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Executive Summary 

This report contributes to the overall objective of WP9: assessing prospects for European solidarity 

in 2030, looking at how integration can be deepened and what social policies could be implemented 

to increase social inclusion. Value is given to this via the presentation of five potential scenarios for 

European solidarity in 2030.  

This document thus includes: 1) an overview of the review of state of the art literature that took 

place in the development of the scenarios. Contributions from different scientific fields are present, 

detailing how and why the decision to use a backcasting model was made. 2) A description of the 

five scenarios, focusing on different levels of provision of solidarity, looking at the roles of the EU, 

the state and civil society. 3) Results from a focus group where experts from different areas of 

society came together to analyse the five scenarios. Results focus on the most beneficial model of 

scenario for greatest social impact as well as potential drivers and barriers, contributing to policy 

recommendations for Europe in 2030.  
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1. Introduction 
 

This report aims to assist the development of prospects for European solidarity by contributing to 

policy design for Europe 2030. Through the application of backcasting models and the development 

of five scenarios, potential added value to social policy is explored in relation to solidarity in different 

political areas of society (health, housing, education, employment and civic engagement).  

Firstly, an overview of state of the art scientific literature from different fields relating to scenario 

modelling is presented. A specific emphasis is given to the role of backcasting models, exploring how 

this can be utilized in order to develop policies of inclusion. Examples of backcasting projects are 

detailed, providing explanations as to why this model is particularly useful to both the SOLIDUS 

project and the development of inclusive social policy for Europe 2030.  

This information has been coupled with a consolidation of the work carried out throughout the 

SOLIDUS project, alongside the most relevant actions of successful solidarity creation across 

different countries in the five previously mentioned different political areas of society. The result 

has been the development of five potential scenarios for the future of Europe, focusing on differing 

levels of responsibility in regards to solidarity provision.  

Following focus group analysis, where actors from different parts of society came together to discuss 

the scenarios, preliminary conclusions in regards to European policy recommendations have been 

gathered. Results focus on the best possible scenario and how this can be reached, taking into 

account feasibility and context.  
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2. Scenario modelling: synthesis of literature 
 
2.1 Historical overview 

Scenario modelling is increasingly recognised as a key tool for policy design and implementation. As 

Anastasi (1997) suggests, “scenario methodology is an essential tool which allows policy makers and 

other stakeholders to look into the crystal ball with confidence and the lessons provide a useful 

starting point for that process”. Despite the relatively recent increase in utilisation such models are, 

however, not new. Rather, the desire to know the future is something evident as far back as 7th 

Century BC, with history demonstrating a wide variety of methods that have been used to say 

something meaningful about likely, possible or desired futures (Robinson 2003). As time has gone 

on, a shift has occurred from deterministic to probabilistic models, with the emergence of modern 

science representing a shift from teleological to causal explanations (Robinson 2003). Ultimately, 

this relates to the idea that the future is not deterministic and instead, is essentially probabilistic. 

The importance of the predictive power of the new sciences is often seen as reaching its apogee in 

the arguments of the logical positivists of the Vienna Circle, who saw this explanation as being 

logically equivalent to prediction, making predictive power the true test of scientific validity (Morcol 

2001).  

Such predictive models were, and continue to, be most pronounced in the natural and physical 

sciences. However, they are growing in importance in the social sciences (Rayner and Malone 1988), 

especially within those that take a more quantitative form. This is particularly true in economic 

research, which has often focused on mathematical explanation, and also in social science analysis 

in the environmental field and ecological and biological analysis (Robinson 2003). In recent years 

however, the increase in types of models created and utilised has led to an increase usage of 

scenario modelling, with presence in various social science fields that are less quantitatively focused. 

2.2 Scenario modelling: an overview and different types 

 

The different uses of scenario models touched upon above reflects the different definitions and 

styles that exist. As Greeuw et al. (2000) suggest, a multitude of definitions exist, however, there 

are some common features. For example, in a more theoretical sense, in the first place, scenarios 

describe processes, representing sequences of events over a certain period of time, acting as 

hypothetical tools, describing possible future pathways (Rotmans 1998). Their use comes with the 



       Deliverable 9.1 Research Report 

7 
 

fact they contain elements that are judged with respect to importance, desirability and probability 

(Jungermann 1985), helping policy makers and stakeholders to reach their desired future scenario 

destination.   

A further common element that is important to highlight is the fact within all scenario models, there 

is not an explicit intention of representing a full description of the future, but rather an aim of 

highlighting central elements, drawing attention to the key factors that will drive future 

developments (Koskow and Gabner 2008). In this sense scenario models should be seen as a 

hypothetical construct, something that does not claim to represent reality. Rather, such models 

serve the purpose of generating knowledge about the present, the future and identifying limits of 

that knowledge. In this sense a scenario models can act as a communicative tool, drawing attention 

to specific issues and aiding decision makers in formulating goals. 

Despite numerous different tools existing within this field of scenario modelling and futurology, two 

clear divisions stand out: the difference between forecasting and backcasting. In general, it is found 

that forecasting exercises are generally more commonly utilised. By this it means assessing future 

scenarios by starting from the current situations with or without expected/desired policy efforts 

(Greeuw et al. 2000). Here, focus is given to particular elements that may have an effect on the 

future, charting their possible impact. This is seen in the study “Scenarios Europe 2010” (EC Forward 

Studies Unit, 1999) for example, where five possible futures for Europe were presented.  

In contrast, backcasting is often viewed as a “backwards scenario process” (Kosow 2008). This 

generally takes a more normative approach, with paths charted that are aiming to achieve desirable 

futures (Kosow and Gabner 2008). In this sense, the exercise begins from a desirable future situation 

as its target, attempting to answer the central question of what “possibilities do we have to reach 

the target?” and “what do we need to do now and later in order to reach the target?” (Grunwald 

2002). An example of this is seen in the POS-SUM project (POSSUM team, 1998), in which 

sustainable transport goals for the year 2020 were formulated utilising different backcasting 

scenarios.  

While both types of scenario models have particular strengths and weaknesses, for the purpose of 

the SOLIDUS project, backcasting is utilised. Below, an overview of backcasting is provided in 

addition to explanations as to why this is important in this study. 

2.3 Backcasting: an overview 
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The term backcasting is described as originating from the work of Robinson (1982). Here the term 

was used to describe an approach to future studies that involved the development of normative 

scenarios that were aimed at exploring the feasibility and implications of achieving certain desired 

end-points.   

Due to its normative nature, backcasting is often successfully utilised for issues of sustainability, 

holding a problem-solving character and acting as much better suited for long-term problems (Quist 

and Vergragt 2006). In contrast, as argued by Dreborg (1996), forecasting is often based on 

dominant trends, unlikely to generate solutions based on breaking trends. Furthermore, many have 

argued that backcasting helps to eliminate some issues that arise with forecasting models. For 

example, Robinson (2003) argues that the rationale for a backcasting approach is twofold. On the 

one hand, it should be acknowledged that the ability to predict the future is significantly constrained 

due to issues such as lack of knowledge about system conditions and underlying dynamics. On the 

other hand, regardless of the future’s predictability, a forecast model may not actually present a 

scenario that is the most desirable. In this sense, backcasting becomes beneficial, as it allows for the 

exploration of alternative futures that are not simply focused on likelihood. Essentially, backcasting 

is utilised best when there are attempts to indicate the relative feasibility and implications of 

different policy goals (Robinson 2003), emphasising determining the freedom of action, in a policy 

sense, with respect to possible futures. 

Thus, backcasting models are often viewed as a vital tool for policy makers. Robinson (1982) for 

example emphasised that the purpose of backcasting was not to produce blueprints but instead to 

indicate relative feasibility and implications of different futures (including social, environmental and 

political implications) on the assumption of a clear relationship between goal setting and policy 

planning. With this in mind, it is clear that the use of backcasting is beneficial for the purpose of the 

SOLIDUS project. If one is attempting to achieve a desired situation of increased social inclusion, the 

most useful tool in the field of scenario modelling is one that begins with this point, looking at the 

factors that can contribute to this. 

2.4 Participatory backcasting 

 

It has already been established that backcasting is of a normative nature. However, it is important 

to further assess how this impacts the necessary tools and approaches required for the creation of 

successful models. In this sense, it is important to highlight that the analysis cannot simply consist 
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of descriptive science (Robinson 2003). Rather, normative considerations must be included in 

regards to both what futures are being studied and how the resulting scenarios are evaluated. With 

this, the question of whose desires are to be addressed enters the equation. 

As a result, the involvement of different stakeholder becomes important. This is not only because 

of their context specific knowledge, but also for the fact they can help in achieving endorsement for 

results and realising the proposed action agenda and specific follow-up (Quist and Vergragt 2006). 

In this sense, various groups can be identified as being relevant, depending on the context, such as 

companies, research bodies, government, non-governmental organisations and the public. Such an 

approach has further been developed by Robinson (2003), who has emphasised the importance of 

social learning, interactive social research, and engagement of non-expert users in backcasting 

studies, calling this “second generation backcasting”. Essentially, this enables alternative values and 

preferences to become incorporated in the analysis, something that is important to consider when 

designing such models (Robinson 2003). In this sense, an almost “interactive social science” 

approach is achieved (Caswill and Shove 2000). The shift towards participatory backcasting using 

such broad stakeholder involvement is often viewed as originating in the Netherlands in the early 

1990s (Quist and Vergragt 2006). This was evident in the first governmental programme for STD that 

ran from 1993 – 2001 for example, which focused on achieving sustainable need fulfilment in the 

far future with a participatory backcasting approach. 

In order to successfully achieve this, Quist and Vergragt (2006) identify a range of methods and tools 

that are necessary in participatory backcasting. First, they cite the importance of generating and 

guiding interactivity between stakeholders, suggesting the need to inspire stakeholder creativity. 

Additionally, they note the importance of addressing design tools, analytical tools and 

communication tools. Such areas are something that should be addressed at all stages of the 

backcasting process, overlapping and interlinking.  

2.5 Importance of social theory in backcasting 

 

It is important to realise that backcasting is not just an analytical construct but also a social construct 

(Quist and Vergragt 2006). In regards to visions of the future, Grin and Grunwald (2000) distinguish 

two main features in this respect. Firstly, the mental images of attainable futures that are shaped 

by a collection of actors and secondly, how this guide the actions of and actions between these 

actors. Of course, this is something of particular importance for participatory backcasting. 
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Kiraly et al. (2013) give specific emphasis to the importance of social theory in the development of 

backcasting models. As they note, despite the fact that within such projects, there is always an 

underlying theory as to how society operates and how it will operate in the future, little attention 

has been paid to detail how different ideas of society are at work and how this should be considered 

an input in the process of backcasting. This idea is furthered by Wangel (2011) who demonstrates 

the fact that many backcasting projects refrain from reflecting on the nature of social structures or 

agents. For Kiraly et al. (2013), this is a problem and should be altered with the introduction of social 

theory, something that has not only theoretical implications but can also inform and enhance the 

reflexivity of the methodological approach used during a backcasting process. In this sense, social 

theory should be applied in regards to society, social actors and social change (Gunnarsson-Ostlin 

et al. 2012). 

 Kiraly et al (2013) reflect on this by presenting four paradigms that represent various standpoints 

in dilemmas of social theory: structural functionalism, conflict theory, symbolic interactionism and 

actor-network theory. In regards to structural functionalism, they argue that such analysis is best 

applicable in target-orientated backcasting projects, where targets are set beforehand and the 

participants in the process attempt to devise alternative structures, generally, where quantitative 

methodology is used. For conflict theory, they demonstrate the importance for backcasting projects 

that have a strong commitment to instigating social change and representing the interests of the 

weaker groups in society in the knowledge production process, something particularly relevant to 

the SOLIDUS project. The importance of participation is furthered when addressing symbolic 

interaction. Here, this application allows understanding of present and future society by the 

participation of a wide range of social actors, with a participatory nature often taking an implicit 

symbolic interactionist viewpoint on society and social change. Lastly, within actor-network theory, 

emphasis is given to non-human elements such as technological and environmental components. 

While this is not explicitly linked to the aims of SOLIDUS, one lesson learnt from this social theory is 

the idea of social change being a constant process, with elements of a heterogeneous network 

continuously changing. In this sense, the idea of changes in one of more elements within a network 

are given importance, with such seemingly unimportant changes having the potential to cause 

rippling effects throughout a network.  

As a result of the above, Kiraly et al. (2013) suggest that the selection method of stakeholders should 

be assessed on how it might shape such underlying theories. Furthermore, this is something that 
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can be affected both by the topic and by the pre-reflective theories of the organisers. In regards to 

analysing the backcasting process and results itself, they argue that it is essential to reveal and 

reflect upon the pre-reflective theories dominant in the political culture in relation to the issue. For 

them, the main challenge is thus how such frameworks can be combined in practice. Such 

suggestions are important for the solidus project. They provide grounding for how the backcasting 

project should be modelled, how stakeholder participation should be collected and how the results 

should be analysed. In terms of working on policy recommendations for the inclusion of vulnerable 

groups, it is thus suggested that a normative standpoint be utilised primarily, such as conflict theory. 

In the analysis process it is also important to incorporate relational-contextual analysis, exploring 

how lived reality can be changed, bringing in symbolic interactionalism.  

2.6 Specific examples 

 
In order to best understand how such techniques can be utilised within the SOLIDUS project, it is 

important to explore specific examples of backcasting. In this sense, models that have utilised both 

participatory backcasting and taken into account social theory will be analysed. Such examples are 

generated from the work of Quist and Vergragt (2006) who provide overviews and analysis. 

Novel Protein Foods at the STD programme. 

 

The STD governmental programme was initiated in the 1990’s in the Netherlands, aiming to explore 

system innovations towards sustainability. The project used an interactive stakeholder backcasting 

approach, exploring a variety of social needs such as water, food and housing. Future visions were 

developed, using the expertise of stakeholders from governmental departments, companies, 

research bodies and public interest groups (Weaver et al. 2000). The project successfully identified 

alternative solutions and developed follow-up agendas and strategic research programmes.  

 

Weaver et al. (2000) describe the backcasting approach in this project as being comprised of seven 

steps: 

1. Strategic problem orientation 
2. Develop future vision 
3. Backcasting 
4. Explore solution options 
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5. Select among options: set up action plan 
6. Set up cooperation agreement. Define roles 
7. Implement research agenda 
(Quist and Vergragt 2006) 

Stakeholders were encouraged to be involved in co-operations, enabling the implementation of 

research and follow-up agendas. Research was done by seven different research groups from 

different universities and institutes, involving more than 20 researchers (Quist and Vergragt 2006). 

Other forms of involvement included funding from companies and ministries, who were 

represented on the advisory board of the project. A broader group of stakeholders was also 

gathered via communicative tools, discussing immediate results, social aspects, opportunities and 

constraints.  

Nutrition case study in the SusHouse project 

 
The SusHouse project was an EU-Funded study aiming to develop and evaluate strategies for 

transitions to sustainable households. The approach included a stakeholder analysis, performed on 

each household function, covering stakeholders on the demand side and the supply side, research 

bodies, government and public interest groups (Quist and Vergragt 2006). Certain stakeholders 

were then invited to participate in a creativity workshop, designed to identify sustainable ways of 

future function fulfilment. The results gathered were then used for scenario construction, taking a 

normative approach. Further stakeholder workshops were carried out following this, in which 

scenario and assessment results were discussed, alongside strategies for implementation, research 

agendas and policy recommendations. Again, seven steps were utilised to do this: 

1. Problem orientation 
2. Stakeholder analysis and involvement 
3. Stakeholder creativity workshop 
4. Scenario construction 
5. Scenario assessment 
6. Backcasting workshop and stakeholder consultation 
7. Realisation and implementation 
(Quist and Vergragt 2006). 

This project is notable for its ability to mix scenario assessment alongside backcasting analysis. This 

is evident in the creation of indicators that assessed if the scenarios could achieve a factor twenty 

reduction in household environmental impacts. This was achieved using a questionnaire and 

coupled with consumer focus groups to evaluate the acceptability of the scenarios to consumers.  
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3. Using scenarios in the SOLIDUS project 
 

The analysis of state of the art scenario modelling and scientific literature has led to the conclusion 

that backcasting is a suitable technique for identifying policies that could promote the social 

inclusion of vulnerable groups. It is clear that its normative nature, with a desired outcome defined 

and elements explored that enable such an outcome, is something beneficial. Furthermore, the fact 

it works well as a communicative tool means this is especially suited for defining future policy 

recommendations. By utilising a normative backcasting technique, policy development can be 

simulated and discussed.  

Consequently, a backcasting approach is the most adequate methodology to fulfil the objective of 

WP9 in the H2020 SOLIDUS project.  By using scenario modelling, SOLIDUS WP9 aims to propose 

prospects for European solidarity, deepening integration and social policies for 2030. Accordingly, 

this Workpackage aims to consolidate work from throughout the SOLIDUS project, taking 

noteworthy and recurring commonalities and differences between policy areas and between EU 

countries. A backcasting approach is therefore the most adequate methodology to fulfil this 

objective.  

Furthermore, the literature review has shown the importance of taking a participatory approach to 

backcasting methodology. SOLIDUS used a participatory approach at several levels: in the design of 

scenarios to be discussed, in the debate about them and the analysis and final results. SOLIDUS 

developed this participatory approach through a workshop that included participation of 

researchers, stakeholders and policy makers with background and experience in the different fields 

addressed in the project (housing, health, employment, education, civic participation) and was 

developed on the basis of egalitarian dialogue. The ability to include a diversity of voices is linked to 

increased validity of the contributions of this dialogue.   

In this sense, and related to the SOLIDUS project and the definition of future scenarios, plurality also 

contributes to envision different possibilities and possible tendencies, thus generating better 

options to achieve future (real or viable) scenarios.    

The participatory backcasting approach is also in the line with the communicative methodology 

implemented throughout the SOLIDUS project. One of the principles of the communicative 
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methodology is the involvement of the different stakeholders throughout all the phases of the 

research. In particular in the SOLIDUS project, a number of different agents were involved in the 

analysis of solidarity: researchers, policy-makers, organizations and citizen representatives, 

including people from vulnerable groups and non-academic backgrounds. Accordingly, and 

accounting for the diversity of voices envisioned in this method, we could talk about an inclusive 

participatory backcasting as the scenario building methodology used.  

  

4. Backcasting methodology in SOLIDUS  
 

The first step of the backcasting model was the definition of the five suitable scenarios. This has 

been done in various stages, and in line with the overarching aim of reaching policy 

recommendations for social inclusion in Europe in near future (2030).  

Two main considerations have been taken into account throughout the work. First, it has been 

necessary to understand what policies are actually manageable and reachable. With this in mind, 

national contexts have been considered, taking into account the different level of welfare state 

provisions and civil society involvement across Europe. Second, it has been important to assess the 

possible directions certain policy implementations can take. By this it is meant that work has gone 

into identifying the social and political impact that certain decisions could have. In order to achieve 

this, SOLIDUS have done extensive analysis of existing policies and scientific literature, besides the 

analysis of many different case studies located in different European territories and social and 

politico-historical realities. 

Below, the different steps made are described. . 

4.1 Problem orientation 

The first step has been the identification of the problem in regards to social exclusion, emphasising 

the five key areas of SOLIDUS (health, housing, civic engagement, education and employment). This 

has involved mainly systematising the findings from the SOLIDUS research that focuses on the 

models of welfare states, the different policies implemented and results obtained within the 

European member states as well as the civil society involvement in the construction and/or 

evaluation of those policies. Particularly, analysis from the SOLIDUS research has been utilised in 

the following way: 
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• Concept papers and research reports: Identification of the welfare states models in Europe 

and main characteristics. An understanding of the need to take into account different 

contexts, primarily the different welfare state regimes and traditions. Possible future trends 

and/or evolution from past years.  

• National background papers: Identification of key policies and their social impacts in relation 

to different member states involved in the SOLIDUS project and the different traditions 

mentioned above.   

• Analysis of civil society initiatives: Review of results obtained through case studies, 

interviews and focus groups, in relation to addressing the needs and rights of vulnerable 

groups.  

 

4.2. Draft scenarios in relation to the problem  

This second step focuses on the same three sources of information derived from the SOLIDUS 

project: conceptual papers, national background papers and fieldwork with different initiatives and 

stakeholders.  

Furthermore, this analysis has led to the understanding of which various stakeholders that should 

be involved in the backcasting process. In order to answer to the participatory approach, special 

effort has been made to identify not only researchers and policy-makers on the key areas involved 

in the SOLIDUS project (health, housing, education, employment and civic engagement) but also 

social organizations and citizens working on the field.   

As a result, the following five different scenarios were developed:  

Five possible scenarios in Europe to meet solidarity for social inclusion: 

1. Europe: The European Union guarantees solidarity in terms of access to social rights (in the 

fields of education, employment, housing, health and political participation). Therefore, Europe 

becomes stronger in providing the means for social inclusion.  

2. Member States: Member States keep their current competences or even become stronger in 

providing the means for achieving social rights. The member state is the key player for solidarity 

towards vulnerable groups within each country.  
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3. Civil society:  The civil society is who guarantees the provision of social rights in terms of 

housing, health, employment and education. Europe and member states general a social model 

of society in which civil society becomes the key pillar for social inclusion.  

4. Society with State. Solidarity is guaranteed by civil society but with the support and resources 

of the state. Therefore, it is the state who distributes resources among those social initiatives that 

function better. These social initiatives and organizations are the ones in charge of the solidarity, 

with state resources. 

5. Research with social impact.  Research will provide the scientific evidence of what is having 

impact in society, in order to promote and guarantee the social solidarity of states or the 

European Union. This fifth model is based on the possibility that framework programmes 

incorporate social impact fully, being able to detect whose social initiatives are achieving real 

improvements on society and providing the scientific knowledge that can ground social policy.  

** Note: These scenarios do not exclude each other, some or all of them could be compatible 

with others. The further discussion about them can refine this relation and/or think of viability.  

 

It is important to emphasize two basic underlying ideas here. At the stage described above, the 

definitions of scenarios were not yet complete, rather, the draft scenarios described above were 

preliminary suggestions. That is because the backcasting workshop was yet to take place and discuss 

their viability and contemplate their modification as well as their total redefinition. On the other 

hand, and related to this, it is also important to point out that the preliminary scenarios were not 

constructed to be isolated from each other. Rather, the different models were designed with the 

idea of it being possible to mix elements of all of them.  

 

4.4 Backcasting workshop and Stakeholder consultation 

Following the creation of the five scenarios described above, a focus group session was run in order 

to assess their validity and legitimacy, outlining their possible added value regarding the design of 

social policies for 2030. As mentioned above, the session also contemplated the possibility of new 

scenarios that were developed as a consequence of stakeholder discussion. The session was thus 

instrumental in the final development of scenarios and policy recommendations for 2030.  

4.5 Participants 
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A total of 21 stakeholders took part in the focus group. The participants were comprised of those 

who had previously been involved in SOLIDUS project, be it through case studies of solidarity 

organisations or prior focus group participation, and others who had achieved substantial social 

impact in regards to solidarity. Selection of participants was conducted in line with the aim of 

including different voices, bringing together different knowledge and experience. Thus, participants 

came from a variety of backgrounds. This included civil society representatives from a variety of 

fields, policy makers, political figures and researchers1.  

4.6 Structure of the focus group event. 

 

1. Initial presentation: SOLIDUS main findings and goal of the session 

 

Firstly, results of the SOLIDUS project were presented, providing grounding for the scenario 

exploration and discussion. Primary focus was given to aspects that were of particular interest 

to the development of the workshop. This included: an explanation of the type of solidarity in 

question (namely that which is inclusive), solidarity indicators identified, policies planned with 

the participation of civil society, successful policies and or/initiatives that work against social 

exclusion and the results of the TESS survey (with emphasis given to data on solidarity support 

for vulnerable groups at an EU and national level). This was followed by an introduction to the 

session, where the five scenarios were presented. 

 

2. Scenario exploration 

Participants were then split into three smaller working groups that were heterogeneous in 

terms of the background of the actors involved. Each group was presented with the five 

scenarios listed above and a description of the targets the session aimed to achieve. Facilitators 

from SOLIDUS were present in each group, providing guidance for the conversation and 

ensuring a communicative methodology was utilised throughout. Alongside the promotion of 

egalitarian dialogue in discussions, this ensured conditions were met that allowed for 

                                                           
1 Representatives were present from EUiA, ERC-Mollet, Barcelona en comú, Odissea Education, Stop 
Maremortum, Cooperative La Borda, the Adult School of Verneda, Men in dialogue and various academic 
researchers.  
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intersubjective dialogue between all types of stakeholders. This benefited the results by 

allowing participants the possibility to express themselves and collaborate together.  

Groups were first asked to discuss the viability of the future scenarios, looking at which scenario, 

be it an existing one or a new model, would be most beneficial for social inclusion and solidarity 

in Europe 2030. This was largely focused on who should guarantee solidarity, highlighting the 

roles of citizens, the nation state and European policy makers in the provision of solidarity.  

Following this, groups engaged in a backcasting process. Here, they were asked to identify the 

drivers and barriers of reaching the future scenario selected. This involved analysis of what has 

previously worked and succeeded in achieving social impact. Feasibility of policy was taken into 

account with the aim being the development of a scenario model that could be reachable in 

Europe in 2030. To make the identification easier, the analysis was organised with the structure 

of drivers and barriers that has been present throughout the SOLIDUS project and which 

characterized the research analysis utilised in communicative methodology.  

3. Plenary session: general discussion on the availability of the scenario.  

To conclude the backcasting workshop, a plenary session took place where different groups 

presented a summary of their individual discussions. The summary focused on both the analysis 

of the viability of each scenario as well as the main steps needed to achieve it. Common aspects 

among all groups were found and utilised to generate overall conclusions and suggestions.  

 

5. Results from SOLIDUS workshop on scenarios 
 

The backcasting workshop produced results that were valuable to the development of final scenario 

suggestions as well as policy recommendations. The dialogue that took place provided different 

insights from actors with expertise in various areas. An important finding was the commonalities 

that appeared between the three separate groups, with the chosen ideal scenario that is most viable 

being largely similar throughout the focus group.  The session proved useful in that the dialogue 

allowed for the development of new scenarios, generated through a hybrid of the scenarios 

previously described. Additionally, perceived barriers and drivers were common throughout the 

participants, demonstrating important findings. Below these results are detailed, focusing first on 
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the perception of the most viable scenario and secondly on the backcasting process, looking at what 

needs to happen to achieve it.  

5.1 Viability of scenarios and ideal scenario.  

The workshop dialogue demonstrated that commonalities were present in perceptions of what the 

ideal scenario should be, with groups selecting similar scenarios as being the most viable for success. 

All three groups gave weight to model four, the scenario where civil society lead in regards to 

solidarity provision with the state acting as a support mechanism. In regards to the role of the EU, 

one group highlighted its responsibility as a diffuser, utilised to spread knowledge of research with 

social impact, an area linked to scenario five that all groups saw as important and necessary.  

Civil society as a primary actor. 

Civil society was viewed by all groups as key to the  assurance of social inclusion and social rights 

through the promotion of solidarity. A key factor in this was the fact it is able to introduce and 

implement things that governmental departments are not. As one participant stated, civil society 

acts as an instrument to “do things the state does not”. Primarily this was seen as relating to gaps 

left in policy by the state, often due to the complications of party politics. For example, it was 

suggested that while “public administration must enforce social rights, if there is social pressure, 

they may not do it due to it being perceived as a question of taking sides”. This was further echoed 

by another participant who noted “when it (solidarity) depends on the state it depends on the state 

policy”. Civil society was viewed by all groups as the dimension that was key to fill in such gaps: 

“where the state does not arrive civil society is there and organised”.  

Furthermore civil society was viewed as beneficial to solidarity creation due to the fact it is a system 

that is often based on the involvement of people, more so than governmental entities. Relating to 

this is the idea of increased participatory democracy, something that was viewed as essential for a 

society with greater evidence of solidarity and greater social inclusion of vulnerable groups. One 

participant summed up this sentiment stating “while the state has the responsibility to guarantee 

rights, the citizens must have the guarantee of power to join in, thus civil society must be able to 

participate”. In doing so, it was suggested that “societies would be more active and solidary”. For 

this reason many of the participants cited the importance of keeping the state and civil society 

separate as “the state destroys the capacity of the people”.  

The state’s role: a supportive actor 
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Regardless of support for civil society as the primary actor, results did not suggest that the state 

should be rendered an unimportant entity. Rather all groups were of the opinion that the state 

should act as a supportive mechanism. Primarily this was due to the power the state has: “who has 

the resources? The State”. In one sense this referred to financial importance, with participants 

noting the importance of the state in funding civil society. However, on the other hand it referred 

to the states ability to set social policies and laws, something civil society would independently be 

unable to achieve: “Institutions can be permeable so that it incorporates demands, it can 

incorporate and facilitate social rights”. In one regard, this is seen in the state’s ability to keep other 

entities in check such as the private sector, something that was deemed important by one of the 

groups. One participant suggested “we can not talk about public policies without introducing the 

subject of the company in management. One way to do this would be through the introduction and 

strengthening of corporate social responsibility”. 

All participants thus saw the role of the state as being a receptor to civil society’s suggestions. 

Ultimately this brings in the idea of co-responsibility, with civil society providing the State with 

recommendations, and a scenario where the state acts on it. One participant summed this up, 

stating that “civil society should be essential in drawing attention to issues when conducting 

exclusive policies”. Many of the participants saw this as something that history has proved to be 

correct: “The support of the state must always be there but civil society must go ahead… until 

measures have been driven by civil society, the state has not solved them”. An example of this was 

brought up in the focus group discussions with one participant drawing attention to the 

manifestations of gender issues and the resulting policy changes in Spain. 

The EU role: A global framework 

While participants were generally of the idea that local initiatives were generally more successful, 

there was consensus that there was a need for global guidance and framework in the provision of 

social rights and social inclusion. In one light, participants suggested this was needed due to 

Europe’s ability to enforce policy but also remain somewhat more neutral “The fact we have 

external estates that say and recommend things is definitely important”. In an ideal scenario Europe 

was viewed as responding to the needs of civil society in a similar way to how the state should 

“Europe must confront itself with civil society. If it does not allow civil society to complain then it 

cannot claim, it does not create cooperatives and the mechanisms do not work, meaning the 

member states will disappear”.  
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Research with impact 

All groups cited the importance of research with social impact. As part of scenario model five, groups 

gave importance to the need to implement social policies and practices that promote solidarity 

based on social impact. One participant cited this suggesting that currently solidarity policy and 

practices “lack the professionalism required that could be gained by including research that 

indicates what works”. Thus it was suggested that research should be a central component to the 

work of all actors (Nation states, European Union and also civil society). Each entity was seen as 

needing to be involved in gathering research that highlights the importance of policy and practices, 

looking at “whether we achieved what we wanted to achieve”. This was viewed as necessary for the 

design of all actions.  

In regards to Europe’s role in this sense, the idea of creating a general global framework again came 

into play. In this sense Europe was seen as needing to act as a diffuser, disseminating good practices 

and evidence of solidarity with social impact that could help in policy and practice design: “Europe 

must disseminate those examples of social impact that have happened, sharing success stories and 

good practices as well”.  

 

A summary: model of co-responsibility 

The results from the focus group show that although there are slight differences between 

participants a general ideal scenario that is viable has been agreed. This model is comprised of all 

actors being important, however civil society is seen as the primary actor in assuring social rights 

and social inclusion through the provision of solidarity. The state and European Union are viewed 

as tools that allow this to happen, providing support in terms of law, funding and guidance. Research 

with impact is also seen as key, with scientific evidence of successful actions and activities required 

in the design of future practices and policies.  

 

5.2 The backcasting process: perceived drivers and potential solutions 

Following the identification of viable scenarios, groups engaged in the task of backcasting by looking 

for potential barriers and the drivers that could overcome them. Focus was again given to the roles 

of the EU, national state governments and civil society. Analysis was given to what they needed to 
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do in order for the scenario to be achieved as well as how they can help each other in the process. 

As a result, suggestions were gathered that can act as tools in the development of policy 

recommendations. 

Improving the state and civil society’s relationship.  

If a scenario is to be reached where civil society has an active role in utilising solidarity promotion 

to assure inclusion, whilst support is provided by the state, the relationship between the two of 

course needs to improve. Throughout the workshop discussions many participants highlighted the 

negative relationship that currently exists. For civil society, the state was often seen as a negative 

entity, with participants stating things such as “the state is the enemy” and their support “should 

not really be assumed” due to a neoliberalist agenda. On the other hand factors for the state lacking 

trust or support for civil society was also highlighted: “if a country has strong social movements and 

civil society, the state is seen as having many shortcomings and failing to carry out what is needed”.  

Of course, this can be seen as a barrier to the selected scenario, hindering not only the ability of the 

state and civil society to work together, but also the desirability to collaborate. One participant 

summarised this issue by stating that essentially “the state and movements do not know how to 

work together”. While on the one hand it could be said that a driver to overcome this is a rethink 

on both sides of the importance of each other, realistically it is important to look at the steps that 

need to be taken to achieve this. Thus potential drivers that were discussed focused on an increase 

in mechanisms for communication between the two entities, allowing for collaboration to be 

facilitated.  

Recommendations in this sense focused on the creation of spaces where communication and 

knowledge sharing can take place. One particular suggestion here was the creation of observatories 

where information can be shared and citizens and civil society can channel claims into policy. It was 

highlighted that this should not be utilised as an advisory space, rather it should be utilised as a 

decisive space where actual policy changes are made. By doing this it is expected that relationships 

between civil society and the state can improve, allowing them to work together. Furthermore, this 

is a suggestion that could relate to civil society and the EU’s relationship and improve their 

collaboration through similar mechanisms. At both levels this also serves as a mechanism to 

overcome the problems of representation at a governmental level, providing spaces where civil 

society, and thus citizens, have the ability to feed into policy creation, providing first-hand 

experience and knowledge. 
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Increase public participation in civil society 

Civil society is seen as a unique space where increased public participation can take place. 

Participants highlighted how it provides an ability for participation that is stronger than voting, 

offering space for direct participation and knowledge sharing. In order to improve the participation 

of the public in civil society, and thus increase the democratic participation in society and 

policymaking, various drivers were discussed that could overcome the potential barriers that 

currently exist. This focused on both the role of civil society itself as well as the role of the state. 

In order to do this, on the one hand it was suggested that actions need to be implemented that help 

foster a more soldiary society where citizens feel more inclined to participate. Some of the 

participants highlighted the importance of education in this respect, discussing the importance of 

promoting participation through training and encouraging the increase in critical capabilities to 

make, innovate, create and change things. It was suggested that by emphasizing such training not 

only would increased participation occur but a more informed civil society would exist.  

Furthermore it was suggested that civil society needs to act in a particular way to not only attract 

and maintain members but also in order to appear more viable to governmental institutions. 

Barriers to favourability in the public eye of civil society groups were highlighted by many of the 

participants with suggestions largely similar to the indicators of successful solidarity initiatives noted 

in WP8. For example, democracy in organisations was highlighted as important, with its absence a 

factor in people leaving organisations and movements. As one participant and civil society 

representative stated, “people left (the organisation) because it did not work for them, they did not 

have the ability to decide”. Further suggestions related to the idea of greater transparency with 

participants suggesting that “when there is transparency, people participate”, citing its importance 

in the eyes of policy makers. Furthermore, visibility was also seen as having similar effects on 

participation and policy change. On the one hand the creation of social networks was seen as 

increasing visibility and participation, while on the other it was seen as helping increase legitimacy 

and thus change discourse.  

Increase the level of research 

To help civil society, achieve the greatest level of social impact, it was suggested that there should 

be an increase in the level of research that takes place. Not only would this help civil society to 

improve their actions, but it would also demonstrate their validity in the eyes of governmental 



       Deliverable 9.1 Research Report 

24 
 

institutions. One participant noted these benefits by suggesting that “making the social impact 

visible helps increase the state support” while another stated that “this will give social movements 

a reference on which we build our initiatives”. Furthermore, such research can help governments in 

their policy making abilities, helping to develop criteria and values that are beneficial in the 

promotion of solidarity in society. 

Participants were in consensus in the idea that research should focus on social impact. It was 

suggested that this is what was needed to show actors at all levels how to act. In regards to 

policymaking it was suggested that research into social impact can help assess how well a particular 

policy works, helping governments see whether changes need to be made and also helping in 

consistency, something that was recognised as a barrier to the collaboration between civil society 

and governmental institutions. One participant suggested this could be achieved by the creation of 

an almost points card, which indicated what works well. They stated that currently the importance 

of impact lacks a sort of professionalism and by creating this, this barrier could be overcome. 

Furthermore, it was suggested that this is something that can be useful for the private sector, with 

such tools being provided allowing for easier implementation of corporate responsibility and thus 

an increase in solidarity.  

Regarding how such information should be disseminated, participants highlighted the role of the 

EU. It was suggested that the EU should increase the sharing of success stories and good practices 

and thus allow society and nation states to learn skills and develop actions in line with those which 

have achieved successful social impact already.  

Creating an EU global framework. 

The global reach of the EU was also seen as a success that can help civil society in other ways, helping 

groups to have a global outreach and thus greater social impact. This was something participants 

saw as needing to be strengthened and increased, with more channels that allow for public influence 

on EU level policy created in a similar way to that of the channels between civil society and states. 

One participant stated, “Europe must confront itself with civil society… if the mechanism does not 

work the member states will disappear”.  

The European union was having a unique strength in that it can act as a separate entity: “the fact 

we have external estates that can say and recommend things is important”. The idea of Europe 

being “separate” was seen by many participants as being beneficial, allowing for an external 
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mechanism of control and acting as an oversight that can overcome social pressure. Participants 

suggested that Europe should have an increased ability in creating global social policies in this 

respect and create global frameworks. While participants were of the impression that the EU should 

be strengthened in this respect, many also noted the importance of not taking power away from 

the local. Rather participants suggested that the ideal situation would be a “hybrid of a global / local 

framework to enforce social rights”.  

Additionally, participants discussed the role of national politicians at a European level. It was 

suggested that many politicians currently act under the importance of party politics. Some of the 

participants highlighted how this defeats the idea of the European Union acting as an overarching 

control mechanism. As a result, it was suggested that issues should be debated at the European 

level in relation to citizenship not on a party political level. 

 

6. Conclusions 
 

The review of literature coupled with the groundings of the SOLIDUS project and objectives of WP9 

have demonstrated the usefulness of undertaking a backcasting process in the design of policies for 

social inclusion in 2030. The participatory element as found in the 1990’s STD project demonstrate 

similar processes to that of the SOLIDUS project, enabling the inclusion of diverse voices and 

profiles.  

In order to complete this process, SOLIDUS results alongside an extensive analysis of existing 

literature and databases has taken place to create five potential scenarios for Europe 2030. 

Although the scenarios were not originally designed as potential goals, they have been based on the 

idea of what is potentially possible, assessing current trends and analysis to define five potential 

pathways Europe could go. They have focused on who could be responsible for solidarity provision 

in Europe, assuring social rights and inclusion, looking at different levels of importance of the EU 

government, the state and civil society. Additionally they have questioned the importance of 

research and scientific evidence on social impact. 

Following a backcasting workshop that was comprised of participants from different profiles, 

commonalities have been found in regards to what is seen as a preferential and manageable 



       Deliverable 9.1 Research Report 

26 
 

scenario to be reached in Europe in 2030. The following elements have been identified as part of 

the preferred future European scenario: 

• A strong civil society who takes the lead in the provision of solidarity. 

• A state which supports civil society. 

• European Union policy that acts as a global framework. 

• An increased importance given to research on social impact. 

• Overall a model of co-responsibility 

During the backcasting process mechanisms have been identified that need to be changed or 

created in order to achieve this. Such barriers and drivers can be seen as the basis for preliminary 

policy recommendations. Commonalities were again found between the backcasting workshop 

participants showing consensus on some issues that need to be changed in order to improve 

solidarity measures. As a result of this the preliminary policy recommendations that relate to this 

are as follows: 

• Increase mechanisms for communication between civil society, the state and the EU. Create 

spaces where decisive action can take place at all levels. An example is the creation of an 

observatory. 

 

• Focus on increasing the creation of a sense of community at a local level through the 

introduction of educational programmes aimed at civic involvement. 

 

• Increase the level of and importance given to research with social impact. Toolboxes and 

indicators of successful social impact measures are useful in the creation and modification 

of policy and civil society practices. 

 

• Increase the importance given to companies to show corporate responsibility, include the 

private sector in solidarity provision to some extent. 

 

 

• Continue to produce examples of good practices and successful initiatives distributed at an 

EU level.  
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• Strengthen the EU’s ability to act as a global framework maker while ensuring the EU tackles 

civil societies problems and does not isolate itself from them. 
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