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INTRODUCTION
· The European Commission – Directorate-General Employment, Social Affairs and Equal Opportunities – commissioned OPTEM and its European partners to carry out a qualitative study on the subject of the European Employment Strategy (1).
· This study was conducted in 28 countries, among various players of employment policies and policy implementation.

· Officials in charge of employment-related issues in the main government departments and public organisations concerned.

· Social partners : employers’ organisations and trade unions.

· NGOs active in this area.

In the 25 countries that have been members of the European Union since 2004, all three categories of respondents were consulted. In Bulgaria and Romania, as well as Turkey, interviews were carried out only with a few government officials, owning to those countries’ recent involvement with the European Employment Strategy. The pan-European study also included some interviews with organisations concerned by employment policies at central EU level.
In total, 374 officials and managers were consulted in the different countries, including :
· Ministries and public organisations

· Ministries in charge of employment/public bodies related to those Ministries
91

· Public employment services






26

· Ministries in charge of social affairs





10

· Ministries in charge of economic affairs





31

· Ministries of finance







  9

· Ministries in charge of education/training





16

· Other Ministries/public organisations





23

· Social partners

· Employers’ organisations







54

· Employees’ organisations







59

· Professional/self-employed workers’ organisations




  5

· Non-governmental organisations
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(1) 
Study conducted under the aegis of the Framework Contract Eurobarometer “Qualitative Studies”, set up and managed by Directorate-General Communication A/4.

15 respondents were also interviewed at Community level, including from :

· European Parliament







  4

· Council of the European Union






  1

· Economic and Social Committee






  4

· Committee of the Regions







  1

· Business Europe








  2

· European Trade Union Confederation





  1

· Non-governmental organisations






  2
NB1 :
Government departments naturally may have different titles and the scope of their responsibilities may vary from one country to another.

In some countries, employment issues are dealt with by a Ministry specifically dedicated to employment; in others, the Ministries in charge of employment can also have responsibility over economic affairs.

Similarly, responsibilities over economic and financial affairs can be those of a single Ministry or they can be split. In the above table, we classified under “Social Affairs” Ministries and pubic organisations dealing with social affairs excluding employment ; and under “Finance” Ministries that are separate from those dealing with economic affairs/economic development.
NB2 : 
Other Ministries and Government departments include (depending on country), the Prime Minister’s Office, departments in charge of foreign affairs or European affairs, immigration, justice, equal opportunities,  as well as Employment Committees in the national Parliament or in the national Economic and Social Committee.

NB 3 :
In most cases, public officials were interviewed in government departments at national level.

Regional government officials were also interviewed in the most decentralised Member States (Belgium, Germany, Spain, Italy, Poland, the United Kingdom), and also occasionally in some other Member States.

NB 4 :
Respondents in the EU’s institutions included elected politicians involved with employment questions and/or civil servants working in the Committees, Directorates-Generals or Sections in charge of these questions.

· The study aimed to analyze, notably :

· Perceptions of challenges relating to employment in Europe and the perceived relevance of a European Strategy in this respect.

· Degree of knowledge of the European Employment Strategy and its evolutions over the last 10 years, and attitudes and opinions about this Strategy.

· Judgements on the European Employment Strategy and its role at EU level – both as regards its orientations and its processes and methods.

· Perceptions of the impact and incidence of this Strategy at national level.

· Opinions regarding perspectives and orientations for the future.

· This report is the overall pan-European report. It was produced bt OPTEM, on the basis of the national analysis provided by the partners of the above-mentioned network of research institutes.

· It includes, in the Annexes

· The list of the partner institutes in the 28 countries concerned,

· The structure of the sample of respondents,
· The interview guide used by the interviewers, together with documents shown to the respondents about the successive stages of the European Employment Strategy.

RESULTS SUMMARY

1. Across the sample, respondents have largely common perceptions of the challenges relating to employment for the European countries.

These challenges include, on top of the list, the economic challenge of globalisation and increased competition and the resulting need for competitiveness, demographic change, and the question of quantitative labour needs ; as regards the latter, however, the terms of the problem can differ substantially from one Member State to the next (overall rate of unemployment that remains high, unemployment or underemployment in specific categories, co-existence of unemployment and labour shortage, or a more general labour shortage in certain countries).

2. Practically no one denies the relevance and usefulness of a common approach to these problems, although there are slight differences in how they are assessed.

In most of the Member States, this approach is unanimously or nearly unanimously recognized as a positive thing. In others, a common approach is recognized as useful in principle yet more often with reservations and statements of “precautions” to be taken.

In all countries, the interviewed officials appear in most cases to be strongly involved with the European Employment Strategy, and to be rather knowledgeable about it.

3. Naturally, when they are asked about the relevance of the European Employment Strategy with regard to the employment situation in their own Member State, the respondents point at problems that are specific or that have particular aspects in their country. But generally they do not question the existence of challenges and problems of similar nature across Europe in a medium to long term perspective.
4. Knowledge about the changes that have been made to the European Employment Strategy is uneven.
In terms of content, the most noted changes concern the stress laid on job creation (replacing the initial objective of fighting unemployment) and the coupling of economic objectives and employment that was made with the integration into the Lisbon Strategy. Many consider that that was the main change in the past ten years. Other than that, a widened scope of the Strategy was noted, including new topics or topics becoming more prominent, notably mobility, adaptability, flexibility, education and professional training.
As regards methods and procedures, it is (logically) mainly in old Member States that respondents make remarks about changes that have taken place : an approach that has gradually focussed on priorities with fewer Guidelines ; greater stability in general directions and Guidelines in the most recent period ; and a less prescriptive Strategy leaving Member States a larger margin for manoeuvre.
After respondents have been reminded of the main features of the first period of the Strategy (1997 to 2002), they describe it overall as an implementation phase including imperfections that are inherent to the initial stages of any new policy, but which made it possible to set a framework, sometimes instigate more concrete initiatives, and in any case, make progress with a useful common approach.
The second period (from 2003 to 2005) gives rise to more or less lively comments which are mainly favourable, but which sometimes also include some reservations – less on the key objectives than on implementation and negative effects that can have ensued (full employment being pursued at the expense of job quality or cohesion). The redefinition of Guidelines and focussing on fewer Guidelines is felt unanimously to have been a positive development – even if the exact content of some of them is sometimes disputed. As regards governance of the process, some (rather positive) remarks are voiced.
As to the third period, since the integration into the Lisbon Strategy, there are more different views.

No one denies the connection between economic development and employment, but worries come to light to varying degrees with regard to “economic considerations dominating social ones” : clearly more so in old than in new Member States, among trade union leaders and NGO managers more than in other respondent categories (although government officials also express such worries in certain countries). For most of them, the respondents interviewed at Community level also manifest concerns. Among the three main priorities evidenced in Mr Kok’s report, it is adaptability and flexibility that is at stake. As regards governance and implementation, different opinions can be heard depending on respondent and country.
5. Overall assessments of the European Employment Strategy include a largely shared recognition that the Strategy’s general directions are relevant, as well as worries about the risk of the social dimension in a wide sense slipping down to a secondary priority level.
Moreover, varied opinions can be heard regarding the degree of priority the EU gives to employment policy : a great degree according to some people, notably in the new Member States; a degree that is at least partly questioned in many of the old Member States : in particular by trade unions and NGO representatives and by some public officials in certain countries. Many of those interviewed at Community level also voice doubts, at least about the way with which employment issues are being tackled.
What causes doubt is not so much the integration into the Lisbon Strategy per se as the priority which seems to be given to economic objectives, and employment being merely regarded as a result.

6. Most of the respondents mention similar issues, when asked how they assess the Open Coordination Method.
Nearly everywhere the non-coercive nature of the method is evoked, connected to the fact that the European Union does not have much power in this area and that the Member States are not inclined to give it more. This is acknowledged as a given, but expressed opinions reflect varying sensitivities – ranging from the idea of a realistic approach that has real positive effects to more contrasted views and serious doubts about its efficacy.
However, nearly no one denies that this method has at least some merits.

· As a tool for analysing and identifying problems, which brought about increased awareness and the generation of ideas.

· As a framework not only for reflection but also for action : it is recognised notably in a fairly large number of countries as a conceptual framework providing useful directions for national policy (particularly in new Member States), or helping to engage in specific actions.

· As a framework for information and experience exchange, mutual learning, comparisons and “benchmarking”. Although these practices are often judged as being insufficient, they are unanimously recognised as being an important asset of the Open Coordination Method.
· For its component of “pressure” exerted on the Member States by the visibility given to their action in the area of employment and in comparison to their peers. This aspect is less often mentioned at this stage.

· In certain Member States, for its contribution to creating a tool and a common “language” that was lacking internally – notably in highly decentralised countries like Belgium and Spain with regard to the consultation between regions and the central State, and in some others where the respondents evoke the reinforcement of interministerial coordination or a greater involvement of social partners and NGOs.
7. As regards the incidence of the European Employment Strategy on a national level, the people interviewed in the different countries observe (to varying degrees) that this Strategy has had a notable and positive effect on national employment policy.
· “Psychological” impact – this approach gradually leads to greater awareness and serves as a stimulus to mentality changes.
· More concrete impacts of cooperation and mutual learning on certain subjects : equal opportunities, greater consideration for vulnerable categories, reinforced training policies, extended active life, reflections that have at least begun to be made on the notion of flexisecurity, improved social dialogue, or the (already mentioned) improved internal coordination.
Although these themes are mentioned by a greater or lesser number of people depending on the case, it should be noted that we are still far from reaching the stage of active mutual learning and cooperation on all subjects.

Generally speaking, the most positive assessments are made in the new Member States of Eastern Europe.
Various comments are made on the different instruments of the European Employment Strategy. Comparisons with the OECD are sometimes made, mainly in older Member States where OECD comparisons are seen by some as a “sharper” analysis tool, yet without the operating potential of the method that was developed within the Union.

From the observations made about the NAP, we can draw the conclusion that the visibility of the Strategy within the Member States themselves remains low or very low, beyond the limited number of “specialists“ who are directly involved.

The integration into the Lisbon Strategy is regarded by a majority as having had rather a positive impact on the visibility of employment related questions – yet with the already mentioned reservations about the economy dominating social policy.
8. Among the topics that have been most put forward since the integration into the Lisbon Strategy, those which are the most agreed upon are : active ageing and life long learning ; flexisecurity is a sensitive and controversial subject, but the need for debate (that has hardly started) on this question is recognised.
Increasing the active population as a factor of economic growth is interpreted and assessed in various ways – notably depending on each country’s situation between unemployment and labour shortage. The logic behind this statement is sometimes overtly questioned (i.e. economic growth being seen as the cause rather than the consequence).
Active measures to re-insert the unemployed into the labour market is a subject which most respondents agree is essential, but there are differing views about how and in what conditions it is implemented – and the same applies to the level and conditionality of unemployment benefits.
Job quality is a subject deemed crucial, but still quite vague, inadequately defined and so far little promoted.

As regards immigration as a source of growth of the active population, it is indeed regarded as an important question which is or will be relevant for Europe as a whole – but the impact of the European Employment Strategy on national policy is generally thought to be low in this respect. Or, it is believed that the European Union lacks a real strategy addressing immigration problems and their various facets.

Thinking of these as well as other subjects, respondents again mention the usefulness of comparisons and exchanges of experience. At the same time they admit that policy convergence is limited – and for some of them, it would not be really welcomed if it meant giving up one part of their country’s autonomy

In the same line of thought, they express more reservations towards “benchmarking” than towards information and experience exchange – as the latter can be made use of, so to speak, “à la carte”. Conversely, people interviewed at Community level agree almost unanimously in advocating that this practice should be further developed and enhanced.
Recommendations are also perceived with ambivalence ; generally, officials at national level do not wish them to be extended, while actors at Community level feel the opposite.

Usage of the Structural Funds is sometimes recognised as having been very useful, but an often asked question is how it could be made more effective.

9. Respondents were asked how they evaluated the penetration of the concepts of the employment Strategy and the involvement of various actors at national level.
Generally they feel that the involvement of the Ministries concerned is good and has improved.

But they have a different view regarding the deeper penetration of these concepts in socio-political circles in Member States. They believe it is low beyond the limited number of directly involved officials. Both respondents in the different Member States and people interviewed at Community level in all EU-wide organisations admit and regret that the issue has not “reached downwards”, neither national Parliaments, nor regional decision makers, nor a large number of social partners and representatives of civil society with the exception of those “specialised”.

10. As regards changes in the European Employment Strategy that respondents wish to have introduced, they relate less to the Strategy’s key objectives and general directions than to governance, processes and implementation.
In the former area, respondents call for reinforcing certain components rather than introducing new topics : integrating or connecting education issues to the Strategy, as well as issues pertaining to immigration (in this case, it is the wish of those actors interviewed at Community level). Wishes concerning governance and processes include the following : simplification, more discussion, longer time cycles for producing and analysing documents, more time for policy design and implementation, more of a medium to long term orientation.

Concluding on whether “more Europe” or “less Europe” is desired in employment policy, we can observe a relative degree of correlation with general “pro-Europe” and “eurosceptic” attitudes towards the EU that are characteristic in different Member States. Besides, a tendency can be observed among “social” actors (trade unions, NGOs) to call for a higher degree of Community intervention.
Basically, debate focuses to a large extent on an opposition between those who wish “a more social Europe with more solidarity” and those who expect Europe to be “more liberal” and to address primarily objectives of an economic nature – but the dividing line between them includes more than one dimension.

DETAILED RESULTS


CHAPTER I

GENERAL VIEWS ON CHALLENGES

RELATING TO EMPLOYMENT

I.1
CHALLENGES RELATING TO EMPLOYMENT FOR THE EUROPEAN COUNTRIES

The respondents interviewed were first invited to talk generally about the challenges relating to employment in the European countries.  The aim of this section was to identify to what extent the challenges were judged as being sufficiently common to justify a European approach 
. 

· In their initial comments, a good number of respondents immediately mentioned or quite quickly mentioned the economic challenges faced by European countries due to globalisation, increased competition and the resulting need for increased competitiveness.
This was the case in numerous countries: in Denmark, the United Kingdom, Finland and Ireland (this was mentioned in these two countries, where large-scale relocation of industrial jobs is occurring), the Netherlands, Belgium (competition from countries where labour is cheap), Germany (disappearance of unqualified jobs in Europe due to this competition), Austria (a factor that leads to unemployment), Italy and Spain (mention of relocations to Eastern Europe), Portugal, Greece and Malta (the need for restructuring and improved training), Cyprus and Poland (competition from the United States and from Asian countries mentioned), Hungary (new Member States affected after the old ones), in the three Baltic states, Bulgaria, Romania and Turkey. 
On the contrary, this theme was either not mentioned or was less directly mentioned by respondents in France (contextual element cited but not initially), Sweden, Luxembourg, the Czech Republic and Slovakia.

· Demographic changes were also immediately or rapidly mentioned by most respondents. 
It was only really in Ireland, Italy and Latvia where respondents rarely brought up this problem, at least at this stage in the discussions.

It was mentioned everywhere else, although partly in different ways and with a partly different focus. 

· The prospect of a labour shortage was the subject that initially came to mind in Denmark, Finland, Germany (at least in some areas), Austria (as a future problem rather than a current one) and Lithuania.

· On the other hand, respondents in Sweden, France, Belgium, Spain, Portugal, Greece, Malta, Slovenia, Slovakia, Hungary and Lithuania first thought of the durability of social security systems and how these systems will be financed. 

· Elsewhere, comments focused on the necessity of active old-age (to act as a solution to one or other of the preceding problems). This was the case, for example, in the United Kingdom, the Netherlands, Belgium (in the Flemish part of the country), Luxembourg, Greece (but with questions on the consequences on employment for young people if older people work for longer in existing jobs), in Austria and Slovenia to a certain extent, and in Bulgaria, Romania and Turkey (in Turkey, respondents stressed that it was a problem shared by the current 27 European Member States, although Turkey has a much younger population). 

· The question of labour needs in quantitative terms and participation in the labour market was also widely mentioned spontaneously, but in terms that differed substantially from one European country to another. 
· Some respondents mentioned unemployment as a major problem facing Europe and its Member States, or at least some of them. 
· Either in general terms.
This was notably the case in the Netherlands (even though the current unemployment rate is quite low), Germany, Austria (despite recent improvements), Italy, Spain (also despite a reduction due to the good health enjoyed by the national economy), Poland, the Czech Republic (even though the unemployment rate has fallen here to around 5%), Slovakia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania and Romania. 

Along the same lines, respondents in Portugal (who questioned a restrictive monetary policy), Luxembourg, Cyprus, Latvia (for whom productivity gains have not enabled sufficient new job creation), Bulgaria and Romania mentioned insufficient job creation. 

· Or, by thinking of particular population categories who are partially excluded from the labour market or who find it more difficult to integrate into the labour market. 
Long-term unemployment remains a key problem according to the respondents interviewed in Germany, France and Slovenia.  The problem regarding older workers or their low participation rate in the labour market was mentioned notably in the Netherlands, Belgium, France, Greece, Slovenia, Estonia and Lithuania. The problem regarding young people was brought up in the United Kingdom, the Netherlands, Belgium, Luxembourg, France, Spain, Greece, Malta, Slovenia and Estonia. The problem regarding women was mentioned in the Netherlands, Spain and Lithuania. The problem regarding categories of people who are “excluded” or “distanced” from work in one way or another (migrants, disabled people and people who are socially excluded, depending on the country) was mentioned for example in Finland, the Netherlands, Belgium, Luxembourg, France, Spain, Malta, the Czech Republic, Lithuania and Bulgaria – particularly by respondents working for NGOs.

· At the same time, the same respondents sometimes noted the coexistence of unemployment and labour shortages (current or expected in the years to come), depending on the job type and population category. This point was stressed, for example, in countries with situations as different as Finland, Germany, Austria, France, Cyprus, Poland and Slovakia. 

· In some of the countries studied, the respondents consulted considered more generally that labour shortages had become the main problem. 
This was typically the case in Denmark and Estonia. Latvian and Lithuanian respondents also mentioned the emigration of a substantial part of their citizens who had left to find better paid jobs in Western Member States. In the United Kingdom and Sweden as well, the economic necessity of increasing the number of people working appeared to be a very relevant question.

· Other questions relating to the challenges and problems already referred to were mentioned quite frequently. 
· Improvements in qualifications and investment in training.
This subject was spontaneously mentioned in more than one out of two countries – either in these terms, or in terms of developing human resources, human capital or education and training for life: to solve the problem of labour shortages which are already being felt or are envisaged for the future by improving people’s employability (viewpoint of countries where this shortage is particularly noticed or feared); to meet specific needs in sectors or for jobs where these needs are felt; to enable older workers who are called upon to remain active for longer to remain fully effective – or other disadvantaged categories so that they can find work more easily – or; more generally, to strengthen the competitiveness of European countries compared to their global competitors. 

Furthermore, when this theme was not referred to directly, it was sometimes underlying in respondents’ other comments on general improvements in employability or the improvement of competitiveness.

· Intra-European trans-border mobility.
This was mentioned at this stage in several Member States who are particularly concerned by it, but with varying viewpoints.

In several old Member States in Northern Europe that are in good economic health and that are experiencing or anticipate problems finding enough (qualified) workers, it was clearly viewed as a solution to this problem; in the three Nordic countries and Ireland respondents insisted on the need for harmonisation systems or mutual recognition of qualifications.  

In other Western European countries, although they did not deny that trans-border mobility can be a part of the solution, respondents seemed to see it as a problem to be dealt with at the same time, as part of the gradual integration of new Member States and with an eye to avoiding the problem of potential negative effects (social dumping) – this was mentioned for example in the Netherlands and Austria. 

In several of the new Member States, this mobility was considered as both being likely to enable citizens to find a job in other EU countries and to help these countries fulfil their labour needs in areas where they are lacking – this was the case in Slovenia, Slovakia and Romania. 

In the Baltic States, respondents brought up the subject, but they mentioned the negative effects that their own country could experience following emigration to Western countries and the ensuing qualified labour shortages at home.

· Immigration from third countries.
This question was mentioned here, by at least some of the respondents interviewed in one country out of two. 

It was seen as a possible solution to labour shortages: this was explicitly the case in Finland and Denmark (where improved integration of immigrants into the labour market is a sensitive question), and also in Lithuania (the result of uncontrolled immigration being a burden for social security systems).

In other cases, without denying the potential gain, respondents were more worried about the problems posed by immigrants’ integration (in Austria, Italy, Slovakia and Hungary) or by the existence of illegal immigration (in Cyprus and Latvia where respondents thought of migration to Western European countries). Respondents even mentioned in more general terms the scale of the current or potential problem for many Member States (in Malta and Bulgaria).

Turkish respondents also brought up this point, but from the point of view of a country that is the source of emigration to current Member States, and stating the very different situations that currently exist in EU Member States and in Turkey with regard to migration. 

· The question of professional mobility, adaptability and flexibility.
This theme was frequently cited as a problem shared by all European countries or at least a good number of them, but it was discussed in different ways in different countries or parts of Europe.  

The respondents interviewed recognised that on the whole, greater professional mobility is a good thing and proof that labour markets are functioning correctly, and that professional mobility is hindered and subject to too much rigidity.

· In some Member States, workers’ insufficient flexibility was one of the points that were discussed the most spontaneously, but respondents had a tendency to think that it affected other countries rather than their own. 

This was particularly the case in Denmark where the national “flexisecurity” model was highlighted and where respondents thought that this problem affects Germany for example, or Southern countries (France, Italy ,and Spain to a lesser extent) where the notion of a “job for life” is still widespread.

This was also the case in the United Kingdom (where the idea of the labour market needing to be modernised was associated with other Member States), in Ireland and to a certain extent in Estonia. 

· In a few other countries, an evolution towards greater flexibility was widely considered as being desirable in respondents’ own countries as well as in other countries, with few reservations on the subject – in the Netherlands and in the Flemish part of Belgium. 

· In many Member States, although respondents recognised that it would be desirable to do away with certain labour market rigidities, their viewpoints were more ambivalent or varied depending on the categories of respondents consulted. 

In fact, at the same time, respondents expressed worries about changes happening whilst still preserving an appropriate level of protection and safeguards for workers. 

They cited flexisecurity, stressing the equal importance of the two sides to this concept (for example, in Finland, Spain and Poland); the necessity of making sure that job insecurity does not become widespread; the need to maintain job quality and social protection (in Belgium particularly in the French-speaking part, Luxembourg, Austria, France, Italy and Romania); and the need to preserve the fundamentals of the European social model (in Germany, Austria, Portugal, Malta and Cyprus).

These worries were also present more widely in other countries, at least in certain categories of respondents, as we will see later, with divisions clearly seen between some of them. 

· We should note that the theme of flexibility was rarely mentioned on its own at this stage by respondents in Sweden, Greece, the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Latvia, Lithuania, Bulgaria, Romania and Turkey, although this does not mean that they did not make any comments on social issues. 

· General social worries came to the fore in numerous Member States.
These appeared to be particularly widespread, not just in trade unions and NGOs, but also largely among managers in the public sector, in Finland, Belgium (especially in the Walloon part), Luxembourg, Germany, France, Italy (frequent complaints about the increasing power of “money”), and in Portugal, Malta, Cyprus and Slovenia (the necessity of finding a “balance” between economic and social considerations). In other new Member States, respondents wished to see their countries catch up with more socially advanced countries in Western Europe, and to see upwards harmonisation or “regulation” at European level (in Poland, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Bulgaria and Romania to varying degrees).

In some of these countries, and in others, a distinct divide appeared at this initial interview stage between employers’ organisations who were pushing for greater flexibility, and trade unions and NGOs who were concerned about their effects or about immoderation – representatives of the public authorities tended to agree either with one side or the other. 

This opposition clearly came to light, for example, in Belgium, Luxembourg, Spain and Slovenia.  In Ireland, trade union leaders as well as certain senior civil servants expressed concerns about the lack of a social dimension. In Austria and France, trade unions and NGOs complained about the lack of a “qualitative” dimension in the way employment questions are dealt with, and about the growing number of “poor workers”. Similar feelings were expressed in Hungary. In the Czech Republic, trade union respondents denounced the excesses of liberal economic policies. Even in the United Kingdom, trade union and NGO representatives aspired to have the social dimension taken into account in order to counterbalance employers and governmental leaders who in their opinion are overly attached to the economic dimension of employment issues. In several other countries, NGOs were particularly concerned about seeing people who are “excluded” from the labour market and who they represent being taken account of more. 

· The preceding points demonstrate that despite the differences of opinion that were sometimes noted, there was fairly widespread agreement in terms of identifying the challenges for employment in Europe. 
In fact, almost nobody contested the validity and utility of a common approach to these problems. 

· In most of the Member States, this approach was unanimously or almost unanimously recognised as being positive, without reservations (or almost).

It was justified by the existence of common problems that European countries have to face, by their economic interdependence within the single market and/or their monetary interdependence within the Eurozone, by freedom of movement, or even – particularly in Greece and in the new Member States – by the desired evolution towards “harmonisation” (working conditions, salaries, living conditions) in Europe and European “unification”.

These favourable views of a common approach were also shared by the people interviewed in Turkey.

· In other countries, the utility of the principle of such an approach was accepted, but respondents showed proof of more reservations or “precautions for use” to be created.

Respondents either insisted on national specificities and the important differences that exist between labour markets in the various Member States (characteristic reactions in the United Kingdom, the Netherlands, Belgium – at least in the Northern part of the country, France and Estonia), or they expressed pessimistic opinions about the strategy’s implementation (in Italy, Poland and Hungary) or claimed that it lacked ambition (Spain).

Denmark was a special case: respondents did not deny that a European approach to the problem was justified, but they tended to consider that it was only really useful for other countries as Denmark leads by example and has experienced great success with its flexisecurity model. Moreover, respondents had doubts about the capacity or the real desire to implement the guidelines in a good number of the other countries.
From this initial discussion, we got the impression of generally good levels of knowledge of the general directions of the European Employment Strategy and of a high level of involvement on the part of the actors concerned.
· As regards the respondents who were interviewed at Community level, they were naturally all deeply involved in employment related questions and in the different aspects of the European Employment Strategy (or with those aspects of the Strategy by which they are directly concerned, as regards NGOs).
They agreed overall with the above analysis of challenges, while laying a particular stress on some issues.

· The rapid pace of technological change, its impact on competitiveness, and the important consequences this has on employment problems.
· The major importance of enhancing qualifications – by way of professional training as well as through school and university education – these are key questions for the future.
· The importance of mobility, both cross-border and in professional terms : it should indeed improve with higher levels of education.
· The social dimension of employment policy, which they felt was weak or lacking – background measures believed to be needed in favour of vulnerable categories, social cohesion generally speaking, and job quality.
It should be noted that the respondents we met in the Union’s institution, whether elected officials or civil servants in the institutions who work on employment problems, tended to lean more to the left than to the right in political terms. However they believed that their preoccupations in this respect were shared far beyond “leftist” circles – for example they believed that many MEPs from Christian Democrat parties in the EPP felt the same.
I.2 
ADEQUACY OF A EUROPEAN EMPLOYMENT STRATEGY TO THE COUNTRY’S OWN SITUATION

· When asked about the relevance of the European Employment Strategy in terms of the employment situation in their own countries and its specificities, the respondents questioned did mention problems affecting their own countries or problems that manifested themselves differently in their countries 
. 
· In Denmark, as we saw earlier, respondents claimed that the country stood out as an example.
As problems that still need to be resolved, employers mentioned tax reductions and the duration of unemployment benefits. 

On the contrary, the NGOs questioned thought that the situation was not as rosy as is claimed, and hoped that their involvement in the European Strategy would lead to increased recognition and influence. 

· In Sweden, several problems were cited:
· Employment for older workers (over 65s) for whom “work for all” is a myth.
· Unemployment among young people with university qualifications. 

· Insufficient dialogue and cooperation between social partners on the priorities to be given respectively to employment levels and salaries. 

· Divisions on tax, levels for unemployment benefit and insufficient flexibility when hiring and firing (according to employers, but not according to trade union representatives).

· This did not lead respondents to think that the European Strategy is not suitable for the national situation. 

· In Finland, respondents observed first of all that the improved economic situation had caused unemployment to fall and that its overall level was not the main problem as it was in some other countries, although trade unions and NGOs thought that it was still too high. 
Specific problems related to:

· The particularly sensitive population ageing problem.

· The fact that the country has less problems relating to immigration than other Member States (immigration levels remain low).

· Large regional disparities, particularly between the capital region (where there are labour shortages) and the other regions (where the reverse is true).

· No contradictions appeared between the European strategy and national action.

· In the United Kingdom, whilst respondents initially stressed that the employment situation was better than in the average European country, they also highlighted the following specific problems: 
· British workers’ low productivity rates. 

· The essential need to strengthen skills. 

· The need to increase (even more) participation rates in the labour market. 

Respondents did not see any contradictions between the European Strategy and national policy, but there were doubts about whether the European Strategy had really influenced national policy, as the United Kingdom was the initiator of a number of measures that are now recommended in Europe. 

· In Ireland, the extremely rapid economic growth of recent years meant that respondents considered employment problems to be less pressing than in other countries. 
Furthermore, the question of introducing flexibility was not really relevant in the same way as it was in countries with an “over-regulated” labour market (such as Germany and France), although employers’ representatives did judge legislation for SMEs to be excessive. 

The European Employment Strategy was nonetheless considered favourably, even if only to keep employment questions high up on the government’s agenda as the government might have a tendency to neglect them. Respondents questioned outside of the ministerial and public sphere saw elements in it to maintain pressure on the government. 

· In the Netherlands, respondents mentioned as a national specificity the recent economic upturn and the resulting low unemployment rate, but they admitted that they shared other problems with the other Member States. 
Respondents specifically mentioned the following as meriting attention:

· Labour shortages in certain sectors, and therefore the importance of active old-age and the integration of immigrants. 

· Generally, the necessary increase in labour market participation, in particular for women (many of whom work part time), older workers and vulnerable categories of people. 

Flexisecurity was also a hot topic for debate in the Netherlands. 

Although the European Employment Strategy was not judged negatively (it enables useful information exchanges, comparisons and fixing general directions), it was nonetheless considered in a slightly distant way in terms of the only relative “added value” that it brings (as the Netherlands was already following the recommendations, as the Strategy is not binding and as it is difficult to evaluate).

· In Belgium, the fact that politics is organised regionally was naturally mentioned as an important peculiarity, as was the fact that there are different employment problems in the North and the South – problems relate more to immigration in Flanders and to youth unemployment in Wallonia for example. 
However, respondents did recognise the existence of common problems such as low participation rates among older employees, low general mobility, quite low tax incentives to (go back to) work and (with the exception of employee representatives) the high cost of dismissals for companies. 

Respondents viewed the European Employment Strategy as having real value added, as long as it is not uniform and binding, and as long as it takes account of national and regional characteristics.

· In Luxembourg, aside from the obvious peculiarity of the importance of workers from over the borders in the active population, respondents noted the coexistence of improved economic growth and a relative rise in unemployment (which nonetheless remains only moderate).
Particular problems reported in Luxembourg were low participation rates among older workers and even more so for women (very low rates of participation compared to the European average), and the gap between young people’s training and the needs of the labour market. 

The European Employment Strategy was viewed very favourably (although with more reservations among employers who argued for a clear relaxation of employment law) in that it has led to questions being raised that would never have been raised before, or that were even “taboo”.

· In Germany, respondents highlighted a persistently high overall level of unemployment and long-term unemployment that particularly affects certain regions (despite a relative “relaxation” recently). This makes the situation different to the situation in the United Kingdom, Ireland and the Scandinavian countries, just as other differences can be identified between Member States (youth unemployment that is peculiar to France for example).
The gap between qualifications and labour market needs was considered to be a serious problem. 

The high level of social protection was denounced by organisations representing employers, whereas the problem of maintaining sufficient protection was mentioned by the vast majority of other respondents.

Respondents acknowledged the interest of the European Employment Strategy’s common approach. Even though they thought that it had not had much influence on the national authorities’ recent decisions, there was no contradiction. As a plus point, it highlights topics for consideration and focuses attention on important shared problems.   

· In Austria, respondents noted that unemployment rates had improved and that they were now better than in a number of other Member States. 
They mentioned the following as important questions:

· The existence of discrimination in the labour market – according to age, sex and ethnic origin – and the difficulty of integrating certain categories into the labour market (trade unions lamented the State’s lack of action on this point).

· The question of qualifications, especially for young people.

· The implications of EU enlargement to neighbouring countries and the implications of migration. 

The European Employment Strategy was viewed very positively for the attention it had given to questions of unemployment and employment, for the interdependence that exists between European countries, and for the necessary common treatment of questions such as immigration, etc. 

However, respondents often complained that too much weight was given to economic questions and that this weakened the Strategy.

· In France, respondents generally admitted that the European Employment Strategy and its guidelines were compatible and coherent with action taken on a national level to solve employment problems. Respondents recognised that the Strategy gives a boost to a country that is “lagging behind” in some respects, that comparisons were useful and that certain problems could be seen more clearly. Problems affecting France particularly were, for example:
· Low employment participation rates for workers over 50, youth employment and the gap between men and women. 
· The gap between education and training and the needs of the economy (the theme of life long learning is reinforced in the European approach).
Reservations – which were quite numerous among governmental managers – focused not on the orientations of this policy itself, but on the perceived absence of a real economic growth policy and guidelines to drive it forward – as economic growth creates jobs and stimulates participation in the labour market, and not the reverse. 

· In Italy, in a very sombre climate, the reform of the organisation of work tended to be considered as working to the benefit mainly or exclusively of employers (although employers did not think so) and as leading to increased insecurity. 
The European Employment Strategy was not contested in principle, but many respondents considered and regretted that it was inadequate in the face of the domination of “economic considerations”, and that the guidelines were imprecise or silent on “what to do” – whilst Italy itself seems to be lacking precise action guidelines. 

· In Spain, one of the characteristics of recent changes has been economic growth that has generated jobs. 
However, there are still problems that are unsolved or that have been accentuated:

· Workers’ low productivity rates and insufficient average qualifications.

· Low employment rates for women compared to the European average, despite an improvement in recent years. 

· Increasing job insecurity, especially for young people (and also for immigrants according to NGOs).

Added to this are the inherent difficulties of a country that is now very decentralised – at least in the opinion of national public sector managers, although regional authority managers did not necessarily share this opinion. 

The principle behind the European Employment Strategy was viewed favourably – to establish goals, coordinate action at European level and also to facilitate or force better internal coordination between national and regional authorities. 

But there were frequent complaints – notably from trade unions and NGOs – about the lack of ambition, low levels of government involvement and the difficulty of evaluating the results. 

· In Portugal, respondents recognised the common nature of many of the employment problems in Europe, even though the country itself is affected by some of these problems in particular. Aside from weak economic growth, these problems are:
· High unemployment. 

· Workers’ insufficient qualifications. 

· Increasing insecurity and low salaries. 

· Restrictive working organisational systems.

Respondents unanimously judged the European Employment Strategy to be positive for Portugal, as it highlights the importance of employment issues and has created useful general guidelines, whilst leaving Member States a “margin for manoeuvre” enabling them to adapt the guidelines to their own individual situations. 

· In Greece, high unemployment was also a specific worry, accentuated by the decline in traditional industries which have not been replaced by new economic activities. 
Immigration – that Greece was not prepared for – is another sensitive problem. 

The European Employment Strategy was clearly popular in that it tackles key questions and stimulates national debate (not enough, however, according to trade unions and NGOs).

· In Malta, specific problems relating to employment were as follows:
· Deficient qualifications and inadequate life long training.

· Low participation rates among women. 

· Problems motivating people to return to work. 

Respondents judged the objectives of the European Employment Strategy to be relevant for the country, although they thought it unrealistic to assign the same goals to all the Member States, given their diverse situations. Questions were also raised on the efficacy of the Strategy’s implementation. Finally, NGOs tended to consider that the social dimension had been neglected. 

· In Cyprus, respondents particularly mentioned the coexistence of labour shortages for certain types of jobs and unemployment, with inadequate integration of vulnerable categories of people into the labour market. 
More generally, respondents also stressed:

· The absence of a real national policy to deal with the problem of an ageing population. 

· How difficult it is to make people think differently. 

Although it is difficult to measure the European Employment Strategy’s results – and although Cyprus has certainly not finished “digesting” the fact that it is now an EU member – respondents recognised that it is a driving force and that, for example, it has already contributed to adapting labour legislation (thanks also to social dialogue that seems to work quite well). 

· In Slovenia, respondents tended to deplore the lack of a clear (national) policy since the country’s independence, which led to great increases in unemployment in the 1990s, the effects of which are still being felt to a certain extent. 
The European Employment Strategy was welcomed as it sets out directions that will help solve a certain number of the problems that the country is facing :
· The population’s general low professional mobility. 

· Low employment rates for older workers (the over 55s) – hence the necessity of both instigating the notion of life long learning and changing the way people think. 

At the same time, trade unions and NGOs complained of deteriorating working conditions in Slovenia, deteriorating rights and benefits enjoyed by workers and even the measures “forcing” people back to work. 

· In Poland, the respondents questioned raised quite a large number of problems affecting the country:
· The persistence of high unemployment and a low employment rate, particularly in rural regions hit by the decline in agriculture.

· The particular impact of an ageing population. 

· At the same time, a lack of qualified workers and inadequate measures to improve qualifications. 

· Low worker mobility. 

· The (declared) poor motivation at work of many workers who find it better to work “illegally” whilst also claiming unemployment benefits. 

At the same time, representatives from trade union organisations tended to question the pubic authorities’ and employers’ responsibility for the development of “forced flexibility” and deteriorating collective social protection. 

A tendency to stress the peculiarities of the national situation came to light – although it did not prevent respondents from largely recognising the utility of the European Employment Strategy which sets out directions for the country’s full integration into the EU, and enables the country to benefit from information exchanges as well as European funds which enable it to finance projects. 

· In the Czech Republic, unemployment was seen as less of a key problem overall, although there are still pockets of unemployment that represent a real problem in certain regions and in certain population categories that are traditionally excluded or distanced from the labour market (disabled people, the Roma community and the long-term unemployed) and for whom it is judged necessary to reinforce their motivation for work. 
Another sensitive point was migratory flows, both leaving the country – restrictions imposed by old Member States were lamented, but at the same time, respondents were conscious of the risk of losing qualified workers when free movement fully comes into force – and entering the country – a possible influx of workers from “the East” who could increase the problems already faced by disadvantaged population categories. There were therefore calls for a European immigration policy.  

The European Employment Strategy was generally considered to be a good thing (especially by governmental actors), as it takes account of the problems faced both in the Czech Republic and in other countries, although national specificities still need to be considered – incomplete switch over to a market economy, persistence of egalitarian values inherited from the communist past (employers’ representatives complained that flexibility was not stressed enough), particular sensitivity of the ageing population, poor employability of the Roma – all of this within a tense economic and budgetary context. 

· In Slovakia, the following specific difficulties were mentioned:
· High unemployment.

· Categories of people distanced from the labour market – disabled people and the Roma (for whom respondents thought a long-term effort was required).

· The problems faced by older workers when they look for work – hence the need to increase training.

· Problems connected to migration (immigration and emigration, as in the Czech Republic).

· At the same time, the lack of certain qualifications, which raises questions about training and guidance regarding careers and courses for young people.

The European Employment Strategy was seen as completely logical and justified, and relevant for Slovakia due to its coordination function, but also because it leads more concretely to actions being implemented. 

· In Hungary, respondents recognised fairly spontaneously the relationship between the employment problems that had been identified at European level, and those facing the country, although they still stressed national peculiarities which were quite similar to those in the other Central European countries analysed earlier – all within the same context of adapting and restructuring a former communist country. 
· Low rates of “official” employment – with the existence of undeclared work (encouraged by the tax system).

· Workers’ low mobility and flexibility – including the lack of motivation they show for life long learning – and very low geographical mobility. 

· The necessity of changing the way unemployment benefit granters think. 

· Difficulties faced and low participation rates for young people (getting a first job), women, older workers and Roma populations.

· Young people are tempted to look for work abroad. 

Comparisons made with other countries such as Scandinavia, Ireland, the United Kingdom, the Netherlands, France and Italy, show that great attention is paid to information and experience exchanges within the framework of the European Employment Strategy. The Strategy was clearly popular, although some respondents also complained that Hungary does not follow the recommended guidelines thoroughly enough – trade unions and NGOs particularly in terms of the way the public employment service operates and the integration of excluded people into the labour market. 

· In Estonia, respondents highlighted the country’s particular situation in several respects. 
· Increasing labour shortages which are now a key problem. 

· Particularly sensitive population ageing. 

· The gap between market needs and training and qualifications, and the inadequacy of life long learning. 

· Low (internal) worker mobility.

· At the same time, persistent unemployment in certain categories of people who it is difficult to motivate to work. 

· Specific problems posed by non-Estonian born populations (language problems in particular).

· Insufficient stress laid on the working environment and on safety at work. 

· Social partners thought that the government does not pay enough attention to tackling problems with a view to the long term. 

These peculiarities led respondents to express certain reservations about the European Employment Strategy overall in terms of its capacity to adapt to the country’s problems and its practical impact – the crucial question for Estonia is labour shortages which means that employing categories of people who are difficult to integrate must be made a priority. 

· In Latvia, respondents presented a national situation characterised by the prevalence of low employment rates, despite an acknowledged economic improvement.  
· Low participation rates for categories that are distanced from the labour market in the long term – people who have fallen into social exclusion and “entire families who have never worked” – and who are not really very motivated.  

· A large proportion of job-seekers who do not have any qualifications, whilst the labour market requires increasingly high levels of qualifications. 

· Very large regional disparities between Riga and the provincial regions. 

· Low geographical mobility, partly connected to these disparities.

· At the same time, labour shortages in certain sectors, which are intensified by ageing and emigration. 

The European Employment Strategy was viewed very positively, all the more so as most respondents believed that national action was insufficiently effective and that coordination between the relevant ministerial departments was lacking. Information and experience exchanges were judged to be useful and several specific examples were given. 

· In Lithuania, respondents recognised the existence of problems shared with other European countries, particularly the other new Member States, whist also highlighting the acuteness of some of them at national level.  
· People are not very motivated to work because jobs are poor quality and social guarantees are weak. NGOs denounced the fact that most employers are just looking to make a profit. 

· Insufficient productivity and qualifications, and questions raised by employers on the education system. 

· Large regional disparities. 

· Low mobility, particularly in rural regions. 

· Increasing labour shortages in certain jobs, which could get worse in the years to come due to emigration. 

· An under-developed social partnership. 

These problems are not vastly different from those that the European Employment Strategy addresses more generally, but they were judged to be more acute. 

· In Bulgaria, the government managers interviewed admitted the links between the challenges faced by their country and by Europe as a whole, even though each Member State should have its own employment policy and even though some irritations were clear with regard to the Strategy’s implementation.
However, its added value as an instrument for general directions, coordination and mutual learning was clearly recognised. 

Given that Bulgaria only recently became a full member of the EU and that it is fully involved in the Strategy, it is still difficult to evaluate its effects. Prudence therefore still remains. 
· In Romania, respondents highlighted the particularly large scale of the economic restructuring that had to be implemented and the problems that it has caused (“enormous” unemployment at the end of the 1990s). A significant improvement has been noted with economic growth and also the emigration of a certain number of Romanians who could not find jobs at home. 
The following problems were reported:

· Residual unemployment that remains a worry.

· Ways of thinking inherited from the past and that are counterproductive for “normal” employment – including undeclared work that low salaries cannot overcome. 

· Labour shortages that appear at the same time in certain sectors, with the effects of emigration, as well as insufficient diversity in the jobs available. 

As a contribution to solving these problems, the European Employment Strategy was considered as completely relevant and was very popular. 

· In Turkey, the governmental managers interviewed first mentioned peculiarities and differences in their country compared to the European Union’ s countries.
· A young population.

· The low level of investment in industry which, accompanied with the constant decline of the rural population and its migration to urban areas, leads to particularly high unemployment in towns and cities, particularly among young people. 

· Low female employment rates, or the fact that women often undertake undeclared work. 

· Lack of qualified workers in sectors that are in demand, linked to inadequate average qualification levels and faults in the education system. 

· Very low social security levels.

These particular features did not prevent comparisons – and the admission of links – with close countries such as Bulgaria and Romania, with Poland (due to the size of the agricultural sector), with Southern European countries (for the SME situation), and with EU countries more generally. Whilst declaring that certain recommendations are not suitable for Turkey at the moment, respondents demonstrated that they pay close attention to the European Employment Strategy and that they see a real interest in an approach that could help them develop strategies. 

· The respondents interviewed at Community level had no doubts that major challenges are common to the European countries.
They are aware, of course, of the peculiarities of national labour markets – as a result of their job functions. They have a wider comparative view than most of the managers interviewed in each country. But we could see that they cited national cases less to illustrate differences than to evidence examples observed in one Member State that could be used and serve as a source of inspiration in others.

CHAPTER II

PERCEPTIONS OF EVOLUTIONS

IN THE EUROPEAN EMPLOYMENT

STRATEGY

We wanted to find out what the employment policy actors interviewed knew about the changes that had been made to the European Employment Strategy over the 10 years since its launch, and what they thought of these changes 
. 

We first asked them to talk freely on the subject and we then showed them a text in three parts relating to the three successive periods: the initial launch period from 1997 to 2002; the second consolidation period from 2003 to 2004; and the third period of integration into the Lisbon Strategy from 2005 onwards. We asked them to tell us whether or not the document corresponded to their own perceptions. 

· We noted the following elements with regard to spontaneous comments on the evolution of the European Employment Strategy:
· All of the respondents were aware that the European Employment Strategy had changed over the ten years since its launch. 

· However, respondents were rarely able to spontaneously distinguish the same three periods that were presented in the document.

Managers interviewed in Belgium (although not all of them) were the most knowledgeable, as were a certain number of Germans (who, however, tended to see the first period as running until 2000, the year when the Lisbon Strategy was initiated), Greeks (who also noted the year 2000, whilst at the same time mentioning changes that happened in 2003), and some (mainly governmental) managers in various countries who had been involved since the beginning and who, therefore, demonstrated more detailed knowledge.  

Aside from these people, respondents either mentioned the Strategy’s successive evolutions in terms of content and procedures but without differentiating the exact stages, or they noted two main periods before and after integration into the Lisbon Strategy.   

The identification of two main periods was the most common. In the old Member States, this was what came most frequently and clearly to mind for most respondents, for example in Finland, the United Kingdom, Ireland, the Netherlands, Luxembourg and Spain. In the other old Member States, the Lisbon Strategy was also seen as an important stage. In the new Member States, respondents generally knew much less about the early years of the Strategy which were well before they were EU members, even though they increasingly followed developments. Integration into the Lisbon Strategy was therefore the first major change that they were directly confronted with. However, some of them showed detailed knowledge of the changes from the very beginning. 

· In terms of content, the following changes were most frequently mentioned spontaneously:

· The focus on job creation, as a substitute for the initial goal of reducing unemployment as the economic situation in Europe improved.
This was mentioned in particular by respondents in the Nordic countries, Ireland, Belgium, Germany, Greece, Malta and Poland. 

· The coupling of economic and employment objectives, with the integration into the Lisbon Strategy. This theme is related to the previous one, but it was formulated slightly differently and was often mentioned, for example, in Finland, the United Kingdom, the Netherlands, Germany, Spain, Portugal, Greece, Malta, Cyprus, Poland and the Czech Republic. 
Although some respondents (as we shall see in more detail later) did not deny the legitimacy of the connection made between economic growth and job creation, this focus marked a weakening of social priorities, within a context of the “liberal” domination of economic considerations over social considerations. This was frequently observed in France, the Walloon part of Belgium and Italy (except by employers’ representatives in these countries), and was also expressed by trade union leaders and NGO managers in quite a few other Member States (e.g., Finland, the United Kingdom to a lesser extent, Ireland, Luxembourg, Germany, Austria, Spain, Poland and the Czech Republic).

· The Strategy’s expansion to cover new themes, or a greater focus on these new themes. 
These themes principally included mobility, adaptability and flexibility (and sometimes the activation of measures encouraging a return to work), as well as education and professional training. 
Respondents sometimes also mentioned demographic changes, gender equality, exclusion and immigration. 

· With regard to changes to methods and procedures, we noted, logically, that respondents from the old Member States made most of the comments. 

· An approach gradually focusing more on priorities (which are more concrete) with fewer Guidelines. 

This was mentioned, for example, by Swedish, British, Dutch, Belgian, Luxembourgish, German and Greek respondents, but Maltese, Cypriot and Estonian respondents also brought it up. 

This change was generally welcomed. We did, however, note some negative comments on it relating to confusion arising from changes to the Guidelines (some respondents, for example, in the United Kingdom, France, Italy and Hungary).

· The directions and Guidelines have been more stable in recent years and there have been fewer reports. 

This change was sometimes also mentioned positively at this stage, both because it makes it possible to focus on the priorities in the medium term, and because it reduces the administrative burden of preparing and analysing documents. 

In particular, British, Dutch, Belgian, German, Austrian and Turkish respondents made this point at this stage. 

· The less prescriptive nature of the Strategy, leaving Member States a larger margin for manoeuvre. 

These kinds of remarks were sometimes made at this point. For some respondents this was a positive development, but others regretted the fact that the Strategy was not binding on Member States (we will come back to this subject in more detail later).

· In terms of the effects for the actors concerned.

Respondents also made a few observations on this subject at this stage in the interviews: increasing cooperation and interministerial consultation at national and/or regional level (Belgium and Luxembourg); the involvement of civil society (in Ireland – where respondents noted, however, that social dialogue was already well developed – in Latvia and less frequently in a few other countries where some NGOs mentioned that they were now more involved in the Strategy in the areas that they specifically work in); and increasing mutual learning.  These subjects will also be mentioned later. 

· The following text was shown to respondents on the first period when the European Employment Strategy was launched: 
A – First period – launching the Strategy, 1997-2002

The aim was to revive the priority given to job creation in economic policies, at a time when these policies were marked by a degree of austerity.

The general idea was that better results could be achieved by promoting more coordination between the employment policies of the various Member States.

The stress was laid on reducing unemployment, notably long term unemployment and unemployment in specific population categories (including youth), through more active measures to accompany the jobless on the way back to employment, as part of reforms of the national employment service.

Guidelines (roughly 20 in total) were also defined around three other pillars :

· Developing entrepreneurship, including by reducing the tax burden on labour (besides other simplification measures for businesses).

· Introducing flexibility arrangements in work contracts and the organisation of work.

· Promoting equal opportunities, in particular equality between men and women.

In 2000, the Lisbon European Council’s ambition of increasing the level of employment was stated in the Guidelines, with the introduction of quantified objectives of participation in the labour market (70 % overall, 60 % for women, 50 % for workers above 55 years).

The subject of quality of employment was integrated in part into the Guidelines ; and so were those of education and training and qualifications and mobility.

Methods and means of action were strengthened : by creating an Employment Committee at European level to help promote more policy coordination, and by setting up Recommendations to be sent each year to the Member States after reviewing their National Employment Action Plans (NAP).

The priorities of the European Social Fund were adjusted to fit with those of the European Employment Strategy.

The candidate countries to the EU and the Commission concluded “Joint Assessment Papers” consisting in a common analysis, based on the Guidelines, of problems of their labour markets and reforms to be introduced in priority.

· This first part of the document did not surprise respondents, as the description of the origin of the European Employment Strategy generally corresponded to their understanding of it. 
· They did, nonetheless, make a number of comments.

· On the positive nature of the initiation of a European approach to employment issues.

In several countries, respondents tended to consider that their country had been a forerunner or a driving force behind reflection on the subject: Denmark (as we have already noted), Sweden (references to ideas from the Swedish Employment Minister at the time), Finland (a theme that was pushed forward under the Finnish presidency), the United Kingdom and the Netherlands (national policy had already developed in this direction). 

In other countries, respondents recalled the high level of unemployment in Europe at the time (even though some Member States were affected less – the view in Ireland, for example), and the utility of joint reflection and action to try to reduce it.

In terms of the effects of this first phase of the Strategy, respondents’ comments ranged from remarks on the fact that Member States usefully started exchanging information, comparing themselves to each other, gradually speaking the same language and stating their own approaches, to the recognition of a more concrete impact on national policy directions. 

The new Member States that joined the EU in 2004 seemed notably to view it as a conceptual framework to help them tackle the problem better. The “Joint Assessment Papers” were explicitly mentioned by several ministerial managers – who were already involved in the process at the time – as having made a real contribution. Other respondents noted concrete action taken in their countries within the framework of the Strategy: the involvement of all relevant actors, including social partners in Malta, Cyprus and Estonia; measures encouraging female employment in Malta; reform of the tax burden on employment in Cyprus, as well as the signature of collective agreements on gender equality and workers over the age of 55; and measures encouraging the return to work in Hungary.  

· On the “youthful mistakes” of this first stage.

These included: objectives (or Guidelines) that were both too numerous and too diffuse (comments made notably in Denmark, Sweden, the United Kingdom, Belgium and Spain); and the fixing of quantified objectives, which was regarded as good by some people but was contested by others, either on principle or more frequently because these objectives were too ambitious and unrealistic – although respondents still recognised the benefit of having fixed a target, even if it was ultimately not reached.

Some respondents also sometimes mentioned that the Strategy’s rhythm was too fast, as it did not leave enough time to implement things as part of an annual cycle. 

· On procedural and method-related aspects.

Respondents made relatively few comments on this point. Criticisms of “National Employment Action Plans” (NAPs) and the creation of “Employment Committees” were rare. On the other hand, there were a few complaints in some countries such as Denmark and Germany on the fact that the Recommendations were too prescriptive. As we said earlier, the Joint Assessment Papers were generally viewed favourably in the new Member States. 

Respondents did not always comment on the adjustment of the priorities of the “European Social Fund” to fit with those of the Employment Strategy. Positive general remarks were heard in particular in Austria, Italy and Spain. 

· On the promotion of certain specific objectives. 

Measures encouraging the return to work and promoting the reform of employment services were particularly mentioned (generally positively in Belgium, France, Greece and Ireland). 

The introduction of flexibility gave rise to varied comments depending on whether respondents represented government, employers, trade unions or NGOs – we reported on these comments in the previous chapter. 

When it was mentioned, the goal of promoting equality between men and women was always viewed positively, with respondents in some countries recognising the impact that it has had on national policy (Ireland, Austria, Spain, Malta, Cyprus and even Finland where “professional segregation” still remains despite the fact that the country is generally advanced in this area).

The measures promoting entrepreneurship were occasionally mentioned, with varied views on their legitimacy (trade unions and NGOs sometimes seeing them as a sign of the “liberal” evolution of politics) and on their efficacy (employers’ organisations sometimes thinking that nothing had actually been done in this respect).

· Overall, this first period was seen as an implementation phase including imperfections that are inherent to the initial stages of a policy, but which enabled Member States to set a framework, sometimes instigate more concrete initiatives, and in any case, make progress with a useful common approach. 

· The following text was shown to respondents on the European Employment Strategy’s second period:
B – The second period – consolidating, 2003-2004

On the basis of a mid-term review after 5 years, and in view of major demographic, economic and technological changes taking place, the European Employment Strategy was redefined around three fundamental goals.
· Heading towards full employment, through achieving the intermediate targets of level of employment in 2010 : the European Union will need more active workers.

· Improving quality and productivity at work, in a knowledge-based economy in which the EU’s competitiveness needs to be strengthened.

· Strengthening social cohesion, including better insertion of disadvantaged categories and reduction of disparities (e.g. regional).

The Guidelines, now numbering 10, were reorganised taking into account partly new, or strengthened, orientations :

a. Developing preventive and active accompanying measures to reinsert the unemployed and the non-active in the labour market – an already existing theme.

b. Stimulating entrepreneurship, a factor of job creation – also a pre-existing theme.

c. Improving adaptability by introducing more flexibility – an already existing theme, yet strengthening the related objective of mobility.
d. Enhancing human capital by investing in human resources – the stress being laid increasingly on life-long learning and training.
e. Increasing labour supply – including both the concept of active ageing and a new stress on the potential represented by immigration and integrating immigrants.
f. Promoting equality between men and women – an already existing theme.

g. Integrating disadvantaged categories into the labour market and fighting against discriminations – an already existing theme.

h. Making work more attractive, notably by reviewing unemployment benefit and tax systems when they do not provide an incentive to go and look for work – a theme already stated, yet rephrased and strengthened.
i. Converting undeclared work into regular jobs through measures combining incentives and sanctions – a new theme.
j. Tackling regional disparities in employment – a new theme among key priorities.
As regards governance and policy implementation, the revised Strategy stressed the importance of:

· More effective implementation services – notably employment services.

· The involvement of the social partners, who were encouraged to negotiate on subjects pertaining to the Guidelines.

· The allocation of suitable financial resources, both national and European (more effective allocation of the resources of the European Social Fund and the Structural Funds generally).

· The European Employment Strategy’s fundamental objectives during this second period gave rise to more or less lively comments which were mainly favourable, but which sometimes also included some reservations. 

· “Heading towards full employment”. 

Out of the three goals, this one was the least commented upon. Comments were positive notably in Finland, Ireland, Spain, Slovenia, Poland, Lithuania and Romania. 

However, there were reservations in Finland (NGOs noted that this should not be the only aim to the detriment of cohesion) and Poland (fairly fierce controversy over job quality).

· “Improving quality and productivity at work”.

The relevance of this goal was not contested. It was brought up notably in Finland, Spain and France, and in several new Member States where respondents particularly insisted on its importance in the future “knowledge economy” or “high technology economy” – the Czech Republic, Hungary, Lithuania and Romania. 

But there were also criticisms (in Finland and Spain) from NGOs and trade unions on the reality of progress made towards improved job quality. 

· “Strengthening social cohesion”.
Respondents made more comments on this goal, perhaps because they saw it as a new objective in the Strategy. It was seen as desirable everywhere. 

In some countries, respondents noted that this goal has had the concrete consequence of NGOs becoming more involved – in Denmark, Finland (despite questions from NGOs and unions), Ireland and Cyprus (also with reservations on the ambivalent concrete effects of the initial actions). In France, some respondents acknowledged that they lack the resources to really make progress on this point. 

· The redefinition of the Guidelines was unanimously seen as positive. 
Comments focused on the fact that they had been reduced (Denmark, Sweden, the United Kingdom, the Netherlands, Germany, Malta, Hungary and Lithuania), that they were more relevant, more focused, more realistic and more concrete (Sweden, Belgium, Germany, Austria, France, Spain, Greece, Malta, Cyprus, Slovenia – at least for governmental managers – Poland, Latvia, Bulgaria and Romania – “more qualitative” directions​), or that they were more stable (Sweden and Belgium).

Danish and German respondents were happy with the new less demanding quantified goals for each Member State, whilst Greek, Cypriot and Hungarian respondents stressed the importance of quantified objectives for the medium term. 

· We noted the following main observations with regard to the various Guidelines:
· Insertion into the labour market: generally favourable comments in Finland, the United Kingdom (with criticism from trade unions on the “forced reinsertion” that it has perhaps caused), Belgium, Luxembourg, Greece, and more vaguely in Slovenia and Hungary. Other remarks were made on this Guideline on the subject of governance and the Strategy (see below).

· Stimulating entrepreneurship: there were very few specific comments on this Guideline, but when respondents did mention it they mentioned that it was starting to be implemented (Luxembourg and Greece) or on the contrary that it was weak (according to Irish NGOs who complained that it has not been developed as a tool for job creation).

· Adaptability, mobility and flexibility: this theme was recognised as important (although it was not new in the United Kingdom) and was a hot topic for debate, with fierce opposition in some Member States between trade unions and NGOs on one side and employers and “economic” managers in the public sector on the other (in Luxembourg, Austria, France and Poland), and less opposition in others (Finland, Ireland, Malta, Cyprus and Hungary). 

· Enhancing human capital: this goal was often brought up and all respondents considered it to be very important, along with the more general point of improving the education system as a whole. Reservations never related to the recommended directions for life long learning, but sometimes to the absence or weakness of visible results (for example, in France, Italy, Spain, Poland and Lithuania, notably among trade union leaders and NGO managers).

· Increasing labour supply (including strengthening the concept of active ageing and a new focus on the potential of immigration and the integration of immigrants): this issue was generally viewed as important and as requiring a solution, especially in terms of the ageing of the population and the impact that this demographic change will have on the labour market. 

The extension of working life was stressed as an absolute necessity, particularly in Finland, the Netherlands, Cyprus, Slovakia and Hungary, and by the Turkish managers interviewed (thinking of the 27 current EU Member States). In Latvia, a number of respondents considered that the EU’s focus on the subject had helped them to force through an unpopular but necessary reform. In Austria, respondents did not contest the aim itself, but they noted that in practice not much had been done about it. 

There were more reservations in Luxembourg (measures that pose a problem), France (where governmental managers and employers’ representatives were most convinced of their necessity), Slovenia (agreement on extending working life for white collar workers but union disagreement for blue collar workers) and Poland (marked reservations from trade unions).

Respondents commented less on the idea of immigration as a “reservoir” of labour that is necessary today and tomorrow. It was approved, for example, generally in Finland and Ireland, but in France it was seen more from the point of view of the problem of integrating the immigrants rather than their contribution to the workforce. Union leaders and NGO managers also raised questions on their working conditions in Finland, and it was not really considered favourably by certain respondents in Poland and Hungary. 

When commenting on this goal, respondents rarely mentioned the notion of an increase in labour supply as an economic growth factor. 

· Promoting equality between men and women: respondents rarely commented on this Guideline, doubtless because it was not really new in this second period of the European Employment Strategy’s development, and it was never contested. Its importance was stressed once again by respondents in Sweden (who thought however that Sweden was a leader in this field), Luxembourg, Austria, Greece, Malta, Slovakia, Hungary and Lithuania. 

· Integrating disadvantaged categories into the labour market and fighting against discrimination: this goal had already been included in the Strategy’s first period and certain respondents had already discussed it earlier. It was therefore not always mentioned again here. It was mentioned as being particularly important in Sweden (where they once again considered themselves as leaders), Finland (where NGOs were particularly sensitive to the issue), the United Kingdom, Ireland and Luxembourg (NGOs are active in the area but “only as underlings”), France (for immigrants in particular), Portugal, Greece, Malta and Cyprus (where social partners on both sides seem to consider that the State does not do much), Slovenia, Poland, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Lithuania and Romania. 

· Making work more attractive (than inactivity): this theme was also not new – in the previous chapter we saw that respondents made spontaneous comments on it. Dutch respondents supported this goal here, as did employers in Luxembourg. In France, several managers recognised that the European Union had had a real influence in raising awareness of a delicate issue – it is also a delicate issue in Germany and Romania (where respondents stressed that motivation to work was not only due to economic factors).

· Converting undeclared work into regular jobs: a goal that was doubtless seen as being connected to the previous one and that was therefore rarely commented on here. This issue seemed to be viewed as being particularly sensitive in Hungary, Lithuania and Romania, but Finnish respondents also noted its importance in sectors such as construction and the restaurant industry, and in Luxembourg respondents reported some progress (such as cleaners declaring their work).

· Tackling regional disparities: this was a new goal for the European Employment Strategy and was recognised as being particularly important in Sweden, Finland, the United Kingdom, Greece, Hungary, Latvia and Lithuania. 

· With regard to governance and policy implementation, we noted:
· Comments on improved efficacy in employment services, in particular in Finland (local centres that work in particular to integrate long term jobseekers and “excluded” people), in the United Kingdom (but without attributing the initiatives taken by Job Centres to Community influence), in France and Greece. 

· Diverse observations on the welcomed involvement of social partners: either to say that this involvement is real but that it was already a part of national traditions (the Netherlands, Belgium and Spain, as well as the Nordic countries, although these respondents did not mention the subject much here), or to recognise that the European Strategy has had a positive impact (in Portugal and Poland, and to a certain extent in France and Hungary where the unions and NGOs contested the fact that they have really been involved).

· There were few comments on the recommendation of allocating financial resources, aside from a few remarks on the allocation of Structural Funds.

· Judgments on this second period were generally fairly positive. 
However, there was more marked scepticism in Denmark (on the real will of the – other – Member States to get actively involved in the process), the Netherlands (on the reality of its implementation), Germany and Italy (complaints about the lack of a real social dimension), France among both public and private “social” actors (inadequate application at national level), Spain among trade union and NGO leaders (for the same reasons), Poland among unions and Estonia (limited results connected to a lack of resources).

· The following text was shown to respondents on the European Employment Strategy’s third period:
C – Third period – integration into the Lisbon Strategy, since 2005

In November 2003, the report of a task force chaired by the former Prime Minister of the Netherlands Mr Wim Kok concluded that the European Employment Strategy should focus on three key priorities.

· Labour supply – increasing the active population of the European Union – and modernising social protection systems – which need to be reformed for this purpose.

· Adaptability and flexibility of labour markets.

· Investing in human resources.

The Council and the Commission took this conclusion into account by regrouping the Guidelines under these  three priorities in 2005 (instead of 10 Guidelines, there are now 8, which have been partly rephrased yet without any substantial modifications in content nor any change of the quantified objectives compared with 2003).

The European Employment Strategy was integrated into the revised Lisbon Strategy – Strategy for Growth and Jobs – which places the Lisbon objectives in the perspective of economic growth and job creation. The new Strategy is based on two instruments  (stated in the Amsterdam Treaty) : the BEPG (Broad Economic Policy Guidelines) and the Employment Guidelines which now form part of an integrated package of 24 lines.

The topic Stimulating entrepreneurship was partly transferred to the “micro-economic” chapter of the BEPG. And the Employment chapter includes a new insistence on the need to control wage increases, which should not exceed productivity increases.

As regards processes and governance :

· The NAP (National Employment Action Plan) now forms a part of the “Lisbon” National Reform Plan (NRP), aiming to provide a national response to challenges both economic, budgetary and social.

· A “Lisbon” Coordinator is responsible for coordination at national level, including production and follow-up of the NRP and consultation with the interested parties (Parliament and social partners).

· The Commission prepares a single Annual Progress Report (integrating the Joint Employment Report) dealing with all fields of reform, and leading to integrated recommendations.

The other fields in which “Open Coordination Methods” are used (inclusion, social protection, education, etc.) continue to exist around the Strategy for Growth and Jobs, which they are meant to feed and add to.

· We saw earlier that the integration of the European Employment Strategy into the Lisbon Strategy was generally the most notable change spontaneously mentioned by the managers interviewed, and that a certain number of them viewed this change with reservations. 
This was confirmed and fleshed out when we invited them to discuss this third period specifically. 

· An analysis of the reactions to this third part of the document highlighted general differences in attitudes between the old and new Member States. 

· In most of the old Member States, although no one denied the connection between economic development and employment, worries came to light with regard to “economic considerations dominating social ones”. Respondents seemed to view this as the underlying approach of the Lisbon Strategy. 
Anxiety was more or less widespread and acute depending on the country. 

It was absent or marginal in just a few countries: Denmark (general acknowledgement and appreciation of the success of the Danish model) and the United Kingdom (a few fears among a minority on an imbalance between economic and social concerns).

It was more apparent in other countries such as Sweden, Finland, Ireland, the Netherlands, Luxembourg, Portugal and Greece.  It was expressed most frequently by trade union (or NGO) leaders, but the dividing lines were not always clear between the different categories of managers interviewed. In Ireland, for example, concerns were shared by some of the governmental actors interviewed. In Sweden and Portugal, various respondents also expressed concern. 

It was more widespread and marked in six countries: either because the divide between the trade unions and often the NGOs on the one hand, and the other managers on the other was very clear (in Spain, as well as in Austria where the formers’ fears were also found in the public employment service); or because anxiety was deep-seated in people’s minds, including in a good number of public sector managers (in Germany, France, Italy and Belgium – at least in the Walloon part).

· In the new Member States, approval of the integration of the European Employment Strategy into the Lisbon Strategy was more widespread, and disagreement was more moderate or tended to focus more on specific aspects. 
A fairly general consensus therefore seemed to reign in Malta, Hungary, Latvia and Lithuania. Reservations were moderate in Cyprus (where some people thought that employment issues had lost their priority status with their integration into the Lisbon Strategy), Slovakia, the Czech Republic and Estonia (among trade union leaders in these countries).

In Poland, disagreement from trade unions was clearer, particularly with regard to flexibility. 

It was only really in Slovenia where we observed the same clear divide that was apparent in the old Member States, with the unions and NGOs denouncing unbridled economic liberalism. 

In the three other countries included in the study – Bulgaria, Romania and Turkey – we only interviewed actors involved in government policy, who incidentally, were well disposed to the Strategy’s current directions. 

· With regard to the three key priorities identified in the report by Mr. Kok, we noted:
· Increasing the labour supply and the active population: this priority was mentioned notably by respondents in the United Kingdom (not only reducing unemployment, but also encouraging inactive people to enter the labour market more generally), Ireland, Luxembourg, Cyprus, Slovenia, Slovakia and Bulgaria. It was also brought up but with reservations by Finnish respondents (unions and NGOs fearing that residual unemployment would be forgotten and not dealt with, even though its level is now quite low) and Austrian respondents (the approach focuses too much on increasing the labour supply).

· Adaptability and flexibility: on this subject we noted all the reservations that we have just reported with the more general social worries. 

Some people also thought that the priorities relating to inclusion and social protection had been watered down due to the reorganisation of the integrated Guidelines. We saw this for example in Finland and Spain (unions and NGOs), Ireland (NGOs and some public sector managers), Greece (unions and some public sector managers), Austria and France (various public sector managers, as well as the social actors).

· Investing in human resources: respondents made few new comments on this goal that had already been highlighted in the previous periods, and whose priority status was largely recognised. 

· With regard to the reformulation of the Guidelines. 
There were few comments on this point, as the reorganisation of the Guidelines did not really affect the content (with the exception of remarks on the non-integration into the Lisbon Strategy of inclusion and social protection issues, and occasionally also on the “dissociation” between education and professional training).

· As regards processes and governance. 
· We will not go over the general remarks about the integration of the European Employment Strategy into the Lisbon Strategy and the reservations expressed by certain people with regard to economic concerns taking precedence over social concerns due to this integration.  

· There were a few more specific comments on the integration of the NAP (National Employment Action Plan) into the “National Reform Plan” (NRP), and the coordination of its production – situations seemed to vary from one country to another though.  

In some countries, the managers interviewed thought that this coordination had led to progress being made. This was the case notably in Belgium, Luxembourg and Cyprus (although there is still progress to be made), Estonia (greatly improved interministerial coordination, and greater involvement of social partners), Latvia (coordination by the Ministry for the Economy that the other departments seem to evaluate positively as it provides them with support that they did not previously have) and in Romania. This change was also seen in a favourable light by Turkish respondents. 

Reservations came to light in other Member States. In Ireland, the attachment of the Coordinator to the Prime Minister’s department has created complications, although the Minister for Enterprise, Trade and Employment is still in charge of a large share of the issues. In Germany, where the Ministry for the Economy still has a dominant role compared to the Ministry for Employment, respondents said that there were too many organisations involved in the process. In Austria, respondents sometimes questioned this same domination by the Ministry for the Economy, as well as the insufficient authority enjoyed by the “Lisbon Coordinator”. In France, the situation for the Lisbon Coordinator seemed to be the same and additionally he was not very well known. In Hungary, the same was also true. In Italy, coordination is complicated by recent modifications to governmental structures, and furthermore by the decentralisation that has been carried out in employment matters. In Malta, some thought that the NAP had more impact before being integrated into the National Reform Plan (NRP). In Lithuania, respondents mentioned that the process had become more complex. 

· Finally, we also once again noted doubts and questions on the real implementation of the Strategy by the Member States (in Denmark, Sweden and Germany), and on the fact that the Strategy is not binding and does not therefore necessarily lead to action being taken (in France, Italy and Spain where the trade unions and NGOs lamented the “re-nationalisation” of employment policies).

· In the views of the respondents at Community level – who are well aware of the history of the Strategy – the major stage of the Strategy’s evolution was its integration into the Lisbon Strategy.
· All of them did recognize the interaction between economic growth and employment, but they tended to express critical (or at least reserved) views in this respect – except for the representatives of the employers’ organisation who fully agreed with the underlying logic of the Lisbon approach.

Criticism related notably :

· To understanding of cause and consequence : serious doubts were voiced that increasing labour supply does bring about economic growth, rather than the opposite.
· To a vision of job creation which they felt was too “quantitative” in the Lisbon Strategy and the components of the European Employment Strategy stemming from the Lisbon process ; whereas they did not question the fact that it probably contributed to creating jobs, they remarked that many of those were “low quality” jobs, with less job security, and badly paid.
They expressed their belief that this type of development will not enable Europe effectively to cope with global competition in a medium to long term perspective ; on the contrary, Europe should strive to innovate and invest in training workers so that they reached the levels of qualification required by the “knowledge based economy”.

Several of the respondents mentioned the need for further thinking and debate on factors of competitiveness and work productivity – which, in their eyes, are not just limited to the cost of salaries and related social benefits and easier firing.

Nearly all of them recognized that flexisecurity is an essential subject to be debated and that a balance needs to be found between flexibility in the labour market and an adequate degree of job security ; that was agreed by social partners on both sides as well as by those interviewed in the EU’s institutions.

· As regards the Strategy’s governance and its processes, three observations were made at that stage :
· The objectives are still not focused and not specific enough, in spite of some improvement (too many Guidelines, too many indicators in the early years…).
· The time cycle of document production and analysis, although it has been made “less frantic”, remains “heavy” and should be further relaxed.
· According to several of them, political commitment has diminished and the whole process has become to a large extent an “administrative” exercise.
CHAPTER III
JUDGMENTS ON THE EUROPEAN EMPLOYMENT STRATEGY AND ITS ROLE AT EU LEVEL
III.1
ORIENTATIONS OF the EUROPEAN EMPLOYMENT STRATEGY AND THE DEGREE OF PRIORITY GIVEN TO EMPLOYMENT POLICY AT EU LEVEL
· After examining the European Employment Strategy’s history, we asked the managers to summarise their views on its orientations, specifically commenting on what they considered to be the positive and negative aspects of it 
.
Logically, their comments included aspects of what they had already discussed. In summary:
· The relevance of the general orientations set out by the Strategy was very widely recognised, as was the inclusion of the key challenges represented by globalisation and demographic change. 
The only substantial reservations on this point came from Italian respondents (who were quite pessimistic about the project’s real implementation) on the subject of the inclusion of demographic changes (including increased immigration), and from Cypriot respondents on the same subject (the “illusory” idea that immigration can provide a solution to the effects of population ageing). In Slovenia, although respondents did not criticise the European approach, they also stressed the importance of dealing with the question of immigration. 
We noted now and then that some respondents particularly stressed a necessary reinforcement of competitiveness (or innovation), with investment in human capital and the training that necessarily goes with it. 
· Worries related less to the overall “package” of orientations announced than to the risk of the social dimension gradually slipping down to a secondary priority level. 
As we saw in the previous chapters in quite a few countries, some respondents focused either on job quality, the maintenance of protection and social benefits, on the promotion of equal opportunities, social cohesion and the integration of vulnerable categories, or on what they considered to be excess deregulation of the labour market and flexibility. 
These concerns were expressed especially by trade union leaders and NGOs, but we saw that they were shared to varying degrees by ministerial and public sector managers in several countries. This was particularly the case in Germany, France, the Walloon part of Belgium and Italy. 
On the contrary, some representatives from employers’ organisations reiterated their demands for increased flexibility and greater incentives for the jobless to return to work. 
· With regard more generally to the degree of priority the EU gives to employment policy compared to other policies, respondents’ feelings were more varied. 
· In the old Member States. 
Only respondents in Finland and Ireland thought unanimously and with very few reservations that the European Union really makes employment questions a top priority. 
In some other countries, respondents expressed homogenous opinions but they were more moderate: in Sweden, respondents thought that it was difficult to give a firm response to the question (no hierarchy perceived between the EU’s various policies, and limits placed on implementation by the available budgets); in Denmark respondents made the same observation that it was not a priority when resources were allocated, and stated that the level of ambition was naturally low as the Member States did not want to give the EU more influence in employment matters; and in the Netherlands respondents seemed happy with a relative level of ambition within a framework that leaves employment policy principally a matter of national responsibility. In the United Kingdom, respondents recognised that the European Employment Strategy had a useful function in that it set out a common general framework, but some used the image of “lukewarm water” as an illustration of its level of priority. In Greece, respondents agreed that the question is given quite a high level of priority, although some added that employment is dealt with as part of the Lisbon Strategy as a simple consequence of economic policy. 
Opinions were divided in quite a lot of countries. Trade unions, and sometimes NGOs, tended to think that the level of priority given to employment policy was secondary or at least inadequate. 
Although German respondents generally considered that employment issues were considered as important everywhere in Europe, union and NGO managers expressed more reservations. Opinions were divided in Italy (although less clearly so). In Belgium, trade unions (and public authorities in Wallonia) thought that not enough was done on employment questions, within a context where economic and financial policies are dominant. In Spain, respondents also mentioned that employment policy was subordinated to the goals of economic policy, and lamented the fact that the EU did not have more power in this area. In Luxembourg, their counterparts spoke of it as the “poor relative” of the EU’s policy.
In some countries, there was even a wider tendency to judge the priority given to employment as mediocre. In Austria, most respondents mentioned that Member States refuse to abandon part of their competency in this area and that economic objectives dominate. Several ministerial managers thought that the priority given to employment policy had fallen over the years, while trade union leaders described it as an “external cover” to give dominant economic liberalism a more attractive sheen. In France, respondents almost unanimously considered that the European Union does not really treat employment as a priority, and that employment suffers from insufficient motivation for a real macroeconomic growth policy. In Portugal, many respondents thought that employment objectives had been diluted within the goals of a “rigid” economic growth policy. 
· In the new Member States.
Respondents’ attitudes were clearly more positive. 
In some of the new Member States, as in the old ones, we noted reservations from trade unions and NGOs, but they were generally more moderate: employment is certainly an important priority, but it is not dealt with adequately due to a policy that is too economic (in Slovenia), that needs to be strengthened (in the Czech Republic) or that gives rise to opinions that are not clear-cut (in Poland). In Hungary, although respondents generally thought that the priority given to employment policy was high, they noted implementation difficulties, in particular due to the impossibility of imposing “sanctions”.
In the other countries, respondents rarely expressed doubts on the reality or sincerity of the priority expressed in terms of employment issues. 
The Turkish respondents interviewed shared this view, whilst also noting that a non-coercive procedure has inherent limits as its success is dependent on the Member States’ volition.
· Among managers interviewed at Community level.
There were frequent doubts on the priority really given to employment questions in current policy actions, or at least on the way in which employment questions are viewed. 
According to most of the people interviewed, particularly in the institutions, employment is dealt with more as a component of economic policy than as a priority objective in itself. 
· We then asked respondents three specific questions on the subject. 
· To what extent have budgetary and macro-economic priorities possibly placed constraints on employment policy (Growth and Stability Pact, policy of the European Central Bank), according to you? 
Although the answers to this question sometimes varied, there was little controversy. 
They ranged generally from the “obvious” simple fact that economic policy has an impact on employment (but without mentioning any major negative effects) to the idea that it could have been a “hindrance”, or that although rigour has perhaps had a negative effect on employment in the short term, it was a condition of the economic stability required for growth and employment in the long term (this last type of comment appeared notably in Germany, Austria, Malta, Latvia and Bulgaria, and in Poland but from a slightly different point of view).
However, some Belgian respondents thought that the social side of the restrictive economic measures had been inadequate. Many French respondents raised questions on the European Central Bank’s monetary policy, and Czech respondents considered that this policy has harmed wage progression. 
· Has the priority given to employment been strengthened by being integrated into the Lisbon Strategy (in 2005), or on the contrary has it been diluted among economic or other objectives?
Respondents had already covered this point in detail during the previous interview stages. They tended to express the opinion that this change had strengthened, or at least had not watered down, the priority given to employment – with a minority of respondents holding the opposite opinion (expressed here notably by trade union leaders in Luxembourg and Spain, by some NGOs, and more widely in Greece).
· One may also wonder if other major preoccupations – such as the future of pension schemes, education, or integrating those who are socially excluded – have not reduced the degree of priority given to the question of employment per se. 
Almost all respondents thought that these questions were very closely linked to employment and that the degree of priority given to employment had not been reduced. 
III.2
RELEVANCE OF THE OPEN COORDINATION METHOD
· With regard to “the relevance and the effectiveness” of the “open coordination method”
, the same themes were tackled by most of the managers interviewed in all countries. However, some respondents in the new Member States did not comment much on a process that they are not really directly involved in (Slovenia, Hungary, Estonia and Lithuania, in particular among social partners and NGOs). People tended to discuss the method’s relevance, its limits and its effects in practice.
· Almost everywhere, respondents mentioned the fact that the method is not binding both from a principle point of view and from an implication point of view. 
The non-coercive nature of the method was connected to the fact that the European Union does not have much power in this area and the fact that the Member States are not inclined to give it more. 
It was a recognised fact that respondents brought up, while expressing opinions that reflected varying levels of sensitivity to it. 
· Generally favourable opinions towards an approach considered as having had real positive effects, with few reservations. 
This was typical in the following countries: Luxembourg (with just a few questions from trade unions on the “competition” rather than “cooperation” that has developed between Member States with regard to the goals); Germany (it is the only possible instrument given the current state of Community legislation whose “weakness” – its non-binding character – comes back with “force” – with a few criticisms on the idea that despite everything the EU would still strive to interfere with national domestic affairs); Portugal (the majority of respondents viewed the method as “innovative” as it leaves each country with the necessary “flexibility”); Malta (similar comments, and mention of the limits due to the fact that the method is non-binding but without this being seen as a crippling constraint); Slovakia (respondents believed in the relevance and efficacy of voluntary cooperation in this area, and just one respondent in the public sector raised questions on it becoming more binding); Hungary (among those who were well informed about the process); Latvia (genuinely positive effects were acknowledged in an area where one cannot “standardise” things, although some countries do not always follow the recommendations and cannot be “penalised”); Lithuania (among the rare respondents who were informed about the procedures); Romania (with reservations and with the comment that “things would not work if they were imposed”); and Turkey.
· Similar comments in terms of the content, but with more reservations about the process’s efficacy. 
This was typical in the following countries: Denmark – the country where doubt is the most widespread (about the efficacy of a method that “lacks real coordination”, in which Member States just commit themselves “to implementing” what they have already implemented, for lack of binding provisions – which the Danish respondents would not accept anyway ; and, although they admitted that mutual learning is good  in principle, they tended to consider that Denmark did not have much to learn from it as it as more advanced in this area) ; Sweden (a valuable method that has had various effects, if only because it has “obliged” Member States to consider major challenges at EU level, but some of the managers observed that quite a few Member States “do not do anything” and they therefore hoped for more coercion or at least for greater pressure to be put on these countries by means of visibly displaying their inaction); Finland (a method that depends on motivation and that usefully leaves room for national adaptation, but that can become ineffective if Member States do not take action); the United Kingdom (a consensus very much in favour of a non-binding method, even though some countries are inactive and despite inadequate resources); Ireland (the only realistic method given the diversity of the labour markets in Europe, but quite frequent hopes for it to be strengthened, even extending it to a mixed approach including legislative initiatives on some points); the Netherlands (a method that is “adapted” to the fact that competence is shared and that leaves the various Member States freedom of action, but that depends on their “volition”, and that also gave rise to criticisms on the “bureaucratic” abundance of “paperwork”); Greece (despite expectations from certain people that there will be increased pressure on Member States who do not act, although not going as far as “financial” sanctions); Cyprus (wide agreement with the application of subsidiarity in this area, but once again hopes for a slightly more vigorous method); Slovenia (among the small number of people who had a clear vision and who viewed it quite favourably, whilst also raising questions on the lack of sanctions); the Czech Republic (where trade union leaders expressed reservations and were inclined to think that the EU should take more initiative); and Estonia (among governmental actors who were the best informed and who observed that the method does not guarantee results, but considered that coercion would be impossible and undesirable in any case).
· Varied or more uncertain opinions in some countries. 
In Austria governmental managers tended to stress the poor efficacy of an approach that is not really implemented in many Member States, even though they also recognised the impossibility of binding legal provisions, whilst the social partners (unions) would clearly like to see such provisions introduced. 
Respondents took up varying positions in Belgium. Some considered that a non-binding approach is the only option, whereas others (trade union representatives and more widely in Wallonia) would like to see a more binding policy. 
In France, although opinions on the principle behind the method were generally favourable, some of the managers (in the public sector and trade unions) called for the Commission’s “warning” power to be strengthened, whereas on the contrary, some others denounced the Commission’s interventionism. 
In Italy, respondents were divided between favourable opinions, mixed opinions (a method that “could be” positive) and much more sceptical opinions. A minority of respondents called for “stricter” rules.
In Spain, public sector managers and employers’ representatives generally saw the method in a positive light, whilst trade union and NGO leaders showed themselves to be very critical, calling for greater cooperation based on more coercion, and complained about the prevalence of “national interests”. 
In Poland, although respondents stressed that binding procedures would be unthinkable and although they therefore thought that the current method was the only possible one, they also clearly stated its faults – low level of influence, comparisons and mutual learning limited by the fact that Member States can “choose their Guidelines” and furthermore “hide their mistakes”. At the same time, some respondents (in governmental spheres) tended to think that the EU does not leave Member States enough freedom. 
In Bulgaria, the few public sector managers interviewed either had a positive attitude towards the “open” method or had serious doubts about its efficacy. 
· Nuanced opinions among managers interviewed at Community level. 
Within the framework of the limits imposed by Community competence in the area of employment, these respondents tended to see an ingenious device that one could make better use of, but that has real merit. Furthermore, some observed that it is the most developed Open Coordination Method, and the only one to have a full range of instruments (Guidelines, indicators, NAP now integrated into the NRP, annual report, Recommendations, etc.). 
Attitudes towards it varied from recognition of “real value added” to the idea that it is an “essentially bureaucratic” exercise that nonetheless has some virtues that could be better exploited, whilst acknowledging that bringing Member States to really cooperate can only be a gradual process to be viewed in the medium to long term. 
· With regard to the nature of the method’s positive effects, the following points were mentioned. 
· The Open Coordination Method as a tool for analysing and identifying problems. 
One of the dimensions of the method is that it has provided a framework and data that have led to the identification of major employment challenges which are largely common to all European countries. 
Respondents in various countries used terms such as “increased awareness”, “the identification of new problems” and “the generation of new ideas”.
“Community” respondents in our sample also mentioned the notion of national policy managers slowly becoming more aware of the challenges. 
· The establishment of a framework not only for reflection but also for action. 
In addition to a reminder often given here by respondents of the relevance of a set of overarching common orientations for the Member States enabling coordinated action between them, there were sometimes reflections that went further with regard to its utility for the definition of national action policy. 
Certain Belgian respondents mentioned that they saw it as a strategic tool for tackling employment problems, whilst some Greek respondents thought that it highlighted priorities. Similar ideas were also clearly expressed in several of the new Member States who saw it as a conceptual framework providing the directions for political action that they were at least partially lacking – for example in Cyprus, Slovenia, Slovakia, Lithuania and Turkey. 
· The information and experience exchange, mutual learning, comparison and “benchmarking” component. 
Although these practices were quite often judged as being insufficient and needing development, they were unanimously recognised as being an important asset of the Open Coordination Method, with only the obvious reservation that a solution developed and implemented successfully in one country could not simply be reproduced in another country with a different economic situation, labour market conditions, traditions and mentalities. 
“Community” respondents thought that the Member States are gradually learning – if not to compare themselves on all points and actively to think how they can use all of their partners’ experiences (we are still far from this) – then at least to take account of the most striking comparative elements. 
Among the examples cited, active ageing figured notably – the Member States with the lowest participation rates among older workers not being able to escape the fact given the indicators concerned – and equality between men and women at work – an area where real progress has been made in some countries. As far as flexisecurity is concerned, the Danish model has acquired visibility which has helped to lodge the concept in people’s minds, even though transposing it as it is into different contexts is obviously impossible. 
Strengthening “benchmarking”, beyond the simple comparison of experiences, is a measure that seemed desirable to most respondents.
· The “pressure” exerted on the Member States by the visibility given to their action in the area of employment and in comparison to the others. 
Although this was mentioned less often, some respondents recognised that the European Employment Strategy had had an effect in this area: in Finland, Luxembourg (“looking outwards”), Malta (the function of keeping the public authorities “on their toes”), Hungary (problems that “would not be dealt with if it were not for this”, contribution to changing mentalities), Lithuania (an element that contributes to the policy’s “continuity”) and Bulgaria (a “monitoring” system).
“Community” respondents thought that the mutual “pressure” exerted between peers, and that is reflected or translated in the Commission’s Reports and Recommendations, is not without effect: a limited effect for some who thought that Member States hid sensitive problems and presented the situation as “very rosy” in their own reports, and that Member States have to find themselves in a very bad situation indeed before they will admit their flaws and turn to examples of others who have been more successful; a larger effect for others as national governments pay attention to the Recommendations if only because they are “the only things that are likely to end up reported in the press”; and an even more substantial impact for a few others who were more optimistic. 
· In certain Member States, the function of creating a tool and a common “language” that was lacking internally – this was mentioned in Belgium and Spain with regard to consultation between regions and the central State. In some other countries we also noted the admission of a reinforcement of interministerial coordination or the involvement of social partners and NGOs. 
· The following chapter goes into more detail on the impact of the European Employment Strategy at national level.

CHAPTER IV
PERCEIVED IMPACT AND INCIDENCE OF THE EUROPEAN
EMPLOYMENT STRATEGY AT NATIONAL LEVEL
IV.1A
GENERAL OPINIONS ON THE IMPACT OF THE EUROPEAN EMPLOYMENT STRATEGY
· We asked respondents to talk about the European Employment Strategy’s impact on the definition and conduct of employment policies in their respective countries. In particular, we asked them what had concretely changed and what they thought about these changes 
.
· The vast majority of people questioned – all types of managers and countries included – noted that the European Employment Strategy had had a notable and positive effect on national employment policies. 
It was only really Danish respondents who stated that the Strategy had had no or almost no impact on their own national policy, and that it was in fact the European Union that had been inspired by the “Danish model”.
British respondents were also reluctant to admit that the Strategy had had an effect on their national policy and preferred to talk about “parallel” developments – or even better – the “avant-garde” character of the United Kingdom’s “new employment policy”, qualifying the UK as a “leader” within the EU.
More generally, certain German, Dutch and Luxembourgish respondents also struggled to attribute certain observed changes to the European Employment Strategy rather than to their own national cultural traditions, notably with respect to social dialogue or to reforms that have been pushed through in recent years. 
Finally, some respondents (governmental actors in general) thought that progress made in their countries was equally or more related to their own economic development than to the European Employment Strategy. We noted this type of opinion in Ireland, Denmark, Spain and the Czech Republic. 
· The positive impact mentioned the most spontaneously was “psychological”, even for those who claimed to be the least “influenced”: the Strategy is clearly a driving force and a “stimulus” both for the Member States who are pushed to act, set goals and/or correct their mistakes, and for society with raised awareness and a reviewing of traditional ways of thinking (for example, respondents stressed changing attitudes, in particular with regard to discrimination, disabled workers and employment for seniors).
· On a more concrete level, respondents most frequently mentioned the following main changes associated with the Strategy: 
· In general terms, cooperation, mutual learning between countries, and examples of good practice and successful reforms in other Member States, as well as harmonisation of indicators and systems of reference in the area of employment. 
· Strengthening or the development of equal opportunities, and more specifically, equality between men and women (in Germany and Austria there have been specific advances and improvements in child care provision, enabling women to juggle both professional and family life).
· Greater consideration for vulnerable categories such as women, immigrants, older workers and the long-term unemployed.
· Reinforced training policies, including in particular “life-long learning” covering IT and foreign languages for example. 
· Older retirement ages and the reinsertion of seniors into the labour market. 
· Raised awareness and promotion of “flexibility”.
· Improved social dialogue, with the nuances mentioned above – certain States viewing the Strategy as having provided even more justification for the national action they had already taken (e.g. Germany and the Netherlands), and others viewing the Strategy as an instrument that encouraged them to take action (e.g., France, Ireland, Greece, Portugal and Malta).
· Improved coordination between the regions and the federal government, in particular in Belgium, Spain and also Germany. 
· As a general rule, the new Member States in Eastern Europe were the most positive overall about the European Employment Strategy. Aside from the points we have already reported, they stressed a number of other positive points:
· The modernity of the approach (Poland)
· The stress laid on human capital 
· The goal of full employment
· The creation or reorganisation of National Employment Services (Hungary and Poland)
· Fiscal aid for the reinsertion of the over 50s and young people, and for training
· A reduction of “undeclared” work (Hungary)
· Greater involvement of the State and politicians (Poland)
· Improvements to employment law (Estonia)
· The reinforcement of actions taken by NGOs and associations (Hungary)
· We noted that Turkish respondents also appreciated the impetus provided by the Strategy, essentially due to the preparation of the “Joint Employment Report”: meetings between social partners and the private sector, between European experts and governmental actors, and the enrichment and deepening of the multidimensional approach to the subject. 
· Conversely, in some Western Member States – Luxembourg, France, Spain and Malta – a minority of respondents, essentially representing social partners (unions) and NGOs, once again denounced the negative effects that the European Employment Strategy has had on national policy. In particular:
· Deregulation of the labour market and lost or reduced protection for workers. 
· Weakening of job security in connection with the promotion of flexibility and mobility. 
· Similarly, in certain new Member States in Eastern Europe (Slovakia, Estonia, Lithuania and Bulgaria) NGO representatives and some social partners considered the changes to be too slow or not yet visible, and the Community resources given to the Strategy as inadequate or poorly allocated. 

· With regard to the various instruments – NAP (National Employment Action Plan), “Joint Employment Report”, “Recommendations”, etc. – implemented by the European Employment Strategy, we noted that specific comments were generally poorly developed (in particular from NGO representatives, who had not generally been heavily involved). 
· For many, the European Employment Strategy’s impact was attributed to the approach itself and to all of its instruments, without any details or backed-up arguments for each of the tools, in particular with regard to the respective effects of the NAP and the NRP which were often confused. 
· Beyond this, opinions were relatively convergent: 
· The NAP was not frequently mentioned, but when it was, it was cited by respondents who tended to criticise it for its overly “administrative” character, because it is a document for “experts” and drafting it is a tedious task, and because it is sometimes a simple “justification” of national employment policy. Its operating value was judged as weak, essentially in old Member States (Belgium, Germany, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom especially, but also Denmark, Sweden and Finland). It seemed to be appreciated more in the newer Member States in Southern and Eastern Europe. 
· The NRP (National Reform Plan) was also not frequently mentioned at this stage in the discussions. It was sometimes judged as being more concrete, productive and effective than the NAP, instigating and encouraging dialogue and coordination between the parties involved (social partners and the relevant ministries). 
· The Joint Employment Report, although also not frequently mentioned, also seemed to be well received in the new Member States and in the candidate country (Turkey), essentially by governmental representatives (who were the best informed about it). This document has (or has had) an interesting and productive educational function.
· The Guidelines gave rise to the same comments that we have already reported – fairly general agreement with the overall direction, but varied appreciations either on the fact that they need to be adapted to national conditions or on their implementation.
· The Recommendations – when they were mentioned at this stage – were subject to varied judgments depending on whether they were considered as being too general, or on the contrary, specific and well adapted to respondents’ own countries: some social partners and NGO representatives in particular saw them as actively putting pressure on politicians, governmental bodies and employers’ organisations, as well as providing ideas (Belgium, Germany, the Netherlands, Sweden, Greece and Austria); on the contrary, others just saw orientations that are too general or partly biased by self-evaluations that are more or less embellished and drawn up by the Member States themselves (the United Kingdom, Spain and Estonia); and finally, others rejected the criticisms that they contain, defending their national peculiarities and sovereignty (Denmark particularly, and Latvia). 
· The Open Coordination Method, although very infrequently cited here, was generally well received and seen as a factor for fruitful exchanges of experiences, especially in the most recent Member States in Eastern Europe, as we had already seen during the more general evaluation stage at European level. 
· When questioned about other approaches or action taken with regard to employment policy, only a few respondents in around a dozen countries mentioned the OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development). 

· In the old Member States in Western Europe, studies and documents produced by the OECD were judged by the majority as being interesting and as having indisputable “technical” merit: they are serious, in-depth analyses completed by reliable and independent supranational specialists. Some respondents thought that they had inspired elements of the European Employment Strategy (Denmark and Spain). 

But respondents (NGOs and employee representatives in particular) also saw the OECD as an organisation that gives economic considerations precedence over social aspects, even though some considered that it had reoriented its position in recent years. 
Furthermore, although respondents recognised that it had a more “visible” media impact than the European Employment Strategy, notably due to the comparative “rankings” that it announces, it does not have any incentive or impetus power, contrary to the EU. It was also seen as being aimed more at experts than at politicians. In this respect, the European Employment Strategy was credited as having greater operating potential that is better adapted to EU members. 
Representatives who were more explicitly “in favour” of the OECD analyses and who preferred them to the instruments of the European Employment Strategy were found in the United Kingdom, Denmark and Sweden. 
· In the most recent Member States, the OECD was mentioned much less frequently; it was only brought up in Poland, Slovakia and Hungary. In these three countries, attitudes towards the OECD showed many more reservations: it was seen as an organisation for experts and scientists that is even more technocratic, that is very (or too) economically “liberal”, that neglects social considerations, and furthermore and in contrast to the European Union, that does not support Member States in their application of its recommendations (Poland). 
· In Turkey, the OECD benefited from a good image but remained a relatively distant organisation composed of “specialists and foreigners”. The reports drawn up with the European Union (the “Joint Assessment Papers”) were viewed as involving the States more, as being more interesting, and as enabling greater proximity and better suitability at national level. The International Labour Organisation and the World Bank were also mentioned as bodies that had participated in employment projects. 
· Finally, most respondents did not discuss the “visibility” of the NAPs, which have now been integrated into the Lisbon Strategy. The following main points emerged from the few opinions expressed:
· Integration of the NAPs into the Lisbon Strategy has not greatly improved their visibility, which remains poor or nonexistent. For the vast majority, it seemed evident that the NAP is still not really visible or is even invisible, including for many of the respondents involved (NGOs and social partners) and even more so for citizens. In some recent EU joiners, this visibility was seen as being in decline after the relative media exposure connected to the pressure of joining (Bulgaria and Hungary). In Denmark, respondents stressed that the NAP is “kept” invisible for political reasons (with a view to handling Danish citizens’ euroscepticism carefully).
· However, a small minority thought that the NAP had become more visible following its integration into the Lisbon Strategy, in particular as it now takes a more general picture, is better structured, shorter and accessible, clearer, more concrete and specific (Belgium, Finland, Poland, Estonia and Cyprus). In Estonia, notably, the intervention of the “Lisbon Coordinator” was judged as being decisive and as a positive factor for coordination and cooperation, and for parliamentary, regional and NGO involvement. 
· All respondents saw the NAP as both an administrative and political document. It is aimed more at experts and high-level participants (ministries, organisations involved). It was only really in Finland that respondents referred to media coverage of certain concepts from the Guidelines. 
IV.1B
INTEGRATION OF EMPLOYMENT ISSUES INTO THE LISBON STRATEGY
· We asked respondents to specify how national employment policies in their countries had or had not benefited from the integration of employment issues and macro- and micro-economic issues since the relaunch of the Lisbon Strategy in 2005 
. 
· Overall, respondents judged the integration of employment issues into the Lisbon Strategy as beneficial for most national employment policies – as they did when they talked about this development more generally at an earlier stage in the discussions. 
· However, opinions varied depending on the aspects of the Lisbon Strategy considered, the type of respondent and the country.
· A relative consensus – or at least a large majority – emerged on the following points:
· A more overall/overarching approach to the problem and a search for synergies, in particular the integration of employment policy into the economic growth strategy, incentives for cooperation between the various actors (Ministries for the Economy, Work and Social Affairs) and the involvement of Parliament and social partners. We noted in this respect that British representatives thought that the integration of employment policy into economic policy had been initiated under the Thatcher government, well before the Lisbon Agenda. 
· Greater clarity, particularly with regard to the goals and the definition of priorities. 
· An improved potential for efficiency, and a more concrete, realistic character, due to macro- and micro-economic elements being taken into account. 
· The strong promotion of training and education.
· Governments have started to take more account of employment issues. This was stressed in particular by certain social partners, NGOs and regional bodies. 
· On the contrary, NGOs and employee representatives often showed themselves to be more doubtful or worried, particularly fearing that competition and economic considerations would take precedence over the social dimension. This point was highlighted particularly in the Netherlands, Luxembourg, France and Ireland. 
· A number of respondents were loath to comment, saying that it was still too early to assess the effects of the integration. This was the case particularly in Germany, Luxembourg, Hungary, Estonia and Bulgaria. 
· The introduction of a single National Reform Plan (NRP) appeared to be the most significant aspect of the change to the European Employment Policy. 

· Overall, it was viewed positively and as being superior to the previous National Employment Action Plan (NAP). Overall, it was judged as being (in approximate descending order):
· More concrete and realistic, taking better account of national and regional peculiarities and contexts; less centralised and working “bottom-up towards the European Union rather than top-down”.
· More operational and effective, with a programme, a schedule, and budgets that are created better and well allocated. 
· Involving more actors in more sectors, with a more global and better backed-up vision; better structured. 
· More ambitious (especially for representatives from more recent Member States, in particular Hungary, Latvia and Romania).
· Slightly more visible than the NAP, but still seen as being too unknown by NGOs and social partners in particular. 
· However, few concrete examples were given here. The most obvious efforts were raising awareness of the insertion of older workers into the labour market and the promotion of life long learning (on this point, we can refer back to the effects of the relaunch of the Lisbon Strategy listed under IV.1A).
· Criticisms and reservations were in the minority: 

· They were heard, for example, in Italy, Austria and less clearly in Belgium. The changes were seen as relating to form rather than content, with the NRP remaining first and foremost a bureaucratic exercise; its real efficacy was questioned and its ambition was judged as weak or diminishing (Austria).
· In Spain, some union representatives were worried that they could no longer take part in the preparatory discussions prior to the drafting of the NRP.
· In summary, the recent change to the European Employment Strategy, which is now integrated into the Lisbon Strategy, was viewed by the majority of respondents as going in the right direction in terms of its implications at national level. 
IV.2
NEW CONCEPTS INTRODUCED BY THE EUROPEAN EMPLOYMENT STRATEGY
· We invited respondents to comment on eight of the new themes highlighted by the European Employment Strategy, and to say to what extent and in what way they have made a concrete contribution to the national debate on employment 
. 
A. Flexibility or flexisecurity
· This was the main concept the most associated with the Lisbon Strategy by almost all respondents, with the notable exception of respondents from Denmark, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom who in one way or another thought that they had invented or promoted it, as well as certain Austrians who thought that they had launched it at European level during the recent Austrian presidency. It is currently the newest and most debated concept in all European Union countries, as well as in Turkey. 
For all respondents, the Lisbon Strategy has initiated, relaunched, accentuated or fed national debate on this theme. It was generally recognised that it had originated in Denmark or in Scandinavia, in particular in the guise of “flexisecurity”. 

· It was also one of the most controversial concepts. All types of respondents in all countries described it as an ultra-sensitive, complex and very delicate subject to negotiate and implement. It all depends on the importance given to each of the two aspects making up “flexisecurity” – i.e. flexibility and security. 
· On the one hand, it was seen as responding to the requirements of adaptation to world markets, increasing competition and company flexibility. In particular, this was the dominant view when we spoke to governmental and employer representatives.
· On the other hand, it was seen as a threat to workers that could make jobs even more insecure without encouraging job creation. We heard this point of view frequently from NGO representatives, employee organisations and some public employment organisations, in particular in France, Germany, Luxembourg, Italy, Sweden, Spain and Greece, as well as in a number of Eastern European countries – Slovenia, Latvia and Romania. 
· In addition to this, we noted that respondents in the new Member States in Eastern Europe stressed that: 
· They did not know so much about the concept and its precise content. In Bulgaria, for example, flexibility only really seemed to be associated with part-time work, “short-term” contracts lasting a few months, and working from home. 
· The economic and cultural gap was too large between them and the other Member States – in particular “rich” countries, in Scandinavia mainly – both in terms of the market economy and the notion of “flexibility” for employees who are used to “jobs for life”.
· They needed time to upgrade their systems and change people’s way of thinking and behaviour.
· They had doubts over whether it would be possible to reconcile competitiveness and social policy. 
· At the time of the interviews, the vast majority of respondents particularly noted that the debate was intense and lively, and that it had been opportunely relaunched by the European Strategy, but that it was still too early to judge its impact on national policy. 
B. Increasing the active population as a factor of economic growth
· Contrary to the previous concept, respondents commented on this one less frequently and the debate was less lively. 

· However, some respondents sometimes explicitly contradicted it, saying that the reverse was more appropriate, i.e. “economic growth as a factor increasing the active population”. This was the case notably in Luxembourg where respondents considered that the national economy did not fully benefit from the large numbers of workers from across the border (as they spend their salaries in neighbouring countries), and in Italy. 
· In fact, as it was often associated with the vital goal of “reducing unemployment”, respondents largely approved of it and generally backed up their opinions with a series of explanatory arguments:
· The ageing population (massively mentioned).
· Low employment rates among women (mentioned in particular in Germany, Malta, Cyprus, the Czech Republic, Latvia and Turkey).
· Young people have trouble finding a first job (Greece, Slovakia and Latvia). 
· Low birth rates and a lack of measures to act as an incentive to have children (Italy, Slovenia and Hungary). 
· An influx of inactive and unqualified immigrants (Italy).
· It was therefore usually connected to other concepts in the European Employment Strategy, principally “active ageing”, but also employment for women and young people, and sometimes, disabled people and immigrants. Understood in this way, all of the following concepts can be considered as measures that aim to increase the active population or, more often, reduce unemployment.  It is interesting to note that the causal link to economic growth was finally skirted round and not examined or commented on. 
· In this sense, many respondents in a range of countries and from all categories said that the subject was “already” at the heart of national preoccupations before the relaunch of the Lisbon Strategy, essentially by means of the question of older workers, the raising of the retirement age and the reform of pension systems. 
· Nonetheless, in some countries, the European Employment Strategy was explicitly credited as having opportunely reinforced and raised awareness of the problem. This was the case in Belgium (“Generations pact” influenced by the Strategy), the United Kingdom, Ireland, Finland, Austria and Greece. We also noted once again that some British respondents thought that they were “on top of” the subject as they had supported Tony Blair’s “Third Way”.
· Aside from the stress laid on employment for older workers, women and young people which was already widely addressed by Member States, the European Employment Strategy also contributed to drawing attention to populations who suffer “discrimination” – immigrants and disabled people (Denmark and Estonia where one NGO mentioned Community aid), and the long-term unemployed (the United Kingdom and Hungary) – as well as to education and training.
· We noted that two countries adopted a particular position with regard to the issue:
· Ireland, because immigrant workers make up for labour shortages, contribute to growth and are welcomed.
· Estonia, because the country is also suffering from labour shortages, but conversely, is having trouble stopping the exodus of qualified workers. 
· Overall, respondents noted the importance of the question of “reducing unemployment” – rather than “increasing the active population” – but most of them also indicated that the European Strategy’s tangible effects are still inadequate and that there is still “much to be done”. Employee representatives and NGOs naturally felt this particularly acutely.
C. Active ageing
· Although infrequently referred to specifically as “active ageing”, we have just seen that employment for older workers is a key concern for most Member States. It was also a theme that respondents often mentioned of their own accord. 
· The concept of an ageing population had generally already been tackled for several years and had already been widely debated by most of the old Member States, in particular by means of discussions (conflicts) on pension reforms and the retirement age (the Turner Report in the United Kingdom and the Schlüssel reform in Austria etc.). It was also a sensitive subject throughout the entire EU and seemed to be increasingly considered as a “European problem”. Only Estonia and Cyprus – countries with high older worker participation rates – claimed to be less concerned by the problem in the short term. 
· The European Employment Strategy was therefore viewed as being particularly relevant, and in many cases, had enabled discussions on the subject to be initiated or relaunched. 
· However, opinions varied on its impact on national policy:
· In the United Kingdom and the Netherlands, respondents thought that the issue had been tackled independently of Europe and that the European Employment Strategy had had a limited effect, but that it had nonetheless “helped” the debate, in particular by setting out a framework. 
· In Finland, respondents recognised that the European Strategy had helped to relaunch the problem, but they stressed that it is an issue that is embedded in national culture anyway. 
· In Sweden, respondents generally agreed with a “European” solution to the demographic problems faced by Member States (ageing, low birth rates and increasing life expectancy).
· In France, given the failure of reform, respondents showed a wait-and-see attitude and were very sceptical of the EU’s capacity for action. 
· In Germany, the relaunch of the Lisbon Strategy was seen as being very beneficial to national debate. 
· In Ireland, respondents appreciated the comparisons with other Member States that the Strategy made possible. 
· In Spain, respondents thought that there was inadequate debate around the issue and that the European Employment Strategy should be more active and provide more incentives. 
· In Portugal, respondents highlighted the paradox of increasing the retirement age for older workers when there are so many qualified young people without jobs. 
· In the other countries, notably in Eastern Europe – Poland, the Baltic states, Bulgaria and Romania – respondents did not comment very much on the concept, and the effects of the European Employment Strategy were not well known (a representative from the Bulgarian Finance Ministry nonetheless mentioned European aid and incentive measures).
D. Active measures to re-insert the unemployed into the labour market
· In general, active measures for unemployed people were judged as being essential by most of the respondents questioned, and they were one aspect of reforms that the vast majority of Member States seem to be working on. 
· The role played by the European Employment Strategy in this area seems to be positive overall, but the results vary:
· A genuine and beneficial impetus behind changes at national level: 

· A real initiating boost and effective aid – training budgets, reorganisation of employment agencies etc. – in particular in the new Member States in Eastern Europe (the Baltic states, Poland, Hungary, Slovakia and Slovenia, in particular for the reinsertion of workers who are ill or “vulnerable” categories, mothers, disabled people, etc.) but also in Austria. 
· Active stimulation and reinforcement of programmes already underway, fruitful learning thanks to the “benchmarking” provided by Europe and its Recommendations – in Belgium, Germany (where the “Hartz” reform on unemployment benefits was said to have been supported by the Strategy), Spain, Greece, Portugal, Malta and Latvia, especially according to employer organisations and the relevant ministries. 
· Simple support that “coincided” with measures that were already underway at the national level, in the United Kingdom, the Netherlands and Luxembourg, although respondents acknowledged a “slight” impetus or acceleration effect. 
· Appreciation and promotion of countries’ own national programmes which are seen as potential inspirations or exemplary models for the European Union – in Denmark essentially (with its famous “model”), but also in Ireland (whose economic prosperity enables it to act as an example to other Member States) and in the United Kingdom (whose policy is said to have inspired the “New Deal” in Germany).
· Here once again, the “Danish model” was mentioned with varying levels of ambivalence, some respondents appreciating its effective incentive effect (governmental and employer representatives), others complaining that is too “heavy-weight” (trade unions and NGOs).
· With regard to this theme, the most critical opinions of the European Employment Strategy were expressed in Italy – where it was viewed as being ineffective “overall”, “theoretical” and lacking in “tangible, practical” consequences – or related in particular to specific aspects that still remain to be resolved and that have shown insufficient improvement:
· Inadequate measures encouraging people to return to work, in particular the small difference between employment benefits and the salaries for jobs on offer (Belgium, Malta, the Czech Republic and Estonia).
· Training programmes that are not adapted to the needs and demands of the labour market (Poland and Slovenia).
· Employment agency staff who lack skills/expertise (Luxembourg and Poland).
· Finally, we noted that the managers interviewed in Turkey had a very positive opinion of the beneficial aid granted by the European Union to NGOs working in the area of employment and helping unemployed people return to work, in addition to the projects undertaken with the World Bank, the OECD and the International Labour Organisation. 
E. The level and conditionality of unemployment benefits
· Just as with the concept of “flexibility or flexisecurity”, to which it was often linked, this concept was one of the most debated.
· Opinions were clearly divided along country lines and depending on the type of respondent interviewed. 
· It was a “hot” topic, especially in Western European countries where unemployment benefits are relatively high and where people can be economically worse off if they give up their benefits for “poorly paid” employment. 
· The conditionality of benefits generally seemed to be an extremely sensitive question that led to conflict. 
· The subject was typically considered as falling within the remit of “national” policy, with this point being particularly stressed in countries that considered themselves to be “on top of the subject” such as Denmark and the United Kingdom. 
· Overall, the European Employment Strategy’s impact was seen as weak, and its directives on the subject were in any case often perceived as being unclear, vague or contradictory. 
· When respondents saw it as influential – in Germany, France, Luxembourg, Spain, Greece and Austria – it was because it had reactivated or initiated the debate essentially in terms of calling the notion of automatic benefits into question (although without strong recommendations).
· The majority of NGO and employee representatives were opposed to such a measure, which was associated with the worst aspects of the Nordic model (a measure that belittles and devalues unemployed people, promotes “flexibility” to the detriment of security and supports a policy of “low wages”, etc.). 
· Other types of respondents – employer organisations, ministries, employment agencies – were, on average, more keen on the idea, but were also fairly prudent and adopted a wait-and-see attitude, as they were aware of the problem’s difficulty and complexity (in particular during a period of low growth that is not likely to generate many jobs).
· In most Member States in Eastern Europe, as well as in Cyprus and Turkey, respondents generally stressed that the low unemployment benefits given in their countries solved the problem, and that the European Employment Strategy did not have any impact in this area (although it did stimulate debate in Poland and Slovakia). 
F. Life long learning
· This was clearly one of the most consensual and promising concepts that is in line with developments in the labour market (increased demand for flexibility, mobility, versatility and up-to-date knowledge and skills). 
· Respondents did not really view it as a new concept – it is related, for example, to “continuing professional development – CPD” – but different countries have different policies. 
· In Western European countries, and notably in most of the old Member States, the very promising theme of education and training has been addressed for many years now. 
· The European Employment Strategy – of which life long learning is one of the main “pillars” – was not really seen as having initiated these policies. Nonetheless, respondents often considered that it had positively reinforced or reactivated the training measures in place. Respondents recognised this beneficial effect in Germany, Belgium, Greece, Austria, Cyprus and Poland, among others. 
· More specifically, in certain countries respondents mentioned specific benefits, the funds allocated (Spain, Cyprus and Slovenia) or interesting comparisons thanks to “benchmarking” (Belgium and Greece).
· As for other concepts, we noted that British respondents considered that the “Leitch Report” had stimulated the debate on training at European level.
· In the Eastern European Member States, respondents almost systematically highlighted the weakness of national policy in this respect. This was also the case in Ireland and Malta, and for certain social partners in the United Kingdom. 
· Most respondents currently have reservations with regard to the results of the relaunch of the European Employment Strategy, saying that not enough time has passed. It was only really in the Czech Republic where progress was noted. 
G. Job quality
· For the vast majority of respondents this concept was often seen as quite vague, inadequately defined and currently little promoted by the European Employment Strategy. 
· Depending on whether respondents took the employer’s or the employee’s viewpoint, the notion included multiple aspects: working environment and conditions; salary levels; safety at work and security; productivity; competitiveness; and the quality of the work “provided”. The definition of common, acceptable standards therefore seems complex and delicate. 
· In the current general context, it was not a theme that was seen as a priority, either because respondents thought that other aspects of employment policy are more important or urgent, or because they simply noted that the European Employment Strategy does not really highlight it. 
· In fact, it was mainly in the recent Member States in Eastern Europe where respondents recognised the European Employment Strategy’s clear and decisive influence in the introduction of regulations, in particular health and safety standards for workers (the Baltic countries, Poland, Slovakia, Hungary and Slovenia), with aid in certain cases to create and develop work inspectorates and to fight against “undeclared” work. We also noted that the parallel establishment of large multinational companies has led to concrete developments in working conditions in these States. 
· In the other Member States, respondents admitted that the relaunch of the Lisbon Strategy had placed the question at the centre of some national debates, but often in a fairly superficial and abortive way. Certain countries (the Netherlands and Austria) spoke of a “buzz” and verbal agitation without any real tangible effects. And then others (the United Kingdom and Spain) recognised that the debate is more serious and lively in other countries (for example, in the Nordic countries where the notion came from). 
· Overall, as with the question of older workers and pensions, most respondents stated that the diversity of cultural, political and economic contexts makes it very difficult to establish common directions. In particular, we saw that worries in Member States in Western Europe tended to go beyond safety (they included, for example, childcare provision, contract duration, the question of harassment and tele-working provisions), whereas the Member States in Eastern Europe have only just started to implement basic measures. As a Spanish respondent highlighted, it all depends on the “maturity” of a country’s labour market.
H. Immigration as a source of growth of the active population
· It was not clear that this concept was new. It seemed that the idea was widespread, but in a more or less latent way, as if it could not really be expressed clearly. But it had nonetheless become lodged in people’s minds, given both the ageing European population and labour shortages caused by the intra-European exodus of workers from East to West. 
· In all countries and for all types of respondents, it was a serious, sensitive and complex question. But although it was considered to be a “European” problem – due to the intra-European flows following successive enlargements, but also due to the inflow of third-country populations (illegal immigration essentially) – it is not considered as being validly discussed at this level. In fact, the Union lacks strategy in this area. Only the German respondents brought up the idea of selective immigration, especially, it seemed, because Germany played a large part in its elaboration, although the suggestion did not seem to be widely debated. 
· Before the thought of increasing the active population, the idea of immigration brought up the following concerns:
· Better integration and training for immigrants who are already settled. 
· Fighting against racism (signalled in certain Member States in Eastern European with regard to “coloured people”).
· Controlling flows of people at the EU’s borders.
· Fighting against illegal immigration.
· Fighting against “undeclared” work. 
· Beyond this, we noted that the assertion announced gave rise to varied opinions. It was:
· Generally quite well accepted by ministerial representatives and NGOs, in connection in particular with labour shortages in specific low-qualification sectors (in Denmark, Spain, Portugal, Finland and Cyprus) or specialised sectors (Ireland and Latvia), and with regard to population ageing. 
· More or less clearly rejected and contested by trade unions who were worried, given the climate of unemployment and slow growth, about preserving jobs and social services first and foremost for “nationals”.  
· Overall, we noted that the majority of respondents took up ambivalent positions with varying levels of clarity, that were finally projected onto the Employment Strategy – vague, imprecise, non-asserted and remaining to be stated clearly. 
IV.3
CONVERGENCE WITH OTHER EUROPEAN COUNTRIES AND DEVELOPMENT OF MUTUAL LEARNING
· We asked respondents what they thought of the convergence between their national policies and other European countries’ policies and what they thought of potential mutual learning experiences, as well as the role of cross-border comparisons and their publication 
.
· With regard to “convergence”, as a general rule, we noted that all types of respondents in most countries widely agreed on the following:
· The overall level of convergence is relatively low.
· The cultural and economic peculiarities of each Member State are too diverse to enable such convergence to happen. 
· In any case, national singularities should be preserved and directives should be adapted to each Member State’s particular situation.
· In fact, respondents did not frequently comment or elaborate on the subject of convergence, as if it was still an ambivalent problem that was potentially disturbing. In some ways, talking about convergence involved Member States giving up part of their national identity, or even – particularly for some employee representatives – presented the risk of “basic” homogeneity installing itself and certain Member State’s specific assets fading into the background (specifically with regard to social protection systems). Only respondents in Cyprus, the Czech Republic and Hungary explicitly expressed the opinion that there was greater policy convergence and that this was a good thing that would lead to progress. 
· On the other hand, the subject of mutual learning was more voluntarily mentioned and fully developed.
· In principle, almost all respondents in all countries approved of it:
· It is an indisputable source of information.
· It is an impetus for progress and prevents mistakes from being made. 
· It encourages an open attitude and mutual understanding, as a remedy against prejudice.
· More concretely, everyone also stressed once again that other countries’ experiences cannot simply be transferred “exactly as they are” without taking the target country’s specific situation and level of development into account. 
·  With regard to examples of mutual learning, we observed:
· In the old Member States 
· Some countries did not speak very much about their experiences in this respect (France, Luxembourg, Germany and Italy).
· Others were more likely to describe themselves as providing examples for the other Member States rather than as benefiting from their neighbours’ experiences (Denmark and the United Kingdom). 
· Some respondents in Southern Europe (who are slightly more recent joiners – Greece and Portugal), readily admitted that they had learnt things from other Member States.
· In the new Member States
· Respondents had fewer qualms about recognising the positive contributions of other European countries (Cyprus, the Baltic countries, Poland, Slovakia and Romania).
· Respondents gave more examples of mutual learning.
· Countries were more accepting of the “pressure” exerted by the publication of cross border comparisons which raise awareness of issues and provide a catalyst for debate and even reform at national level. 
· Respondents nonetheless requested that the economic climate in the various countries be taken into account, and stressed that experiences that have been successful in one country should not just be applied “down to the last detail” in another country as they could be inappropriate “without changes” (examples of German policies failing in other countries, particularly in Latvia).
· There therefore seemed to be a correlation between the propensity to accept or seek out ideas from other Member States and recent membership, although as we saw, respondents in the older Member States also claimed to be willing to learn from others. 
· Among the examples of mutual learning mentioned by the various respondents, we noted:
· Frequent mentions of “flexisecurity”, which was attributed as we have seen to Denmark or to the “Scandinavian model”, but which was also sometimes viewed ambivalently or negatively (in Italy and Spain) as being illusory and non-transferable.
· Equal opportunities, particularly with regard to equality between men and women, which was often associated with France and which was cited notably in Germany, Cyprus and Poland. 
· Better integration of certain population categories – disabled people (the British or Scandinavian model for Denmark, the Italian model for the Finns), immigrant workers (the Irish or British model), and mentally ill people (the French model for Hungarian respondents).
· Improvements to the quality of part time work (the Danish example for British respondents and the Dutch example for Hungarian respondents).
· The restructuring of employment agencies (the British model).
· Increases to the retirement age (the German debate which is being closely followed in Spain) and life long learning (the Scandinavian model for Poland).
· The other examples were very diverse and scattered, but we noted the following additional comments:
· Among the Member States who claimed to be examples for others, we observed the following:
· Denmark for “flexisecurity”.
· The United Kingdom for its “overall” approach to employment issues (the “New Deal” implemented by Schröder in Germany), and for the reorganisation and improvement of its employment services (Job Centre Plus, adopted in France, among others).
· Ireland for welcoming workers from new Member States, and for its good management of structural funds. 
· Finland for its education programme, life long learning, pension reforms, equality between men and women, and “tripartite” cooperation meetings. 

· In some Member States, respondents suggested exchanges between regions (Germany, Luxembourg and Austria) or between neighbours or countries that are comparable in terms of their levels of development. 
· In some of the most recent Member States (the Baltic countries and Central European countries) respondents voluntarily reported such exchanges with warmth, in particular in terms of human relations – study visits, seminars, receiving foreign experts – making more enthusiastic comments than people in older Member States who were more rational and distant.
· Overall, most of the models brought up as examples came from Northern Europe rather than Southern Europe. 
· Negative examples of failure were very infrequently mentioned. Among others, they included the “Hartz IV” reform in Germany (which was seen by some as an example of what not to do) and the Danish “flexisecurity” model which is incompatible with some social protection systems. Even in principle, negative examples were viewed in different ways by different people: some did not really see their utility (and therefore did not bring them up very frequently); whereas others thought that it was useful not to follow bad examples (especially respondents from the new Member States).
· With regard to comparisons between countries and the publication of these comparisons, we noted that respondents were generally positive. In fact, they were one of the effective “instruments” associated with the European Employment Strategy. In general, these comparisons were seen as enabling a good overview and encouraging each Member State to correct its weak points. Their publication could also provide certain bodies (employers’ organisations, trade unions, certain ministries and NGOs) with interesting elements for presenting cases and exerting pressure. 
Some countries distanced themselves from this consensus, preferring tools such as those provided by the OECD or work completed by the Dublin Foundation (the United Kingdom and the Netherlands).
· Finally, the “Joint Assessment Papers” were very well received by the new Member States: overall, they have provided an active impetus that is always welcome and fruitful, enabling discussions to be relaunched and enriched, ways of thinking to be changed, situations to be analysed, key problems to be identified and reforms to be accelerated (even though these reforms are slower and more difficult than one would wish).
IV.4
BENCHMARKING PRACTICE
· “Benchmarking
”, although it  forms a part of the “cross border comparisons” that we have just looked at, was the subject of more critical or ambivalent comments. This was manifestly due to the fact that the stress is laid on the quantitative character of the method and the fact that it lists Member States in a hierarchy. 
· Although it was not generally rejected and the majority of respondents were in favour of it, we still noted some criticisms, respondents’ choice of words sometimes demonstrating confusion, defensive irony or diffuse reservations. Respondents also mentioned, for example, the risk of “offending” certain governments and losing “self confidence”, as well as “the competition” and “sporting mentality” that it sets up. 
· In terms of the positive aspects of benchmarking, almost all respondents acknowledged the following main points:
· It is an instrument for self-evaluation, analysis, comparison and positioning within a framework.
· It is an “objective” and quantified instrument that enables countries to see how far they are from the average or from the best countries, or to identify areas where they have progressed and areas where they need to improve. 
· The data are gathered by a “third party” and are therefore reliable. 
· It is motivating and provides an impetus to act. 

· It gives more ambition to national policy. 
· Although these benefits ascribed to benchmarking were frequently mentioned, they were not necessarily seen as being operational in respondents’ own countries. In particular, representatives from the “best placed” older European countries – e.g. Denmark, the United Kingdom and the Netherlands – saw advantages primarily for the Member States at the “bottom of the league” who need to introduce reforms and make progress. Among the other old Member States, particularly in ministries and governmental bodies, we observed a certain distance or neutrality that was more or less benevolent (France and Germany), scepticism (Italy) and sometimes even irritation (Luxembourg and Belgium). As for trade union representatives and NGOs, they readily took pride in exerting pressure and attempting to relaunch actions that were not working or that were running behind schedule.
· In the other Member States – in particular the new Member States – respondents highlighted the positive aspects that we have already mentioned, but they also mentioned the more debatable aspects and the risks. 
· The negative aspects associated with benchmarking were also stressed, outlining its limitations: 
· Its approach is restrictive, quantitative and non-explanatory, necessitating “qualitative” additions and, especially, requiring one to put the figures into perspective with regard to the specific situation in each country. 
· The validity of the comparisons between the countries was contested, given the great variation in situations, historical backgrounds, socio-economic and political contexts, resources and cultures.  
· The validity of the “means” was contested, as they do not take account of regional particularities. 
· The figures could be incorrectly interpreted, leading to hasty or superficial conclusions, and/or to countries rejecting them defensively, without looking into the facts behind them. Respondents stressed that it was important to step back from the figures and consider them with “caution”. 
· The figures are not necessarily reliable, given that they are taken from the NAPs or NRPs provided by the Member States themselves. 
· They could be a source of demotivation or discouragement if Member States are lagging behind the most successful countries, or if they notice that despite their efforts, they have still not progressed or have fallen behind on certain indicators. 
· The approach is reduced to sterile rivalry, leading to unnecessary humiliation or unproductive “justification” behaviour. 
· To conclude, we observed that benchmarking is certainly an interesting tool that encourages action and progress, but its efficacy remains dependent on the way in which it is implemented. It is both a question of method (the figures need to be refined and put into perspective) and of the way in which it is communicated. 
IV.5
RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE MEMBER STATES
· Overall, the Recommendations given by the European Employment Strategy gave rise to a large number of ambivalent reactions 
. 
· On the one hand, the Recommendations were effectively, or potentially, credited with a large number of qualities:
· The independent nature of the recommendations, notably as they receive the backing of external experts who are “impartial” by nature. 
· Useful clarification of weak or sensitive points and “concrete” solutions to implement; a source of information and a basis for discussion. 
· Pressure (that is effective to varying degrees) on governments, especially for trade union representatives and NGOs who can find good arguments contained in the Recommendations, at least when they go in the direction they had hoped for. 
· Help identifying priorities, putting problems into perspective, and achieving greater “discipline”.
· Encouragement to continue with their efforts; increased legitimacy given to certain initiatives. 
· Increased involvement of the actors concerned. 
· More marginally, a reinforced feeling of belonging to the European Union (Malta). 

· But on the other hand and more widely, the Recommendations have a certain number of faults and generated criticisms:
· Inadequate consideration of countries’ specific features and their separate regions; the recommendation of solutions that were judged as being poorly adapted or unrealistic. 
· They are too standard, stereotyped and vague. 
· A lack of suitability, and a repetitive and/or untimely aspect (in particular for some problems that have “already” been dealt with and solved in the country concerned).
· A tone that is seen as disagreeable, critical or commanding to varying degrees, and that can irritate the Member States who are generally very attached to their own sovereignty and the principle of subsidiarity. 
· Or conversely, their non-coercive character that is too accommodating, and the lack of means of applying pressure, mainly highlighted by NGOs and social partners, but also sometimes by representatives from public-sector bodies.
· The disparity between the attitudes shown, and precisely the fact that the Recommendations are not “taken seriously” by the old Member States, which can reduce the approach’s credibility, in particular with new members. 
· Disputes or doubts about the legitimacy, competence and expertise of “Brussels” and on its pre-eminence when it comes to the legitimacy, competence and expertise of the Member States with regard to their own situations (the United Kingdom, France, Germany and Ireland notably).
· More marginally, suspicions of biases introduced by the Recommendations due to the fact that they are based on the NRPs that are drawn up by the Member States, who are free to “present themselves in a more or less rosy light” (the United Kingdom, Belgium and Germany).
· Marginally as well, the arrogance of certain “European experts” who are seen as being full of themselves and as giving lessons which discourage any dialogue and mutual respect (one Romanian respondent).
· Very marginally, “squabbles” and the fact that Brussels and certain ministries seem to be “speaking at cross purposes” (the United Kingdom).
· We noted that few of these critical comments included any concrete examples of the Recommendations’ influence, and that the few examples that were given tended to relate to partial successes or failures:
· Improved crèche provision for young children in Latvia. 
· Sustained attention paid to the insertion into the labour market of young people, people on long-term sick leave and people on early retirement in Sweden. 
· But also poor results or no impact on:
· Reducing salary inequality between men and women (the United Kingdom, Sweden and Luxembourg).
· Creating crèche places (Austria).
· Keeping older workers in their jobs (Luxembourg, the Netherlands and Slovakia).
· Inserting immigrants into the labour market (Austria).
· Supporting young entrepreneurs (Latvia).
· The vast majority of respondents did not want the Recommendations to be reinforced, even those who regretted the fact that they were not more binding. When we asked the question clearly, we noted that respondents tended to withdraw cautiously and reaffirm a more or less eager attachment to their own country’s independence. 
· The only clear supporters of a reinforcement of the Recommendations in the sense of making them more binding or punitive (including sanctions), were essentially NGO and trade union representatives (in Greece and Bulgaria).
· Finally, we also noted, particularly in the new Member States, low awareness of the Recommendations among social partners, and especially NGOs.

IV.6
CONTRIBUTION OF STRUCTURAL FUNDS
· All respondents naturally approved of the existence of Structural Funds in general and thought that they played an essential role in numerous projects 
. 

· Overall, everyone was pleased to receive such funds which the majority of respondents saw as very useful and very welcome. The only disagreement came from Denmark and Sweden where respondents thought that the contributions were very low – not impacting on the national budget (in Denmark) – or reduced due to recent transfers in favour of the new Member States in the East (“politically incorrect” discontent that was nonetheless expressed in Sweden). 
Echoing this, most of the new Member States recognised the importance of the money received, and some even remarked that they received more than others (Slovenia).
· Not all respondents were knowledgeable about the Structural Funds, and the European Social Fund in particular. It was mainly representatives from public authorities and employment agencies who spoke on the subject and who had a more or less detailed knowledge of it.
· Informed respondents were generally aware of the connection between the European Social Fund and the European Employment Strategy.
· Among other respondents – NGOs notably and social partners – only some people felt that they were in a position to express an opinion, and sometimes they had few or even no examples to give. Many people stressed that they had insufficient knowledge but also that there was not enough information on the subject and/or that there was a lack of transparency in the way the funds were used.
· Overall – all types or respondent included – the Funds were judged as being well used by the receiving countries and effectively allocated to employment policy. We also noted in passing that Ireland was sometimes cited as an example of the innovative and sensible management of Structural Funds (mentioned by respondents in the Netherlands and Latvia, and even brought up by the Irish themselves).
· Nevertheless, with regard to Structural Fund use: 

· The main complaints related to:
· Projects are started but are then not always followed up, so people do not always know what the final result was and whether or not the project was really effective (Belgium, Finland, Austria, Portugal, Poland and the Czech Republic).
· Budgets are relatively fragmented which can be less productive than focussing on a smaller number of projects or measures (Finland, Belgium and Italy).
· Funds are allegedly blocked or “disappear” during the allocation process (Denmark and Greece).
· There are disputes between Brussels and the receiving Member States in relation to Fund allocation (Germany).
· Respondents also expressed other more traditional reservations on the allocation procedures:
· Complex, bureaucratic and overly strict application and allocation conditions (Germany, the Netherlands, Finland, Austria, Poland, the Czech Republic, Estonia and Latvia). The Member States are obliged to co-finance projects (Germany).
· National bodies for redistributing the money that are unsuitable (Germany and Latvia) or that are overly suspicious (Latvia where some applicants – NGOs and social partners – feel that they were treated as “potential thieves”). 
· Scepticism about certain recipients and certain projects (Hungary and Slovenia).
· The harshest criticisms of poor Fund allocation came mainly from the Netherlands and Italy, where one employee representative even suspected that they were invested purely for financial gain. 
· Despite these comments, there were numerous positive examples of the Funds being put to good use, including the following: 
· Development of the “Equal” project specifically to promote equality between men and women, or vulnerable categories more widely (disabled people, older workers, immigrants etc.) in Germany, Luxembourg, Austria, Malta, Cyprus, Poland and the Czech Republic. 
· Improvements to training programmes in Germany, Luxembourg, the United Kingdom, Italy, Greece, Austria, Poland and Latvia. 
· Specific aid to certain problem regions (e.g. Brandenburg in Germany and Burgenland in Austria).
· Additional aid granted at local level (the United Kingdom – where, however, respondents tended to mention the European Regional Development Fund – Poland and Latvia). 

· Implementation of the “Job Centre Plus” plan (Austria).
· Promotion of young entrepreneurs (Finland).
· Increased investment in human resources (Poland).
· Reinsertion of unemployment people into the labour market (Cyprus).
· Modernisation of employment services and examples of job creation in Hungary. 
· Professional training “twinning” programme in Italy; the integration of the EURES (European Employment Services) network in France, Austria and Greece; and the protection of immigrant workers in Romania.
· Promotion of innovative approaches, and the development of training in IT techniques in Estonia. 
· Finally, respondents hoped to see the following improvements:
· Fairer distribution of Funds between cities and regions or the development of aid at local level (Poland and Hungary).
· Greater support given to the SME sector (France and Latvia).
· In the more recent Member States, respondents hoped for support for projects other than “immaterial” projects (which the European Social Fund is seen as targeting much more frequently but which are difficult to assess), for example infrastructure and technical equipment projects (Estonia and Poland). 

· Respondents interviewed at Community level saw the contribution made by Structural Funds as being an element that can have a major impact on projects – they sometimes gave examples of projects that had succeeded at local level – but at the same time discussed ways of using them better, by making changes to procedures (schedules to be adjusted better to the Strategy’s cycles) and perhaps also by developing the section reserved for support for cross border projects. 
IV.7
DEGREE OF INVOLVEMENT OF GOVERNMENT PLAYERS
· In general, respondents considered that governmental actors
 were either involved or very involved. 
· In addition to the Ministry for Employment, respondents most frequently mentioned the following bodies as being important actors (depending on the country):
· The Finance Ministry
· The Ministry for the Economy or the Ministry for Commerce and Industry
· The Ministry for Social Affairs 
· The Education Ministry 
· The Home Office and the Foreign Office with regard to immigrant workers
· National employment agencies
· Regional authorities, particularly in Belgium, Germany and Spain 
More marginally, respondents also sometimes mentioned:
· The Ministry for Integration (Denmark)
· The Ministry for the Environment, the Ministry for Culture and Science (the Netherlands)
· The Economic and Social Council (Portugal and Malta)
· In some countries, the degree of involvement perceived at European level was judged as being weak or as needing to be improved: this was notably the case in Finland, France, Germany, Spain, Italy, Ireland and Hungary.
· Since its integration into the Lisbon Strategy, the European Employment Strategy seems to have created a number of problems that remain unresolved and/or cause questions and worries in many Member States. 
· There are now large gaps or malfunctions in the coordination of the various actors involved, as they are more numerous and have less clearly defined responsibilities. The involvement of a larger number of actors following the integration into the Lisbon Strategy can be seen as advantageous and interesting in itself “on paper”, but it has often caused delicate problems “on the ground” with regard to inter-ministerial relations and risks causing some parties to withdraw their involvement (Finland, France, Belgium, Italy, Spain, Malta, Latvia, Poland and Hungary).
· Respondents had varied views on the increasingly important role played by the Finance Ministry, as the Ministry for Employment could find itself relieved of its responsibilities and could sometimes appear to be “less committed” (Finland, Spain, Poland and Latvia). 
· Doubtful opinions on the “National Lisbon Coordinator”: respondents rarely mentioned him/her spontaneously and were often unaware of who he/she was. He/she seemed to have an uncertain role for the moment. The Coordinator seemed to create more “coordination problems” than he/she seemed to resolve. We also noted that his/her choice and nomination was also sometimes problematic (a lack of legitimacy mentioned in Austria, Hungary and Lithuania). We only rarely noted opinions contrary to this. 
· To summarise, respondents thought that governmental actors were satisfactorily involved and that this involvement was productive, but it was clear that the Member States were generally in a period of transition and adaptation to the changes caused by the integration of the European Employment Strategy into the Lisbon Strategy. They are still searching for better ways of cooperating and negotiating both at national level and at European level. 
IV.8
DEGREE OF INVOLVEMENT OF SOCIAL PARTNERS
· Respondents did not all see the (real or desired) involvement of social partners
 in the same way. 
· Overall, social partners – employers’ representatives as well as employee representatives – were considered as being heavily involved in the European Employment Strategy and indeed said so themselves. However, for some of them it is a reality and for others it is more of a wish.
· We noted differences depending on the country and on the type of representative questioned. 
· In terms of countries, we noted the following general points:
· Among the old Member States, we observed the frequent statement that the European Employment Strategy has not really influenced social dialogue traditions that have been part of the culture for varying lengths of time depending on the country; this was explicitly the case in Denmark, Sweden, Finland, Belgium, Germany, Luxembourg, Portugal, Spain and the United Kingdom but within a different national context (i.e. less social dialogue than in other Member States). For the social partners in these countries, their involvement in the implementation of the European Employment Strategy was of comparable scale and intensity to their involvement at national level. 
In France, trade unions demonstrated particular reservations and showed proof of a fairly reticent wait-and-see attitude, given the lack of specific detail and clarity with regard to the risks involved and the “social dumping” caused by the “Lisbon attitude”.
· In the new Member States in Eastern Europe in particular, involvement was judged as good and in general, is often stimulated by exchanges and partnerships between confederations at European level.  Some however, stated that they were still in a learning period, felt poorly informed and fairly inexperienced, and therefore insufficiently involved in the European Employment Strategy (Hungary and Slovenia for example). 
Some Polish respondents thought that the involvement of social partners was motivated more by national political ambitions rather than genuine commitment on a social level. 
Finally, some countries also claimed with more or less frustration that their voices have little weight at European level compared to the “big” and “old” Member States. 
· In Turkey – candidate country – respondents considered that social partners were involved in the European Employment Strategy. They are regularly invited to take part in meetings at EU level by various trade union confederations and seemed very satisfied, stressing that this had helped to improve dialogue with the Ministry for Work and Social Affairs. As examples of useful participation, respondents cited the “KADIM” project (Combating Informal Employment), the “Rozetta” project, and support given by European Funds to a Turkish NGO which carried out a professional training mission with SMEs (in partnership with other associations).
· With regard to types of respondents, the opinions on each category were fairly convergent from one country to another. 
· Employers’ organisations: they were generally satisfied with their involvement and their weight in the implementation of the European Employment Strategy, particularly with regard to drafting the NRP. They were also seen as being actively involved in effective lobbying of governmental and European bodies (the promotion of “flexibility” was attributed to them). Trade unions complained of this though, felt that they were listened to less, that they were sometimes hardly even consulted and that they were not really considered as real partners (France, Germany, Italy and Estonia). 
Similarly, some SME federations complained that large company organisations were dominant and that they would like to be taken into account and listened to more. It was only really in Romania where SME representatives felt more involved and active than large company unions. 
· Employee trade unions: their opinions were much more mixed with regard to their involvement in the implementation of the European Employment Strategy. They naturally claimed to be heavily committed to their role of negotiating and applying pressure, but they considered their weight in the European Employment Strategy to be much lighter than that of employers’ organisations (as we have seen). Several respondents regretted the fact that they only had a consultative role or even that they were either not consulted or consulted too late. Sometimes they even had to actively solicit ministries to obtain information and make their voices heard (Sweden, Austria and Greece). 
Furthermore, let us not forget that some respondents saw the European Employment Strategy’s integration into the Lisbon Strategy as representing a harmful turn of events for social considerations, and considered that it encouraged Member States to reduce the influence wielded by employee union representatives (France, Spain, Estonia and Latvia).
Some respondents also denounced the reticence of employers’ organisations to support life long learning (Ireland).
On the other hand, several respondents saw reasons to hope in the confederal meetings and cooperation between unions at European level, with some even considering that this European inter-union collaboration was greater than at national level (France and Estonia).
· NGOs: almost all respondents, including those from NGOs themselves, thought that these organisations were not particularly involved or even not involved at all in the European Employment Strategy, although this does not necessarily mean that they have no weight and no role at all with regard to questions of unemployment and exclusion. On the contrary, many agreed that they are very active and effective, but on local projects including targeted action.
Most respondents saw several reasons for this:
· They are generally small and lack resources.
· They lack an influential network and a formal framework for dialogue.
· They lack technical and political expertise. 
· They have little appetite for national and European bureaucratic procedures. 
· They sometimes focus more on developing countries. 
In view of the projects they undertake and their commitment to vulnerable people, some respondents thought that it would be good to involve them more systematically and in more detail in the European approach (Sweden, Hungary and Latvia). Whereas some, on the other hand, saw them as complementary actors who compete with existing institutional bodies but who enjoy less legitimacy. With their involvement, there is the risk that the number of actors will multiply and that each actor’s influence will therefore diminish (Belgium and Spain).

CHAPTER V
FUTURE PERSPECTIVES AND DIRECTIONS
V.1
DESIRABLE CHANGES AND EVOLUTIONS IN THE EUROPEAN EMPLOYMENT STRATEGY
· We invited respondents in the various countries to express any potential hopes and expectations with regard to the European Employment Strategy
, in particular relating to the following points:
· Fundamental objectives and major directions
· Actions relating to specific Guidelines
· The implementation of the “Open Coordination Method”
· The potential integration of other challenges into the Lisbon Strategy
A.
Fundamental objectives and major directions 
· In general, respondents did not really question the European Employment Strategy’s fundamental objectives and major directions. We saw earlier that most respondents approved of them. 
· Respondents did not, therefore, suggest any major changes. At this stage, their comments were not very detailed. For those who did comment, however, we noted the following main points:
· All types of respondents included, we observed the hopes that had already been expressed, including among others:
· Improve the wording of the major directions, anchor them more in “reality” and make their content “more detailed” and “precise”.
· Work more with a view to the long term, leaving more time to assess how projects are progressing (Germany, Luxembourg and Poland).
· Set out priorities better, in particular by country or by region (Italy, Denmark, Cyprus and Latvia).
· Pay more attention to immigration issues (the United Kingdom, Latvia and Bulgaria).
· Strengthen education, professional training and life long learning.
· Review or integrate the question of employment in rural areas into the Strategy (Germany and the Czech Republic).
· Trade union and NGO representatives also specifically suggested (in approximate, descending order):
· Integrate the social component more clearly and in a more sustained way (the “security” part of “flexisecurity”) into employment policy: this was particularly the case in France, Germany, Belgium, the United Kingdom, Ireland, Finland, Spain, Greece, Slovenia and Hungary. 
· Focus on development and on job quality, in France, Luxembourg, Portugal, Greece and Cyprus. 
· Involve trade unions and NGOs more in discussions before establishing the major directions; this point was highlighted in particular in Sweden, Cyprus and Hungary. 
· Increase the pressure and make the objectives more binding (Spain and Austria).
· Contribute to the development of more solidarity in the economy and strengthen social cohesion; avoid stigmatising unemployed people (Luxembourg and Malta).
· Fight against the negative effects of globalisation and relocations (Belgium and Finland).
· Fight against illegal work (Portugal).
· Integrate the notion of sustainable development (the Netherlands).
· Increase public debate (the United Kingdom).
· Employers’ organisations specifically hoped for the following:
· Improve the implementation of flexibility and mobility in the labour market (France, Belgium, Luxembourg, Austria, Poland and Estonia).
· Increase and better facilitate European competitiveness on the world market (France, Portugal, the Czech Republic and Latvia).
· In some of the most recent Member States, respondents also stressed the following points:
· The need for information on the European employment policy, both for all the actors involved (governmental actors, employers’ organisations, trade unions and NGOs) but also for the general public, sometimes in order to clarify and justify seemingly “unpopular” measures (Latvia, Slovakia and Hungary).
· The need for more time to implement projects and assess their progress, given the restructuring and changes required in some Member States so that they can adapt to the “modern” market (Malta, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia).  
We noted that Turkish representatives generally approved of the European Employment Strategy’s fundamental objectives and major directions, particularly its integration into the Lisbon Strategy, but they also highlighted measures that are inappropriate for Turkey, specifically increasing older workers’ participation in the labour market and “flexisecurity”.
B. Actions relating to specific Guidelines
· When we asked respondents about specific Guidelines, their comments were limited, given what they had already said about the major directions. 
· The most frequent hopes related to methods rather than content:
· Do not increase the number of Guidelines. Some respondents even wanted to see them reduced or to see them focus on a few priority objectives (France, Germany, Belgium, the Netherlands, Italy, Ireland and Greece).
· Improve the Guidelines’ detailed content, in particular for each country specifically (France, Italy, Spain, Slovenia and Hungary).
· Leave Member States enough freedom to adapt the Guidelines to their own particular situations (especially governmental actors, and more generally, in Luxembourg, Spain and Slovenia). 
· Adopt a “less bureaucratic” approach (the United Kingdom and Luxembourg).
· Besides these points and in terms of content, we noted the same hopes that were expressed under the previous point: essentially a focus on developing human resources, education and training, the social element and job quality for trade unions and NGOs; and on improving flexibility and mobility for employers’ organisations. Nonetheless, we observed a few suggestions for additional Guidelines relating to:
· Pension reforms (Finland)
· Sustainable development (Malta)
· Support for entrepreneurship and SMEs (Hungary)
· Minimal legislative labour codes (Romania)
· Turkish respondents highlighted the fact that most of the Guidelines were unsuitable for Turkey’s labour market, demography, culture and resources. They cited measures such as opening crèches and life long learning as being “too costly”. Furthermore, the expert responsible for relations with the European Union remarked that encouraging mobility and freedom of movement for workers was hindered in practice by opposition and regulations in some countries (Germany and France in particular).
C. The implementation of the “Open Coordination Method”
· Despite the criticism that it generated in some quarters, respondents were generally in favour of sticking with the “status quo”, with the majority of them particularly approving of the method’s non-binding character. Many remarked that despite the method not being perfect, they could not really imagine a better alternative. 
· Nonetheless, next to this tendency towards stability, the main change suggested related precisely to the method’s capacity for “pressure”, which as we have seen, continues to generate debate for a large proportion of the respondents. 
· It is not binding enough for some countries and/or certain kinds of actors (trade union and NGO representatives, but others as well) and/or depending on the Guidelines or Recommendations considered (the social cohesion and inclusion dimensions for some; flexibility and the participation of older workers for others etc.), notably in Denmark, Sweden, Belgium, Austria, France, Italy, Spain, Greece and Latvia.
· Whereas on the contrary, for others it focuses too much on orders and Recommendations, rather than on the benefits of cooperation and mutual learning (e.g. Luxembourg, Ireland, Malta, Poland, Latvia and Slovenia).
· Aside from this question, respondents made very few remarks. However, we did note a few other hopes:
· Simplification of the documents and procedures associated with the method (France, Italy, Spain, Poland, Cyprus and Slovenia), in particular the procedures for obtaining Structural Funds which are too rigid and bureaucratic (very time-consuming and costly).
· Longer time periods between reports, so that Member States have enough time to prepare, implement and assess projects (Germany, the Czech Republic and Poland notably).
· A more long-term approach.
· Wider publication of the documents produced on the subject of the European Employment Strategy, in particular so that social partners and NGOs receive them; the organisation of information and summary seminars (Spain, Hungary and Latvia).
· Greater reliability of experts and databases hoped for in Sweden, Finland and Bulgaria (for example, one Finnish respondent mentioned Recommendations that had been based on incorrect figures in the past).
· In Turkey, although respondents were not directly involved in the process, they were extremely interested in the information and teaching provided by the Open Coordination Method. However, they did stress again that it is often not possible to transfer a solution from one Member State to another, and to Turkey specifically, without making some changes to it.
D. The potential integration of other challenges into the Lisbon Strategy
· Many respondents did not comment on the idea of including other challenges in the Lisbon Strategy, claiming to be uncertain or that they were not really in a position to comment. This was the case for the majority of respondents in the United Kingdom, Germany, Latvia, Slovenia and Bulgaria. 
· Reactions were mixed among those who did comment on the integration of other challenges into the Lisbon Strategy, notably on the two examples suggested, namely education and immigration.
· Respondents either thought that one or the other subject (or both) were European issues and therefore belonged with the Lisbon Strategy.
· Or on the contrary, they thought that one or the other subject (or both) should not be integrated into the Lisbon Strategy: 

· Because increasing the number of issues could lead to things becoming “confused” and could weaken the central objectives, making the Lisbon Strategy an incoherent and ineffective “hotchpotch” (the United Kingdom, France and Estonia), and because it is best to reach the Strategy’s key objectives “first” and not to weigh down the agenda which is “already fairly full” (Denmark and Greece).
· Because these issues are the responsibility of the Member States and the Strategy should not encroach on their sovereignty (for example, responsibility for education and training is jealously guarded by the German Länder, whilst the same is true of immigration in Belgium and the United Kingdom). 

· With regard to education specifically, respondents expressed the following opinions:
· For most respondents, it is “already” a part of the Lisbon Strategy and this integration is positive in that, along with life long learning, it is a key factor in the development of human resources and skills, and therefore in people’s optimal “employability”.
· For a minority, among NGO representatives notably, this integration creates the threat of education (and research) being too heavily influenced by pure economic interests and the demands of the labour market (Ireland and Finland).
· More marginally, respondents considered that it is already dealt with by the Bologna Process and that it is not a good idea to multiply the approaches (Estonia).
· With regard to immigration, the idea of integrating it into the Lisbon Strategy was more controversial than with education:
· For some, it was “logical” as immigration is both a “European” problem (it affects all Member States, or will do) and impacts on employment questions (it is a solution in certain labour market sectors, the fight against illegal work etc.). 
· For others, it was first and foremost a social problem in its own right that should not be integrated into the Lisbon Strategy (Denmark, Belgium and Poland).
· It should have its own strategy.
· It should not be considered from an economic and security point of view, but from the point of view of integration and living conditions for foreigners. 
· Finally, we should stress that very few respondents suggested integrating other challenges or issues into the Lisbon Strategy. We will simply note that Ireland and Hungary hoped to see pension/retirement systems as well as social protection and health systems explicitly included in it.
E. Other suggested changes 
· The vast majority of respondents did not wish to see any other major changes. They tended to hope more for consolidation and the implementation of the European Employment Strategy’s current elements. 
· Among the fairly rare changes that respondents hoped to see, we noted that many had already been mentioned and that hopes relating to implementation methods dominated over hopes for changes to the content of the objectives. 

· With respect to the form and method, we noted the following hopes in particular:
· Reduce the number of annual instruments, for example, by concentrating on just one summary report (France and the Netherlands).
· Focus each year on one specific aspect of employment policy and make it a key objective (the Netherlands).
· Increase the time periods allowed for certain assessments and diagnoses (France).
· Make sure that reforms or changes are introduced gradually so that there are not any sudden ruptures (Cyprus).
· Improve the Commission’s proactivity (the United Kingdom and Estonia).
· Reinforce the Commission’s power of injunction (Spain).
· Have national parliaments approve the Strategy’s Recommendations so that they gain visibility and legitimacy (France).
· Widen the circle of experts consulted and move closer to the OECD (the Netherlands).
· Improve communication and the distribution of information documents, in particular to the general public and certain actors such as employers and NGOs (Sweden, Slovakia and Romania). 
· Increase public debate (the United Kingdom).
· With respect to the Strategy’s content, respondents mentioned the following hopes:
· Better analyse the impact that various social protection systems have on competitiveness (the Netherlands).
· Provide greater encouragement of social dialogue, in particular, preventative and anticipated dialogue (Malta and Latvia).
· Develop social inclusion structures and measures (NGOs, in Greece and Malta).
· Put pressure on employers to make them finance professional training (trade unions, in Poland).
· Condemn illegal work (employers, in Poland).
· Introduce an ecological dimension into the Strategy (Finland).
· The following is a summary of what Community representatives said on the subject:
· They did not want the objectives and directions to be greatly changed.
As we have seen, the objectives and directions are not contested in themselves and the approach’s continuity in the medium to long term requires stability. 
· They wished to see the Guidelines benefit from the same stability.
Although this does not mean that we cannot and should not set out the priorities better and focus on the questions that seem fundamental – but that currently already figure in the Guidelines – flexisecurity being an emblematic example. 
· They also hoped to see other challenges integrated (or at least brought closer) into the European Employment Strategy. 
Principally training and education – we have already seen that many respondents saw them as being a crucial element, or the crucial element, in European employment questions and competitiveness issues in the long-term – protection and social cohesion – although a more controversial subject.
· They especially stressed that governance and procedures needed to be improved. 
Reflections on the subject essentially covered three aspects:
· Procedural rhythm, which despite acknowledged improvements since the Strategy’s inception, does not enable Member States to learn lessons from the measures implemented in a given period before moving onto the next. 
· Reinforcement of “benchmarking” and follow-up of actions that should follow on from it. Here they mentioned both the construction of more developed instruments and procedures, and the reinforcement of the Commission’s capacity or authority to push States to act. 
· Involvement of actors from politics and from national civil society, which was considered as being very poor. They all agreed on this, whether the actors be national parliaments (who are more or less kept away from the procedures and are even largely ignorant of their existence), regional bodies (who have to face local employment problems and who would find it beneficial to exchange their thoughts and experiences) or social partners (European trade unions as well as employers’ organisations recognise that they are insufficiently involved and that they have trouble introducing the subjects that they discuss in Brussels – where social dialogue, though it has its limits, is more of a reality than it is in most of the Member States).
V.2
EXPECTATIONS OF HAVING MORE OR LESS EUROPE in employment policy 
· As a conclusion, we asked respondents to tell us how they stood on the idea of having “more” or “less Europe” in employment policy 
. 

· We can split respondents into three main groups with regard to their attitudes on this question:
· A tendency to want “more” Europe, with the additional hope of a “less liberal” Europe with a greater “notion of citizenship” and more “solidarity”, in a core of founding Member States (France, Belgium and Luxembourg), in Southern European countries (Spain, Portugal, Greece, Cyprus and Malta) and in Bulgaria, as well as among employee and NGO representatives in other countries (including, for example, Slovakia and Estonia). 
However, respondents’ comments were not completely free from ambiguity (more Europe on the condition that Europe is moving in the direction they want). 
· A tendency to keep the “status quo” with an underlying message of “less” Europe (as this is associated with a “more liberal” vision of the labour market) in Northern European countries (the United Kingdom, the Netherlands, Denmark, Finland and Ireland) and in Eastern European countries. 
· Positions that varied between being in favour of “more” Europe and “less” Europe in Germany, Austria, Italy and Slovenia. 
· On this point we partly found the traditional divisions between “eurosceptics” and “europhiles” beyond the realms of employment policy. However, we can make the following specific remarks:
· The debate focused on a “more social Europe that shows more solidarity” versus a “more liberal” Europe, tended to move beyond the traditional divisions between “eurosceptic” and “europhile” Member States, and cut through the socio-political currents within each country. 
· The pressure caused by globalisation seems to have led to a greater awareness of “the need for Europe” in order to preserve a satisfactory social model that should not involve (as many respondents feared – employee and NGO representatives mainly, but others as well) “levelling out at the lowest common denominator” (the United Kingdom, the Nordic countries, Austria and Estonia). 
· Finally, some respondents stressed as a reminder the fact that the general public lack information and do not participate, and that the European Union has a poor image which should be clarified and corrected, in particular when it comes to an ultra-sensitive subject like employment.  
· The respondents interviewed at Community level all opted for “more Europe” – both elected officials and civil servants in the institutions, social partners and NGOs – which among other things would involve a greater role and more weight for the Commission. 
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PARTNER INSTITUTES

Belgium

EADC – Yellow Window (Antwerp)

Bulgaria

Alpha Research (Sofia)

Czech Republic

MARECO (Prague)

Denmark

Ulveman Explorative – (Copenhagen)

Germany

Echanges Marktforschung (Cologne)

Estonia


TNS EMOR (Tallinn)

Greece


FOCUS BARI (Athens)

Spain


Advira/Escario Research (Madrid)

France


CSA (Paris)

Ireland


TNS – MRBI (Dublin)

Italy


Market Dynamics International (Milan)

Cyprus


Synovate – Cyprus (Nicosia)

Latvia


TNS Baltic Data House (Riga)

Lithuania

Baltic Surveys (Vilnius)

Luxembourg

Ilres (Luxembourg)

Hungary

Ad Hoc Plus Research (Budapest)

Malta


MISCO (Valletta)

Netherlands

PQR (Amsterdam)

Austria


Karmasin Motivforschung (Vienna)

Poland


BSM (Warsaw)

Portugal

TNS Euroteste (Lisbon)

Romania

Data Media (Bucharest)

Slovenia

RM Plus (Maribor)

Slovakia

Psymareco (Bratislava), in cooperation with MARECO

Finland


Marketing Radar (Helsinki)

Sweden


Kommunicera (Stockholm)

United Kingdom
Andrew Irving Associates (London)

Turkey


Alfa Research and Consultancy (Istanbul)
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structure OF THE SAMPLE
structure OF THE SAMPLE OF RESPONDENTS IN THE DIFFERENT COUNTRIES COVERED
	
	Empl 
Min
	Empl
agencies
	Soc Aff

Min
	Econ

Min
	Fin

Min
	Educ
Min
	Other
Publ
	Employers
Org
	Employees
Org
	Prof 
Assoc
	NGO

	Belgium
	5
	4
	
	1
	
	
	2
	4
	3
	
	2

	Czech

Republic
	2
	2
	
	1
	
	1
	
	4
	2
	
	3

	Germany
	5
	1
	1
	2
	
	1
	
	2
	5
	
	2

	Denmark
	2
	
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	2
	3
	
	2

	Estonia
	3
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	2
	2
	
	1

	Greece
	5
	
	
	3
	
	1
	
	1
	2
	
	3

	Spain
	8
	2
	
	1
	
	
	
	3
	3
	
	3

	France
	2
	1
	
	2
	
	2
	3
	1
	2
	
	2

	Ireland
	1
	
	2
	2
	
	
	4
	2
	1
	
	3

	Italy 
	8
	
	4
	
	
	1
	
	1
	2
	
	2

	Cyprus
	3
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	1
	2
	
	1

	Latvia 
	1
	1
	
	2
	
	1
	
	
	3
	
	2

	Lithuania 
	2
	1
	
	1
	1
	
	1
	1
	2
	
	1

	Luxembourg 
	1
	1
	
	
	
	1
	1
	3
	1
	
	2

	Hungary 
	5
	2
	
	
	
	1
	1
	2
	2
	
	3

	Malta
	1
	
	
	1
	1
	
	1
	2
	3
	
	1


structure OF THE SAMPLE OF RESPONDENTS IN THE DIFFERENT COUNTRIES COVERED
	
	Empl 
Min
	Empl
agencies
	Soc Aff

Min
	Econ

Min
	Fin

Min
	Educ
Min
	Other
Publ
	Employers

Org
	Employees
Org
	Prof 
Assoc
	NGO

	Netherlands
	4
	1
	
	2
	1
	
	1
	3
	2
	
	1

	Austria
	2
	2
	1
	
	1
	1
	1
	3
	2
	
	2

	Poland
	4
	1
	
	5
	1
	
	1
	2
	3
	
	3

	Portugal
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	4
	2
	3
	1

	Slovenia
	1
	1
	
	2
	
	1
	
	1
	2
	
	2

	Slovakia
	3
	1
	
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	2
	
	3

	Finland
	3
	1
	
	2
	
	1
	
	2
	3
	
	2

	Sweden
	4
	2
	1
	
	
	
	
	3
	4
	
	1

	United Kingdom
	7
	
	
	1
	1
	1
	2
	3
	1
	2
	2

	Bulgaria 
	1
	
	
	1
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	

	Romania
	2
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Turkey 
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


NB1 :Meaning of the abbreviations used for the different types of organisation : refer to the introduction of the report.
NB2 : (Portugal) Ministry in charge of employment consulted by the coordinating institute (in addition to the national report)
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74, Chemin de la Ferme des Bois

78950 Gambais

STUDY ON THE EUROPEAN EMPLOYMENT STRATEGY 

INTERVIEW GUIDE 

(03.04.2007)
INTRODUCTION

We have been commissioned to carry out a study on the European Employment Strategy, by the European Commission’s Directorate-General Employment, Social Affairs and Equal Opportunities.

This study is being more widely carried out in the 25 countries that have been Member States since 2004 and (to a more limited extent), in Bulgaria, Romania and Turkey, by the network of research agencies of which we are the (national) partner.

In this study, we interview the main players of employment policies and policy implementation : officials in the Ministries and Government organisations concerned, social partners, and NGOs working in this area ; and we wish to collect their various opinions on the subject.
THEME I
PROFILE AND FUNCTIONS OF THE RESPONDENT

I.1
May I ask you first of all about your job functions, and which subjects you particularly deal with ?

· Probe :

· Exact job title

· Position in the structure and hierarchy of the interviewed organisation

· Precise nature of respondent’s functions and activities
· How long the respondent has had his current functions, and what were his/her earlier functions

I.2
In what ways precisely are your functions related to employment policy and its implementation?

THEME II
GENERAL VIEWS OF EMPLOYMENT RELATED CHALLENGES AND RATIONALE FOR THE EUROPEAN EMPLOYMENT STRATEGY
II.1
To start with, could you tell me how you consider the challenges relating to employment in the European countries generally speaking, and the European policy in this respect ?
· Probe :

· Perception of the general context of employment related challenges; what are the key problems (high level of unemployment, slow growth of employment, demographic change, impact of globalisation on social security systems, etc.)

· Elements (of interdependence) that may justify a common European approach in this area

· Degree of knowledge and familiarity with the European employment policy

II.2
The problems relating to the labour market and the interaction between economic problems and employment problems may vary from one European country to the next. As far as (country) is concerned, how do you consider the European Employment Strategy with regard to our country’s own specific situation concerning employment?

· Probe :

· Respondent’s views about the situation of employment in our country

· Definition and elicitation of the major problems relating to employment in our country
· Any comparisons made with other European countries in this respect ; degree of knowledge of their own employment situations (comparable to, or different from ours)

· Perceived relevance (or not) of the European Employment Strategy as far as our country is concerned ; has it a priori an added value ; does it influence the debate over these issues at national level ?
THEME III
EVOLUTION OF THE EUROPEAN EMPLOYMENT STRATEGY

III.1
The European Employment Strategy, which was initiated 10 years ago, has undergone changes.


In your view, which major changes have taken place ; which main stages do you identify over these 10 years ?

· Probe :

· Perceptions of changes that have taken place in the European Employment Strategy since the beginning ; clarity (or not) of the successive stages of this Strategy

· Factors and modalities of evolution

· Knowledge of the “policy mix” recommended in the Guidelines and its evolution

· General views about the direction of the changes

III.2
Three periods can be distinguished over these 10 years.

A. First period : launching the Strategy, 1997-2002 

(Present document A)

How do you retrospectively consider this period, the objectives that had been fixed, and the methods and means of action which were advocated ?

· Probe :

· Perception of the initial objectives – overall aim and priorities

· Opinions on the relevance and interest of coordinating employment policies – which “added value” to national policies

· Judgements on the results of the first years

B. Second period – consolidating, 2003-2004

(Present document B)

How do you consider the European Employment Strategy thus redefined ?

· Probe :

· Perception of key objectives

· Attitudes regarding the 10 Guidelines – notably those that are new or strengthened

· Opinions on the improvement of governance and implementation
C. Third period – integration into the Lisbon Strategy, since 2005

(Present document C)

How do you feel about this more recent evolution of the European Employment Strategy ?

· Probe :

· Perception of stated priorities : does the “employment” dimension appear more clearly, is it strengthened ?

· Perceptions regarding changes in the process : at national and at EU level

· Expectations of results

THEME IV
JUDGEMENT ON THE EUROPEAN EMPLOYMENT STRATEGY AND ITS ROLE AT EU LEVEL

IV.1
To summarize some of the points which we have been discussing, how do you now consider the overall orientations of the European Employment Strategy ?


In your view, which are the positive points ? The negative points ?

· Probe :

· Overall judgement on the analysis of challenges and the main orientations of the European Employment Strategy – notably taking into account the challenges of globalisation and demographic change.

IV.2
I would also like to know how you evaluate the degree of priority which is really given to employment policy, compared with other policies, at EU level.

· Probe :

· Feelings regarding the degree of priority really given to employment

· Feelings regarding the positions of the different major players involved in this respect

IV.3
In particular, three opinions can sometimes be heard :

A. To what extent have budgetary and macro-economic priorities possibly placed constraints on employment policy (Growth and Stability Pact, policy of the European Central Bank), according to you ?
B. In the same line of thought, do you think the priority given to employment has been strengthened by being integrated into the Lisbon Strategy (in 2005), or on the contrary has it been diluted among economic or other objectives ? How, precisely ?
C. One may also wonder if other major preoccupations – such as the future of pension schemes, education, or integrating those who are socially excluded – have not reduced the degree of priority given to the question of employment per se. How do you feel about it ?
IV.4
As regards specifically the process and the methods used, how do you evaluate the relevance and the effectiveness of the “Open Coordination Method” which is implemented in this area – i.e. a non legally binding method, based on the responsibility of Member States and their will to pursue shared objectives ?

· Probe :

· Elements and factors of effectiveness

· Limitations

THEME V 
IMPACT AND INCIDENCE OF THE EUROPEAN EMPLOYMENT STRATEGY AT NATIONAL LEVEL

V.1A
I would now like to hear your opinion on the impact and incidence that the European Strategy has had on employment policy design and management in our own country.

What has it changed in concrete terms ? What has it not changed ? What do you think about it, and why ?

· Probe :

· Incidence of the European Employment Strategy on national policy design

· Which instrument(s) was (were) most influential : NAP (National Employment Action Plan) and the consultation process with the social partners and the Parliament prior to defining the Plan ; “Joint Employment Report” ; Recommendations
· Comparisons possibly made between the European process and other processes with similar objectives, such as that of OECD

· As regards the NAP (now included in the “Lisbon Plan”), how has its visibility changed over the years (vis-a-vis Parliament, social partners, regions, NGOs, or even the citizens) ? Which character has it now (political, administrative, for experts, or for wider use) ?

V1.B 
At national level, has the scope of national employment policy benefited (or not) by the integration of employment issues with macro and micro-economic strategies since the relaunch of the Lisbon Strategy in 2005 ? How ?

· Probe :

· Impact of the single NRP and its polical visibility

· Degree of ambition of the NRP compared with earlier NAPs

· Planning of Community Funds usage

· Any other aspects

· Give concrete examples

V.2
The European Employment Strategy has placed in the forefront a number of new subjects, or subjects  that were given a new significance.

For each of the subjects I am going to mention, please tell me to what extent and in what concrete terms it has brought changes in the debate over employment in our country.
a. Flexibility, ou flexisecurity

b. Increasing active population as a factor of economic growth

c. Active ageing

d. Activation/active accompanying measures to re-insert the unemployed in the labour market

e. Level and conditionality of unemployment benefits

f. Life-long learning

g. Job quality
h. Immigration as a source of growth of active population
V.3
In particular, to what extent have national policies converged with those of other European countries, and has mutual learning developed ?

In which areas yes, in which ones no ?

Can you state precise examples that you think of?

NB : In the new member States, add : Have the “Join Assessment Papers” helped to initiate/accelerate reforms ?
· Probe :

· Effectiveness of the “pressures” from cross-border comparisons and their being published

· Degree and nature of convergence
· Elicitation of success stories or failure stories in other Member States, which have been taken into account in national policy

· Elicitation of success stories of national policy which have inspired other Member States’ policies

V.4
In particular as regards the “benchmarking” practise – i.e. the practise of cross-border comparisons on the basis of quantified indicators and objectives – has it contributed to increasing the ambitions of national policy, and/or better to identify its possible failures ? In which areas ?

· Probe :

· Opinions on the interest of “benchmarking” in this field

· Impact of European quantified indicators and objectives 

· Precise examples of quantified comparison with other countries that had led to evolutions in national policy

V.5
Beyond “mutual learning” from border comparisons and “benchmarking”, the European Employment Strategy has introduced and strengthened Recommendations sent to the Member States.

What do you think about this ? How effective is it ? What are, if any, its negative aspects ? 

Should there be more of it, or on the contrary should more initiative be left to the Member States ?
· Probe :

· Opinions on the Recommendations and their impacts. Illustrate with concrete examples

· Propensity to view favourably any possible strengthening of the Recommendations

V.6
To what extent do you feel that the Structural Funds – notably the European Social Fund – have been effectively used in implementing the European Employment Strategy ?
· Probe :

· Overall opinion

· Examples of successful contribution and opposite examples
V.7
At Government level, besides the Ministry in charge of employment, to what extent have the other players – other Ministries and public bodies concerned – involved themselves in implementing the European Employment Strategy, in your opinion ?

· Probe :

· Overall degree of involvement

· Specific players having involved themselves much/little. Examples of involvement

· Reasons for involvement and inhibiting factors

· Have the integration of the European Employment Strategy into the Lisbon Strategy and the nomination of a national “Lisbon” coordinator weakened the role of the Ministry in charge of employment, and if yes, what are the implications ?

V.8
And to what extent have the social partners involved themselves according to you ?

· Probe :

· Overall degree of involvement

· How have (or not) the national social partners taken into account the initiatives of social partners at European level to accompany the European Employment Strategy – such as their “joint action plans” (including : for “life long learning”) ? Do they have any particular expectations or concrete preoccupations in this respect ?

· Specific players having involved themselves at national and regional level. Influence of NGOs in this respect

· Reasons for involvement, and inhibiting factors

THEME VI
FUTURE PERSPECTIVES AND DIRECTIONS

VI.1
Thinking of the future, what do you think should be changed or altered in the European Employment Strategy, and how ?

· Probe (for A, B, C and D)  :

· Nature of changes or evolutions deemed desirable in the policy itself

· Need for more public awareness and level(s) of responsibility in this respect

· Reasons for desired changes
· Inhibiting factors to be reduced, and how

A. As regards fundamental objectives and major directions
B. As regards actions relating to specific guidelines

C. As regards the different aspects of the “Open Coordination Method” which is being implemented in this Strategy (stability of guidelines ; frequency and number of Recommendations ; added value of the Community Funds ; need, possibly, for legislative proposals ?)

D. As regards certain major challenges, such as immigration or education, which are still dealt with mainly in other frameworks than the Lisbon Strategy : should they be better integrated into the Lisbon Strategy, and how ?
VI.2
Finally, do you feel there should be more Europe or less Europe in order better to serve the cause of employment and preserve social progress ? And how could the Lisbon Strategy better respond to this expectation ?
· Probe :

· Reasons for the respondent’s views, and any comments

· Attitudes regarding the hypothesis of integrating in the Lisbon Strategy more components of the Open Coordination Methods relating to social inclusion and social protection
VI.3
Have you any other suggestions for making progress towards the social objectives of the Lisbon Strategy ?

A – First period – launching the Strategy, 1997-2002

The aim was to revive the priority given to job creation in economic policies, at a time when these policies were marked by a degree of austerity.

The general idea was that better results could be achieved by promoting more coordination between the employment policies of the various Member States.

The stress was laid on reducing unemployment, notably long term unemployment and unemployment in specific population categories (including youth), through more active measures to accompany the jobless on the way back to employment, as part of reforms of the national employment service.

Guidelines (roughly 20 in total) were also defined around three other pillars :

· Developing entrepreneurship, including by reducing the tax burden on labour (besides other simplification measures for businesses).

· Introducing flexibility arrangements in work contracts and the organisation of work.

· Promoting equal opportunities, in particular equality between men and women.

In 2000, the Lisbon European Council’s ambition of increasing the level of employment was stated in the Guidelines, with the introduction of quantified objectives of participation in the labour market (70 % overall, 60 % for women, 50 % for workers above 55 years).

The subject of quality of employment was integrated in part into the Guidelines ; and so were those of education and training and qualifications and mobility.

Methods and means of action were strengthened : by creating an Employment Committee at European level to help promote more policy coordination, and by setting up Recommendations to be sent each year to the Member States after reviewing their National Employment Action Plans (NAP).

The priorities of the European Social Fund were adjusted to fit with those of the European Employment Strategy.

The candidate countries to the EU and the Commission concluded “Joint Assessment Papers” consisting in a common analysis, based on the Guidelines, of problems of their labour markets and reforms to be introduced in priority.

B – The second period – consolidating, 2003-2004

On the basis of a mid-term review after 5 years, and in view of major demographic, economic and technological changes taking place, the European Employment Strategy was redefined around three fundamental goals.
· Heading towards full employment, through achieving the intermediate targets of level of employment in 2010 : the European Union will need more active workers.

· Improving quality and productivity at work, in a knowledge-based economy in which the EU’s competitiveness needs to be strengthened.

· Strengthening social cohesion, including better insertion of disadvantaged categories and reduction of disparities (e.g. regional).

The Guidelines, now numbering 10, were reorganised taking into account partly new, or strengthened, orientations :
k. Developing preventive and active accompanying measures to reinsert the unemployed and the non-active in the labour market – an already existing theme.

l. Stimulating entrepreneurship, a factor of job creation – also a pre-existing theme.

m. Improving adaptability by introducing more flexibility – an already existing theme, yet strengthening the related objective of mobility.
n. Enhancing human capital by investing in human resources – the stress being laid increasingly on life-long learning and training.
o. Increasing labour supply – including both the concept of active ageing and a new stress on the potential represented by immigration and integrating immigrants.
p. Promoting equality between men and women – an already existing theme.

q. Integrating disadvantaged categories into the labour market and fighting against discriminations – an already existing theme.

r. Making work more attractive, notably by reviewing unemployment benefit and tax systems when they do not provide an incentive to go and look for work – a theme already stated, yet rephrased and strengthened.
s. Converting undeclared work into regular jobs through measures combining incentives and sanctions – a new theme.
t. Tackling regional disparities in employment – a new theme among key priorities.
As regards governance and policy implementation, the revised Strategy stressed the importance of :

· More effective implementation services – notably employment services.

· The involvement of the social partners, who were encouraged to negotiate on subjects pertaining to the Guidelines.

· The allocation of suitable financial resources, both national and European (more effective allocation of the resources of the European Social Fund and the Structural Funds generally).

C – Third period – integration into the Lisbon Strategy, since 2005

In November 2003, the report of a task force chaired by the former Prime Minister of the Netherlands Mr Wim Kok concluded that the European Employment Strategy should focus on three key priorities.

· Labour supply – increasing the active population of the European Union – and modernising social protection systems – which need to be reformed for this purpose.

· Adaptability and flexibility of labour markets.

· Investing in human resources.

The Council and the Commission took this conclusion into account by regrouping the Guidelines under these  three priorities in 2005 (instead of 10 Guidelines, there are now 8, which have been partly rephrased yet without any substantial modifications in content nor any change of the quantified objectives compared with 2003).

The European Employment Strategy was integrated into the revised Lisbon Strategy – Strategy for Growth and Jobs – which places the Lisbon objectives in the perspective of economic growth and job creation. The new Strategy is based on two instruments  (stated in the Amsterdam Treaty) : the BEPG (Broad Economic Policy Guidelines) and the Employment Guidelines which now form part of an integrated package of 24 lines.

The topic Stimulating entrepreneurship was partly transferred to the “micro-economic” chapter of the BEPG. And the Employment chapter includes a new insistence on the need to control wage increases, which should not exceed productivity increases.

As regards processes and governance :

· The NAP (National Employment Action Plan) now forms a part of the “Lisbon” National Reform Plan (NRP), aiming to provide a national response to challenges both economic, budgetary and social.

· A “Lisbon” Coordinator is responsible for coordination at national level, including production and follow-up of the NRP and consultation with the interested parties (Parliament and social partners).

· The Commission prepares a single Annual Progress Report (integrating the Joint Employment Report) dealing with all fields of reform, and leading to integrated recommendations.

The other fields in which “Open Coordination Methods” are used (inclusion, social protection, education, etc.) continue to exist around the Strategy for Growth and Jobs, which they are meant to feed and add to.

� Theme II.1 of the interview guide (Theme I being an introductory discussion topic on the respondents’ job positions and how they relate with employment policies).


� Theme II.2 of the interview guide.


� Theme III of the interview guide.


� Themes IV.1 to IV.3 of the interview guide.


� Theme IV.4  of the interview guide.





� Theme V.1A of the interview guide.





� Theme V.1B of the interview guide.


� Theme V.2 of the interview guide.


� Theme V.3 of the interview guide.


� Theme V.4 of the interview guide.


� Theme V.5 of the interview guide.


� Theme V.6 of the interview guide.


�  Theme V.7 of the interview guide.


� Theme V.8 of the interview guide.





� Theme VI.1 of the interview guide.





� Themes VI.2 and VI.3 of the interview guide.








OPTEM S.A.R.L. AU CAPITAL DE 150 000 F - R.C.S. VERSAILLES 339 197 444

TELEPHONE : (0) 134 871 823 - TELECOPIE : (0) 134 871 783 – EMAIL : optem@optem.fr

PAGE  
99
The European Employment Strategy – Attitudes of the main actors in employment policy in 28 European countries July 2007

