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1. Introduction

While being able to generate growth and increagg@ment rates, Europe has for largest
part of the past 30 years nevertheless had toglawgth high level of unemployment.

This is one of the most important reasons why thertember states adopted an employment
strategy, but also pressure from the Delors Comang4985-95) to balance the EMU and
the single market with a social dimension playedle. At the Luxembourg summit in 1997 it
was agreed that European Employment Strategy (Bf#)ld take the form of an annual cir-
cular process, starting with employment guidelipetsing out common priorities for member
states’ employment policy, followed by National #ct Plans for Employme?’l(NAPs) and
ended by a Joint Employment Report, where the Casion and the Council jointly examine
each NAP and might issue country-specific recomragods. Following this, the Commis-
sion was to present a new proposal for revisioim@fmployment guidelines accordingly for
the following years to be agreed upon in the Cdanat the Lisbon summit in 2000, this cy-
cle became known as the Open Method of Coording@iC), or the Lisbon Strategy, and
spread to other areas of EU regulation.

The EES was revised in 2003 in order to simplifg &cus it. This revision, however, did not
prevent a widespread believe that the EES hadtfostomentum and that the overall Lisbon
Strategy had developed into a far too uncoordinatettoo complex bureaucratic process
with little real effect on member states’ polici@ferefore, the EES was reformed yet again
in 2005 as part of the mid-term review of the Lisl&irategy.

Whereas the implementation of the strategy in teenber states has gained substantial aca-
demic attention, only a few studies published iglish (Goethy 1999; Johanssson 1999; Van
der Riel & van der Meer 2002; Jobelius 2003; Wati£ Barbier 2004; Deganis 2006) have
systematicallyanalysed policy formulation processes at EU leMelst of these are outdated,
as they hardly cover the policy processes leadirige revision of the EES in 2003 or the fol-
lowing period, including the role of the two soiedl Kok-groups. Finally, the studies leave
open a number of important questions regardingtbeesses themselves, power balances
and collaboration between the involved key actors.

To address these gabs, this article will focushenprocesses of revising the EES. The article
attempts to answer the following questionsHbv does decision-making in the ongoing re-
formulations of the EES take pladeqluding patterns of co-operation between theragto

and 2)is the European Commission or the member statesinfhential in these processes?
Due to lack of space, the role of actors that Hmen less influential than the Commission
and the member-states — such as the European padiars and the European Parliament —
will largely be left out of the analysis.

Drawing on this analysis, it will be argued, tha €Commission has lost - and the member
states gained - influenae the reformulations of the EES during the présimtade, and that

1 The 2005 revision that merged several OMCs, the NA&e been replaced by the broader National Reform
Programmes.

2 Beside this yearly cycle described below, a peeiew process takes place including civil servdris the
Commission and the member states as well as acadaperts.



member-states and the Commission have formedionalduring the processes. The®m-
mission is not only a policy broker, but has to e@®rtent acted as a member of one of these
coalitions Moreover, some of the key actors hatempted to change decision-making
arena — and to exclude issues from these arenasorder to reach their goals.

After this introduction, the relevant literaturelMie reviewed and the theoretical framework
of the paper will be presented in the followingtg®at This section is followed by three sec-
tions in which the empirical cases are analyse@: HES revision in 2002-03; the first Kok
report 2003; and the high Level Group and the Listavision 2004-05. The sixth and final
section includes a discussion of the findings dedcbnclusions.

2. EU-level process studies of the EES so far: caains and power-relations

Three of the abovementioned seven studies analyfsengolicy processes behind the EES at
EU-level draw on a concept of coalition. The staddarly on the EES pay particular attention
to the role of key-persons within these collisions.

Johansson (1999), for example, uncovers the ‘titismal coalition’, which promoted an
employment title in the Amsterdam treaty. A keysom was Allan Larsson, who initially
played a role as the chairman of the Party of EemoSocialists’ (PES) working group on
employment policy and later as the Commission’®€ior-General for Employment. The
working group also included socialist MEPs as wasliepresentatives from the European
Trade Union Confederation (ETUC). PES startedoitdying activities after the Copenhagen
European Council in 1993 by circulating a messageemployment should be given top pri-
ority. Hence, in 1995 when Allan Larsson became®@uor-General for Employment and So-
cial Affairs, close links with the trade union movent were already established. Trade union
influence was further facilitated by the fact thatumber of prime ministers at that time (Poul
Nyrup Rasmussen (Denmark), Wim Kok (The Netherlaadsl Jean-Claude Juncker (Lux-
embourg) were former trade unionists. Socialiamial-democratic governments coming
into power in a number of member states furthemgfthened the impact of the forces work-
ing to promote an European employment policy, dgfie enlargement with Sweden and
Finland. Indeed, the coalition played a cruciakrol the agenda-setting phase, although its
influence diminished when the agenda setting pehsted to the policy formulation phase.

Van der Riel and van der Meer (2002) focus on #mesperiod in their study of the ‘advo-
cacy coalition’ for the European employment poliaithough they acknowledge the impor-
tant role of Allan Larsson and the PES group, teeidy emphasise more strongly the role of
the Commission in general, the role of the Eurofeartiament in the agenda-setting phase,
and the role of the Swedish government in keegiegdsue on the agenda up to 1997.

The term ‘advocacy coalition’ derives from the Adaoy Coalition Framework (ACF) for-
mulated by Jenkins-Smith and Sabatier (1993). Thesaktions are knitted together by a
common belief system, which is a set of valuesrjiiés and causal assumptions about how
to realise them. They operate within ‘policy sultegss’ understood as the interaction of ac-
tors from different organisations who follow aneksé¢o influence government decisions in a
particular policy area. There is often more thaa onalition within a subsystem. The subsys-



tems involve multiple levels within government. Jtody a coalition, it is, according to the
authors, necessary to have a time perspectiveeoflecade or more. A coalition change be-
cause of external changes in the environment asibhsystem, which will cause changes in
the framework of and resources allocate to theitomal In the subsystem ‘policy brokers’
mediate between the different coalitions.

ACF - including the concept of policy brokers - atso adapted by Deganis (2006) in her re-
cent analyses of the EES. Deganis finds that afthdlbe Commission in many acts as facili-
tator and policy-broker within the EES, these r@es sometimes marginalized and replaced
by altogether more self-interest oriented practidé® Commission has purposefully sought
to increase its standing within the EES by takidgeatage of its formal powers and respon-
sibilities, most notably with regard to its speciationship with the Secretariat of the Em-
ployment Committee, and by establishing and consiciesly upholding a fictitious sole right
of initiative within the field of employment policy

Another study looks into the first revision of tBES in 2003 and questions the neutrality and
the broker role of the Commission even more. \2104) emphasises the development in the
guidelines from the proposal to the final versibatf inter alia, included a reduction in the
number of quantitative targets and a weakeninguofesof the proposed targets into declara-
tions of intent. Watt sees in this as a clear iatikin of the power of the member states and a
weakening of their willingness to submit to EU ciamit. Here, the Commission acts clearly
as an actor with self-interests and not only asli&ybroker.

Jobelius (2003) analysed the same decision makioceps, but found that the Commission
did make intensive use of their agenda-setting poamning to open up gateways for future
member state-critique in form of more quantitataegets in the guidelines. Contrary to this
aim, a considerable number of member states ireticaintinuous opposition against the
commission’s proposal. As decisions had to be mi@ecommission dispensed from most of
its proposed targets as both actors had no interestailure of the procedure.

These five studies do to some extent illuminatepibiecy processes, but are rather inconclu-
sive regarding the power relations between the Cigsion and the member states. More-
over, the studies are not specific about the patef cooperation between the key actors.

In the following an attempt will be made to overathese shortcomings. The focus in what
follows will be on the 2003 and 2005 revisions aamtlitionally, the related processes around
a taskforce and a high level group (both led byftheer Dutch prime-minister Wim Kok) in
between the two revisions. The theoretical poirdegarture will be ACF as presented above,
but also the concept of decision-making arenasheilapplied as well. The article draws on
policy documents and 48 semi-structured interviearsducted between October 2004 and
May 2006 with 45 interviewees, including: EU-lewagld national level civil servantsEU-

level social partners; members of the Europeandpaeht; representatives from the two Kok

% The national level civil servants were mostly wbttypes: The Council's Employment Committee (EMCO)
representatives and civil servants involved in éngwp of NAPS/NRP. EMCO is where most importartisions

on the EES de facto are taken. It includes civilvaet representatives from the member states amd tw
representatives form the Commission..



groups; and academic experts.

3. The EES revision 2002-3

3.1 Agenda setting

From the outset in 1997, it was decided that tregesgy should be able to show results within
a five-year period. Therefore, a large-scale eveloavas carried through in 2002. The main
conclusions from this evaluation - coordinated emdcluded by the Commission - were that
the EES had: raised the profile of European empémtmpolicies; led to a stronger priority of
employment policy at the national level; led to wergence towards successful employment
strategies; affected other policies than traditi¢ed@aour market policies; and created a new
framework for policy-making (European Commissio®2))

The evaluation had, according to the interviewaesnajor influence on the following revi-
sion. The official discussions on the revisiont&téin January 2002 and continued well into
2003. A common belief among the member states naghe strategy and its employment
guidelines had become far too complex. Simplifmativas needed. Moreover, the focus
should be more on output and less on input anddiheber of guidelines. Also the number of
guantitative targets under each guideline was tieetbeced to reduce peer pressure and re-
move bureaucracy.

However, not all countries were equally activenfiuencing the revision. A coalition - in the
following named the ‘minimalist coalition’ - wasrfmed by some EMCO representatives to
secure that the revision would contain fewer andenooitput-centred guidelines as well as
have a more simple overall structure.

The coalition started out - according to some in&vees - as a joint Danish-British initiative
in the spring of 2002 before the Danish presidendize autumn of the same year, whereas
other interviewees stated that the coalition hlasiger history. Other representatives joined
this coalition during 2002, including those frone tRetherlands, Ireland, Spain, and - accord-
ing to most interviewees - at a later stage alsed&w, Austria and Germany.

In addition to being one of the initiators of thenmalist coalition, the UK played an impor-
tant role within it as an informal ‘opposition lesad This role involved bilateral meetings

with member states, arranging meetings with théitemabefore the EMCO meetings, and
acting - explicitly or implicitly - as a spokespenrsfor the whole coalition. That the UK was
assigned this role has to do with several facions. fact that the UK is one of the three larg-
est member states means that their argumentssgecyal weight in EMCO and gives the

UK the administrative capacity to use resourcea targe scale to prepare and coordinate the
coalition. On top of this, several intervieweesnped to the high level of professionalism of
the UK representatives and their support base alatiigthe advantage of being native speak-
ers of English. However, all this would have baeelévant had it not been for the strong
commitment and clear goals of the British governnaenl its representatives in EMCO. ‘Be-
ing at the heart of Europe’, as was Tony Blairsiom for the UK, means in relation to the
EES a commitment to limit the level of regulati@f.all the member states, according to



some of the interviews, the UK government initiadgme up with the most radical suggestion
for the revision: to boil it down to only three gelines and three targets connected to each of
the guidelines.

The actors that the ‘minimalist coalition’ was ippmsition to, counted the Commission, Bel-
gium, Luxembourg and - for most of the period inus - France. Representatives from these
countries did not to the same extent share thesgdew output-oriented guidelines. They
were generally more open to extensive labour madgatlation and tended to focus more on
the quality of employment, including job securigar most of the period a number of South-
ern European countries (Portugal, Italy, Greecs) phrticipated in this coalition, which

could be termed the ‘regulation coalition’.

3.2 The first and second communication

From these initial discussions with the membeestahe Commission issued a first commu-
nication in July 2002 - ‘Taking stock of five yearsthe European Employment Strategy’ -
on the future of the EES and the experiences diiftbicfive years. Their main suggestion was
‘to simplify the guidelines without undermining theffectiveness’. This should be achieved
by, inter alia: having clearer definitions of the overall impravents; a concentration of pri-
orities; an increased emphasis on the results txbieved; and a focus on implementation
rather than on the annual elaboration of guidel{BEesopean Commission 2002).

To a large extent this first communication refletts wish for simplification, which most of
the member states had agreed upon during thel idisieussions. Most of what later became
the main lines of the revision can be found in t@emmunication although the most contro-
versial part of the revision - the quantified tasgend the wording of the guidelines them-
selves - was not agreed upon until a later stage.

[Table 1 about here]

Based on the consultation process with the Europeeial partners, the European parliament
and others, as well as discussions in EMCO andd®zivhe relevant General Directorates,
the Commission issued a second communication @tiflhe future of the European Em-
ployment Strategy — A strategy for full employmant better jobs for all’ in January 2003
(European Commission 2003). Although this commuioogpresented the new goals and the
new guidelines ‘without prejudging at this stage phecise architecture of future guidelines’
(ibid: 9), three new goals of the EES (to creatkedmployment; quality and productivity at
work and strengthened social cohesion and inclyisisnwell as the themes, if not the final
wording, of the ten final guidelines were alreadgsent in this document. Compared with the
final version there are - apart from the imporiastie of the precise wording and order - only
one significant and two minor differences: theraasguideline on immigration in the final
version, but ‘mobility’ has been added to the adhjity measure, and ‘increased labour sup-
ply’ to the guideline on promoting active ageing.

3.3 Draft and final guidelines
The second communication was discussed at themaldCouncil meeting in January in Naf-
plio, Greece. At this meeting the ‘minimalist ctialn’ (which at this point comprised the



UK, Denmark, Spain, the Netherlands, Ireland, Sweatel Germany) aired a general dissat-
isfaction with the second communication and the pnoposed by both the Commission and
the Presidency (Greece). Criticism was raised baghrding the scale of the Commission’s
proposal (the eleven priorities mentioned above)the Presidency’s proposal (nine priori-
ties). The Presidency added new priorities to tlidtee Commission: reduction of unde-
clared work, integration of immigrants, integratiointhe young and unemployed in the la-
bour market, and reduction of regional inequalitidse coalition hereby found that the
agreement to formulate simpler guidelines requitéss bureaucracy had not been respected.
Furthermore, the coalition wanted the guidelineftwus on full employment and a reduction
of the number of indicators and quantitative tasget

France, Belgium, Luxembourg, Portugal and the spr&ative from the European Parlia-
ment, on the other hand, supported the line omission/Presidency. According to this
‘regulation coalition’ all three areas in the ‘saldriangle’ - more jobs, better jobs and more
social inclusion - should be included in the neratsigy. These actors were also positive to-
wards the Commission’s new priorities of immigrat@nd regional inequalities.

The guideline on immigration was however removegtdose this issue at the time was con-
sidered too controversial to gain consensus. Soerebar states were unwilling to give im-
migration such a high visibility which would be tbase by adding a guideline on it. The
guideline on undeclared work was a priority of Grxeek presidency. It proved impossible to
remove this guideline since the issue divided thimimalist’ coalition along a North-South
divide. Many representatives from the Northern fpesn countries’ felt that undeclared work
was a minor problem in their own countries. Thearéel that expenses from future EU ac-
tions in this area in Southern Europe where thelpros are believed to be of greater dimen-
sions. Some of the Southern European countriegyeather hand, saw undeclared work as a
major labour market problem.

Apart from the issues of immigration and undeclasedk, the guidelines themselves were
more or less settled, and the negotiations inghé&se were mainly concerned the number and
the level of ambition of the quantified targetsv&al countries in the ‘minimalist coalition’

felt that both the number and the level of ambitothin the indicators were contradicting

the message from the majority of member statedhave a simplified strategy with few out-
put-oriented indicators. At the meetings in EMCQ\pril and May 2003 this was discussed
and the number of quantified targets was reducbsdtantially.

However, most of the national-level intervieweesewaf the impression that the net-effect of
the whole process was close to zero. Comparing@b& guidelines and targets with those
from 2003, it appears that if the official numberiend wording is used, the number of guide-
lines did in fact decrease, whilst the number @rgitative targets increased.

4. The European Employment Task Force 2003

4.1 Agenda setting
Even before the revision process ended in July 280@w initiative related to employment



policy was launched. The interviewees offered sawetplanations for the initiative that led
to the set up of the European Taskforce undereth@drship of Wim Kok, the former Dutch
prime minister, known for a number of successfblar market reforms in the Netherlands
during the 1990s. The UK plays a leading role irobthe explanations. According to some,
the UK felt that the EES had become inactive aeg thanted another instrument, a more in-
ter-governmental instrument. Others saw the Empéritaskforce as a reflection of the
British government’s EU strategy, which follows tivee of reasoning that if the UK was to
able to spearhead a reform of the EU, then thergovent would be able to reverse the scep-
tical British public opinion on the role of the EU.

A third explanation offered by the interviewees tloe important role of the UK is related to
the situation in Germany. The aim of the initiatiiaken by Blair and Schrdder - was report-
edly to assist the German reform process, espgtiadiso-called Hartz reforms of social and
labour market policy; something that would alsemsgithen Schroeder vis-a-vis Chirac. Al-
though Chirac’s name at a later stage was add#timitiative, the French government was
not among the initiators; it was taken despitepbsgition taken of the French government.

The Commission, too, played a role in the set ufh@ftaskforce, but their role was initially to
try to prevent the initiative. The initiative wasken at a time when the revision of the EES
was well under way, but not completed. So why mefarhat was already being revised? The
explanation that DG Employment is inclined towasdems to have been that the initiative
was an attempted ‘hostile take-over’ from the Ukl ather member states in order to estab-
lish an inter-governmental employment policy asilassitute, and not a supplement, to the
EES, which was partly driven by the Commission.|lugthe Commission’s fear was the
fact that the UK-driven discussion in the agendéirggphase on the necessity to push for re-
forms did not even mention the EES.

When the initial attempts to block the initiativaeléd, DG Employment encapsulated it by of-
fering to supply the Taskforce with a secretat@mgnsure that the Taskforce’s report would
fit the EES. The members of the secretariat wagk-hanking civil servants, including An-
tonis Kastrissiakis, the Director in DG Employmearid Héléne Clark, then Head of Unit in
the unit responsible for the EES (A/2). The secratalso included a representative from DG
for Economy and Finance (DG ECFIN) to secure theroyaconomic consistency and avoid
damage to public finances in the member statesegpecially to ensure that no ‘structurally
damaging’ demands were made, i.e. agreementsdhbht bend incentives of companies and
individuals in wrong directions.

Regardless of the plausibility of the explanatidhs, official proposal to set up an Employ-
ment Taskforce did come from Blair, Schréder anddchprior to the Spring Council in
Brussels in March 2003. In their letter, the thiresads of State and Governments emphasised
that the taskforce should be seen as a supplenwrdan alternative, to the EES and that the
taskforce should publish a report including speadiiitiatives by the end of the year.

4.2 Setting-up the taskforce and drafting the repar
The official decision to set up the Employment Taste was, as mentioned above, taken at
the Spring Council in March 2003. The European @dumvited the Commission to estab-



lish a European Employment Task Force to help ifleptactical reforms that could have the
most direct and immediate impact on the implemeridty Member States of the revised
Employment Strategy’ (Council of the European Un2@®3). Thereby, the Commission’s
strong role in the initiative and its close relatio the EES seemed secured.

After having consulted the member states, a chainweas appointed by the Commission. Ac-
cording to some interviewees, discussions tookepia¢che Commission, as well as among
some member states, with respect to who should tfeatask force. The UK proposed Peter
Sutherland, who was chairman of Goldman Sachsnatienal and BP plc, as well as former
Director-General of WTO and GATT. However, the Coission wanted a less business-
oriented person and appointed Wim Kok. The othgresentatives were appointed by the
Commission but again after consultation with themher states.

The task force had only six months to write theoredt met seven times for one or two-day
meetings. The work was organised around the dismssf a number of specific topics. The
discussions were then summarised by the secretiari@ct, the members of the secretariat
were not only summarising the discussions betwke aiskforce members — they also par-
ticipated actively in the discussions, both whented and on their own initiative. This was
not seen as problematic by the interviewed tastefonembers that praised the assistance the
secretariat provided.

The work was lead by Wim Kok, whose position asaircincluded mediating between the
different positions taken by the members. The inésvees agreed that Wim Kok led the task-
force in a very professional manner and that hesuégiently powerful to push forward his
own wishes, for instance to change the secretauiagfts according to what he believed had
been agreed by the group members. Despite of ttasss of ‘arm-wrestling’, the interview-
ees from the group found the secretariat did a golod

The interviewees disagreed to some extent on \8kaes were the most controversial issues,
but identified four issues that were controveraiad difficult to agree upon. One issue was di-
rectly related to the EES and its revision. Oné pathe group had a general positive impres-
sion of the EES and the Lisbon process, whereabanaas more critical regarding these
processes. Moreover, this part of the group folmadl EU in general was lagging behind USA
and wanted a discussion of this in the report —etbimg that was not included. The other
controversial issues were the explicit use of ‘iagninaming and shaming’ of member states;
the balance of flexibility and security; and referes to the high frequency of temporary con-
tracts in some member states.

4.3 The final report

The final report (European Employment Task Ford@32@vas published in November 2003
and was given the telling title ‘Jobs, Jobs, JoB#essing the significance of the title, the re-
port concluded by listing four requirements: 1)rease the adaptability of workers and enter-
prises, 2) attract more people to the labour mafdahvest more and more effectively in
human capital, 4) ensure effective implementatibiine reforms through better governance
(among other things through strengthening the ablmuntry-specific recommendations).



In general, the report was well received by nealllactors. A couple of interviewees de-
scribed it as a more ‘balanced document’ than ergebecause it included both economic
and flexibility aspects along with social secuagpects. Most interviewees found the report
more focused on implementation and action, andlsingmd clearer, than the texts of the
EES. However, at the same time the intervieweesasiped that in reality the content was
not different from what could be found in the EES.

The national governments welcomed the report witleaaeption. The British government
was — perhaps not surprisingly — the most enthtisisispporters. One British interviewee
stated that not only had the report influencedetimployment guidelines and pushed the dis-
cussion on flexicurity forward — the four requiremeehad also been taken up at the national
level because they were easier to handle thamtipbogment guidelines. In general, how-
ever, the interviewees could not point out spedifipacts from the Kok report, despite their
positive evaluation.

The Commission was less enthusiastic of the repootn their perspective, the problem with
the report was not so much its content — that wendar to what could be found in the EES -
as it was the danger that the report would take-thesposition the EES previously had had.
However, they had to accept it, since they, to sertent, had been involved in it, and all
member states as well as most other actors seenfied it useful. Outright criticism of the
report was scarce, but some social NGOs were Bliglurried about the report, due to its
limited focus on social inclusion. Other observergarded the report as an expression of a
new neo-liberal route.

That these sceptical voices drowned in the gergelause may be due to the fact that there
was something for everybody in the report, anchenrnore that it refrained from being too
controversial. Even without extensive formal cotetidn, the taskforce succeeded in avoid-
ing controversial issues for the member statesdbyipping the balance between economic
and social aims, and in not directly confronting @ommission. At the same time, at least
some aims and demands of the EES were communiicegeslightly clearer and sharper way
than previously — not least the demand to ‘walkttile by implementing reforms and guide-
lines already agreed upon.

The success of the report left the Commission natlthoice but to allow the Kok report to
have some effect on the EES, even though the EE§fubBbeen reformed the same year.
This was done by framing the EES’ employment recemstations according to the four
commandments of the Kok report. Apart from thagthar important outcome of the report
was that Wim Kok was asked to prepare the midtewrew of the Lisbon strategy (see be-
low).

5. The High-level group and the Lisbon revision 20605
5.1 Agenda setting: The High Level Group

It was, essentially, the Spring Council that maaddahe Commission to set-up a High Level
Group ‘to contribute to the mid-term review of thebon-process’. The review itself was de-



cided already when the Lisbon-process was launch2000. The Commission appointed
Wim Kok as chair. After the success with the Empieynt Taskforce, he was the obvious
choice and there were among the interviewees mrtepf alternative candidates. Some of
the group members were appointed by the Commissidrothers by the member states.

The group had more members and was less domingtackldemics compared to the Em-
ployment Taskforce. Including the chair it congisté 13 representatives including politi-
cians and representatives academia, businessat@unions. The chair of the British con-
sultancy The Work Foundation, Will Hutton, workeslaa‘rapporteur’ for the group. He was
proposed by the British government and approvetheyCommission. The appointment of
representatives was, in general, not controveasiebrding to the interviewees. However, in
one case the selected representative appearedddban a compromise. The Commission -
more precisely the President Romano Prodi - praptseformer Secretary General Emilio
Gabaglio from the European Trade Union Congres&J®T but he was refused by the Italian
government, proprobably because he was too lefti@dnn the eyes of the Italian govern-
ment.

The secretariat-assistance was delivered by péaptethe Secretariat-General and DG
ECFIN. Hence, an important difference from the Eogpient Taskforce was that DG Em-
ployment was not represented in the secretariarefbre, DG Employment made quite an
effort to ensure that the secretariat was fullpinfed about their priorities. This ‘economist
bias’ of the secretariat was not the only diffeeefrom the Employment Taskforce. Also the
presence of a ‘rapporteur’ was a clear signal\Wiab Kok this time would not grant the se-
cretariat the main responsibility for drafting tieet. But there were nevertheless similarities
with the secretariat of the first Kok group. Foamyle were disagreements between the se-
cretariat and the group also this time reporteoetmumerous and serious, but they took pri-
marily place in the beginning of the process.

Six meetings — each lasting one to three daysk- ptaxce from May to October 2004. Similar
to the first Kok group, the interviewees disagreedome extent about what were the most
controversial issues. A number of issues were pditt: use of IMF or Eurostat statistics;
finding a balance between the three main pillathefLisbon Strategy; the status of the find-
ings of the first Kok report; ‘naming and shamintjie role of monetary and fiscal policy in
generating employment; a possible connection betweeking hours during the working
year and the GDP; the service-directive (which alesady at that time discussed in various
EU-institutions, but only found its final form ihe spring of 2006); and, finally, the use of
the word ‘flexibility’.

Nevertheless, the tough negotiations, repeatedtiegg and disagreements did not prevent
the interviewees from expressing satisfaction whthreport. Wim Kok was again very much
praised for his strength as a leader, his abititynediate and secure consensus at the same
time as he succeeded in getting his own visiongh®reports through. Compared to the first
Kok group, Wim Kok was actually in a better pogitim control the process with a personal
assistant as part of the group and, not least, avitapporteur’, and not the Commission se-
cretariat, holding the pen on the main part ofrdpeort.
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The Executive Summary of the report (High Level @r@004) lists the most important ac-
tions under the five headings in chapter 2. Theselg The knowledge society: increasing
Europe’s attractiveness for researchers and ssisntaking R & D a top priority and pro-
moting the use of information and communicatiorntetogies; 2) the internal market: com-
pletion of the internal market for the free movemefigoods and capital, and urgent action to
create a single market for services; 3) the busioksate: reducing the total administrative
burden; improving the quality of legislation; fatating the rapid start-up of new enterprises;
and creating an environment more supportive tortassies; 4) the labour market: rapid deliv-
ery on the recommendations of the European Emplaymaskforce; developing strategies
for lifelong learning and active ageing; and undammg partnerships for growth and em-
ployment; 5) environmental sustainability: spregdeto-innovations and building leadership
in eco-industry; pursuing policies which lead tadeterm and sustained improvements in
productivity through eco-efficiency. Finally, theexutive summary sums up the responsibil-
ity of the institutions (High Level Group 2004). d brder of the chapters is of importance,
and the interviewees confirmed that realising thewkedge society was the main message in
the report.

5.2 Chosen OMCs and the Barroso plan

After a great deal of turbulence regarding the apairof the Commissionaires, the Commis-
sion took office in November 2004 approximatelyreg same time as the High Level Group
delivered its report. It soon became clear that.ikbon Strategy was the most important is-
sue for the new President of the Commission, Bartros

In the run-up to the revision, most actors fourat the Lisbon-process had developed into far
too broad a process. They claimed that it was aéeernything and therefore nothing and that
it contained too many guidelines and targets. Tthezethe Lisbon process needed to be more
focused. It was also clear that some of the styaegain targets — the employment rate tar-
get of 70 percent overall, 60 percent for women Zh@ercent for older workers in 2010 -
would be difficult to reach in some countries. Hoe®e changing the targets was not dis-
cussed.

The first important question in relation to the axdm review of the Lisbon process was to
decide which OMCs should continue to be under thbrella of the Lisbon strategy. There
was from the outset no doubt that the Broad Ecoadsuiidelines would still be part of the
Lisbon Strategy, partly because the new Commisasnzhits President were considered to
have a more liberal and ‘economic’ orientation th@previous one, and partly because the
Broad Economic Guidelines are treaty-based andefibre, impossible to abandon without
another treaty revision. The employment guidelaesalso treaty-based (the Amsterdam
Treaty), but there were nevertheless some womi&3d Employment, ETUC and in some
national governments that they would get a muclelestatus after the revision. Other major
uncertainties were in connection to the other OM@sose on social inclusion, pensions,
health and education. In the end the solution wasdude those parts of the education OMC
that are directly linked to employment, most impatty lifelong learning. The discussions
about which OMCs to include and exclude took pladtie Economic Policy Committee
(EPC) and the Social Policy Committee (SPC), baim&MCO. What might have been a
danger in the eyes of some actors — and an unspokefor others — was that the OMCs ex-
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cluded from the Lisbon agenda could be marginalarediwould eventually slowly fade out.

The Commission’s Communication to the Spring Col2@d5 was published in early Febru-
ary 2005 (European Commission 2005b). The title rkifay Together for Growth and Jobs —
A New Start for the Lisbon Strategy’ repeats the peiority of the Lisbon Strategy from the
second Kok report: growth and jobs. The commurocatioes not include actual guidelines,
but include a list of actions under 15 headings (able 2) gives a good indication of what
was to be expected. The actions are classifiedruhdee headings of ‘A more attractive
place to invest and work’, ‘Knowledge and innovatfor the growth’, and ‘Creating more
and better jobs’.

DG Employment decided already in late 2004 to diasise new guidelines along three of the
first Kok report’s four ‘requirements’. However, ®@mmportant divergence from the Kok re-
quirements, namely the adding of ‘and modernis@akpootection systems’. According to in-
terviewees from the Commission this was added pfeessure from DG Employment to keep
social inclusion on the Lisbon Agenda.

With respect to the EES, the only important neviuiesof substance - compared to the previ-
ous guidelines - is found under the heading ‘Cngatnore and better jobs’. This is the

‘Youth Pact’. There are also three other importdr@#nges proposed, but these are related to
governance and are found in chapter 4 ‘Making #méngrship deliver on growth and jobs’.
Firstly, the proposal is to integrate the Broadifraic Guidelines and the Employment
Guidelines — not only by cross-references as irR0aG8 revision, but by including them into a
single set of ‘integrated guidelines’. Secondlythat national level ‘National Action Pro-
grammes’ for growth and jobs should match the dinde and replace the NAPs and other
national OMC reports. Thirdly, to increase natiomahership of the member states’ were
called to appoint a “Mr. or Mrs. Lisbon” to co-ondite the different elements of the strategy.

The member states’ reaction to the Barroso PlaimeaSpring Council was generally speaking
positive. However, the Council insisted on givingher priority to the knowledge society
than on competitiveness and made more referendhs smcial inclusion issue (European
Council 2005; Barbier et al. 2005). About 1/3 of thember states found that social inclusion
had received insufficient attention in the Barrédan.

Also at the Spring Council - and before that in EMCthe future of national specific rec-
ommendations and ‘naming and shaming’ was discus&mtde member states resistance
against ‘naming and shaming’ and the recommendati@re, according to several inter-
viewees, widely shared and more marked than preliolihe Commission decided therefore
to leave out — at least temporarily — the nati@paeific recommendations from the coming
Annual Progress report (including the Joint EmpleytrReport). The argument was that the
revision and the new type of national report (NR¥)to a situation where it inappropriate
with recommendations the first year, mainly becahsdirst year’s report would focus on
policy formulations/strategies. Recommendationdcthen return to the annual Progress
Reports the following year when the national repaotild concentrate on implementation.
However, many interviewees from both the EU-level ¢the national level doubted that this
would happen due to resistance from some memhesstBupporting this forecast was the
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observation that the Commission’s Vice-Presidermh#@egen at several occasions has ex-
pressed himself in negative terms about ‘naming<iraining’, and even stated that the deci-
sion to exclude naming and shaming was taken indkggly of the reactions from the mem-
ber states (EurActiv 2005).

5.3 Draft and final guidelines

The Communication with the draft guidelines went foom the Commission in April 2005
(European Commission 2005). The draft Broad Econd®oiicy Guidelines and the draft
Employment Guidelines were now in the same docunwhereas there were 10 employ-
ment guidelines in 2003-2004, the number was ratitweight in the communication.

A comparison between the draft guidelines and tifrage 2003 leads to five observations:
Firstly, apart from the three overall employmerterargets (70 percent overall, 60 percent
women, 50 percent older workers) in 2010, therenarargets in the draft guidelines. Sec-
ondly, the first employment guideline (Implementmayment policies aiming at achieving
full employment, improving quality and productivigy work, and strengthening social and
territorial cohesion) has an overarching charatteesembles one of the horizontal guide-
lines that were abandoned in the 2003 revisioh®BES. Hence, it is surprising that the
Commission proposed such a guideline and intenasviom the Commission were also sur-
prised that the member states did not rejectEMCO.

Thirdly, three features have disappeared from taé émployment guidelines compared to
the 2003 adopted guidelines: entrepreneurship,iwiiees covered by the micro-economic
guidelines, and gender equality. Fourthly, a nundféssues have changed ‘status’ in that
they have become either more or less prominentove rexplicitly addressed compared to the
2003 guidelines. However the fifth - and maybe mogtortant - observation is that the ag-
gregated effect of these changes is minor, witrekoeption of the removal of the majority of
the quantitative targets. Furthermore, the redadioeight guidelines could be argued to
have led to broader and less focused guidelines.

That the proposed changes were minor might be btiee@xplanations why EMCO'’s deci-
sion making process on the draft guidelines - atingrto the interviewees and compared to
the revision process in 2002-03 - ran much moreosintyay One of the issues that led to some
discussion in EMCO was the more explicit referetocerage issues in the employment guide-
lines. This might be related to the fact that samentries have both representatives from
Ministries of Finance as well as from MinistriesErhployment/Work (and Social Policies)

as representatives. Representatives from the MyrogtFinancejnter alia, Sweden and
Finland opposed to discuss the issue in EMCO, lauted it to be reserved for the ECOFIN
councils and the Economic Policy Committee meetings

A comparison of the draft and the final guidelifieble 2) confirms the picture of a less dra-
matic exercise compared to the similar proceskerast revision. The most important

change compared to the draft was the re-introdnaifahe quantitative targets — however,

not in the main text of the guidelines, but in & ®6 an annex. Indeed the quantitative targets
clearly had a less prominent position than in tb@3guidelines. According to the DG Em-
ployment interviewees, the re-introduction of thegets happened after pressure from most of
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the countries from the minimalist coalition minusland, but plus Sweden. The number of
guidelines was the same and only two of the thkege been slightly reformulated. Regarding
the texts of the guidelines a fair amount of refolation, as well as adding or removal of bul-
let points. However, most of these were of mingpamance.

[Table 2 about here]

A controversial issue in the revision process wasrélative weight of the economic and the
employment aspects of the revised Lisbon Strategiyding the guidelines. The worst case
scenarios among those who wanted a continuatian &uropean employment policy was
that the EES would be totally abandoned, sideloredduced to insignificance did not hap-
pen. Nevertheless, the employment guidelines enddthving a subordinated position vis-a-
vis the economic guidelines, in that there they enagl the minority of the total number of
guidelines, and in that they were placed in theattie document. However, the interview-
ees from DG Employment were satisfied with the fp@sithe employment issue achieved in
the revised Lisbon strategy. One interviewee fro@ Employment adds that especially from
April, when the draft employment guidelines werded the position was satisfying. Most,
but not all, of the EMCO-representatives from thenmber states also found that the employ-
ment guidelines make up a suitable part of thesegl/Lisbon Strategy, whereas a few found
that the economic part is too dominating.

6. Discussion and conclusion

The development of the EES described above shownghertance of coalitions and changes
of decision-making arenas. It also shows a devedrpwherdhe Commission to some extent
has lost, and the member-states gajnefiuence:

The role of coalitions is clearest in the 2003-se&Mi. However, it is an open question which
of the two coalitions can be said to have been suwwstessful in influencing the revisions of
the strategy in 2003: the ‘regulation-coalitionatisucceeded in adding a number of quanti-
fied targets to the guidelines, or the ‘minimabts@lition’ that succeeded in reducing the
Commission’s proposal to a simpler, but not radiyodifferent document, from the one sup-
posed to be reformed. Although the Commission pllaggole as a policy broker in many re-
gards, th&Commission has de facto acted as a member of gutatéon coalitionin relation

to some processes, especially the 2003 revision.

The coalitions appears to have played a less eixpdie in the 2005 revision, partly because
the process was less conflict prone, partly becthesgreater number of member states have
made the coalitions even less stable and evertllesdy demarcated than they were before.
Some new member states hesitated to take stromgppesn EMCO and were at the time of
the interviews not easy to place in the coalitionisereas others were spread across the two
coalitions. Poland and some of the Baltic State®weaning towards the minimalist coali-
tion, whereas Hungary, Slovenia and Cyprus wenmihgaowards the regulation coalition.
However, the overall impact of the 2004-enlargematitproperly be to strengthen the poli-
cies persuaded by the minimalist coalition duéeogolitical orientations of the new member

14



states’ governments.

The importance of the decision-making arenas arg wiearly illustrated by the first Kok re-
port The set-up of the Employment Taskforce waattampt to shift the decision-making
arenato maximize the opportunity to reach a politicahfj The process was more of an inter-
governmental process than the 2003 revision, initligas the member states (Germany and
especially the UK) that set the agenda, and ther@iegion that acted reactively.

The initiative to set-up the second Kok group widfeieent, because the Commission had a
strong role in it. The work-processes, howevereng@milar on a number of points. The two
coalitions had a less explicit role in this procasd in the following revision of the whole
Lisbon strategy in 2005, but decision-making areagesn played a role, although in another
way this time. In the 2005 revision, the power-gampkyed were not so much about the use
of a supra-national or an inter-governmental denisnaking arena, but about which areas to
include and exclude in the more or less new detisiaking arena, the revised Lisbon strat-

egy.

That the member states in general have been ablergase their influence on the strategy
and the Commission has lost influence has not dieatiyg changed the content of the EES.
However, the use of pressure on the member stat@sgh ‘naming and shaming’ seems to
have diminished, which could be explained by tleeaasing power of the member states.
Moreover, a limited impact is seen from the chaingeolitical orientations of the member
states. When the EES was established in the mifisl @9e majority of the member states had
socialist or social-democratic governments, ands8 was said to have a social-democratic
orientation (van der Riel & van der Meer 2002; Mad2003). At the time of the revisions in
2003 and 2005 the majority of the governments igtg-wing or centre-right governments.
Although the change of the member states’ genaililgal orientation and the change of
Commission are not strongly reflected in the empiegt guidelines, at least some interview-
ees did feel a change resulting in a focus on dgyaartd not quality of jobs and a focus on
‘make work pay’ rather than on security, had tagkte - in order words, a change preferred
by the minimalist coalition. So, the EES has protcete relatively flexible in terms of ability
to absorb political changes.
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Table 1: Number of EES pillars, aims, targets angllegment guidelines, 2002-03

Pillars + adopted guide- | 4 pillars

lines and targets 2002 | 6 horizontal guidelines (objectives)

18 guidelines

3 quantitative targets (excl. the three general)

Second communication: | 3 overall aims
‘headings’, January 2003| 11 guidelines

Commissions proposal: | 3 overall aims
main aims, guidelines angd10 guidelines
targets, April 2003 14 quantitative targets (excl. the three general)

Main aims + adopted 3 overall aims
guidelines and targets, | 10 guidelines
July 2003 8 quantitative targets (excl. the three general)
Guideline headings:
» Active and preventive measures for the unemployeti@active
« Job creation and entrepreneurship
* Address change and promote adaptability and myliilithe labour
market
» Promote development of human capital and lifelaagiing
* Increase labour supply and promote active ageing
* Gender equality
« Promote the integration of and combat the discratidm against peopl
at a disadvantage in the labour market
e Make work pay through incentives to enhance wattlaetiveness
» Transform undeclared work into regular employment
e Address regional employment disparities

[¢)
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Table 2 — Adopted overall aims and employment guigeheadings 2005-08

Adopted
EG
July 2005

* Implement employment policies aiming at achievialj émployment, improving quality
and productivity at work, and strengthening soaia territorial cohesion

Attract and retain more people in employment., éase labour supply and modernise social p
tection systems
» Promote a lifecycle approach to work
» Ensure inclusive labour markets, enhance workdaiteness, and make work pay for
job-seekers, including disadvantaged people anthtetive
e Improve matching of labour market needs

Improve adaptability of workers and enterprises

ro-

» Promote flexibility combined with employment set¢yrand reduce labour market seg-

mentation, having regards to the role of the squaatners
» Ensure employment-friendly labour cost developnaemt wage-setting mechanisms

Increase investment in human capital through bedtkrcation and skills
» Expand and improve investment in human capital
» Adapt education and training systems in responsetocompetence requirements
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