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Abstract:

This paper looks at the "instrumentation"
 of the European Employment Strategy and of the Lisbon Strategy for Growth and Jobs. These two policy instruments are exemplary of the "experimentalist governance"
 developed by the EU to address its socio-economic challenges and coordinate national policies since the late 1990s. Both display characteristics of "open methods of coordination" (OMC): management by objectives; use of targets and indicators; regular national and EU reporting; peer pressure; exchange of good practices. Historically, the development of one has been directly influenced by the existence of the other, until they were in effect merged as of 2005.
An essential feature of these two instruments lies in their paradoxical ability to cater for policy activism at the highest level while ensuring a degree of institutional predictability. Policy activism implies the possibility to foster new initiatives and regularly question agreed priorities at EU level. Institutional predictability requires an established policy and administrative framework to which stakeholders can adhere. Experience shows, however, that there is a risk to combine the worst of both worlds, with volatile policy priorities blurring the sense of direction of EU action and an administrative routine mainly reserved to the civil service elite. The legitimacy and effectiveness of these instruments therefore largely depend on the capacity of the EU to navigate between the Charyb of an all-out political agenda and the Scylla of the bureaucratisation trap.
This intrinsic tension is constitutive of the "OMC syndrome" facing EU action in a number of symbolic policy domains closely identified with national sovereignty. It also reflects, more fundamentally, the political, cultural and diplomatic nature of these processes: beyond their assigned objectives, these instruments are also important vehicles to build a common language, sustain dialogue and reinforce a sense of identity at EU level. The ability to review and reinvent policy instruments is therefore part of a wider political and institutional construct, in which significant cornerstones of EU socio-economic governance are being laid down, while others are still being tested and developed.
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1. Introduction
The European Employment Strategy (EES) is celebrating its ten-year anniversary this autumn. Since it was launched at the extraordinary European Luxembourg summit of November 1997, the EES has been the main policy instrument to coordinate employment policies in the European Union. It has also become established as the employment pillar of the wider Lisbon Agenda set up in March 2000 by the EU in order "to become the most competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world, capable of sustainable economic growth with more and better jobs and greater social cohesion". 
The purpose of this article is to look at the "instrumentation" of the EES and of the Lisbon Strategy, by shedding light on their development and interaction over the last decade. The fact that the EES preceded the Lisbon Strategy is of importance for the conception of the latter in 2000, as well as for the substance and dynamics of its revision in 2005. Reciprocally, the scope and momentum of the EES have been radically altered by the blossoming of the Lisbon Strategy and its subsequent streamlining.
The development of these instruments cannot be distinguished from their political, institutional and economic context
. The EES was set up in the aftermath of the "euro-sclerosis" of the early 1990s and against the backdrop of the move towards economic and monetary union (EMU). It builds on the premises of the 1994 "Essen Strategy" and on the outcomes of the 1996 intergovernmental conference. It reflects the political circumstances of 1997, such as the first euro-demonstrations linked to the closure of a Renault plant near Vilvorde in Belgium and the change in governments in a number of major Member States, such as the UK and France. This unprecedented context led the European Council to initiate the EES in anticipation of the coming into force of the new provisions on employment foreseen by the Amsterdam Treaty. 
The Lisbon Agenda was established a couple of years later in the context of buoyant economic and job expansion, characterised by the "internet bubble" and renewed hopes to reach "full employment" by the end of the decade. The subsequent years of sluggish economic growth, coupled with the enlargement of the EU and a more diverse political spectrum across EU governments, gradually changed the dominant perception of the role and priorities of the EU in the economic and employment fields. It was against this background that the Lisbon Strategy was profoundly revised early in 2005, with a more exclusive focus on "growth" and "jobs" and a closer association between the EES and the Broad Economic Policy Guidelines (BEPGs) to form a new single policy process.
The EES and the Lisbon Strategy are closely interlinked not just in terms of substance and dynamics, but also in terms of procedures and techniques. Both display characteristics of open methods of coordination (OMC) and are confronted with the same soft-law paradox, which is referred to here as an "OMC syndrome": on the one hand, the need to constantly fuel the policy process with new initiatives and regularly question agreed policy priorities; on the other hand, the need to rely on stable institutional and administrative arrangements to ensure the delivery of agreed policy priorities. As a result, the EU is often led to navigate between the Charyb of an all-out political agenda and the Scylla of the bureaucratisation trap. 
This intrinsic tension between policy activism and administrative routine may be seen as an in-built weakness of the institutional and political setting. Yet, it should also be understood as a condition for the legitimacy and effectiveness of these instruments, which must cope with diverse socio-economic realities and changing political priorities across Member States. The ability to review and reinvent these instruments over time is therefore an essential mechanism in order to let new views emerge on the EU forum and to feed what is also, in essence, a political, cultural and diplomatic dialogue. 
After analysing the key features of the EES (section 1) and of the Lisbon Strategy (section 2), this article reviews the essence of the "OMC syndrome" facing EU action in socio-economic policy domains traditionally associated with national sovereignty (section 3). 
2. The European Employment Strategy: a front-runner OMC

2.1. Delivering the EES: key tools at hand

When Heads of State and Government launched the EES in November 1997, the ambition was to achieve decisive progress within five years. Through the establishment of EU objectives, the EES was meant to serve both as an instrument for the co-ordination of employment policies at EU level and as a framework for action at national level. It was decided to build the new process on the four main tools foreseen in the Amsterdam Treaty. These tools have been developed gradually:
· Employment guidelines setting out employment priorities for the whole EU: the first guidelines were adopted by the Council in December 1997, just a few weeks after the Luxembourg summit. They were initially structured around four pillars: improving employability; developing entrepreneurship; encouraging adaptability; strengthening equality between women and men. The guidelines have been amended or confirmed every year since, with a tendency to expand and become more precise, including through the use of quantitative objectives. A significant revision of the EES took place in 2003 to take stock of the first five years. Three central objectives were flagged in the new guidelines: full employment; quality and productivity at work; social and territorial cohesion. The number of guidelines was reduced to ten ("the ten commandments"), with greater emphasis given to "governance" issues, such as the involvement of social partners and of local and regional authorities. Early 2005, the guidelines were amended again to reflect the work of the independent Employment Taskforce chaired by Wim Kok and fit the "integrated" approach of the new Lisbon Strategy. Since then, the employment guidelines are adopted alongside the BEPGs as a single "guidelines package". 
· Employment recommendations addressed to individual Member States: the first recommendations were proposed by the Commission in September 1999 and adopted by the Council in February 2000. The decision of the Commission to present country-specific recommendations after the second round of national action plans for employment was received with mixed feelings by the Member States at the time. While it was resented by some, a number agreed with the use of recommendations as a way to give the EES greater objectivity, leverage and credibility. This was seen as particularly important for the Member States whose priority was to secure the institutionalisation of the EES. The first recommendations were presented to the press by the then departing Commissioner as "recommendations from the Commission to the Member States". It was rapidly clarified that, legally speaking, the Commission was only proposing a "recommendation for a Council recommendation", therefore giving the Member States the final say on the exact formulation of the document. Recommendations have been proposed, amended and/or confirmed every year since, with the noticeable exception of the years 2005/2006 dedicated to the revision of the Lisbon Strategy.
· National action plans for employment: every Member State is to draw up an annual national action plan (NAP) which takes account of the agreed guidelines and recommendations, and respects a common methodology. Since 1998, the NAPs have been important vehicles for national governments to publicise and prioritise their employment policy, as well as to export at EU level so-called "good practices". The NAPs form the basis for the Commission to assess annually performances and policy progress at national level, as well as to decide on possible changes to the guidelines and recommendations for the following year. These are also the main documents under scrutiny during the "peer reviews" of the Employment Committee - the Council Committee composed of representatives of national employment administrations -, where Member States cross-examine their priorities and programmes. The centrality, visibility and ownership of the NAPs within the national make-up have varied greatly across Member States, as well as over time. Since the revision of the Lisbon Strategy, the NAPs have been subsumed into the national reform programmes (NRPs) for growth and jobs.

· Joint employment reports: the Commission and the Council are to examine jointly each national action plan and present annually a joint employment report (JER). The JER typically includes an overall assessment of the employment situation and performances of the EU, as well as an assessment of the policy measures taken in response to the guidelines and recommendations of the corresponding year. The general assessment is complemented with country-specific fiches, which summarise and comment on each NAP. As for the guidelines and recommendations, the Commission has the first say in the form of a draft JER, which is then discussed by the Employment Committee and agreed by the Council. The executive summary of the JER is also used as the basis for the (Employment) Council to issue its annual "key messages" to the Spring summit.
This rolling programme of yearly planning, monitoring, examination and re-adjustment of EU and national employment priorities introduced a new mode of governance within the EU, before the term of OMC was coined in the conclusions of the Lisbon summit of March 2000. Obviously, not everything was new in the EES at the time, and it is possible to trace back its essential features to the policy and institutional context of the early 1990s, notably the convergence mechanisms put in place for EMU. Yet, the EES was rather unprecedented in that it established employment as a new policy priority at the top of the EU agenda, while making policy progress directly dependent on a series of "soft-law" devices: management by objectives, annual reporting at national and EU level, country surveillance, mutual learning, "peer pressure" and monitoring of progress through common indicators. 
2.2. Characteristics of the EES 

Among the "soft-law" instruments, the label "open method of coordination" is often a matter of debate in the academic and administrative worlds. The following four criteria are of particular significance to recognise an OMC:
· the establishment of guidelines/common objectives for the EU combined with specific timetables for achieving the goals; 

· the development of quantitative and qualitative indicators and benchmarks as a means of comparing best practice;
· the translation of European guidelines and objectives into specific and adapted national and regional targets and measures; 
· periodic monitoring, evaluation and peer review organised as mutual learning processes.

Although it is generally described as one of the first OMC processes, the EES displays a number of features which make it rather unique compared to other similar instruments
. The following six characteristics are specific to the EES: 
· The EES is anchored in the Treaty. Similarly to the BEPGs, the basic parameters of the EES, such as its annual reporting process, are defined in the EC Treaty, with Title VIII specifically dedicated to employment issues. Unlike the BEPGs, a role is also foreseen for the European Parliament, the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions, as well as for the Employment Committee and the European social partners. The fact that the modus operandi of the EES is spelled out in the Treaty has always been an essential element to be taken into account in the discussion about the process itself. This was particularly important at times when the EES needed to secure some recognition in comparison to the BEPGs, or when the added value of its various elements (guidelines, recommendations, NAPs, JER, etc.) was called into question.
· The EES combines the use of general guidelines with the possibility to issue country-specific recommendations. The adoption of guidelines obliges the EU to define its employment agenda on an annual basis, by setting broad priorities and targets for the EU as a whole against which the performances and policies of each Member State can be compared. The adoption of country-specific recommendations allows for a greater degree of precision as to the exact nature and scale of the challenges at national level, with most Member States insisting that their "situation of departure", rather than the ultimate EU benchmarks, be duly taken in account. The need to differentiate policy messages according to national situations has become even more salient after the EU enlargement to ten new Member States in May 2004. The use of recommendations has been the subject of an intense discussion at the time of the revision of the Lisbon Strategy in 2004 and 2005. While the substance of the guidelines was only marginally amended, the Commission decided to restrain from proposing new recommendations for some time, and only issued a new set of recommendations after the second round of national reform programmes for growth and jobs, in December 2006. 
· The EES is built on quantitative targets and backed up by a comprehensive statistical infrastructure. While it was initially heavily dependent on, and largely inspired from, the work of the OECD and the International Labour Organisation, the EU had already started developing its own research activities on employment issues by the late 1980s, as exemplified by the first edition of the Commission's annual Employment in Europe report in 1989 and the development of the European Labour Force Survey, the main statistical source of information of the EU in this field. This paved the way for a common analytical and statistical framework to be largely in place at EU level by the mid-1990s, on which the idea of setting EU-wide targets and monitoring indicators could mature. While the policy target of an employment rate of 70% initially proposed by the Commission was not taken up by the Luxembourg European Council in 1997, it was eventually introduced by the Lisbon European Council of March 2000, alongside a target on female employment rate and the reduction of early school leaving. The Stockholm European Council of March 2001 added targets related to older workers and childcare facilities. Building on the work of Eurostat and other Commission's services, the sub-group on indicators of the Employment Committee has gradually developed a detailed list of indicators in order to monitor policy progress and performances in the framework of the EES. Subsequently, additional quantitative objectives were added to the employment guidelines and refined over the years, for instance on access to training and on prevention/activation of people in situation of unemployment.
· The Employment Committee (EMCO) plays a central role in steering the EES. EMCO is composed of representatives of Member States, usually top civil servants in charge of employment in the relevant national ministries. Contrary to a number of OMC processes where the Commission is presiding over the work of the related committees, EMCO is a Council body, recognised by the Treaty and chaired by one of its members on a rotating basis. The Commission plays an active role as secretariat. EMCO fulfils many tasks in relation to the EES: negotiation of the Council's key messages in view of the European Council; discussion of the guidelines and recommendations; amendments to the JER; agreement on the methodology for the NAPs and on the list of indicators; "peer reviews"; etc. In so doing, the work of EMCO largely replaces discussion in Coreper. The President of EMCO also attends Council meetings.
· The EES serves as the policy framework for other EU instruments and activities in the employment field. In addition to the EES, four main instruments exist to address employment issues at EU level: EU legislation (for instance in the area of health and safety at work); social dialogue between European social partners at cross-industry and sectoral levels; direct and indirect financial support, through the European Social Fund and EU-level funding mechanisms, such as the former EQUAL and the current PROGRESS programmes; the requirement of Article 127 of the Treaty to mainstream employment objectives in all policies, which for instance forces the Commission to reflect on this dimension when developing impact assessments for its proposals. Being an instrument meant to coordinate national employment policies and set priorities for the EU as a whole, the EES has also increasingly served as the reference policy framework - a sort of "mantra" - through which other EU instruments in the employment field have been conceived. This is reflected in the themes at the core of the European social dialogue in recent years. It is also apparent in the re-design of the European Social Fund for the period 2007-2013.
Given its precedence and specificities, as well as the panoply of its tools and techniques, the EES has often been described as an archetype of OMC process. In practice, the EES has served as a direct source of inspiration for the development of policy instruments in related areas, such as social inclusion, social protection, education and training, and the integration of migrants. 
2.3. Two findings on the EES

There are a number of lessons to be drawn from the experience of the EES in terms of the policy dynamics and substance of EU action
. For the purpose of this article, it is important to insist on two main findings.
The first main finding is rather trivial: much has happened to the EES since its launch in 1997, with many reviews, amendments, reforms, streamlining efforts and timetable adjustments from one year to the other. This shows that the EES is a moving political and institutional object, which must fare between political winds and socio-economic tides. This also confirms that, while the EES may have developed a coherence of its own and reached a certain degree of institutionalisation, circumstances matter and breakthroughs and policy shifts are always possible. 
This is particularly manifest in the period between 2003 and 2005, with the creation by the European Council of a "European Employment Taskforce" and the following year of a "High-Level Group for the review of the Lisbon Strategy" both chaired by Wim Kok, the former Prime Minister of the Netherlands. From an institutional point of view, the creation by the March 2003 European Council of an independent Taskforce
 to review the employment situation of the EU came as a surprise: the Commission had just carried out an evaluation of the first five years of the EES pointing at structural improvements of the labour market and the Council had just adopted a radically new set of employment guidelines and recommendations early in 2003. Yet, at a time when EU cyclical unemployment was picking again, the prevailing political perception among EU leaders was that nothing had actually changed, and that high-level political action was needed in the face of the economic slowdown. Eventually, the mandate of the Taskforce was such that its report, delivered in November 2003, would feed into the EES mainstream policy cycle, leading to an amended set of employment recommendations in 2004. Mr Kok was appointed again by the Spring 2004 European Council to carry out a similar task for the Lisbon Strategy as a whole. 

The second main finding is that, below the surface of the political and institutional context, the EES has been an incremental process, gradually building its own dynamics, enlarging its scope and deepening its content over time. The establishment of a common analytical language was a necessary first step in the early years of the strategy, which went hand-in-hand with the development of common indicators at EU level. Without such conceptual and statistical infrastructures already in place, the strategy would not have developed as it did. The second step was to use this common grid to establish a shared diagnosis of employment challenges and priorities at EU and national level, in the form of common objectives and targets, also allowing for cross-country assessment and exchange of experiences. 
On that basis, the scope and content of the EES have grown and deepened over time. The EES now covers 27 Member States instead of 15. It encompasses subjects which were not prominent at EU level earlier on (such as wages, quality and productivity of work, childcare, immigration, undeclared work, minority issues) and which reflect the full scope of employment policies, not just labour market reforms in the narrow sense. The EES has also led to the development of new techniques and activities at EU level, such as the mainstreaming of employment concerns in other policy fields and the development of peer review mechanisms to support mutual learning. At the same time, the EES has been a catalyst to develop and deepen employment analysis at EU level, both in terms of the evaluation of performances (through the Employment in Europe reports) and in terms of the monitoring of policy progress (through the Joint Employment Reports and the establishment of a European Employment Observatory). In this respect, the existence and deepening of the EES has also contributed to bridging the gap between research and policy-making at EU level, and served the move towards a more evidence-based policy-making. 
Yet, there is also a price to pay for this apparent success. While the EES has been a source of inspiration for other OMC processes in closely related areas such as social inclusion or education and training, the development of the latter may have gradually blurred the sense of identity and the added value of the EES, with an increasing risk of overlaps, both in terms of substance and in terms of reporting. Hence, in addition to the long-lasting debate on the articulation between the BEPGs and the EES, new voices have been raised in favour of a streamlining of the various processes. These are important lessons for the study of the Lisbon Strategy, as well as for illustrating the "OMC syndrome" facing EU action in these domains.
3. The Lisbon Strategy: from blossoming to streamlining 

3.1. A "new strategic goal" served by an "overall strategy"

When it was launched in March 2000, the Lisbon Strategy was presented by the European Council as the main vehicle for a new EU ambition: "to become the most competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world, capable of sustainable economic growth with more and better jobs and greater social cohesion". This "strategic goal" required an "overall strategy", which took the form of a series of initiatives in domains such as information and communication technologies, research and innovation, entrepreneurship, the internal market, employment, education and training, social protection and the fight against social exclusion.
Interestingly, the Lisbon conclusions insisted on the mechanisms to put in place to deliver this new ambition. The new strategy was to be achieved "by improving the existing processes, introducing a new open method of coordination at all levels, coupled with a stronger guiding and coordinating role for the European Council to ensure a more coherent strategic direction and effective monitoring of progress". The central role of the European Council was stressed: "a meeting of the European Council to be held every Spring will define the relevant mandates and ensure that they are followed up". 
The conclusions also called for "a more coherent and systematic approach" between the various processes already in place, notably the EES (referred to at the time as the Luxembourg process), the BEPGs, the Cardiff process initiated in June 1998 to cover structural reforms in the field of product markets and the Cologne process initiated in June 1999 to improve macro-economic dialogue at EU level. 
As far as the EES was concerned, the Lisbon European Council confirmed its role and called for "a new impetus (…) by enriching the guidelines and giving them more concrete targets", introducing for the first time EU-wide employment rate targets for the year 2010 and inviting Member States to set their own targets in their NAPs.
3.2. The "Lisbon galaxy": experience of Lisbon 1 (2000-2005)

The experience of the first five years of the Lisbon Strategy has been widely commented [refer to bibliography]. The mid-term re-assessment of the Strategy took place against the background of the sluggish economic performances of the years 2002-2005.
Unsurprisingly, the report delivered by the Wim Kok's group in November 2004
 insisted on the drawbacks of the initial Strategy: "the disappointing delivery of the strategy has been due primarily to a lack of determined political action. The agenda has been overloaded, coordination has been poor and there have been conflicting priorities". While the economic circumstances were acknowledged, the Group therefore considered the weak governance of the Strategy as the main culprit.
In order to ensure greater political ownership of the Strategy, the group recommended that: "the European Council (should) take the lead in driving the strategy forward; the Member States (should) prepare national action programmes to commit themselves to delivery and engage citizens and stakeholders in the process; the European Commission (should) review, report on, facilitate and communicate progress and to support it by its policies and actions; the European Parliament (should) play a more proactive role in monitoring performance; the European social partners (should) take up their responsibility and actively participate in the implementation of the Lisbon strategy". 

With the introduction of a system of annual reporting, what the Kok's group recommended was, in effect, the creation of an OMC at the highest level, or an OMC of OMCs, which would replace and streamline existing instruments. In this respect, the suggestions of the group echoed the spirit of the Lisbon conclusions of March 2000, by giving the European Council a key role and calling on the mobilisation of all actors at EU and national level. At the same time, they sought to remedy one of the paradoxes of Lisbon 1: while the Lisbon conclusions had called for an increasing "use of OMC at all levels", it had not created an OMC for the Lisbon Strategy itself. 
The criticisms of Lisbon I as a coordination instrument may be well grounded. Yet, the initial phase of the Lisbon Strategy was all but insignificant. Two aspects should be borne in mind for the purpose of this article. 

The first key feature of Lisbon 1 is that it was largely an undefined policy instrument, much more of a "galaxy" of initiatives than a strategy as such. It is actually quite telling that it was commonly referred to as the Lisbon agenda at the time, before the term Lisbon Strategy eventually prevailed. 

The ambition of the Lisbon conclusions was clear, and indeed far-reaching, but the strategy was so broad that it necessarily encompassed a wide range of diverse initiatives in fields such as economic, social and employment policy. The Stockholm summit also added priorities in the field of environmental policy the following year. In effect, the initial Lisbon Strategy served mostly as a loose, yet important, label to designate the series of initiatives kick-started in 2000. 

Lisbon 1 nevertheless had a clear impact, in that it initiated a period of "experimentalist governance"
 within the EU, with the blossoming of a number of OMC-type processes in various policy domains: enterprise policy (European Charter for small enterprises, enterprise scoreboard); innovation policy (innovation scoreboard); research (3% GDP spending target); information society (eEurope action plans); social protection and social inclusion; education (Education and Training Work Programme 2010); youth ("Youth Pact"); environment (Environmental Technologies Action Plan). 

An in-depth evaluation of these processes is not easy: the application of the OMC varies in all these sectors and has been in constant evolution. Moreover, most of these processes only had a short life-span before they were merged into the revised Lisbon Strategy. Yet, this blossoming of initiatives has contributed to lay the ground for further developments, in at least two respects. 
On the one hand, these OMC have been important tools to find a consensus at EU level and to identity possible common goals in relatively new policy areas, which were traditionally reserved to Member States. They have also initiated a more structured exchange of information and some form of cooperation between the Member States, reaching out new stakeholders and gradually mobilising new layers of the national political, administrative and research communities. These were important cornerstones on which the revision of the Lisbon Strategy would build a few years later. 

On the other hand, the multiplication of these processes in related areas has increasingly created a risk of overlaps and contradictions, whether in terms of policy messages or of policy instruments. There was also a risk of administrative overload, with complex if not excessive reporting requirements at national and EU level. The resulting lack of readability of EU action was one of the main critics of the Kok's group when it described the Lisbon Agenda as being "about everything, and therefore about nothing". Hence, the perceived need to simplify and streamline the governance of the Lisbon Strategy at the occasion of its mid-term review.

The second key feature of Lisbon 1 is that it established a new policy cycle at the highest level, by designating the Spring European Council as the annual "rendez-vous" of EU leaders to review socio-economic challenges and priorities. This tradition has been confirmed ever since, with significant implications for EU activities.

One immediate consequence was the need to re-adjust the policy cycle of the various Lisbon-related processes on the basis of a new annual rhythm. Since the Lisbon summit, EU processes in the socio-economic field are naturally led to "converge" towards the Spring European Council, with each Council formation issuing its annual key messages late February/early March. In the case of the EES, this led the Commission and the Member States to agree on a new annual timetable, with NAPs to be presented early Autumn so that the Commission could present a draft JER later in the same year or early the following year, in time for the Council to adopt the JER and agree on its key messages in February at the latest. The practice of holding tripartite social summits with the social partners on the eve of the Spring summit has also gradually been established.
Another consequence is the increasing polarisation of EU work on socio-economic files during the year. While the first semester is now packed with high-level meetings and discussion, the second semester is traditionally devoted to reporting at national level and internal assessment within Commission's services, with no significant deliverables to discuss. In the absence of a formal "rendez-vous" in autumn, a number of "second semester Presidencies" have sought to address socio-economic issues through informal European summits, as was done in Hampton Court and Lahti in October 2005 and 2006 respectively.
Last but not least, the conclusions of the Lisbon summit reiterated the important idea that coordination was to take place at the highest level. Calling on the direct responsibility of Heads of State and Government is important for the legitimacy of the strategy, but it is also perceived as a condition for its effectiveness. In particular, this should help overcome the fragmentation of EU action across policy domains and ensure that there is no overlap, gaps or cacophony between the various Council formations. This idea was already central at the time of the extraordinary summit on employment in November 1997: Heads of State and Prime ministers were meant to take direct responsibility for the EES also as a way to overcome the fruitless rivalries between employment and economic affairs ministries and Councils. A more political, less bureaucratic, profile is also to be seen in close conjunction with the wish to communicate and raise awareness about the EES and the Lisbon Strategy in general.
3.3. Reviewing Lisbon: the "integrated" governance of Lisbon 2 (post 2005)

Early 2005, the Commission presented its vision for a "new start" of the Lisbon Strategy. This was one of the first strategic decisions of the new College at the time. The proposals of the Commission were largely endorsed by the conclusions of the Spring 2005 European Council.

The new governance of the Lisbon Strategy was to follow closely the recommendations of the Kok's group
. It was also very much inspired from the methodology and policy cycle already used for the EES. In essence, the review translated into: a re-focusing of the Strategy on the twin objectives of "growth" and "jobs"; the "integration" of the BEPGs and of the employment guidelines into a single "guidelines package" structured around macro-economic, micro-economic and employment pillars; a call on the Member States to prepare annual national reform programmes (NRPs) for growth and jobs, to be followed by an assessment by the Commission in the form of an annual progress report (APR); a revision and simplification of the so-called structural indicators in order to monitor progress. As a parallel to the NRPs, the Commission adopted a Community Lisbon Programme (CLP) identifying key priority actions envisaged at EU level. The distinction between the CLP and the NRPs was also seen as a way to clarify the role and responsibilities of each level.
Although it is based on an annual cycle, the new strategy was to have a three-year time horizon (2005-2008). The guidelines would remain set for three years. Year 1 (2005) would be dedicated to the definition of new objectives and priorities at EU and national level. Year 2 (2006) would be used for the delivery and monitoring of the programmes. Year 3 (2007) would serve to take stock of the experience and prepare the following period (post-2008). 
There was, however, a noticeable deviation compared to the suggestions of the Kok's group: there was no intention on the part of the Commission, and no willingness on the part of the Council, to insist on the "naming" and "shaming" elements of the strategy, at least temporarily. This, in effect, meant that the Commission played down, in its various reports, the previous practice of ranking Member States in relation to EU targets and benchmarks. There was also no attempt to group Member States depending on their state of progress ("no league tables"): each Member State was to be assessed on its own merits. The Commission did not propose country-specific recommendations either for the years 2005 and 2006, in recognition of the fact that Lisbon 2 was meant to be a "new start". This certainly facilitated the acceptance of the new process by the Member States at the time. Yet, this also raised doubts as to the effectiveness of the "reborn" Lisbon Strategy
, with too many "carrots" and not enough "sticks", and interesting discussion as to whether "naming" and "faming" Member States can prove a more effective strategy than "naming" and "shaming".
As time passed, Lisbon 2 developed in a somewhat similar way as the EES had done: the methodology for the preparation and assessment of the NRPs became more precise; the use of targets (for instance 3% of GDP spending on R&D and the employment rate targets) was acknowledged as necessary for the momentum of the strategy; the Commission proposed and the Council agreed a set of country-specific recommendations following the second round of NRPs.
Although it is too early to take stock of Lisbon 2, three preliminary lessons can be drawn.
The first lesson is that the "integrated governance" of the new Lisbon Strategy is the result of a far-reaching streamlining of previously existing EU processes. The new strategy builds on, and responds to, the blossoming of EU processes and initiatives in previous years.
Two of these processes, the BEPGs and the EES, pre-existed the Lisbon Strategy, and it was indeed part of the initial Lisbon ambition to ensure greater consistency between them. Yet, this had not materialised in the first two years of the strategy. A similar call from the Barcelona summit in March 2002 led to a synchronisation of the timetables of the two instruments, but did not affect the substance of these strategies. It was only through the revision of the Strategy in 2005 that the two Treaty-based instruments were eventually put together, yet retaining their legal personality. This forced the ECOFIN, the Competitiveness and the Employment Councils, as well as their corresponding committees, to work more closely together in the adoption of the guidelines and in the monitoring of the NRPs. This also led to an unprecedented effort of cooperation within Commission's services, with the Secretariat General playing a more direct role of steer and coordination.
A significant number of other processes were developed in the framework of Lisbon 1. The review of the Lisbon Strategy in 2005 decided of their fate. Some were merged into the new governance of Lisbon 2 (enterprise policy, innovation, research, information society). Others were more clearly differentiated as separate instruments (social protection, education and training), on which relevant information should be drawn for the preparation of the NRPs and the APR. In eurojargon, the latter processes would "feed in" the Lisbon Strategy. Some of these processes have also become important elements of the wider EU Sustainable Development Strategy, as it was established by the European Council in June 2006.
The impact of the streamlining operated in 2005 remains to be evaluated. On the one hand, the more "integrated" approach of Lisbon 2 is expected to bring a number of "benefits": greater readability and visibility of EU objectives and action; simpler and clearer reporting mechanisms at all level; greater ability to develop a comprehensive and consistent approach of socio-economic issues (e.g. consistency between macro-economic policy and structural reforms; greater synergies between reforms in the product, financial and labour markets; informed discussion on the best timing and sequencing of reforms). On the other hand, by suppressing or simplifying a number of instruments, there is a risk to lose out in terms of available information, as well as in terms of stakeholders' engagement in the various processes.
The second lesson relates to the dynamics of the revision of the Lisbon Strategy in 2004/2005. In institutional and administrative terms, this review took place at an unprecedented pace: report of the Kok's group in November 2004; Communication on a "new start" from the Commission early February 2005; Spring European Council in March; proposal for integrated guidelines in April and subsequent adoption by the various Council formations; methodological note for the NRPs in May; bilateral meetings between the Commission's services and each Member State in June/July; adoption of the Community Lisbon Programme in July; first meeting of the so-called Lisbon coordinators representing the Member States in September; submission of the NRPs in October; first annual progress report of the Commission in January 2006. 
The pace at which the Lisbon Strategy was reviewed may be a good indicator of the political support such a revision enjoyed at the time. It also reflects the technical capacity of the EU system to reform itself, thanks to the knowledge of the files under discussion and to more or less established practices. The institutional and administrative experience gathered in Commission, Council and the Member States in operating the EES and the BEPGs certainly played an important role. Be it in terms of substance of the files (country and thematic expertise) or in terms of techniques and procedures used (drafting of guidelines, elaboration of a methodology for the NRPs, negotiations in Council, role of the Parliament, organisation of bilateral meetings with Member States, drafting of APR, etc.), the (re-)invention of Lisbon 2 over 2004/2005 could build on the "state-of-the-art" of OMC techniques deployed in the preceding years. 
The third lesson is that, although it is too early to judge, one should not overlook the potential of the revised Lisbon Strategy. There are at least four areas where further developments may occur, and are indeed sought as a way to strengthen the new strategy:
· Ownership, transparency and communication of the strategy: while the Lisbon Agenda is very much present in the political discourse since 2000, the mechanisms established by Lisbon 2 are not (yet) widely known or adhered to beyond the European circles
. As was the case for the EES, the EU is therefore looking for ways to improve the visibility of its strategy, and ensure greater awareness and inputs from stakeholders at all levels. One such way suggested by the Kok's group and echoed by the Commission is to designate a Minister in charge of the strategy (so-called "Mr/Mrs Lisbon") so as to give greater steer and profile to the process.
· Overall coordination and articulation of the strategy: although it could build on the experience of the previous mechanisms, the first years of Lisbon 2 were also the occasion to invent new coordination mechanisms at EU level. One of the political and technical difficulties of Lisbon 2 is to combine the legal requirements of two Treaty-based instruments, the EES and BEPGs. This implies for instance dealing with two distinct legal bases for issuing guidelines and recommendations. This also requires the Commission to present employment guidelines and seek the opinion of the Parliament every year, although the Council has agreed that the guidelines should remain stable. Another challenge relates to the need to articulate the views and procedures of three Council formations (Ecofin, Competitiveness and Employment) and of their respective committees. The need for coordination at the highest level, both at national and EU level, led to the creation of a group of "Lisbon coordinators" appointed by the Member States. The group, often composed of junior ministers and/or top civil servants in Prime Minister's offices, is meant to meet occasionally in Brussels to review progress with the strategy.
· Refining the tools at hands: in its annual progress reports, the Commission has highlighted ways in which the tools put in place in 2005 could be improved: the methodology for the NRPs was to be made more precise so as to compare structural reforms and monitor progress; new mechanisms of exchange of good practices and mutual learning could be developed; "Mr/Mrs Lisbon" and "the Lisbon coordinators" could play a greater role to steer and publicise the Strategy; country-specific recommendations were considered useful again following the second round of NRPs.
· Linkage with other EU instruments: several processes and initiatives gravitate around the Lisbon Strategy, with the latter giving a broad policy direction and possibilities of cross-fertilisation between the various processes. This is notably the case of the wider, longer-term Sustainable Development Strategy. This is also the case of ad hoc initiatives such as recent proposals in the energy field or the on-going review of the single market. But the most significant spill-over effect of Lisbon 2 is to be found in the structural funds for the period 2007-2013 with the requirement to "earmark" 60% of expenditure for the Convergence objective and 75% of expenditure for the Regional competitiveness and employment objective for "Lisbon-type" of activities. While the exact impact of such earmarking on growth and jobs remains to be seen, it will no doubt have a far-reaching impact on the way in which local and regional authorities will approach the strategy. As was the case for the EES with the European Social Fund, linking the Lisbon Strategy with the financial lever of the structural funds may prove a very effective way to publicise EU action and reach out a wider range of stakeholders on the ground.
Ideas for the continuation of the Lisbon Strategy after 2008 will be put forward this autumn, with a decision expected at the 2008 Spring European Council.
4. Overcoming the "OMC syndrome"

As the experience of the EES and of the Lisbon Strategy tends to show, EU action in the socio-economic field is often confronted with a double-bind. On the one hand, the need to fuel the policy process with new initiatives, including by developing new processes or regularly questioning agreed policy priorities: this appears necessary to keep the policy momentum and ensure that related files remain at the top of the policy agenda. On the other hand, the need to rely on stable institutional and administrative arrangements: this appears necessary to ensure the clarity and predictability of EU action and facilitate delivery over time, as well as to mobilise stakeholders, raise awareness and improve ownership of EU strategies. 

This "OMC syndrome" expands beyond the EES and the Lisbon Strategy, and can be recognised to varying degrees in a number of "symbolic" policy domains closely associated with national sovereignty, such as social policy (including social inclusion, health insurance and pensions), education, culture and immigration policy. 
These domains are "symbolic" in many respects: 
· They are at the core of the national redistribution systems; their scope and corresponding institutional settings are deeply rooted in the national history and identity; they touch upon forms of solidarity which are traditionally arbitrated at a national level; the need and added value of an EU action has long been or still is under scrutiny; although the broad trends and challenges are often similar, the institutional and administrative arrangements still vary markedly across Member States, notably as regards the degree of (de-)centralisation and the role of the social partners.
· at the same time, they are at the centre of public opinion’s expectations towards the EU
; EU policies were embryonic in 1997 and have rapidly developed since then; the discrepancy between citizens' expectations and the reality of the instruments in the hands of the EU may have been the source of misunderstandings and political frustration about the EU project, especially in recent years. 
4.1. Combining policy activism and institutional predictability
It seems in the nature of most OMCs in the socio-economic field to be faced with an intrinsic tension, in the form of an apparent paradox: ensuring policy activism at the highest level while securing a degree of institutionalisation. 
Policy activism, on the one hand, implies the possibility to foster new initiatives and regularly question agreed priorities at EU level. This is both necessary and unavoidable. It is necessary to keep the political momentum and avoid the bureaucratisation of these processes. But it is also unavoidable: OMC processes are political objects, built on an understanding of what the economic, employment and social challenges and priorities are across the EU. It is therefore necessary to regularly refresh the EU policy agenda in the light of evolving socio-economic trends and changing political preferences. And new governments or Presidencies will have a tendency to export their views at EU level and seek to revisit any pre-defined policy agenda. Combining differences of views into a single framework, as well as reviewing these processes over time, is therefore largely a political and diplomatic exercise. Such reviews are all the more hazardous as most of these processes are fairly new at EU level and their detailed content and mechanisms are not cast in stone. Moreover, with the exception of the EES, most lack recognition in the Treaty. Policy circumstances matter and shifts are always possible.
Institutional predictability, on the other hand, implies an established policy and administrative framework to which stakeholders can adhere. This may require stable policy guidelines, regular reporting processes, fixed monitoring and review mechanisms, as well as established channels of mutual learning and exchange of good practices. Stable institutional and administrative arrangements are essential to structure the work at EU level, to make EU policy priorities operational and ensure effective delivery and lasting implementation on the ground. Such stability is also justified by the nature of the issues under consideration: socio-economic trends and structural reforms in the labour market, social protection or educational systems take time to materialise and operate on a time horizon of several years, which do not necessarily fit a process of annual reporting. Some form of predictability is also important in order to mobilise a larger range of stakeholders and secure ownership of EU strategies at the national and sub-national level. There is sometimes a gap between one or several years before a new policy framework put in place at EU level is known and used at the sub-national level. Some form of stability is particularly important when OMC processes serve as the policy framework for other legal or financial instruments, such as the programming of the structural funds for the period 2007-2013. 

Experience shows, however, that there is often a risk to combine the worst of both worlds, with policy activism leading to volatile policy priorities and an endless multiplication of initiatives blurring the sense of direction of EU action, while institutional predictability would turn into an administrative routine mainly reserved to the civil service elite. This would be detrimental to the strategies, making it difficult for actors most concerned at EU, national and regional level to own and publicise EU action. 
The legitimacy and effectiveness of these instruments therefore largely depend on the capacity of the EU to navigate between the Charyb of an all-out political agenda and the Scylla of the bureaucratisation trap. 
This may call for a combination of tools and techniques depending on the circumstances: unchanged policy prescriptions for a certain period as a way to stabilise the policy framework, for instance the three-year time horizon of the Lisbon 2 guidelines; agreed roadmaps and set timetables for reviews; possibility to lighten reporting requirements in transition years; strengthening of the mutual learning activities to reach out stakeholders beyond the EU and national administrative layers; use of rotating Presidencies in order to explore certain aspects of the agreed policy agenda, while mitigating the risk of calling into question existing priorities and processes every six months; etc. 
4.2. The fate of OMCs: from experimentation to consolidation
The appreciation of OMC processes by the Commission may have sounded somehow critical at the time of the 2001 White Paper of governance
. The streamlining operated at the occasion of the review of the Lisbon Strategy may also give the impression that a "roll back" was deemed necessary. It is also quite telling that, during the work of the Convention later to be reflected in the draft Constitutional Treaty
, Member States recognised the importance of the OMC as a policy instrument but did not radically alter the balance of powers and instruments defined in Amsterdam (with the notable exception of migration issues). 

Yet, in practice, the Commission has proposed, and the Council has agreed, a number of such processes over the years. Such a development is exemplary of a period of "experimentalist governance", in which significant cornerstones of EU socio-economic governance have been laid down, while others are still being tested and developed.
For illustrative purposes, one can distinguish between two phases. In a first phase, initiated in the late 1990s, the Commission has laid the ground for EU action in each of new policy field, by bringing to the light a number of common objectives and proposing a number of operational policy processes: this can be qualified as an experimental phase. These objectives and processes largely reflected the specificities of the various domains under consideration, and were developed in close contact with EU stakeholders concerned.

In a second phase, as these policy domains were being developed and operated, the perception of a mushrooming of initiatives and the experience gained have gradually led the EU to adjust these instruments. This resulted in attempts to clarify policy priorities and simplify processes, including through a better articulation of initiatives across policy domains: this can be seen as a consolidation phase, which reached its peak over the years 2003-2005. This corresponded to the accession of the new Member States, the arrival of a new Commission and the relaunch of the Lisbon Strategy. The failure to adopt the new Constitutional Treaty could mean that this paradigm of policy consolidation would remain largely untouched for a few more years.

This initial first wave of OMCs has had mixed, yet significant effects. On the one hand, the OMCs have often proved an effective mechanism to find consensus at EU level on the need to carry out important structural reforms and identify strategic common goals in a number of relatively new policy areas. They have served to reinforce cooperation between the Community level and national governments, also allowing the Commission to extend its area of influence into new policy areas traditionally reserved in exclusivity to Member States. In most areas, they have been a useful tool EU level to identify and exchange best practices and improve cooperation between Member States. They have also been a useful source of information at national level, in order to help Member States' authorities identify key policy challenges, policy trends and responses as well as benchmarks to evaluate policy decisions. 

The impact of such processes should not be overlooked. OMCs have taken time to be built up and been the subject of intense discussion at EU level. The experience of one policy domain has often been considered and sometimes copied for the development of the others. New statistical, country-specific and sector-specific evidence have become available at EU level. New administrative, institutional and non-governmental actors have been mobilised as part of the various processes. New procedures and committees have been established.
On the other hand, the OMCs have often shown limitations as a governance tool to drive the necessary structural changes at national level. A number of Member States remain reluctant to commit themselves to the objectives agreed. In sensitive issues, they tend to escape from peer review exercises or may simply refuse to report on progress. Besides, the method focuses on Member States' central administrations and has difficulty involving relevant stakeholders such as regional and local entities, business community, social partners and civil society at large. In many cases, the multiplication of OMCs may have deviated Member States' attention and scare resources from concrete implementation, and created complex and excessive reporting. 
The ability of the Member States to engage, follow and benefit fully from EU processes varies markedly. This may be partly a matter of resources involved in EU activities at the national level, and there may be cases of administrative fatigue or staff overload as new EU processes are being developed. It may also be a deliberate political choice given the impact that such processes may have on domestic policies and debates. From a Member State's perspective, there is always a risk that the end result of a collective discussion, as is the case of country-specific recommendations and other benchmarking mechanisms, will not serve its specific interests. Although they are the key to the success of these strategies, transparency and peer pressure may also bring about "undesirable" spill-over effects. Still, the active participation of the new Member States in these strategies when joining the Union can be seen as a sign that the risk of "undesirable" effects does not necessarily outweigh the potential benefit in terms of support in the domestic policy debate. 
5. Conclusion: more than a "talk-shop"
EU action in the economic, employment and social fields is faced with an "OMC syndrome": it must ensure policy activism and political steer at the highest level while securing institutional and administrative predictability for other stakeholders to adhere. 
This intrinsic tension reflects the wider political, cultural and diplomatic nature of a number of OMC processes. These instruments serve as forums through which diverse national cultural, political and socio-economic realities are being discussed and accommodated into a single, necessarily loose, policy umbrella. The ability, and indeed the tendency, to review and reinvent these instruments over time is therefore essential in order to take account of new political preferences and changing socio-economic trends across the EU.

Such frameworks must live with their limitations and ambiguities, if not contradictions. When asked what the "three pillars" of the Lisbon Strategy are, a number of well-informed EU actors will refer to the economic, employment and social dimensions of Lisbon I, while others will point at the macro-economic, micro-economic and employment pillars of Lisbon II. The conceptual, linguistic and institutional elasticity of these processes is both a resource and a constraint. It allows for a political discussion to take place at the highest EU level on symbolic and sensitive issues traditionally reserved for the national debate. However, it also risks exacerbating the expectations, and perhaps the frustration, about the need for the EU to act in these domains, especially if OMCs are not deemed fit to deliver.  
But OMCs are more than "talk-shops": they are also important vehicles to build a common language, mobilise stakeholders over time, sustain dialogue and reinforce a sense of identity at EU level. They provide the conceptual, statistical and institutional infrastructure on which a more informed decision-making and mutual learning can take place at EU level. They are also the catalyst for self-scrutiny at national level, providing new tools and resources for the various stakeholders to use in national and sub-national debates. 
In this respect, the wave of OMCs initiated in the late 1990s would seem part of a wider political and institutional construct: it has helped define the role of the EU in domains traditionally reserved to the Member States and laid the ground for further action to mature. 
ANNEX 1 – The EES and Lisbon in their socio-economic context
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Source: Eurostat. "Employment" refers to employment growth defined as the annual percentage change in total employed population. "GDP" refers to GDP growth defined as the percentage change in the growth rate of GDP in volume compared to previous year.
ANNEX 2 – Comparing "social" open methods of coordination

Table 1. Legal bases / political mandate 
	
	Employment
	Social inclusion
	Pensions
	Education
	Integration / immigration

	Legal basis
(title)
	Title VIII: employment
	Title XI: social policy, education, 
vocational training and youth
	tbc

	Legal basis

(key articles)
	Art. 125-130
	Art. 137
	Art. 149
	tbc

	Key European Council conclusions
	Luxembourg

(1997)
	Nice

(2000)
	Göteborg / Laeken (2001)
	tbc
	tbc


Table 2. EU guidelines / objectives / targets
	
	Employment
	Social inclusion
	Pensions
	Education
	Integration / immigration

	Nature of EU objectives
	Annual guidelines
	Common objectives
	Common objectives
	tbc
	tbc

	Updates / revisions
	Amended annually since 1997 / major revisions in 2003 and 2005
	Set in 2000 / revised in 2002 / streamlined in 2005 
	Set in 2001 / end 2004
	Art. 149
	tbc

	EU targets
	Yes


(employment rates and for specific guidelines)
	No


(proposed by Commission - Member States invited to set targets)
	No

(employment targets partly apply)
	Benchmarks
	tbc


Table 3. National action plans / reporting at national level

To be completed
Table 4. Recommendations / monitoring / peer review at EU level

	Country-specific recommendations
	Yes 

- every year
	No (country fiches)
	
	
	


Table 5. Main actors at EU level

To be completed
ANNEX 3 – OVERVIEW OF LISBON 1 AND LISBON 2
Chart 1. Visual representation of Lisbon 1 (2000-2005)
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Chart 2. Visual representation of Lisbon 2 (2005-2008)
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ANNEX 4 – LISBON 2 DECISION-MAKING PROCESS (2005-2008)
Year "n"




Year "n+1"
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Sustainable Development Strategy otection 


& social inclusion





OMC on Social Protection 





Education and Training Work Programme





Lisbon Strategy





Employment policy coordination


attracting more people, adaptability of workers and enterprises, investment in human capital





Micro-economic reforms


industrial policy, innovation and R&D,  better regulation, reforms in product, service and financial markets





Macro-economic policy coordination


stability and growth pact, public finances





June/July: Contacts between the Commission and the Member States to review preparation of the National Reform Programmes (NRP) for Growth and Jobs





Environment �(Stockholm March 2001)








April: Adoption / confirmation of Guidelines and Recommendations





��January: Presentation of APR in COREPER I & II





January: Presentation and discussion of APR in:�- Economic Policy Committee (EPC)


- Economic and Financial Committee (EFC)


- High-Level Group on Competitiveness (HLGC)


- Employment Committee (EMCO)





February: Discussion in the various committees, finalisation in COREPER I & II and subsequent adoption of key issues paper / key messages by:


- the ECOFIN Council


- the Competitiveness Council


- the Employment and Social Affairs Council





Implementation of the Community Lisbon Programme


(European Reform Programme)





February: Opinion of the European Parliament





March: Conclusions of the Spring European Council, including endorsement of key issues/messages and possible country-specific recommendations. The meeting is preceded by a tripartite social summit involving the social partners, the Presidency and the Commission.





October: Submission by the Member States of their NRP





December: Publication by the Commission of its Annual Progress Report (APR) on Growth and Jobs, including possible country-specific recommendations








� Administrator in the Secretariat General of the European Commission. This paper only commits the author and does not necessarily reflect the views of the Commission. Comments welcome: luc.tholoniat@ec.europa.eu


� The term "instrumentation" is used as defined by Lascoumes and Le Gales (2007).


� The term "experimentalist governance" is borrowed from the work of Sabel and Zeitlin (2007).


� See Annex I for an overview of the economic and employment context of the last decade.


� For a detailed account of the origins and content of the EES, see Georg Fischer and Luc Tholoniat, �"The European Employment Strategy in an enlarged EU" (2006) Zeitschrift für ArbeitsmarktForschung (Journal for Labour Market Research), Institut für Arbeitsmarkt- und Berufsforschung, 1/2006.


� Annex 2 compares the various OMC established in the social field since 1997.


� See in particular Fischer and Tholoniat (2006), ibid.


� As spelled out by the Spring 2003 European Council, the mandate of the Taskforce was "to carry out an independent in-depth examination of key employment-related policy challenges and to identify practical reform measures that can have the most direct and immediate impact on the ability of the Member States to implement the revised European Employment Strategy and to achieve its objectives and targets". The Taskforce was due to report in time for the Joint Employment Report to be submitted to the 2004 Spring European Council.


� Add reference.


� Add reference.


� Annex 3 compares the governance between Lisbon 1 and Lisbon 2 and Annex 4 presents Lisbon 2.


� See for instance, André Sapir and Jean Pisani-Ferry "Last exit to Lisbon" (March 2006).


� For an assessment of the perception of EU policies in public opinion, see in particular the European Commission's special Eurobarometer 202 / wave 60.2 of March 2004 on the EU communication on employment and social policies and special Eurobarometer 215/wave 62.1 on Lisbon of February 2005.


� See, in particular, Eurobarometer. 


� The 2001 White Paper defined circumstances for the use of OMCs: "the use of the open method of co-ordination must not dilute the achievement of common objectives in the Treaty or the political responsibility of the institutions. It should not be used when legislative action under the Community method is possible. (…) It should be used to achieve defined Treaty objectives. Regular mechanisms for reporting to the European Parliament should be established. The Commission should be closely involved and play a co-ordinating role. The data and information generated should be widely available. It should provide the basis for determining whether legislative or programme-based action is needed overcome particular problems highlighted".


� According to the provisions in the constitutional treaty, the application of the OMC is provided for in many areas of supporting, coordinating or complementary action such as industrial policy (cf. Article I.17) as well as in certain areas of shared competence (cf. Article I.14).
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