lives more in order to enable sustainable development (IFLA, 

2014). Governments must leverage appropriate mediums to ensure that the most ‘disconnected’ 

individuals and groups have access to information relating to a policy and its provisions (de 

Soto, Beddies & Gedeshi, 2005; World Bank, 2013). Governments must thus ensure that any 

FRPPXQLFDWLRQ�UHODWLQJ�WR�WKH�SROLF\�DQG�LWV�EHQHÀWV�LV�GLVVHPLQDWHG�LQ�D�PDQQHU�WKDW�LV�HDV\�WR�

understand and accessible to all (World Bank, 2007). Barriers to accessing information relating 

WR� D� SROLF\� DQG� LWV� EHQHÀWV� PD\� EH� PRUH� VHYHUH� IRU� VRPH� YXOQHUDEOH� JURXSV� WKDQ� RWKHUV��

A special consideration must thus be offered to context: Information should be produced in 

local languages, communicated orally (e.g. community theatre) or through written (e.g. Braille, 

caption), or technological mediums. Inappropriate guidance on how to access a policy 

FRQVWLWXWH�D�IXUWKHU�EDUULHU�WR�VHUYLFH�XSWDNH��.HQQHQ�HW�DO���������2IWHQWLPHV��SROLF\�EHQHÀFLDULHV�

ÀQG�DSSOLFDWLRQ�RU�UHJLVWUDWLRQ�SURFHVVHV�FRQIXVLQJ�RU�GLIÀFXOW�WR�FRPSOHWH��LELG���:LWKLQ�SROLF\�

dissemination processes, the media plays a pivotal role; governments and all other stakeholders 

should leverage relationships with the media to ensure policy information is disseminated more 

HIÀFLHQWO\��WKURXJK�UDGLR��79��QHZVSDSHUV��LQWHUQHW���GH�6RWR�HW�DO��������S������81'(6$��������S��

57; van Domelen, 2007). 

Key action 17:        

Share information with the policy community  

Information and knowledge sharing is a central element of participatory governance and 

FRQVWLWXWHV�WKH�IXQGDPHQWDO�EXLOGLQJ�EORFN�RI�DQ�LQFOXVLYH�SURFHVV�DQG�D�YLWDO�ÀUVW�VWHS�LQ�LQYROYLQJ�

the public in policy processes (Combat Poverty Agency, 2006, p.153; OECD, 2013a, p.14).29 

Governments must ensure that the wider policy community has equitable access to all information 

relating to various stages of the policy process (Harris & Kende-Robb, 2008; DESA/DPADM&ESWA, 

2013; IBP, 2012; OECD, 2015; 6]pNHO\���������7KH�SROLF\�FRPPXQLW\�PD\�EH�ORRVHO\�GHÀQHG�DV�WKH�

set of actors with a stake in, centrally or peripherally involved in the policy process, directly or 

indirectly affected by a particular policy (Combat Poverty Agency, 2006). As such it involves, 

academics, civil society organisations, government agencies, non-governmental organisations, 

trade unions, the private sector, vulnerable groups and society in general. 

Citizen involvement in policy processes can be conceptualised on a spectrum ranging from lack 

of information to co-decision making (Arnstein, 1969). Governments must provide vulnerable 

groups, and any other interested or potentially affected groups with the necessary and relevant 

information that allows them to participate to engage in or with policy processes (Combat 

Poverty Agency, 2006; Court et al, 2006; IFLA, 2014; OECD, 2015). As such, information about 

public consultations (e.g. public forums, (e-)consultations) should be widely disseminated (DESA/

28 �.HQQDQ�HW�DO·V��������VWXG\�RQ�LQIRUPDWLRQ�H[SHULHQFHV�RI�UHIXJHHV�LQ�$XVWUDOLD�VKRZV�WKDW�WKLV�JURXS�IDFHV�VLJQLÀFDQW�EDUULHUV�
LQ�DFFHVVLQJ�EDVLF�VHUYLFHV�LQ�DQ�LQIRUPDWLRQ�HQYLURQPHQW�WKDW�LV�GLIÀFXOW�WR�QDYLJDWH�DQG�GHPDQGV�KLJK�OLWHUDF\�DQG�SURÀFLHQF\�RI�
the English language.

29  Freedom of information acts would be an example of an effort to grant access to policy information.
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DPADM&ESWA, 2013). For example, governments should also produce a citizens’ budget (i.e. a 

public non-technical presentation of a government’s budget). A citizens’ budget is one of the 

8 key documents a government must produce to comply with international good practice (IBP, 

2012; Ramkumar & Shapiro, 2011; UNICEF, 2010, p.3). In-year and mid-year budgets, as well as audit 

reports should be made public and easily accessible (IBP, 2012). Any monitoring and evaluation 

reports should also be made accessible to the public (Székely, 2014). This is especially important 

as it represents an avenue for the public and civil society to monitor the implementation of the 

policy and how governments are spending and raising public money (International Budget 

Partnership, Development Finance International and Oxfam America, 2014; UNDESA, 2007). The 

role of CSOs as information intermediaries is crucial (IFLA, 2014); by accessing and evaluating 

LQIRUPDWLRQ�UHODWLQJ�WR�D�SDUWLFXODU�SROLF\��FLYLO� VRFLHW\�DFWRUV�FDQ�EXLOG�D�FDVH�WR� LQÁXHQFH�RU�

change the course of a particular policy (Ramkumar & Shapiro, 2011; Székely, 2014).  

6. The Future Development of EquIPP

This manual constitutes an attempt to provide guidelines to navigate through an equitable and 

inclusive policy process; weather or not this unfolds in a linear sequence of neat steps. We hope 

to continuously update and add to this manual. As policy makers begin to engage more and 

more with inclusive processes to meet the targets outlined under several of the SDGs, we expect 

their experiences to enrich the framework laid out here. In particular, we hope that evidence 

IURP�OHVV�UHVRXUFHG�VHWWLQJV�ZLOO�VLJQLÀFDQWO\�IHHG�LQWR�WKH�IXWXUH�GHYHORSPHQW�RI�(TX,33��

We acknowledge the breath of the framework and the lack of prescription offered for each Key 

Action. This was deliberate, as we believe that there are no cut and paste solutions in promoting 

social inclusion and social development more generally. Governments, together with interested 

parties and affected groups, must design and engage in policy processes that work in their 

respective contexts.

EquIPP is currently being used in Malaysia (assessment of the National Science, Technology 

and Innovation policy), Timor Leste (assessment of the National Disability Policy) and Malawi 

(assessment of the National HIV/Aids Strategy). By using EquIPP as an assessment tool, we hope 

that stakeholders from all perspectives will better understand the facilitators and blocks to social 

inclusion; encouraging them to work collaboratively to empower those most marginalised in and 

by our social structures. 

7. Annexes

Annex 1: Assessment Template
Figure 3 represents a spider diagram of the 17 Key Actions. Ratings for individual KAs may be 

plotted on such a diagram to illustrate what an inclusive policy process may look like (Figure 

4). We intend to update subsequent versions of this manual with results from policy assessments 

carried out in Malaysia, Timor Leste and Malawi where EquIPP is currently being used to assess 

national policy processes.
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Figure 3: Spider diagram of Key Actions

Figure 4: Plotting and comparison of two policy processes
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Annex 2: Key Actions supporting documentation

Key Action

KA1: Set up inclusive and 
participatory mechanisms 

CESR, 2012; Combat Poverty Agency, 2006; Cornwall, 2008; Court et al, 2006; 
Dani & de Haan, 2008; DESA/DPADM&ESWA, 2013; European Commission/
Guy et al, 2010; European Foundation, 2003; Evans, 2004; Fung & Wright, 2003; 
Lavalle et al, 2005; Lister, 2002; Lombe & Sherraden, 2008; Noya & Clarence, 
2008; Jones et al, 2009; OECD, 2013a; Pogrebinschi, 2012; 2013, 2014; Popay 
et al, 2008; UNDESA, 2009; UNECLAC, 2015; Wampler & McNulty, 2011; World 
Bank, 2007; World Bank, 2013

KA2: Ensure the highest level of 
participation

Arnstein, 1969; Combat Poverty Agency, 2006; Cornwall, 2008; Cornwall 
& Coelho, 2007; Court et al, 2006; DESA/DPADM&ESWA, 2013; European 
Commission/Guy et al, 2010; European Foundation 2003; Jones et al, 2009; 
Lister, 2002; Lombe & Sherraden, 2008; OECD, 2013a; Pogrebinschi, 2013, 2014; 
UNDESA, 2009; Wampler & McNulty, 2011; White, 1996

KA3: Strengthen cross-sectoral 
cooperation

Bromell & Hyland, 2007; Carey, McLaughlin et al, 2015; Carey, Crammond et 
al, 2015; Canadian Standing Senate Committee on Social Affairs, Science 
and Technology, 2013; Combat Poverty Agency, 2006, 2007; EAPN, 2007; 
European Commission/Guy et al, 2010; Euro Foundation, 2003; Jones et al, 
2009; Mathieson et al, 2008; MIDIS, 2012; Pollitt, 2003; Popay et al, 2008; Silver, 
2015; UNDESA, 2008, 2009; UNECLAC, 2015; UNESC, 2015; Walker & Gilson, 2004; 
World Bank, 2007; World Bank, 2013

KA 4: Strengthen inter-
governmental cooperation

Bromell &Hyland, 2007; Combat Poverty Agency, 2006, 2007; European 
Commission/Guy et al, 2010; European Foundation, 2003; Levitas et al, 2007; 
MIDIS, 2012; OECD, 2001; Pemberton, 2008; UNDESA, 2008, 2009; UNECLAC, 
2015; UNESC, 2015; World Bank, 2013

KA 5: Plan according to need European Commission/Guy et al, 2010; European Foundation, 2003; Jones 
et al, 2009; Kabeer, 2000; Lister, 2002; MIDIS, 2012; Noya & Clarence, 2008; 
OHCHR, 2005; Silver, 2015; UNCESCR, 1990; UNDESA, 2008, 2009; UNESCO, 2015, 
UNDP, 2013; World Bank, 2007

KA 6: Specify actions by which 
social needs will be addressed

$VLD�3DFLÀF�&R3�0I'5��������%LOQH\�HW�DO��������&RPEDW�3RYHUW\�$JHQF\��������
Jones et al, 2009; Kidd, 2013; MIDIS, 2012; Norman-Major, 2011; OHCHR, 2005; 
UNDESA, 2008; World Bank, 2007, 2013

KA 7: Build equity considerations 
into budgets

Blyberg & Hofbauer, 2014; CESR, 2012; Jones et al, 2009; Lakin & Magero, 2015; 
MIDIS, 2012; OHCHR, 2005; UNECLAC, 2015; UNICEF, 2010; UNIFEM/Sharp, 2003; 
World Bank, 2007

KA 8: Minimise gaps between 
real and planned budgets

Blyberg & Hofbauer, 2014; CESR, 2012; Foster et al, 2002; Ramkumar & Shapiro, 
2011; UNDESA, 2007; UNICEF, 2010; UNIFEM/Sharp, 2003

KA 9: Devise a responsive and 
ÁH[LEOH�LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�SODQ

Atkinson et al, 2004; Australia Government, 2014; Carey, McLaughlin et al, 
2015; Carey, Crammond et al, 2015; Combat Poverty Agency, 2006; European 

Foundation, 2003; International Budget Partnership, Development Finance 

International and Oxfam America, 2014; Jones et al, 2009; MIDIS, 2012; OECD, 
2001; Stubbs, 2009; UNDESA, 2008; UNDP, 2013; UNECLAC, 2015; World Bank, 
2013

KA 10: Adopt the most inclusive 
selection methodology

Abdul Latif Jameel Poverty Lab, 2013; Alatas et al, 2012; Australia Government, 
2010; European Commission/Guy et al, 2010; Grosh et al, 2008; MIDIS, 2012; 
Mkandawire, 2005; Rao, 2013; UNDESA, 2009; UNECLAC, 2015; van Domelen, 
2007

KA 11: Select the most 
appropriate implementation 
partners

Australia Government, 2014; Billis, 2001; Bromell & Hyland, 2007; Carey, 
Crammond et al, 2015; Carey, McLaughlin et al, 2015; Combat Poverty 
Agency, 2006; Cornwall & Gaventa, 2000; Court et al, 2006; European 
Commission/Guy et al, 2010; European Foundation, 2003; Noya & Clarence 
2008; OECD 2001; OHCHR, 2005; Popay et al, 2008; UNDESA, 2008, 2009; World 
Bank, 2007; 2013
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KA 12: Encourage cooperation 
between agencies and service 
providers

Australia Government, 2014; Bromell & Hyland, 2007; Carey, Crammond et 
al, 2015; Carey, McLaughlin et al, 2015; CESR, 2012; Combat Poverty Agency, 
2006; Court et al, 2006; European Foundation, 2003; Jones et al, 2009; Keast, 
2011; MIDIS, 2012; OECD, 2013a; OECD, 2001; Richardson & Patana, 2012; 
UNDESA, 2008, 2009; UNECLAC, 2015; UNESC, 2015; World Bank, 2007

KA 13: Collect qualitative and 
quantitative data

Atkinson & Marlier, 2010; Australia Government, 2010; Bamberger & Segone, 
2011; Bonner et al, 2005; CESR, 2012; Court et al, 2006; Combat Poverty 
Agency, 2006; DESA/DPADM&ESWA, 2013; Lombe & Sherraden, 2008; Mertens, 
2012; Popay et al, 2008; Samson et al, 2015; Roelen & Devereux, 2014; Székely, 
2014; UNECLAC, 2015; UNDESA, 2008, 2009; UNDP, 2013; World Bank, 2007

KA 14: Integrate, aggregate, 
disaggregate and share data

Ahmimed et al, 2014; Atkinson & Marlier, 2010; Atkinson et al, 2004; Australia 
Government, 2010; Bromell & Hyland, 2007; Court et al, 2006; European 
Commission/Guy et al, 2010; Huxley et al, 2012; MIDI, 2012; Open Society 
Foundation, 2010; Piron & Curran, 2005; UNDESA, 2008, 2009; UNECLAC, 2015; 
UNESC, 2016; UNFPA, 2016; UNSDSN, 2015; World Bank, 2013

KA 15: Select appropriate 
indicator dimensions

Atkinson & Marlier, 2010; Atkinson et al, 2004; Bromell & Hyland, 2007; European 
Commission/Guy et al, 2010; Mabbett 2007; MIDIS, 2012; Open Society 
Foundation, 2010; Roelen & Devereux, 2014; UNDESA, 2008; UNECLAC, 2015; 
UNSDSN, 2015

KA 16: Share information with 
SROLF\�EHQHÀFLDULHV

Combat Poverty Agency, 2006a; Britz, 2004; Court et al, 2006; DESA/
DPADM&ESWA, 2013; IBP, 2012; de Soto et al, 2005; Harris & Kende-Robb, 2008; 
IFLA, 2014; Lombe & Sherraden, 2008; UNDESA 2008, 2009; UNECLAC, 2015; van 
Domelen, 2007; World Bank, 2007

KA 17: Share information with the 
policy community

Combat Poverty Agency, 2006; Court et al, 2006; DESA/DPADM&ESWA, 2013; 
IBP, 2012; IFLA, 2014; OECD, 2013a; Ramkumar & Shapiro, 2011; Skékely, 2014; 
UNDESA, 2009; UNICEF, 2010; World Bank, 2013

Annex 3: Brief description of supporting documentation

Abdul Latif Jameel Poverty Lab, 2013: Hybrid selection models; community based selection 

models

Ahmimed et al, 2014: :RUNVKRS�UHSRUW��´)LYH�.H\V�WR�,QFOXVLYH�3ROLFLHVµ

Alatas et al, 2012; Indonesia; proxy means testing; community based selection models

Arnstein, 1969: Typology of citizen participation

$VLD�3DFLÀF�&R3�0I'5��������$QDO\WLFDO�WRRO�WR�DVVLVW�ZLWK�WKH�LGHQWLÀFDWLRQ�RI�SXEOLF�VHFWRU�
management gaps; sustained development effectiveness

Atkinson & Marlier, 2010: Guiding framework for policymakers, researchers and practitioners for 

evidence-based policymaking, impact assessment, monitoring and evaluation in the area of 

social inclusion

Atkinson et al, 2004: European Union; Social inclusion indicators; international benchmarking

Australia Government, 2014: Australia; Evaluation report, national social inclusion policy

Australia Government, 2010: Australia; indicators for social inclusion; locational approaches to 

address disadvantage
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Bamberger & Segone, 2011: International; equity-focused evaluation at the policy and 

programme level; design of equity focused evaluations

Bonner et al, 2005: Jamaica Social Policy Evaluation; New Public Management, participatory 

monitoring and evaluation

Billis, 2001: United Kingdom; analysis of the role of the voluntary sector in tackling social 

exclusion

Bilney et al, 2013: Integrated, results-based model for development in the post-2015 period

Blyberg & Hofbauer, 2014: International; Article 2 in the International Covenant on Economic 

Social and Cultural Rights; progressive realisation, non-discrimination, use of maximum available 

resources

Bromell & Hyland, 2007: New Zealand; planning guide

Britz, 2004: Ethical guidelines for greater access to information; principles of social justice to end 

information poverty

Canadian Standing Senate Committee on Social Affairs, Science and Technology, 2013: 
Recommendations addressed to the Government of Canada

Carey, Crammond et al, 2015: Australia; supportive architecture for joined up government

Carey, McLaughlin et al, 2015: Implementation experiences from the Australian Social Inclusion 

Agenda

CESR, 2012: ,QWHUQDWLRQDO�� HYDOXDWLRQ� WRRO� WR� DVVHVV� VWDWH� FRPSOLDQFH�ZLWK� REOLJDWLRQV� WR� IXOÀO�

economic, social and cultural rights

Combat Poverty Agency, 2006: European Union; mainstreaming social inclusion as a policy 

process

Combat Poverty Agency, 2007: Ireland; study; potential linkages between national and local 

levels in the context of the development and implementation of the National Anti Poverty 

Strategy

Cornwall, 2008: 0HDQLQJV�DQG�SUDFWLFHV�RI�SDUWLFLSDWLRQ��¶FODULW\�WKURXJK�VSHFLÀFLW\·

Court et al, 2006: Strategies for CSOs for more effective engagement in policy processes

Cornwall & Coelho, 2007: International; case studies of the democratic potential of 

participation



Equity and Inclusion in Policy Processes (EquIPP)42

Cornwall & Gaventa, 2000: Social citizenship; actor-oriented approach to social policy

Dani & de Haan, 2008: Review of public interventions for social inclusion

DESA/DPADM&ESWA, 2013: Western Asia; report on expert group meeting; public sector reform; 

citizen engagement post 2015

de Soto et al, 2005: Albania; study on the social exclusion of Roma and Egyptians in Albania

European Commission/Guy et al, 2010: Report to assist policy-makers to improve the 

development, implementation and evaluation of policies, programmes and projects for the 

social inclusion of Roma

European Foundation, 2003: Role of partnerships in promoting social inclusion 

Evans, 2004: Deliberative development; participatory political institutions

Foster et al, 2002: Case studies on public expenditure management and poverty reduction

Fung & Wright, 2003: Empowered Participatory Governance; democratic experiments

Grosh et al, 2008: Development of social safety net programmes

Huxley et al, 2012: Study to develop a social inclusion index to capture subjective and objective 

life domains. 

International Budget Partnership, Development Finance International and Oxfam America, 2014: 
budget transparency, expenditure monitoring, and accountability in the post-2015 framework 

IBP, 2012: citizen budget; dissemination of budget informatio

IFLA, 2014: Public statement and call for more equitable and greater access to information in 

the post 2015 development agenda

Jones et al, 2009: Discussion on the relevance of equity for development and practice 

Kabeer, 2000: Framework for joined up thinking at the meso level

Keast, 2011: Australia: Review of joined up government; extended integrated framework for 

joined up government

Kende-Robb, 2008: Argument for integration of macroeconomic and social policies at the 

policy formulation stage

Kidd, 2013: 'LVFXVVLRQ�RQ�WDUJHWLQJ�DQG�EHQHÀFLDU\�VHOHFWLRQ

Lavalle et al, 2005: Brazil; civil society approach to participation
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Lakin & Magero, 2015: Guide on programme based budgeting 

Levitas et al, 2007: ,GHQWLÀFDWLRQ�RI�¶GLPHQVLRQV·�FRQWULEXWLQJ�WR�PXOWL�GLPHQVLRQDO�GLVDGYDQWDJH��

deep exclusion

Lister, 2002: Analytical framework, politics of poverty

Lombe & Sherraden, 2008: Merits of inclusion in the policy processes

Mathieson et al, 2008: Literature review, concept of social exclusion for/in policy and practice

Mabbett, 2007: Open Method of Coordination; European Union; discussion of conditions for 

substantive policy change

Mertens, 2012: Transformative paradigm, mixed methods; evaluation

MIDIS, 2012: Peru; social inclusion policy; results based management

Mkandawire, 2005: 'LVFXVVLRQ�RQ�WKH�VKLIW�IURP�XQLYHUVDOLVP�WR�VHOHFWLYLW\��GLIÀFXOW\�RI�WDUJHWLQJ

Noya & Clarence, 2008: International; guidance to national, regional and local actors on 

fostering social inclusion through a social economy 

Norman-Major, 2011: Exploration of the potential of equity as a pillar of public administration

OECD, 2001: The role of partnerships frameworks for problem solving

OECD, 2013a: Considerations for increasing trust in public institutions

OECD, 2015: Inclusive process and institutions for social inclusion 

OHCHR, 2005: Handbook assist national human rights institutions in the development of policies, 

processes and skills to integrate economic, social and cultural rights further into their work

Open Society Foundation, 2010: Roma; report on data gaps to monitor progress towards social 

inclusion in countries participating in the Decade of Roma Inclusion (2005-2015)

Pogrebinschi, 2012, 2013, 2014: Brazil; National Conferences on public policy; innovative 

participatory experiment

Pemberton, 2008: United Kingdom; Horizontal and vertical integration; ‘Get heard’ process; 

case study

Piron & Curran, 2005: Desk-based review of lessons learnt from public policy responses to tackle 

exclusion drawing on case studies of Brazil, South Africa and India

Pollitt, 2003: Joined-up government (JUG), holistic approach; approaches to the assessment of 

progress with JUG 
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Popay et al, 2008: Review of policies and action promoting or contributing to social inclusion

Ramkumar & Shapiro, 2011: Guide for a transparent budgeting process

Rao, 2013: Brazil and Kenya; unifying registries to create national database of poor households 

or individuals for social protection programmes

Richardson & Patana, 2012: Policy recommendations for integrated service delivery

Roelen & Devereux, 2014: Integrated methods evaluation framework; cash transfer pilot 

programme in Tigray, Ethiopia

Samson et al, 2015: Systems approach to the analysis of social policy

Silver, 2015: The role of context in shaping economic, social and political exclusion

Stubbs, 2009: Western Balkans, developing developing and building capacity for social inclusion 

Székely, 2014: International; feasibility of results based management in social policy

UNCESCR, 1990: obligations of conduct and obligations of result under Article 2 of the Covenant 

of Economic, Social and Cultural Rights

UNDESA, 2007: International; open, transparent, participatory audits; audits as tools for citizen 

empowerment

UNDESA, 2008: International; guiding Framework to assist countries to give effect to the 

commitments made at the Second World Assembly on Ageing in Madrid in 2002 

UNDESA, 2009: International; Report and review of country policies to promote social integration

UNDESA/DPADM&ESCWA, 2013: Five-stage model of citizen engagement

UNDP, 2013: International; review of monitoring and evaluation innovations to manage the 

performance of public policies, programmes and service delivery

UNECLAC, 2015: Latin America and the Caribbean; review of social policy and recent progress 

in ECLAC region; policy guidelines in key areas for eradicating poverty and reducing inequality

UNESC, 2015: International; report on requirements to transition from MDGs to SDGs; institutional 

adaptation; integration across actors and sectors

UNESC, 2016: International; Institutional capacity for handling data; innovative data generation 

and usage for SDG agenda

UNESCO, 2015: Analytical framework; parameters for inclusive policies

UNFPA, 2016: International; report on population data ecosystem shortfalls, data needs for the 

post-2015 development agenda
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UNICEF, 2010: Background literature on social budgeting; description of initiatives on social 

budgeting

UNIFEM/Sharp, 2003: Gender responsive budgeting in results based management

UNSDSN, 2015: Conclusions from the recent UN Statistical Commission and Expert Group 

Meeting on the indicator framework for the post-2015 development agenda

van Domelen, 2007: Social funds; toolkit is to enhance programme design to better serve the 

poor. 

Wampler & McNulty, 2011: Workshop report; state formation, civil society and participatory 

publics, economic development, and citizen capabilities 

Walker & Gilson, 2004: South Africa; Study on perceptions and perspectives of front line service 

providers

White, 1996: Forms and functions of participation; participation as a political issue

World Bank, 2007: Multi country case studies; social guarantees as tools for the design and/or 

monitoring of social policy and service delivery

World Bank, 2013: comprehensive review of social inclusion

8. Bibliography

Abdul Latif Jameel Poverty Lab (2013). Involving Communities in Identifying the Poor. J-PAL Policy 

Briefcase. 

Ahmimed, C., MacLachlan, M. & Mannan, H. (Eds.) (2014). Policies & Processes for Social Inclusion: 

Volume I: Possibilities from South East Asia.  Jakarta: UNESCO.

Alatas, V., Banerjee, A., Hanna, R., Olken, B. A. and Tobias, J. (2010). Targeting the poor: evidence 

IURP�D�ÀHOG�H[SHULPHQW�LQ�,QGRQHVLD (No. w15980). National Bureau of Economic Research. 

Amin, M., MacLachlan, M., Mannan, H., El Tayeb, S., El Khatim, A., Swartz, L, Munthalim A., van 

Rooy, G., McVeigh, J., Eide, A. and Schneider, M. (2011). EquiFrame: A framework for analysis of 

the inclusion of human rights and vulnerable groups in health policies.  Health & Human Rights, 

13 (2), 1-20. 

Anderson, J. E. (2015). Public policymaking. 8th edition. Cengage Learning.

Armstrong, A. and Francis, R. (2002). 'LIÀFXOWLHV� RI� 'HYHORSLQJ� DQG� 8VLQJ� 6RFLDO� ,QGLFDWRUV� WR�

Evaluate Government Programmes: A Critical Review. Paper presented at the 2002 Australasian 

Evaluation Society International Conference. 



Equity and Inclusion in Policy Processes (EquIPP)46

Arnstein, S. R. 1969. A ladder of citizen participation. Journal of the American Planning 

Association 35 (4): 216-24. 

$VLD�3DFLÀF�&RS�²�0I'5���$VLD�3DFLÀF�&RPPXQLW\�RI�3UDFWLFH�RQ�0DQDJLQJ�IRU�'HYHORSPHQW�

Results (2011). Framework for Results-Based Public Sector Management and Country Cases. 

Atkinson, A.B., Marlier, E. and Nolan, B. (2004). Indicators and targets for Social Inclusion in the 

European Union. Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol. 42, No. 1, pp.47-75.

Atkinson, A.B. and Marlier, E. (2010). Analysing and Measuring Social Inclusion in a Global Context. 

New York: United Nations publication.

Australia Government, Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet (2014). Successful 

Implementation of Policy Initiatives. Better Practice Guide. 

Australian Government/Australian Social Inclusion Board (2010). Social Inclusion in Australia: How 

Australia is Faring. 2nd Edition. Australian Social Inclusion Board. 

Bamberger, M. & Segone, M. (2011). How to design and manage equity-focused evaluations. UNICEF 

(YDOXDWLRQ�2IÀFH��

Billis, D. (2001). Tackling social exclusion: The contribution of voluntary organisations. In M. R. Harris 

& C. Rochester (Eds.), Voluntary Organisations and Social Policy in Britain (pp. 37–48). London, UK: 

Palgrave.

Bilney, S., Domingo, L., Rajivan, A., Roth, S., Shiroishi, Y. and Woods, B. (2013). Building 

Development Effectiveness Post 2015: A Results-Based Approach. ADB Sustainable 

Development Working Paper Series, No. 26. Asian Development Bank. 

Blyberg, A. and Hofbauer, H. (2014). Article 2 & Government’s Budgets. Retrieved from www.

internationalbudget.org. (31 July 2015). 

Bonner, AM., Holland, J., Norton, J. and Sigrist, K. (2005). Monitoring Social Policy Outcomes in 

Jamaica: Democratic Evaluation and Institutional Change. Arusha Conference, New Frontiers 

of Social Policy. 

%ULW]��-��-����������7R�NQRZ�RU�QRW�WR�NQRZ��D�PRUDO�UHÁHFWLRQ�RQ�LQIRUPDWLRQ�SRYHUW\��Journal of 

Information Science, 30(3), 192-204.

Bromell, D. and Hyland, M. (2007). Social Inclusion and Participation: A Guide for Policy and 

Planning. Social Inclusion and Participation Group. Ministry for Social Development New 

Zealand.  Retrieved from http://www.msd.govt.nz/about-msd-and-our-work/publications-

resources/planning-strategy/social-inclusion-participation-guide/. (09 September 2015). 

%U\QDUG��3��$����������3ROLF\�LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�DQG�FRJQLWLYH�VNLOOV��WKH�GLIÀFXOW\�RI�XQGHUVWDQGLQJ�

implementation. Journal of Public Administration, Vol. 45, 1(1), 190-201.

Buse, K., Mays, N., and Walt, G. (2005). Making Health Policy. United Kingdom: McGraw-Hill 

Education.



Equity and Inclusion in Policy Processes (EquIPP) Equity and Inclusion in Policy Processes (EquIPP) 47

Carey, G., Crammond, B., & Riley, T. (2015). Top-Down Approaches to Joined-Up Government: 

Examining the Unintended Consequences of Weak Implementation. International Journal of 

Public Administration, 38(3), 167-178. 

Carey, G., McLaughlin, P., & Crammond, B. (2015). Implementing Joined-Up Government: 

Lessons from the Australian Social Inclusion Agenda. Australian Journal of Public Administration, 

74(2), 176-186. 

CESR - Centre for Economic and Social Rights (2012). The OPERA Framework: Assessing 

FRPSOLDQFH�ZLWK�WKH�REOLJDWLRQ�WR�IXOÀOO�HFRQRPLF��VRFLDO�DQG�FXOWXUDO�ULJKWV. Retrieved from 

http://www.cesr.org/downloads/the.opera.framework.pdf. (20 January 2016). 

Cocozzelli, F. (2014). 5HYLVLWLQJ�3RVW�FRQÁLFW�VRFLDO�SROLF\. Draft paper prepared for the UNRISD 

Conference New Directions in Social Policy: Alternatives from and for the Global South 7-8 April 

2014, Geneva, Switzerland.  United Nations Research Institute for Social Development. 

Combat Poverty Agency (2007). Poverty and Social Inclusion: Linking Local and National 

Structures. Retrieved from http://www.combatpoverty.ie/publications/policystatements/2007_

Policy_LinkingLocalAndNationalStructures.pdf. (09 September 2015). 

Combat Poverty Agency (2006). Better Policies, Better Outcomes – Promoting 

Mainstreaming Social Inclusion. Retrieved from http://www.combatpoverty.ie/publications/

BetterPoliciesBetterOutcomes_2006.pdf. (16 November 2014). 

Conference of INGOs of the Council of Europe (2009). Code of good practice for civil 

participation in the decision-making process. Retrieved from https://www.coe.int/t/ngo/Source/

&RGHB(QJOLVKBÀQDO�SGI��������������

Cornwall, A. (2002). Making Spaces, changing places: situating participation in development. 

IDS Working Paper 170. 

Cornwall, A. (2008). Unpacking ‘Participation’: models, meanings and practices. Community 

Development Journal, 43(3), 269-283. 

Cornwall, A. and Coelho, V. S. (2007). Spaces for change?: the politics of citizen participation in 

new democratic arenas (Vol. 4). London and New York: Zed Books. 

Cornwall, A. and Gaventa, J. (2000). From users and choosers to makers and shapers 

repositioning participation in social policy1. IDS Bulletin, 31(4), 50-62. 

Court, J., Mendizabel, E., Osborne, D., and Young, J. (2006). Policy Engagement – How Civil 

Society Can Be More Effective. Overseas Development Institute.

Curran, Z. (2005). Civil Society Participation in the PRSP: the role of evidence and the impact on 

policy choices. PPA Synthesis Study. Overseas Development Institute.



Equity and Inclusion in Policy Processes (EquIPP)48

Dani, A.A. and de Haan, A. (eds) (2008). Inclusive States: Social Policy and Structural 

Inequalities. New Frontiers in Social Policy.  The International Bank for Reconstruction and 

Development/The World Bank.

de Soto, H., Beddies, S. and Gedeshi, I. (2005). Roma and Egyptians in Albania: From Social 

Exclusion to Social Inclusion. World Bank Working Paper, No. 53.

EAPN - European Anti Poverty Network (2007). $�+DQGERRN�RQ�8VLQJ�D�+XPDQ�5LJKWV�EDVHG�

Approach to Achieve Social Inclusion and Equality. Combat Poverty Agency. Retrieved from 

http://www.eapn.ie/eapn/wp-content/uploads/2009/10/handbook-on-using-a-human-rights-

approach-to-achieve-social-inclusion-and-equality.pdf. (16 February 2016).

ESCR-NET (n.d.). Limburg Principles on the Implementation of the International Covenant on 

Economic, Social and Cultural Rights. Retrieved from https://www.escr-net.org/docs/i/425445. 

(01 March 2016). 

European Commission/Guy, W., Liebich, A. and Marushiakova, E. (2010). Improving the tools 

IRU�VRFLDO�LQFOXVLRQ�DQG�QRQ�GLVFULPLQDWLRQ�RI�5RPD�LQ�WKH�(8��6XPPDU\�DQG�VHOHFWHG�SURMHFWV. 

/X[HPERXUJ��3XEOLFDWLRQV�2IÀFH�RI�WKH�(XURSHDQ�8QLRQ�

European Foundation - European Foundation for the Improvement of Living and Working 

Conditions (2003). Social Inclusion: Local Partnerships with Civil Society��/X[HPERXUJ��2IÀFH�IRU�

2IÀFLDO�3XEOLFDWLRQV�RI�WKH�(XURSHDQ�&RPPXQLWLHV�

Evans, P. (2004). Development as institutional change: the pitfalls of monocropping and the 

potentials of deliberation. Studies in comparative international development, 38(4), 30-52.

Foster, M., Fozzard, A., Naschold, F. and Conway, T. (2002). How, When, and Why does Poverty 

get Priority: Poverty Reduction Strategy and Public Expenditure in Five African Countries. 

Synthesis Paper. Overseas Development Institute, Working Paper 168.

Fraser, N. (1998). Social justice in the age of identity politics: Redistribution, recognition, 

participation. No. FS I 98-108). WZB discussion paper.

Freeman, R. and Maybin, J. (2011) Documents, practices and policy. Evidence & Policy, 

7(2),155-170.

Fung, A. and Wright, E.O. (2003). Thinking about Empowered Participatory Governance. In 

Archon Fung and Erik Olin Wright (eds). Deepening democracy: Institutional innovations in 

empowered participatory governance. London: Verso Books. 

Gaventa, J. (2006). Finding the spaces for change: a power analysis. IDS bulletin, 37(6), 23-33. 

Gooden, S. and Portillo, S. (2011). Advancing Social Equity in the Minnowbrook Tradition. Journal 

of Public Administration Research and Theory, 21, i61- i76.

 



Equity and Inclusion in Policy Processes (EquIPP) Equity and Inclusion in Policy Processes (EquIPP) 49

Grosh, M., del Ninno, C. Tesliuc, E. and Ouerghi, A. (2008). For Protection and Promotion: The 

Design and Implementation of Effective Safety Nets. Washington DC, The International Bank for 

Reconstruction and Development/The World Bank.

Harris and Kende-Robb (2008). Integrating Macroeconomic Policies and Social Objectives: 

Choosing the Right Policy Mix for Poverty Reduction. In Dani, A.A. and de Haan, A. (eds) (2008). 

Inclusive States: Social Policy and Structural Inequalities. New Frontiers in Social Policy.  The 

International Bank for Reconstruction and Development/The World Bank.

Hickey, S., and Mohan, G. (2005). Relocating participation within a radical politics of 

development. Development and change, 36(2), 237-262.

Holmes, M. (1998). Public expenditure management handbook. The World Bank.

Hoogeveen, J., Tesliuc, E., Vakis, R., and Dercon, S. (2004). A guide to the analysis of risk, 

vulnerability and vulnerable groups. World Bank. Washington. Retrieved from http://

siteresources. World Bank. org/INTSRM/Publications/20316319/RVA. pdf. (02 March 2015).

Howarth, C., Andreouli, E. and Kessi, S. (2014). Social representations and the politics of 

participation. The Palgrave handbook of global political psychology (pp. 21-42). London: 

Palgrave.

Huxley, P., Evans, S., Madge, S., Webber, M., Burchardt, T., McDaid, D. and Knapp, M. (2012) 

Development of a social inclusion index to capture subjective and objective life domains (phase 

II): psychometric development study. Health Technology Assessment, 16 (1),1-248. 

IFLA - International Federation of Library Associations and Institutions (2014). Lyon Declaration 

on Access to Information and Development. Retrieved from http://www.lyondeclaration.org/

content/pages/lyon-declaration.pdf. (15 March 2016).

International Budget Partnership, Development Finance International and Oxfam America 

(2014). From Numbers to Nurses: Why Budget Transparency, Expenditure Monitoring, 

and Accountability are Vital to the Post-2015 Framework. Retrieved from http://www.

internationalbudget.org/wp-content/uploads/Budget-Brief-From-Numbers-to-Nurses.pdf. (31 

July 2015).

IBP - International Budget Partnership (2012). The Power of Making it Simple: A Government 

Guide to Developing Citizens Budgets. Retrieved from www.internationalbudget.org. (31 July 

2015).

Ivanova, O., Dræbel, T. and Tellier, S. (2015). Are sexual and reproductive health policies 

designed for all? Vulnerable groups in policy documents of four European countries and their 

involvement in policy development. International journal of health policy and management, 

4(10), 663.

Jones, H., Higgins, K., & Bird, K. (2009). Equity in Development: Why it is important and how to 

achieve it. London: Overseas Development Institute.



Equity and Inclusion in Policy Processes (EquIPP)50

Lakin, J. and Magero, V. (2015). IBP Guide: Improving Programme-Based Budgeting in Kenya. 

International Budget Partnership.

Kabeer, N. (2000). Social Exclusion, Poverty and Discrimination: Towards an Analytical 

Framework, IDS bulletin, 31(4).

Keast, R. (2011). Joined-Up Governance in Australia: How the Past Can Inform the Future. 

International Journal of Public Administration, 34, 221– 231. 

Kennan, M.A., Lloyd, A., Qayyum, A. and Thompson, K. (2011). Settling in: The Relationship between 

information and social inclusion. Australian Academic & Research Libraries, 42 (3). 

.LGG�� 6�� �������� 5HWKLQNLQJ� ´7DUJHWLQJµ�� International Development. Development Pathways. 

Retrieved from http://www. developmentpathways. co. uk/resourcecentre/pathways-

perspectives/post/98-pathways--perspectives-11. (27/02/2016).

Lavalle, A. G., Acharya, A., and Houtzager, P. P. (2005). Beyond comparative anecdotalism: 

lessons on civil society and participation from São Paulo, Brazil. World development, 33(6), 951-

964. 

Levitas, R., Pantazis, C., Fahmy, E., Gordon, D., Lloyd, E. and Patsios, D. (2007).  The multi-dimensional 

analysis of social exclusion. Bristol Institute for Public Affairs, University of Bristol, Bristol.

Lister, R. (2002). A politics of recognition and respect: invlving people with experience of poverty 

in decision making that aspects their lives. Social Poilcy and Society, 1(1), pp. 37-46 

Lombe, M. and Sherraden, M. (2008). Inclusion in the policy process: An agenda for 

participation of the marginalised. Journal of Policy Practice, 7(2-3), 199-213.

Mabbett, D. (2007). Learning by numbers? The use of indicators in the co-ordination of social 

inclusion policies in Europe. Journal of European Public Policy, 14(1), 78-95.

MacFeely, S. and Dunne, J. (2014). Joining up Public Service Information: The Rationale for a 

National Data Infrastructure. Administration, vol. 61, no. 4 (2014), 93–107. 

MacLachlan, M. (2006). Culture & Health: A Critical Perspective towards Global Health (Second 

Edition). Chichester: Wiley.

MacLachlan, M. (2014). Macropsychology, policy and global health. American Psychologist. 69 

(8), 851.

MacLachlan, M., Mannan, H., Huss, T., Munthali, A. and Amin, M. (2015). Policies and processes 

IRU�VRFLDO� LQFOXVLRQ��XVLQJ�(TXL)UDPH�DQG�(TX,33�IRU�SROLF\�GLDORJXH��&RPPHQW�RQ�´$UH�VH[XDO�

and reproductive health policies designed for all? Vulnerable groups in policy documents of 

four European countries and their involvement in policy development.” International Journal of 

Health Policy Management. 4(x):1–4.



Equity and Inclusion in Policy Processes (EquIPP) Equity and Inclusion in Policy Processes (EquIPP) 51

MacLachlan, M., Mji, G., Chataika, T., Wazakili, M., Dube, A. K., Mulumba, M., Massah, B. O., 

Wakene, D., Kallon, F. and Maughan, M. (2014). Facilitating Disability Inclusion in Poverty Reduction 

Processes: Group Consensus Perspectives from Disability Stakeholders in Uganda, Malawi, Ethiopia, 

and Sierra Leone. Disability & the Global South, 1 (1), 107-127

MacLachlan, M. & O’Connell, M. (2000) (Eds). Cultivating Pluralism: Cultural, Psychological and 

Social Perspectives on a Changing Ireland. Dublin: Oak Tree Press.

Mannan, H., Amin, M., MacLachlan M. & the EquitAble Consortium (2011). The EquiFrame Manual: 

A tool for Evaluating and Promoting the Inclusion of Vulnerable Groups and Core Concepts of 

Human Rights in Health Policy Documents. Dublin: Global Health Press.

Mathieson, J., Popay, J., Enoch, E., Escorel, S., Hernandez, M., Johnston, H. and Rispel, L. (2008). 

Social Exclusion Meaning, measurement and experience and links to health inequalities. A Review 

of Literature. WHO Social Exclusion Knowledge Network Background Paper 1.

Mertens, D. M. (2012). Transformative Mixed Methods Addressing Inequities. American Behavioral 

Scientist, 56(6), 802-813.

Miller, U. and Ziegler, S. (2006). Making PRSP Inclusive. Handicap International and CBM - Christofffel 

Blindenmission. Washington: The World Bank.

MIDIS - Ministry of Development and Social Inclusion (2012). A policy for development and social 

inclusion in Peru. 

Mkandawire, T. (2005). Targeting and universalism in poverty reduction. Social Policy and 

Development Programme Paper, Number 23 December 2005. Geneva: United Nations Research 

Institute for Social Development.

NESC/National Economic and Social Council (1985). Information for policy. Report no. 78. 

Dublin: NESC. 

Norman-Major, K. (2011). Balancing the four Es; or can we achieve equity for social equity in 

public administration?. Journal of Public Affairs Education, 233-252.

Noya, A. and Clarence, E. (2008). Improving social inclusion at the local level through the social 

economy. CFE/LEED, OECD, Working Document, 17(6). Retrieved from http://www.oecd.org/

cfe/leed/44688716.pdf. (10 September 2016). 

OECD - Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (1973). List of social 

concerns common to most OECD countries. Paris: OECD.

OECD - Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (1996). Budgeting 

and Policy Making. SIGMA Papers, No. 8, OECD Publishing. Retrieved from http://dx.doi.

org/10.1787/5kml6g6wccq0-en. (10 September 2015).



Equity and Inclusion in Policy Processes (EquIPP)52

OECD - Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (2001). Local Partnerships 

for Better Governance. OECD Publications. Paris: France. 

OECD - Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (2013a). Investing in Trust: 

Leveraging Institutions for Inclusive Policy Making. Background Paper. OECD: Paris. Retrieved 

from http://www.oecd.org/gov/ethics/Investing-in-trust.pdf. (21 January 2016). 

OECD - Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (2013b). Policy coherence 

for inclusive and sustainable development. 2(&'�DQG�3RVW������UHÁHFWLRQV, Element 8, Paper 1. 

OECD - Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (2015). Inclusive 

government for a more inclusive society. Government at a Glance 2015. Paris: OECD Publishing.

2+&+5���2IÀFH�RI�WKH�8QLWHG�1DWLRQV�+LJK�&RPPLVVLRQHU�IRU�+XPDQ�5LJKWV���������Economic, 

Social and Cultural Rights. Handbook for National Human Rights Institutions. Professional Training 

Series, No. 12. New York and Geneva: United Nations.

Open Society Foundation (2010). No data no progress: Data Collection in Countries 

Participating in the Decade of Roma Inclusion 2005-2015.

Pemberton, S. (2008). Social Inclusion and the Get Heard’ Process Implications for the Horizontal 

and Vertical Integration of Governance and Policy in the UK. Public Policy and Administration, 

23(2), 127-143. 

Piron, L. H. and Curran, Z. (2005). Public policy responses to exclusion: evidence from Brazil, 

South Africa and India. Overseas Development Institute, London.

Pogrebinschi, T. (2012). Participatory Policymaking and Political Experimentalism in Brazil. 

In: Stefanie Kron/Sérgio Costa/Marianne Braig (Eds.): 'HPRFUDFLD�\�UHFRQÀJXUDFLRQHV�

contemporáneas del derecho en America Latina. Bibliotheca Ibero-Americana, Vol. 149. 

Frankfurt a.M./Madrid: Iberoamericana/Vervuert Verlag, S. 111-136. 

Pogrebinschi, T. (2013). The squared circle of participatory democracy: scaling up deliberation 

to the national level. Critical Policy Studies, 7 (3), 219–241. 

Pogrebinschi, T. (2014). Turning Participation into Representation. Innovative Policymaking 

for Minority Groups in Brazil. In Carmen Sirianni/Jennifer Gourouard. (Eds.): Varieties of Civic 

Innovation. Deliberative, Collaborative, Network, and Narrative Approaches. Nashville, TN: 

Vanderbilt University Press, S. 181-202. 

Pogrebinschi, T. and Santos, F. (2010). Participation as Representation: The Impact of National 

Public Policy Conferences on the Brazilian Congress. APSA 2010 Annual Meeting Paper. 

Pollitt, C. (2003). Joined-up government: a Survey. Political Studies Review, Vol. 1, 34-49.



Equity and Inclusion in Policy Processes (EquIPP) Equity and Inclusion in Policy Processes (EquIPP) 53

Popay, J., Escorel, S., Hernández, M., Johnston, H., Mathieson, J., and Rispel, L. (2008). 

8QGHUVWDQGLQJ�DQG�WDFNOLQJ�VRFLDO�H[FOXVLRQ��Final Report to the 

WHO Commission on Social Determinants of Health From the Social Exclusion Knowledge 

Network. 

Powell, J. A. (2008). Post-racialism or targeted universalism. 'HQY��8/�5HY., 86, 785.

Pratto, F., Sidanius, J. and Levin, S. (2006). Social dominance theory and the dynamics of 

intergroup relations: Taking stock and looking forward. European review of social psychology, 

17(1), 271-320.

Quick, K.S. and Feldman, M.S. (2011). Distinguishing Participation and Inclusion. Journal of 

Planning Education and Research, 31 (3), 272-290.

Ramkumar, V. and Shapiro, I. (2011). Guide to Transparency in Government Budget Reports: 

Why are Budget Reports important, and What Should They Include? International Budget 

Partnership. Retrieved from www.openbudgetindex.org. (01 December 2015).

Rao, S. (2013). National databases of the poor for social protection. GSDRC Helpdesk Research 

Report 1007. Birmingham, UK: GSDRC, University of Birmingham. Retrieved from http://www. 

gsdrc. org/go/display&type= Helpdesk&id= 1007. (01 March 2016).

Richardson, D. and Patana, P. (2012). Integrated service delivery: why, for who, and how? 

Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development.

Rittel, H. W. and Webber, M. M. (1973). Dilemmas in a general theory of planning. Policy 

sciences, 4(2), 155-169.

Roberts, N. (2000). Wicked problems and network approaches to resolution. International public 

management review, 1(1), 1-19.

Roelen, K. and Devereux, S. (2014). Evaluating Outside the Box: Mixing Methods in Analysing 

Social Protection Programmes. IDS Working Paper 431.

Room, G. (2000). 7UDMHFWRULHV�RI�VRFLDO�H[FOXVLRQ��WKH�ZLGHU�FRQWH[W�IRU�WKH�WKLUG�DQG�ÀUVW�ZRUOGV. 

Bristol, UK: Policy Press, pp. 407-439.

Sabatier, P. A. and Weible, C. (Eds.) (2014). Theories of the policy process. Westview Press.

Samson, M., van Katwyk, S., Fröling, M., Ndoro, R., Meintjes, C., Buts, L. and Renaud, B. (2015). 

Methods of Measuring the Impacts of Social Policy in Political, Economic and Social Dimensions. 

United Nations Research Institute for Social Development, Working Paper 2015-4.



Equity and Inclusion in Policy Processes (EquIPP)54

Sedlacko, M. (2015). Policy as ordering through documents. Conference presentation. 

International Public Policy Association. Milan.

Sharp, R. (2003). Budgeting for Equity. Gender budget initiatives within a framework of 

performance oriented budgeting. United Nations Development Fund for Women (UNIFEM).

Silver, H. (2015). The Contexts of Social Inclusion. Department of Economic and Social Affairs 

(DESA), Working Paper No. 144. 

6WRZH��0��-��DQG�7XUQEXOO��+��5����������7RROV�IRU�$QDO\VLQJ�3ROLF\µ�RQ�WKH�%RRNVµ�DQG�3ROLF\��´RQ�

the Streets”. Journal of Disability Policy Studies, 12(3), 206-216. 

Stubbs, P. (2009). Building Capacity to Promote Social Integration and Social Inclusion in the 

Western Balkans. Paper produced for Expert Group Meeting on Practical Strategies to Promote 

Social Integration: Lessons learned from existing policies and practices. Accra, Ghana 17-19 

November 2009.  

Székely, M. (2014). Closing the Circle for Results-Based Management in Social Policy. The Nuts & 

Bolts of M&E Systems. World Bank Group/Poverty. No.32. 

Speer, J. (2012). Participatory Governance Reform: A Good Strategy for Increasing Government 

Responsiveness and Improving Public Services? World Development, 40 (12), 2379–2398.

The World Bank (2007). Increasing social inclusion through social guarantees.  Retrieved from 

http://www-wds.worldbank.org/external/default/WDSContentServer/WDSP/IB/2013/06/19/0

00356161_20130619121051/Rendered/PDF/785510PN0P10860Box0377345B00PUBLIC0.pdf. (05 

February 2016).

The World Bank (2013). Inclusion Matters: The Foundations for Shared Prosperity. New Frontiers in 

Social Policy (advance edition). Washington, DC: World Bank.

The Global Fund (2014). Key Populations Action Plan 2014-2017.

The Standing Senate Committee on Social Affairs, Science and Technology (2013). In from the 

margins, Part II: Reducing Barriers to Social Inclusion and Cohesion. Report of  the Standing 

Senate Committee on Social Affairs, Science and Technology. Retrieved from http://www.parl.

gc.ca/Content/SEN/Committee/411/soci/rep/rep26jun13-e.pdf. (07 August 2015). 

 

United Nations 68th General Assembly (2014). Draft Resolution submitted by the President of 

the General Assembly. Report of the Open Working Group on Sustainable Development Goals 

establish pursuant to the General Assembly Resolution 66/288. Retrieved from http://www.

un.org/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=A/68/L.61&Lang=E. (02 March 2016).



Equity and Inclusion in Policy Processes (EquIPP) Equity and Inclusion in Policy Processes (EquIPP) 55

United Nations (2016). Sustainable Development Goals: 17 Goals to transform our world. 

Retrieved from http://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/peace-justice/. (03 March 2016).

UNCSC - United Nations Commission for Social Development (2005).  Report on the forty-

third session ����)HEUXDU\������DQG������)HEUXDU\��������(FRQRPLF�DQG�6RFLDO�&RXQFLO�2IÀFLDO�

Records, 2005, Supplement No. 6.

UNECLAC - United Nations Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean 

(2008). Defeating poverty through social inclusion. Retrieved from: http://www.cepal.org/en/

publications/defeating-poverty-through-social-inclusion. (08 December 2014). 

UNCESCR - United Nations Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights. General Comment 

No. 3: The Nature of States Parties’ Obligations (Art. 2, Para. 1, of the Covenant), 14 December 

1990, E/1991/23. 

UNESC - United Nations Economic and Social Council (1996). 6RFLDO�6WDWLVWLFV��)ROORZ�8S�WR�WKH�

World Summit for Social Development. Working Group on international Statistical Programmes 

and Coordination. Eighteenth session. 

UNESC - United Nations Economic and Social Council (2015). Managing the transition from the 

Millennium Development Goals to the sustainable development goals: what it will take. Report of 

the Secretary General. 

UNESC - United Nations Economic and Social Council (2016). Strengthening the demographic 

evidence base for the post-2015 development agenda. Report of the Secretary General. 

Commission on Population and Development, Item 3 of the provision Agenda. Forty-ninth session, 

11-15 April 2016. 

UNESCO- United Nations Educational Social and Cultural Organisation/Social and Human 

Sciences/Research, Policy and Foresight Team (2015). Analytical framework for inclusive policy 

design: of what, why and how. Unpublished Manuscript. 

UNFPA - United Nations Population Fund (2016). Programmes and Innovations to Strengthen the 

Demographic Evidence Base for ICPD and the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. 

UNICEF - United Nations Children Emergency Fund (2010). Advancing the rights of children, 

ZRPHQ�DQG�SRRU� IDPLOLHV� WKURXJK�EHWWHU�SXEOLF� ÀQDQFH�SROLFLHV. Social and Economic Policy 

Working Paper. 

UNDESA - United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs (2007). Auditing for Social 

Change: A Strategy for Citizen Engagement in Public Sector Accountability. United Nations. 

UNDESA - United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs/Division for Social 

Policy and Development (2008). The Madrid International Plan of Action on Ageing. Guiding 

Framework and Toolkit for Practitioners and Policy Makers. United Nations.



Equity and Inclusion in Policy Processes (EquIPP)56

UNDESA - United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs (2009). Report of 

the Expert Group Meeting on Practical Strategies to Promote Social Integration: Lessons 

Learned from Existing Policies and Practices. Organised by the Division for Social Policy and 

Development (DPSP). Department of Economic and Social Affairs, in collaboration with the 

Government of Ghana.

UNDESA - United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs (Division for Public 

Administration and Development Management) (2014). Citizen Engagement Self Assessment 

Questionnaire (CESAQ). Retrieved from http://workspace.unpan.org/sites/Internet/Documents/

CESAQ_Questionnaire_English_revised_12Dec2014.docx.pdf. (22 January 2016).

UNDESA/DPADM&ESCWA - United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs 

(Division for Public Administration and Development Management) and Economic And Social 

Commission For Western Asian (2013).  Citizen Engagement and the Post-2015 Development 

Agenda: Report of the Expert Group Meeting. 

UNDP - United Nations Development Programme (2013). Innovations in Monitoring & Evaluation 

Results. Discussion Paper. 

UNSDSN - United Nations Sustainable Development Solutions Network (2015). Indicators and a 

Monitoring Framework for the Sustainable Development Goals: Launching a data revolution for 

the SDGs. 

UNSDSN - United Nations Sustainable Development Solutions Network and Open Data Watch 

(2015). Data for Development. An Action Plan to Finance the Data Revolution for Sustainable 

Development. 

:DONHU��/��DQG�*LOVRQ��/����������¶:H�DUH�ELWWHU�EXW�ZH�DUH�VDWLVÀHG·��QXUVHV�DV�VWUHHW�OHYHO�EXUHDXFUDWV�

in South Africa. Social science & medicine, 59(6), 1251-1261. 

Walt, G. and Gilson, L. (1994). Reforming the health sector in developing countries: the central 

role of policy analysis. Health policy and planning, 9(4), 353-370.

Wampler, B. and McNulty, S. (2011). Does participatory governance matter? Exploring the nature 

and impact of participatory reforms. Washington, DC: Woodrow Wilson International Center for 

Scholars.

Van Domelen, J. (2007). Reaching the poor and vulnerable: targeting strategies for social funds 

and other community-driven programmes. Network HD. Washington DC: World Bank, 1-52.

White, S.C. (1996). Depoliticising development: the uses and abuses of participation. Development 

in Practice, 6:1, 6-15.

<DPLQ��$��(����������6XIIHULQJ�DQG�3RZHUOHVVQHVV��7KH�6LJQLÀFDQFH�RI�3URPRWLQJ�3DUWLFLSDWLRQ� LQ�

Rights-Based Approaches to Health . Health and Human Rights, 11(1), pp. 5-22.



Equity and Inclusion in Policy Processes (EquIPP) Equity and Inclusion in Policy Processes (EquIPP) 57



Equity and Inclusion in Policy Processes (EquIPP)58



Equity and Inclusion in Policy Processes (EquIPP) Equity and Inclusion in Policy Processes (EquIPP) 59



Equity and Inclusion in Policy Processes (EquIPP)60


