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�FOREWORD





	Enlargement and the Convention have been the main events around which TEPSA’s activities have clustered in 2002. Concerning the first issue, TEPSA started the year by organising a conference on the adjustement of the Polish national administration to the EU legal and administration system. Enlargement was also the core issue of the Danish presidency conference held in Copenhagen on 14 June, where questions like the cost of the widening, namely its relation with the reform of the C.A.P., the institutional adaptation required by the large number of countries but also the uncertainties about the Irish ratification of the Nice Treaty were discussed with a participation of high level Danish politicians, including the Prime-Minister Rasmussen.



	The second Presidency Conference held in Athens on 14-15 November, with the participation of the Greek Foreign Minister, G.A. Papandreou, dealt on the same issue with an emphasis on the question of the Cyprus accession and on institutional issues related to the Convention; while a special workshop was devoted to the issues for the EU of the after September 11.



	In relation with enlargement, a research project of the Fifth Framework Programme, the “CEEC-debate on the EU political finalité”, has started in November with TEPSA participation. Conferences on Polish and Slovenian accession have also been held in Lodz and Ljubljana. About the “More East”, the second TEPSA-conference on the EU-Ukraine relationship has taken place.



	Concerning the Convention, TEPSA manages two projects. First, the European Convention (EUCON) project which is displayed in several countries by the TEPSA Institutes organises debates and reflections around issues of the Convention, with the participation of some of its members. Next, the Constitutionalisation project examines the constitutional tradition in five EU members.



	Among the other issues of the European Policies, four projects are to be mentioned . The EUROSPECTATOR project studied the evolution of the EMU. The “Broad Economic Policy Guidelines” (BEPGs) – 2002 and 2003, a study for the European Parliament, analysed the current economic situation of the EU in 2001 and 2002 from a macroeconomic point of view, with an accent on economic coordination. The project on a collective “gouvernement économique” (GOVECOR) has continued dealing with member states self-coordination in the area of fiscal and employment policy. Finally, the EU Foreign Policy is taken into account both through the Foreign Policy Governance in Europe – Research Network (FORNET) project, conducted for the European Commission under the Fifth Framework Programme and focused on European Governance in the field of European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP), and the project on the Parliamentary Dimension of ESDP, conducted for the European Parliament.



	As usual, TEPSA activities have also displayed in the various forms of conferences nurtured by preliminary reports, of collective research fuelled through intermediate and final meetings, and of speeches and debates of the “TEPSA-Friends” meetings which take place in Brussels in the Fondation universitaire-Universitaire Stichting.



The review of the TEPSA activities illustrates the functions TEPSA is continuing to perform: it brings expertise from decentralised resources on a large range of EU institutional and policy issues; it stimulates the reflection and the debates on them by mixing academics, researchers, decision-makers as well as opinion-makers. Significant too remains the TEPSA method which consists of sustaining a permanent transeuropean effective collaboration through its network organisation. The interaction between the institutes-members in the various countries and the TEPSA Network as such remains a privileged experience for everyone and produces a genuine transeuropean output on a large range of EU issues.



We look forward to responding to the challenges of 2003, ready to actively follow the activities of the Convention and the whole debate on the ultimate shape of the European architecture. 





 Christian Franck

Secretary-General of TEPSA













































You can visit the website of TEPSA at: 

www.tepsa.be

ABOUT TEPSA





TEPSA (Trans European Policy Studies Association) is an independent organisation, established in 1974 at the initiative of a number of European institutes and aiming at the promotion of international research on European integration in order to stimulate discussion on policies and political options for Europe. TEPSA links affiliated national institutes from all Union member states and has associated members in the candidate countries of Central and Eastern Europe.



The aim of TEPSA is to study European public policy in the interests of the European decision-makers and citizens. Among the many bodies that seek to provide enlightenment and advice about European policies, TEPSA has some specific qualities. It offers a problem-solving approach for those who want the EU to develop. While trying to be objective about the problems and realistic about the possibilities, TEPSA prefers solutions that tend towards closer integration, hence is more likely to identify them, and can be of more use than most other bodies to those that want such solutions. TEPSA gives a Europe-wide view combined with member states' views of the subjects studied. The network gives us the chance to know more than bodies at European level about the member states' views, and more than separate bodies in member states about the other member states and about the European level.



The subjects on which TEPSA works concern for the most part the working of the EU and the problems that affect it, together with its development towards more integration. The analyses are confined to elements that contribute to development towards a real Union. Main topics of interest are : Economic and Monetary Union; institutional reform / constitutional reforms; Common Foreign and Security Policy; external relations; Justice and Home Affairs; enlargement; citizens' support. 



The international conferences are the main vehicle to promote direct contact between politicians, academics, national and European civil servants, journalists and people working in the field of education. These conferences are prepared for TEPSA by one of the member institutes and based on research carried out by this institute or by an ad hoc TEPSA study group. 



The most important are the pre-presidential conferences. Twice a year TEPSA organises such a conference in co-operation with the government called to assume the next presidency of the European Union. These presidential conferences bring together elements of TEPSA work and thinking, with the policy preferences of the presidential country and the policy possibilities of the EU. TEPSA contributes a perspective based on the views of most member states and on a non-bureaucratic inspiration for constructive European policies.



TEPSA disseminates the proceedings of conferences and results of research project through a wide range of publications with Presses Interuniversitaires européennes, Brussels; Europa Union Verlag, Bonn; Kogan Page, London; Pinter, London; and Lynne Rienner, Boulder (Co.). One of the specific features of TEPSA – a multinational and multidisciplinary network of research – results in the publication of biennial publications such as MAASTRICHT-WATCH (1994-1997), EU ENLARGEMENT WATCH (since 1998) and the EURO-SPECTATOR (since 1999). Research results of TEPSA are also published in the following journals of its member institutes:



‘CERI Working papers’, Madrid; 

‘The Clingendael Newsletter’, Den Haag; 

‘DUPI Working papers’ and ‘FOCUS’, Copenhagen; 

‘European Document Series’, Dublin; 

‘EKEME Newsletter’, Athens; 

‘Federal Trust Working papers’, London.

‘Foreign Policy Challenges’, Helsinki;

‘Integration’ and ‘CFSP Newsletter’, Bonn/Berlin; 

‘International Spectator’ and ‘Documenti IAI’, Rome; 

‘Journal of International Relations and Development’, Ljubljana; 

‘Les Lettres de l’AFEUR’, Paris; 

‘Studia Diplomatica’, Brussels;

‘UI Newsletter’ and ‘Working papers’, Stockholm;



TEPSA is directed by a Chairman, Wolfgang Wessels (Jean Monnet Chair, University of Cologne) and a Secretary General, Christian Franck (Université Catholique de Louvain, Louvain-la-Neuve). Its structures include a Secretariat General, composed by the Secretary General and his two Assistants, Marlčne Arany and Olivier Maiscocq. They further include an Assembly, composed of the directors of all the Member Institutes and Associated Member Institutes, and a governing body, the Board. The Board is composed by the Chairman, the Secretary General and the following Members: Gianni Bonvicini, Andrew Duff, Gunilla Herolf, Nikos Frangakis, Iain Begg, Jean-Victor Louis, Stéphane Rodrigues, and Jacek Saryusz-Wolski. 



�1. CONFERENCES



1.1. THE PRESIDENCY CONFERENCES





NEW MEMBERS – NEW DEAL? 

THE DANISH PRESIDENCY OF THE EUROPEAN UNION



Copenhagen, 14 June 2002

Organised by the Danish Institute of International Affairs (DUPI) and TEPSA





Chairmen: Per Carlsen, Christian Franck, Lykke Friis

Speakers: Iain Begg, Jens-Peter Bonde, Hans Skov Christensen, Henning Christophersen, Ole Due, Nikos Frangakis, Gunilla Herolf, Brigid Laffan, Claus Larsen-Jensen, Jean-Victor Louis, Anders Fogh Rasmussen, Jacek Saryusz- Wolski, José I. Torreblanca, Wolfgang Wessels.



The first part was devoted to the priorities of the Danish Presidency. It was introduced by Anders Fogh Rasmussen, Danish Prime Minister, Claus Larsen-Jensen, President of the Committee for European Affairs of the Danish Parliament, Jens-Peter Bonde, MEP, and Bertel Haarder, Danish Minister of European Affairs.



The second part dealt with the two presidencies before and after Copenhagen, namely the Spanish and the Greek Presidencies. It was discussed by José I. Torreblanca for Spain and Nikos Frangakis for Greece.



The third part focused on an analysis of the costs of enlargement based on the reports by Iain Begg and Brigid Laffan.



The question of the ratification of the Nice Treaty was also addressed based on comments by Jacek Saryusz-Wolski and Gunilla Herolf.



A fifth part on the institutional challenges of the enlargement and the preparation of the European Convention was discussed by Christian Franck and Henning Christophersen.



Finally, a closing address on the challenges and opportunities of enlargement for the business world was made by Hans Skov Christensen.















STRUCTURING A NEW EUROPE: STEADY FOUNDATIONS AND FRESH CONCEPTS

THE GREEK PRESIDENCY OF THE EUROPEAN UNION



Athens, 14-15 November 2002

Organised by the Greek Centre of European Studies & Research (EKEME) and TEPSA





Chairmen: Dimitris Constas, Nikos Frangakis, P.C. Ioakimides, Iro Nicolacopoulou-Stephganou, Procopis Pavlopoulos, C.L. Rozakis, John Souriadakis, L. Tsoukalis, Jacques Vandamme, K. Zepos.

Speakers: Mustafa Akinçi, Graham Avery, G. Babiniotis, Iain Begg, Gianni Bonvicini, J.-L. de Brouwer, N. Christodoulakis, A. Duff, A.A. Fatouros, Nikos Frangakis, Lykke Friis, M. Giannakou, Tassos Giannitsis, G. Glynos, Chr. Gortos, P.C. Ioakimides, P. Kazakos, A. Korakas, Natalia Kokkoni, A. Loverdos, M. Mendrinou, Chr. Pachtas, Th. Pangalos, G. Papadimitriou, G.A. Papandreou, S. Perrakis, Elias Plaskovitis, Chr. Polyzogopoulos, Odile Quintin, S. Rodrigues, Mechtild Rothe, E. Gonzales Sancheg, J. Saryusz-Wolski, V. Skouris, Constantine Stephanou, Platon Tinios, D. Triantafyllou, D. Tsatsos, L. Van Depoele, A. Vasconcelos, G. Vassiliou, S. Vassilopoulos, A. Yotopoulos-Marangopoulos, W. Wessels.



A summary report



The two-day Conference on the (fourth) Greek Presidency, organized by the Greek Center of European Studies and Research in collaboration with TEPSA, under the auspices of the MFA and with the support of the European Commission, took place in Athens on November 14/15. Part of the second day session was combined with a workshop on the overall perspectives of Europe post – 9/11 (“And what now? Risks and Challenges”).

Regarding the organization of the Conference, an audience of about 400 persons attended the various sessions of the two entire days in the Ceremonial Hall and Propylaea Hall of the Athens University and in two meeting rooms of the Arsakeion Palace. Eminent politicians from both PASOK and ND were present, as well as many academics, high-ranking judges and civil servants, while students showed up in considerable numbers.



Presentations by the Greek Minister of Foreign Affairs, the Alternate Minister of Foreign Affairs (who has the focused responsibility of European Affairs) and the Secretary General of the MFA allowed for the priorities of the Presidency to be outlined, while the keynote speech of the Minister of National Economy (who has been chairing the Eurogroup since mid-2002, due to the Danish opt-out) at the second-day lunch added an outline of priorities for public discussion over the future of EMU and the future of the Stability Pact.



Although all official Greek participants, especially those of ministerial rank, insisted on the intention of the Greek presidency to carry along and press forward on all fronts of EU life at a steady pace, it was evident from the discussion both in the panels and from the floor that the pre-eminent point of interest was enlargement: both the completion of enlargement negotiations in Copenhagen (which also was presented as a major goal of the outgoing Danish presidency) and the water-tight inclusion of Cyprus in the “big enlargement”. The Cyprus accession – especially so in combination with the efforts at resolution of the Cyprus issue, made extremely of actuality due to the recent (U.N. Secretary General) Annan Plan for Cyprus – loomed large over the whole proceedings. An underlying incertitude about the implications of last-minute hitches in the enlargement process was manifest, both from the angle of the Greek Presidency and from the one of the Italian one which follows. (Generally speaking, the fit between the three successive Presidencies as they were presented in the relevant panel seems quite advanced. We are not confronted with a Presidency continuum, but Presidency coordination clearly does exist. And Presidencies wish for that to be evident).

The negative implications for the near future of the Union arising from the reticences of the EU-15 to allow for sufficient budgetary means for the enlargement (i.e. for an effective integration of the newcomers to an EU –25) were raised by enlargement countries’ participants and commented upon by members of the Greek audience based on Greek accession experience. The point did not earn wider attention.



An interesting angle, resulting from the Cyprus case but also connected with the overall enlargement (which, it should not be forgotten due to the long time the negotiations took until they were completed, has been an eminently political decision leading to the radical change of the set-up of Europe) was the approach to enlargement as a European version of international conflict-resolution. Both the general discussion and the combined presence in the panel of Greek-Cypriot and Turkish-Cypriot voices brought to the fore evidence that the Community method, the dynamics of integration and the promise of a joint future operate indeed as enticements curbing negative reflexes, provided the time-frame is right. “Europe as a solution for global, or at least for regional problems” is a different view over the enlargement – a view which merits to be noted for further reference since the enlargement, as a process, is just about to start now. Viewed thus, the European process is a stabilizing mechanism for international relations in the 21rst century.



Much of the two-day discussions bore on the institutional aspects and the future perspectives of the E.U. The workings of the Convention, the discussion about the next IGC ending to a Constitution or a further Treaty, the widening of EMV decision-making, the issues behind the debate over a federal or a confederal Union were afforded quite a lot of attention; still, the main interest was over the institutional aspects of the future ESDP and the role to be assumed by the Presidency of the Council and/or of the Union, at a symbolic level but also as a force to crystallize enhanced cooperation processes around concrete goals. 

The issue of a Directoire for larger Member States to play a more effective role in guiding Union policy was debated on quite realist a way, i.e. less as a small-vs-large-countries matter than as a matter of unsteady alliances between large Member States. The Directoire approach came to be criticized as an added factor of instability instead of a stabilizing influence; also, the reliability of the Union in the global scene might be jeopardized through infighting within the Directoire. A last point: issues like the relative role of the Commission and the increase of the European Parliament’s powers so as to narrow the “democratic deficit” of the EU institutional set-up were not given a prominent place in the discussions.



As to the discussion of E.U. policies – ranging from the CAP to the Budget and the Structural Funds, from the changes in the labour market and Social Security to third-pillar issues – it raised less interest, or at least interest grew from a more circumscribed audience. As to the CAP, the Greek Presidency may have to face the challenge of an overhaul wider and more radical than the intermediate review already underway: the problems caused by the realities of enlargement, until now papered-over by the accession negotiations and the Brussels package are cited a factor equally important to the WTO and multilateral negotiations pressures. Overhaul of the Structural Funds, further to the mid-term review, does not seem to raise immediate concerns to which the Presidency would be called to give a floor: the same goes will Budget matters.

Social policy issues, as well as the third-pillar matters, are viewed more under an angle of already fixed roadmaps – such as the Barcelona process - or under their legal/institutional aspects, than in a context of the overall employment performances of the EU economies (and their opening, or fortress-Europe position, towards the migratory movements of the 21rst century). Curiously enough, the same goes for the debate over the future of EMU, insofar it was touched upon in the context the Minister of National Economy speech and the institutional/Future of Europe panels. That is to say, more attention was given to the problematic of institutional adaptations to the Stability (and Growth) Pact, than to the effective and perspective macro-performances of the EU-15 economies (with the EU-25 realities just ahead) under ECB and Eurogroup/ “core Europe” guidance. 



Last but not least, the open-format workshop discussion over “Europe after 9/11” drew quite a lot of interest, but in rather skewed a way. Of the four directions proposed for debate, one (the economic aspect, the search for the economic paradigm for the years to come) raised little interest. The other three (the position of a re-united Europe on the global scene, terrorism and the quest for a defense policy) were approached mainly from international-relation and institutional-impact angles. But the more often recurring motif was, both directly and subliminally, the interplay of European mechanisms, designs or options with the U.S. 

Curiously enough, at the eve of the “big enlargement” which will make the European continent whole and of a major “Future of Europe” institutional debate, much of the quest for a European future is derived from a discussion about Euro-American relations. 

More encouraging is the fact that, both in the main panel discussions and within the parallel workshop, the need of a pragmatic approach to ESDP in order to allow for an effective presence of Europe in the global scene was shared by most. ESDP is no longer seen as belonging to the future, nor is it approached with institutional instruments: it is recognized as a major field of European endeavor, as an immediate challenge.



As to the function of the Presidency, it is interesting to note that two opposing conceptions are simultaneously at play. The Presidency is seen as getting increasingly technical, but it is also a ring for political contests. The wide range of proposals on how to organize the Presidency in a EU-25 reality, whether to go for shared presidencies or for s shift of responsibility to the Secretariats (and quid of the future of the Commission, in that context too?) or to use the Directoire road to politically loaded pragmatism, is proof enough that the Presidency shall remain a focus for attention.

�1.2. OTHER CONFERENCES AND MEETINGS





ADAPTATION OF THE NATIONAL ADMINISTRATION SYSTEM TO THE EU SYSTEM – THE POLISH CASE (WORKSHOP)



11 January 2002, Natolin

Organised by the College of Europe – Natolin, the Institut für Europäische Politik – Berlin, the Universität zu Köln and TEPSA





1. Presentation of the EU-related decision-making process and structures in Poland

Dorota Pyszna, Trans European Policy Studies Association, Brussels



After introductory remarks by the organizers, Dorota Pyszna presented her paper on the “Management of accession to the European Union – EU-related decision and policy making in Poland: Public administration reforms: prepared to get into the European Administrative Space?” to look – as Professor Nowina-Konopka put it while introducing Ms. Pyszna – ‘directly into the mirror’.



The ‘double focus’ of the presentation was laid on the structures of Polish EU-related decision-making and on the actors involved.

As to the structures, Poland faced remarkable developments since the beginning of contacts with the EU. An ever-increasing number of civil servants got involved in EU-related decision-making and an increasingly developed division of powers emerged.

Since the accession negotiations started, a good administrative set up is in place, with two cases to be distinguished. On the one hand the ‘central co-ordination with a strong Prime Minister’ was a major feature of the Polish EU-related central state administrative structure until Oct./Nov. 2001. With the change of government in autumn 2001 the new model of the ‘central co-ordination with a strong Ministry of Foreign Affairs’ was introduced, leading to a stronger role of this Ministry in the accession process and diminishing to some extent the role of the Prime Minister in the EU-related decision-making process.
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As main aspects concerning the actors involved, the continuity of the core group of actors in EU-related decision-making from the negotiation of the Europe Agreement until today, the small number of key players with a high centralisation of decision-making competences, their academic – and not political – background and the limited class of civil servants who remain in office, independently of the changes of government, are very important.



With the civil service reform of 1999 at least theoretically, one can state the end of transformation of the Polish governmental administration, from a strongly political apparatus to an impartial and effective civil servants corpus, acting in the name of public interest. This development of the Polish civil service benefits strongly form the examples that can be drawn from the different administrative models in the current EU MS, even though no uniform model exists within the EU.

The most important aspect of the reform is the improvement of human resources with nevertheless remaining obstacles such as the need to guarantee sufficient training in EU-affairs and languages, the creation of financial incentives to join the public administration, the contra-balancing of the underestimation of civil service in the Polish society and solving the problem of a considerable ‘brain-drain’ to Brussels after the accession of Poland to the EU.



As main affects of the EU membership to Poland a ‘brain-drain’, which has to be expected with a large number of Polish civil servants to be sent to European institutions, the clash of the Polish political culture with the Western European political cultures of the EU, the need for a deeper involvement of medium level civil servants in EU-affairs and the disparities, which will evolve within the civil service itself have to be compensated. 



As conclusions Dorota Pyszna emphasised that Poland not only well-developed stable democratic institutions, but also a stable public administration. EU-related policy co-ordination became stronger with the political influence slightly diminishing.



2. The management of the accession process in Poland (EU related decision-making)



Chairman: Alan Mayhew 

Participants: John O’Rourke (EC Delegation to Poland, First Counsellor), Jacek Saryusz-Wolski (Former Secretary of the Committee for European Integration), Jan Truszczyński (Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Chief Negotiator). 



Professor A. Mayhew introduced the participants of the panel as the ‘three stars’ of Poland’s accession to the EU: Mr. Jan Truszczyński, present Chief Negotiator of Poland’s accession to the EU; Mr. Jacek Saryusz-Wolski, former Secretary of the Committee for European Integration, former Vice-Rector of the College of Europe in Natolin and until recently Secretary of the Committee for European Integration, who created the Office of European Integration and Foreign Assistance and could without exaggeration be called ‘Mr. Continuity’ of the Polish accession process; and Mr. John O’Rourke, First Counsellor and Director of the Delegation of the European Commission to Poland in Warsaw, who not only due to his perfect knowledge of the Polish language, but also because of his perfect knowledge about the country is predestined for his position.

Thematically the panel concentrated on the negotiation process and the Polish administration involved in the preparation of the negotiations.

According to the first speaker, the role and tasks of the Polish chief negotiator for the EU accession according to one participant could be defined as relatively easy, because Poland was not starting from the scratch and due to the huge progress achieved during the past period of rapprochement to the EU.

Poland can within the negotiation process rely on a large group of well-prepared and qualified medium level civil servants on the director or undersecretary of state level within line ministries, who are responsible for the preparation of the national negotiation positions.

With direct regard to the accession negotiations it could be emphasised that since the Copenhagen European Council everybody knew what needs to be implemented and reformed within the Polish public administration. Therefore, as a next step forward, in the week of January 14th 2002 the timetable of the further negotiation process would be approved.



The preparation of the national negotiation positions and the negotiation process involves three levels of the Polish public administration: the level of the directors and undersecretaries of State in the ministries, who prepare the draft national positions and present them to the Ministers and the inter-ministerial team for the preparation of accession negotiations to adopt them. The adopted positions can still be changed after their adoption by the inter-ministerial team. As third level the Negotiation Team and the Mission of Poland to the EU in Brussels are involved in the negotiation process as main Polish actors at the Brussels level. The contacts with EU institutions in Brussels are strongly characterised by their rules of procedures and the strict timetable that always has to be taken into consideration. Besides this institutionalised process much of the work for the preparation of the national negotiation positions at the national level additionally needs the integration of intermediate groups in the preparation of positions and the sufficient circulation of information in the civil society. 



Regarding the accession negotiations Poland ran into a delay of progress by the second half of last year resulting from the impossibility of the Polish public administration to cope properly with the necessities of the negotiation process and from shortcomings in the preparation of national negotiation positions.

The participant characterised the Polish EU-related decision-making structure at the central state level as a ‘well-oiled’ one and the staff as well-trained in EU-affairs. The question remaining will nevertheless be, whether this machinery will also efficiently work after accession and how many of the civil servants today involved in the negotiation process will remain in Poland after accession. Those remaining will because of their knowledge and experience become central figures of the Polish central state administration in EU-affairs.



For the post-accession shape of the administrative set up of the central EU-related decision making the creation of a special post of an EU-Secretary is currently discussed. At the same time the MFA and the UKIE should – as a reflection of the present experience with the present personal union of the Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs/Secretary of the Committee for European Integration Ms Danuta Hübner be interlinked further. For the future set up an amalgamation of the MFA and the Committee of European Integration therefore seems to be likely.



Another participant opened his statement with comments on the short presentation of Dorota Pyszna. He missed a clear definition of ‘Europeanisation’, such as given by Wessels/Rometsch. As main features of the ‘Europeanisation’ of the public administration, which in Poland started very early, he later in his statement identified the strong sectoralisation and low parlamentarisation of the political process.

Additionally, specific characteristics of the adaptation process of the CC such as the enormous size of the acquis communautaire and the non-existence of a single EU model of public administration to copy, should be taken into consideration.

As specific aspects of the Polish case in contrast to other CC the unique creation of a special EU-related administrative structure at central state level and the special attention Poland pays to the development of human resources (with such institutions as the College of Europe/Natolin and others) should be analysed further and emphasised more.



Concerning the two graphs of the paper he remarked, that the changes from the first model (central co-ordination with a strong PM) to the second model (central co-ordination with a strong Minister of Foreign Affairs) affected more the political aspects of the overall set up than the structural ones influencing mostly the distribution of legislative functions between the institutions. He furthermore proposed to integrate all the different substructures of the MFA graphically under the ‘roof’ of the MFA. 

The changes related to the Polish special EU-related administrative structure at central state level were caused by two kinds of factors. The first one were internal factors, which in the first phase of the relation between Poland and the EU led to an ‘adjustment led process’ while in the later phase external factors influenced the ‘negotiation led process’ of structural adaptations. As one can easily learn from these different factors, there is a certain dynamic of incentives for structural changes, which have led to a ‘revolution without revolution’ as he put it.

Additionally he suggested to integrate a model 0 reflecting the structure as it was in the beginning of the relations between Poland and the EU. This model was then characterised by the delegation of the constitutional powers in EU-related decision making to only one person: the Government Plenipotentiary for European Integration and Foreign Assistance in the rank of an undersecretary of state. Later (in the model 1) his powers were delegated to the Committee of European Integration, which thus gained decision-making powers of its own.

Regarding EU-related decision-making structures the participant generally identified three possible models of distribution of constitutional powers. The first is to have a strong Prime Minister (PM). This option was chosen for Poland (even though after Nov. 2001 some changes occurred with regard to the powers of the PM). The second model is the strengthening of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in EU-affairs and the third is characterised by the creation of a special Ministry of European Affairs.



As important examples for the structural changes under the former government the increased role of the Parliament (with its Committee for European Integration) in EU decision-making was emphasised, which should be taken into account to draw the whole institutional picture. One third of the work of the Parliament is now related to EU-decision making. Additionally special consultative bodies such as National Council for European Integration were set up and established a high level of co-operation between the different groups of political actors and civil society on the ‘all-party’/national issue of integration into the EU.

As strengths of the chosen administrative set up at central state level the speaker underlined that in 1991 the structure was designed in an academic discourse without having to copy, take up or meliorate any existing structures. This fact can be seen as quite unique, because there was no resistance from existing institutions to be overcome. Three models were discussed in 1991: the central co-ordination with a strong PM, the central co-ordination with a strong MFA or to locate the administrative structure responsible for the relations with the EU at the Ministry of External Economic Relations. Due to the strong arbitration and adjustment requirements of the preparation for accession to the EU the PM model was chosen.

As to the current options to shape EU-related administrative structures of the central state administration after accession he stressed the need for stronger centralised co-ordination mechanisms to be able to counter fight inner-/inter-ministerial conflicts between civil servants. Points of references within the current member state might thus be the French, the British, the Danish and the Spain model rather than the Greek, Belgium, Italian, Irish and Portuguese ones. The advantages of the solution to integrate EU-related administrative structures into the MFA are evident: it assures coherence and clarity of design and avoids a visible overlap of competences. The disadvantages of the model are that the EU can not be regarded as a foreign policy; that the MFA is not empowered to act as arbiter between the different ministries in case of inter-ministerial conflicts; that the PM is thus still needed as arbiter, as one can clearly learn from the examples of the current EU MS; the possible overlapping interests with different foreign affairs; and that it runs against the current EU trends such as ideas of Delors, the European Movement and the Pires report to create a special European Affairs Council (with special Ministers of European Affairs) besides the General Council of Foreign Ministers.



As to Poland a high centralisation of the political EU-related process and a weak involvement of NGO’s can be identified, which the speaker identified as a ‘low socialisation’ of this process. The present system represents a mixture of models, which has been developed as a result of the historic process to get the Polish EU-related decision-making structures more effective.

As crucial for the future of the Polish public administration (also after accession) he emphasised the further development of human resources at national, regional and sub-regional level to eliminate the deficit in EU-related knowledge and skills. Universities and especially post-graduate studies are essential in this regard.

In the post accession period the current structures will be especially necessary because of their role in the creation of policies in the EU multilevel context, but they are at the same time functionally endangered by the possibility of considerable ‘brain-drain’ towards Brussels. The public administration is thus an important factors of the political system to ensure the success of the Polish EU membership.

The third speaker of the panel opened his statement by introducing two fundamental aspects of public administrations: the functional and the ‘constitutional’ (concerning the organisation of the public administration) aspect.

The preparation for the accession to the EU focuses directly on the functions of the public administration and vehicles a certain EU model of public administration and concrete changes in the constitution/organisation of the Polish public administration.

He emphasised the process of ‘Europeanisation’ as especially difficult for this wave of enlargement, because their administrative traditions being so different from the current member states ones and because of the big size of the acquis to be adopted by the CC. The rapid rate of harmonisation of Polish legislation with EU legislation thus creates requirements for Polish institutions and for their interactions with other institutions (deontological requirements; e.g. the independence of the Polish National Bank from other state institutions).



As to the work of Polish civil servants the participant stressed the strong influence of the European legislation in terms of a considerable specification of their work in the national arena. Nearly all policies are affected by EU legislation, which means that especially in areas like regional policy and structural funds, financing of public infrastructure, state aid, environmental impact assessments, statistics, budget reporting and multi-annual programming the work of Polish civil servants is determined by European legislation.

As to the transformation of administration systems he emphasised the importance of the integration of a partnership approach by twinning projects for the development of the institutional, structural and procedural framework of a well-functioning public administration in Poland. For the time being, 55 long term pre-accession advisors work in nearly all Polish ministries, marshals offices, etc (except for the Ministry of Defence) and help transpose the esprit de loi (in the sense of Montesquieu).

He identified several difficulties concerning the modernisation of the Polish public administration and its prestige in civil society that are mainly linked to the different traditions arising from the communist past of the country. In communist times the public administration was perceived as an arm of the government and the government as arm of the communist party. Certain reflexes from this perception still remain until today. Public administration is first of all seen as an entity, which has to be controlled for extensively bringing new competences under its authority and because it is still perceived as a club, that defends the power of its members taking advantage of the citizens. So, control of the public administration is one of the most important public concerns regarding the modernisation of state administration in Poland.

In contrast to this perception public administration can, in a different model, be understood as counterbalancing certain political tendencies and therefore seen as an element of stability within the political system and as part of a system of checks and balances against the political powers. According to this model the public administration should be reinforced in its independence as an apolitical power and defended as a counterweight to political tension within the political systems.



Concerning the Commission’s evaluation of the Polish civil service some recent developments, which the Commission is worried about, have underlined. Among these the questioning of the independence of the Polish Central bank and the suspension of the law on civil service as examples on how difficult ‘Europeanisation’ of public administration still is.



Professor A. Mayhew summarised the panel by stating that institutions need a long time to gain credibility in a often complex process. Concerning the deep involvement of the PM in EU-affairs in Poland he emphasised the supportive role of the PM, which is very important in terms of political agenda setting. Furthermore the aspect of the integration of NGO’s into the EU-related political process is very important in terms of strengthening the overall public support for EU accession and also good in view of the preparation of a referendum on the accession in Poland. As to the transformation and modernisation of the Polish public administration the key role of human resources and training of staff became evident through out all presentations. Even though Poland started very early to train its civil servants in EU-matters, the problem of insufficiently qualified middle management still remains albeit those gaps become increasingly filled.



3. Europeanisation of Polish civil servants



Chairman: Wolfgang Wessels

Speakers: Jacek Czaputowicz (Office of Civil Service, Deputy Head of Civil Service), Maria Gintowt-Jankowicz (National School of Public Administration – KSAP, Director), Barbara Lippert, Marian Stasiak (Office of the Committee for European Integration, Director of Department for European Training). 



Professor W. Wessels underlined, that the relevance of the issue of the afternoon panel became once again clear this morning, when the relevance of human resources was highlighted. 



‘Europeanisation’ of public administrations consisted – according to the first speaker of the afternoon panel - of a two-sided process: on the one hand it is about adjusting the public administration to the expectations formulated by the EU and on the other hand additionally other areas of modernisation have to be identified. 

Nevertheless, the transformation and Europeanisation efforts of the Polish administration will be really put to the test after accession.

As to the successful transformation of any civil service institutional as well as aspects of credibility must not be underestimated. However, the aspect of human resources is even more important in terms of increasing the knowledge, skills and reliability of civil servants.

In order to increase the education level of civil servants and public employees, the National School for Public Administration (KSAP), directly subordinated to the PM, was founded in 1990. Its main duties are to train apolitical civil servants. Candidates with universities degrees from all disciplines have to pass an open competitive procedure to be accepted as students. Studies last 1 and a half year and comprise interdisciplinary studies as well as special computer courses (‘e-government’) with mostly practitioners as teachers and foreign administrative internship of the candidates in administrations of the EU MS as part of the practical experience. The good knowledge of at least two EU languages is a prerequisite for being accepted as student. The central mission of the KSAP is to ‘prepare’ responsible personnel capable of working in an international and internationalised arena. Therefore special ethics workshops for forming appropriate attitudes are very important.



The second participant integrated aspects of the whole civil service – including the regional, sub regional and local level – into his presentation on the training of civil servants. 

The overall ‘Europeanisation’ process already started in the nineties when Poland negotiated the Association Agreement. Those negotiations were accompanied by first considerations of the stabilisation of a certain system of formation for people working within EU-affairs and were followed by support for the establishment of post-graduate studies at universities and special schools for public administration as well as by the initiation of internships for civil servants and the specialisation of civil service trainings. After the conclusion of the Europe Agreement the Polish government and public administration had to prepare for the accession negotiations, facing especially the problem of training specialists within the ministries to be able to prepare the negotiation positions and the negotiations. Special support was herein given by the European Communities via TEMPUS, action Jean-Monnet and SOKRATES. Especially the action Jean-Monnet helped to integrate EU studies in the curricula of a large number of Polish universities. 46 Polish universities developed regular EU integration studies as M.A. studies. In 40 of 42 voivodships EU-studies are offered. Additionally, also the College of Europe in Natolin is an important instrument for the stimulation of integrating EU-integration issues in the universities curricula of especially post-graduate studies. 

	

As to the financial aspects of training programme, especially PHARE, twinning projects and support from EU MS have to be mentioned. Nevertheless, due to the declining support from EU MS some training programmes are endangered, given that also PHARE increasingly focuses on the regional, sub regional and local level.

As future tasks in relation to the training of civil servants the relevance of the establishment of further permanent structures for training in EU matters, the further support of existing training programmes and the development of new programmes, the increased use of modern teaching instruments such as online modules have to be highlighted. 



The third speaker presented several models of public administration in order to locate the Polish case more precisely inside this theoretical framework and concentrated within his presentation on the questions of which model of public administration existed in Poland, of the different issues of ‘Europeanisation’, of the co-operation between EU MS and CC and EU MS in public administration and on the expectations of the European Commission.

First he located public administration and civil service within the sovereignty of the state (even in the EU). Thus every states shapes his own public administration despite evident tendencies of ‘Europeanisation’ such as thematic links between the public administrations of the EU MS, standardisation, unitary principles and procedures and certain convergence of the MS towards a European Public Space.

The co-operation of the EU MS and the CC in public administration matters is generally informal in character and constituted since 1999 by meetings of the Ministries responsible for public administration on the level of directors general in order to adapt the CC to EU standards. In the case of Poland additionally a special co-operation with the European Institute for Public Administration (EIPA) in Maastricht was initiated in 2000.

Concerning the models of public administration two models can be described: The first one was the career or closed model of public administration with different pay level and the bottom up filling of levels. The disadvantages of this system are a lack of competition, motivation, high costs and low adaptability of post flow. The second model is characterised as position or open model. Candidates are recruited for different post at different levels of civil service. The system has a flat hierarchical structure and management skills are more important than success in the service itself. One of the major disadvantages is, that it is quite open the market and thus can be influenced by this.

As to the polish system he introduced the following scheme:
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This Polish system of public administration is characterised by the mixture of aspects of the open and of the closed public administration model. The recruitment of candidates and the competition for senior positions belong to the open model of public administration, because both stages include competition for all posts of each stage. On the other hand the preparatory service and examination is depending on the performance in office and obligatory for becoming a civil servant. A university degree and the knowledge of at least two foreign languages are required. This stage can therefore be interpreted as part of the closed model.



Conclusions by Dr. Lippert



Not only the academia, but also the practitioners accumulated 10 years of experience with a lot of changes in the Polish public administration to be analysed. The ground for transformation was already laid in 1991. Especially the White Paper of the European Commission affected the set up of the Polish public administration and as a major milestone the start of the negotiations certainly influences the speed of reforms.

As to the structure of the Polish public administration one always has to remember that the shape is not only influenced by the decision for one or the other model, but is largely due to the openness of developments. Thus the building up of structures for EU-related decision-making is part of the political process of alignment with the EU and the accession to the EU therefore is an instrument to join political forces and streamline political structures.

With regard to the aspect of time the workshop concentrated on the post accession period and on Poland as an efficient multilevel player within the enlarged EU. The question remains, if Poland will be able to resolve problems like the internal institutional reforms of the EU, which will in any case refer back to the national EU-related structures. 

Still the demand for skilled civil servants is increasing with the coming closer of the accession date and Poland then becoming part of the permanent negotiation system of the EU.

With regard to the overall pro-European political consensus within the Polish society one has to admit, that this could change after accession, creating new and different problems for the Polish state.

The EU has to be regarded as the incentive and background for the modernisation of the polish public administration with the Commission (in its reports) concentrating strongly on the implementation capacities.

A convergence of national administrative structure is to be expected at the micro level, because of the uniform challenges the EU presents to the national systems.

As an overall conclusion a rather optimistic view on the reform of the Polish public administration could be permitted, seeing that a lot is on the track.



Thanks and conclusion of the workshop by Professor Nowina-Konopka



‘Europeanisation’ has to be an overwhelming process including all subsystems of the national political systems.

As to public administration one has to differentiate clearly between public administration, public services and public authorities, because of their different approaches towards service orientation of civil servants and towards the relation with the public. Our present understanding of public administration is more this of a public service than this of public authorities, even though many young civil servants in Poland still have taken over the attitudes of public authorities rather than those of public service. Changes in this attitudes will certainly take generations and require a lot of training in order to strengthen and combine the enthusiasm of public servants with a critical attitude on the public.



�

SERVICES OF GENERAL INTEREST IN EUROPE (CONFERENCE)



24-25 January 2002, Trier

Organised by the Studiegroep voor Europese Politiek/Groupe d’Etudes Politiques Européennes (SEP-GEPE) and TEPSA





Speakers: Giacinto della Cananea, Olivier De Schutter, Luis Maria Diez-Picazo, Loďc Grard, Roger Hessel, Siegfired Magiera, Peter-Christian Müller-Graff, Hélčne Pauliat, Johan-Christian Pielow, Philippe Pochet, Stéphane Rodrigues, Malcom Ross, Christian Stoffaës, Erika Szyszczak, Mario Todino, Eric Van Den Abeele, François van der Mensbrugghe, JacquesVandamme.



The functioning of the services of general interest in the framework of the European Union has aroused a debate for several years. In order to analyse these issues, the Academy of European law of Trier organised in January 2002, in collaboration with the SEP-GEPE, a colloquium which gathered around fifty participants.



The first session was devoted to the services of general interest and the citizenry. It was introduced by statements by Malcom Ross and Loďc Grard on the place and meaning of the Charter for the concept of service of general interest, by Luis Maria Diez-Picazo on access to services of general interest and the citizenry, and by Olivier De Schutter on access to services of general interest as a new instrument to promote the economic and social rights in the internal market.



The second session was devoted to the companies in charge of services of general interest in face of the EU competition law with an introductive statement by Stéphane Rodrigues, followed by a roundtable with:



Johan Christian Pielow (University of Bochum)

François van der Mensbrugghe (University of Ličge)

Christian Stoffaes (EDF-ISUPE)

Mario Todino (Media and Culture)

Roger Hessel (Financial services)

Frank Miram (Public Transport)



Finally, the third session dealt with the services of general interest in the face of social and economic cohesion and governance. Statements were made on the territorial cohesion by Hélčne Pauliat, on the social cohesion by Philippe Pochet, on governance by Erika Szyszczak, and on governmental action by Eric Van Den Abeele.



Conclusions were drawn by Professor Peter-Christian Müller-Graff.

�EU-UKRAINE RELATIONS AFTER THE NEXT WAVE OF EU ENLARGEMENT (CONFERENCE)



11 March 2002, Brussels

Organised by the Misssion of Ukraine to the EU and TEPSA’s General Secretariat





Chairmen: Christian Franck, Oleksandr Pavlyuk, André Vanhaverbaeke

Speakers: Olexandr Chalyi, Andriy Fialko, H.E. Luis Gomez de Aranda, Robert Goodwill, Christoph Heusgen, Ann Lewis, Gerhard Lohan, H.E. Juraj Migas, Hryhoriy Nemyria, Anatoliy Orel, Vasyl Rohovyi, James Sherr, H.E. Roman Shpek, Witold Smidowski.



1. Nature and theme of the conference



A conference on the situation of Ukraine after the first wave of EU Eastern enlargement, and on the development of the relationship with Ukraine’s Western neighbours belongs to TEPSA’s activities on EU neighbourhood, including analysis of relationship with Russia, and especially Kaliningrad, as well as with Belarus. 

The topic of the conference  is in keeping with the patterns of strategic reflection on the future Eastern neighbourhood of the Union launched by the EU institutions (the Commission and the Council) as well as Ukrainian non governmental organisation and government.

The conference entitled “EU-Ukraine relations after the next wave of EU enlargement” provided a forum for frank discussions on Ukrainian future vis-ŕ-vis an enlarged Union and brought together high profile experts, business people, academics, think tanks and journalists from Ukraine, the EU and candidates for accession (more than 200 participants from 29 countries). 

The conference consisted of two sessions. The first one focused on major challenges of EU enlargement and their consequences for Ukrainian external policy. The second session initiated an in-depth reflection on a future model of coexistence between the enlarged Union and Ukraine. Such a new model has to be developed after EU accession of Ukraine’s direct neighbours.

TEPSA conference took place two weeks before the parliamentary elections in this country. Therefore, the question of intensification of relationship between the Union and Ukraine was discussed in the context of the current democratisation process and a need of political stability in Ukraine. A broad debate on the internal political and economic, as well as the process of democratisation and other reforms was complementary to the debate on future EU-Ukraine relationship.



2. Main conclusions  of the conference



During the conference, high officials of the EU and Ukraine side exchanged their views on the obstacles on the way to develop Ukraine-EU relations. The conference addressed such issues as problems of new borders after EU enlargement, economic development of Ukraine and its integration into the European economic area. 



On 11 March, a political assessment of the situation in Ukraine related to the parliamentary elections in this country, decidedly over other issues. Future presidential elections in Ukraine are an issue, which has also been voiced at the conference and is most likely be debated in the EU.



As for the economic assessment, Ukraine’s main problem is that the country continues to be unattractive both for domestic and foreign investors. As to one Ukrainian expert, no one rejects that within two years Ukraine has achieved significant economic results as compared with some initial level. 



The Ukrainian leadership fears that following the EU enlargement Ukraine may find itself in a so-called “gray zone” of the European politics and will be fully ignored by the West. Therefore, Ukrainian speakers at the conference were rather critical. EU officials agreed that Ukraine has achieved certain economic progress of late, although it still has to do a lot to develop a democratic society. The Ukrainian representatives pretend that Brussels does not always want Kiev to really integrate into the European Union.



Speakers from the EU institutions, and especially the Commission, underlined the EU interest to have strong links with its future direct neighbours and therefore appreciated Ukraine's initiatives to launch discussions on further strengthening relations. Ukraine's will of a closer relationship with the EU cannot be pursued separately from the task of the new government to continue political and economic reforms based on market economy and European norms and values. 



Anatoliy Orel, Deputy Chief of the President of Ukraine Administration, stressed that the next EU enlargement will be made possible thanks to Ukraine, being an independent country free from Russia. He stated that in EU’s perception Ukraine continues to be a part of the grey, amorphous “post-Soviet area”. A major question for the future has been asked: why should the European Union need Schengen if it seeks, at least theoretically, to build a united Europe without dividing lines.



Ukrainian participants to the conference stressed several times that the ultimate goal of the Ukrainian foreign policy is to join the European Union. As to Orel, concluding an agreement of association would be the best mechanism to extend some elements of the strategy of preparation for EU membership to Ukraine. The agreement of association is considered by the Ukrainians as a drastic and essential move a step up from the strategy of support and cooperation, which is being implemented in the vast geographical area stretching from Moldova to Mongolia and which obliges to nothing serious. “To start applying the preparation for membership strategy to Ukraine means to break an invisible taboo imposed by no one knows whom and what for!”.



The NGOs in Ukraine play an increasingly great role in the EU-Ukraine rapprochement. 



Ukrainian speakers agreed on the area in which reforms are still needed: reform of the energy sector, trade and investment, justice and home affairs. This comprehensive plan covers a wide range of key issues in EU-Ukraine relations. The negotiations of a re-admission agreement; strengthening the management of borders, including development of border infrastructure; immigration questions; judicial reform, the rule of law, combating organised crime in all its forms as well as terrorism were identified as first priorities. Issues related to EU enlargement, including visa issues, need also be further discussed in this context.



A interesting perspective on EU-Ukrainian relation came from the academia. Professor Burakovsky, from the Kyiv Mohyla Academy stated that EU’s attitude towards Ukraine did not changed in principle over the last few years. There are several reasons for that: a credit record of Ukraine, problems related to EU enlargement that make Ukrainian issues less imperative,  rapprochement of the EU with Russia. As to Burakovsky this last process is increasingly pushing Ukraine into the shadow of Russia. “EU’s attitude to Ukraine continues to be “regular” as usual: Ukraine is a big country with a certain potential and certain constraints for the European Union”.  



TEPSA conference helped to the participants to learn more about each other, not only to exchange points of view but also to leave some time for discussion and know each other better by listening and hearing each other. The main goal of the Ukrainian side has been achieved: its European intentions have been heard by Brussels. The conference on 11 March definitely helped to enlighten the issue and put forward a possible idea of Ukrainian membership in the EU. The idea which today is rather abstract to most of Brussels civil servants, business representatives and civil society generally interested in the questions of EU enlargement can become reality in the future.



3. Countries participating in the conference



Ukraine

EU member states: Denmark, Belgium, France, Great Britain, Italy, Germany, Sweden, Finland, Austria, Netherlands, Spain, 

Applicant countries: Poland, Hungary, Slovakia, Bulgaria, Latvia, Romania, Estonia

Other countries: Uzbekistan, Kazakhstan, Switzerland, Azerbaijan, Russia, Belarus, Yugoslavia, Moldova, United States, Indonesia, 



4. Sponsoring of the conference and role of the Commission



The conference on Ukraine was financially supported by the European Commission, the Mission of the Ukraine to the EU, Siemens, Deutsche Telekom, Alcatel and Ruhrgas as well as own resources of TEPSA.

The financial support by the European Commission was stressed on all conference materials, invitations etc. Commission’s logo together with logos of other sponsors (Alcatel, Deutsche Telekom, Ruhrgas and  Siemens) was also included on all materials.



5. Results



- The conference stimulated a lively debate in the EU and in Ukraine on the relationship between the EU Eastern enlargement and the position of Ukraine in Europe. 

The conference on 11 March deeply stimulated the debate in the EU and in Ukraine on the relationship between the EU Eastern enlargement and position of Ukraine in Europe. Thanks to the information distributed via internet and across the TEPSA network results have been spread up to provide optimal resonance in all Member States and multiplying effects through each institute’s publications, audiences and contacts. 



- The conference was an excellent opportunity to launch a book on EU-Ukraine relations: “The EU & Ukraine:  Neighbours, Friends, Partners?

During the conference we launched a book on EU-Ukraine relations, a result of cooperation between TEPSA and the Federal Trust (edited by Anne Lewis, published by The Kogan Page in January 2002). Short speeches were given during the lunch reception by Ms Ann Lewis (editor of the book) and Mr. James Sherr (co-author). More than 20 copies of the book were sold, 6 copies were distributed.



- The conference helped TEPSA to establish contacts with Ukrainian academics and researchers in order to increase cooperation and networking in the future.

Invitation for Professor Christian Franck, secretary General of TEPSA,  to attend a conference in Kiev entitled “Ukraine and the West 2002: Policies for Progresses” was the best proof of establishment of strong ties with Ukrainian academics and NGOs . This conference allowed Mr. Franck to present TEPSA in Ukraine (in the meantime our organisation has become well known in Ukraine) as well as to enlarge a network of contact with further institutions: National Democratic Institute, Centre for Land Reform Policy in Ukraine, Kyiv Regional Office of the Eurasia Foundation, etc.  In the next future, TEPSA plans to organise a conference on the protection of minorities in Eastern Europe (Ukraine, Russia, Moldova). 



- The conference gave concrete proposals for a future relationship: association in a perspective of future membership.

According to Oleksandr Sushko, CPCFPU Director, difficulties in the Ukraine-EU relations are the result of a number of contradictions stretching from ideological to purely technical ones. “The European Union cannot drag interminably with determining the goals of its partnership with Ukraine. Evidently, it will outline its specific response concerning association, although, as of today, most of competent officials in Brussels are not ready for that yet. The idea of association with EU has already become a constant background, although it is not on the negotiation agenda yet”.



Sushko did not exclude that EU could propose to Ukraine an association format that does not envisage entering Ukraine into the membership “queue list”. Brussels has been accused to be conservative, and this conservatism is as difficult to overcome as the post-Soviet mentality of the domestic bureaucracy. Prompt implementation of technical aspects of integration by Ukraine could be Ukraine’s convincing argument. 



6. Follow-up



The conference on 11 March was broadly discussed in the Ukrainian press. Following this event, Ukrainian participants invited to the Conference published several articles on Brussels perspective vis-ŕ-vis Ukraine.

TEPSA published relevant articles on its website (www.tepsa.be) and  received several request for information on Ukraine from EU citizens interested in this topic.

TEPSA was contacted by Belarusian and Moldavian non governmental organisations as well as political authorities concerning possibilities of cooperation in the future, including academic research and political debate on the situation of these two countries. 

There is a possible political influence of the conference. Few weeks after the conference the Commission issued a proposal of special relationship with Ukraine.

The conference contributed to an exchange of contacts between Ukrainian and EU academics and journalists, which may lead in the future to an integration of Ukrainian researchers in the European Research Area

Invitation for Professor Christian Franck, secretary General of TEPSA, to attend a conference in Kiev entitled “Ukraine and the West 2002: Policies for Progresses”. This conference allowed Professor Franck to present TEPSA in Ukraine (in the meantime our organisation has become well known in Ukraine) as well as to enlarge a network of contact with further institutions: National Democratic Institute, Center for Land Reform Policy in Ukraine, Kyiv Regional Office of the Eurasia Foundation, etc.  



The conference on 11 March was the second yearly TEPSA event on Ukraine (the first conference took place in April 2001). We hope to continue our initiative aimed at strengthening of EU-Ukrainian co-operation also in 2003.
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GOVECOR Review meeting: results and action points (WORKSHOP)



8-9 April 2002, Brussels

Organised by the Jean Monnet Chair – Cologne and TEPSA





Chairmen:  Wolfgang Wessels.

Participants: Kerstin Jacobsson, Asa Vifell, Dorota Pyszna, Jacques Le Cacheux, Stefano Fantacone, Philippe Pochet, Sylvain Plasschaert, Olivier van der Haert, Wolfgang Wessels, Ingo Linsenmann, Christoph Meyer, Peter Huber, Pedro Courela, Brendan Lynch, Laurent van Depoele.



1. Introduction



The workshop coordinator gave an introduction to the research design of the project, the main theoretical questions to be answered as well as to the distribution of tasks among the project partners, focusing on deliverables, time-tables, budgetary and organisational questions. The presentation including the figures can be found as an attachment to this summary. 



Following the introduction, the national rapporteurs discussed questions of theoretical design and methodological approach with the core group partners, drawing on their experience in answering the questionnaire. 



2. Questionnaires



The workshop discussed the first results of the questionnaires and national reports. One of the major findings have been that there has been little institutional or procedural innovation with regard to the new policy cycles but rather that existing bodies, officials and procedures are being used. The workshop identified the need to look in more detail at changes over time at the ideas, concepts and doctrines of fiscal and employment policy coordination. Moreover, many members felt the need to look not only at the top-down dimension of compliance, but also at other, more creative forms of national adaptation to the new provisions and incentives, especially with regard to initiatives at the European level (bottom-up).



The Rapporteurs provided some feed-back on the questionnaire drawing on their own expertise in the different fields and based on their experience of researching the answers to the questionnaire. The workshop eliminated areas of overlap, duplication and provided further elaboration on key concepts in order to clarify ambiguous questions and terms.



The core group will draw-up a revised questionnaire for the next round of questions taking into account the lessons learned at the workshop. Cologne will prepare an according draft until the end of April. That will be sent out to all project partners for comments and feed-back with a view to obtaining an agreed version by mid May for the next round of questions. 

It was agreed that the questionnaire does not need to be answered question by question, but that it should inform the writing of the national reports (see below.) However, it is expected that the rapporteurs indicate on the questionnaire, where exactly within the national report they have answered the questions, i.e. the deliverables for the first round are a national report together with the questionnaire containing the references to the report.



The discussions also focused on aspects such as methodology, reliability, accessibility and relevance of the questionnaire. Generally, national rapporteurs requested  more explanation of the key terms, a narrowing down of the questions, and more explanation as to the methodology. However, they also felt that the presentations given at day one provided them with much need background as to the research guiding hypothesis and the general direction of the project.  The workshop presentation on project content is attached to this document.



3. Standardised Checklists



On the second day, the workshop discussed in detail the use of the standardised checklists which are to be answered for the next, i.e. the second, round of questions (see time-table). Questions as to the benchmarking of the benchmarks were raised as well as to the utility of having quantitative indicators in general. It was acknowledged, for instance, that causal links between policy measures and effects on the real economy are difficult to establish. The major changes may be found in ideational change of decision-makers and public discourses, for example the focus on ‘employment’ rather than ‘unemployment rates’, on employability and activation and so forth. However, the workshop agreed that it was useful to have quantitative indicators as a complementary tool to measure quantifiable developments over time, i.e. since 1997 in order to see whether the performance of the economy and the national labour market has indeed improved as one of the key questions for decision-makers and the public at large. 



It was agreed that Jacques Le Cacheux will deal with all the questions relating to macroeconomic as well as labour market indicators at both the national and the European level (in consultation with Stockholm). The national rapporteurs are being asked to point within the appropriate sections of the national rapports to any events which might influence or distort the available statistical data, such as the selling of large public enterprises or gold reserves, ‘creative accounting’, structural breaks etc.



Meyer and Linsenmann will answer the questions on committees, meetings and decisions for the EU level with regards to the whole EU/and for fiscal policy, whereas Jacobsson will focus on number of meetings/officials working in the fields. Jacobsson will also fill in the checklist relating to EU level employment policy (with support of Cologne).



The national rapporteurs will focus on the political process indicators at the national level, but not on macroeconomic and labour market indicators. But see also above. In addition, Meyer and Linsenmann will provide more methodological guidance as to the answering of these reports.





4. National Reports



It was agreed that the national reports will be guided by the questionnaire as a blueprint. Nevertheless, they should be written with a view to obtaining a coherent document, including an introduction to the national report, contextualising the research guiding question by, for instance, providing an account of some basic characteristics of the national political systems (federal, unitary, ministerial responsibility etc.) and/or an historical overview of the system of governance as the rapporteurs see fit and appropriate. Similarly, the sections on employment and fiscal policy may be introduced by sketching the basic characteristics of national attitudes towards EU policies in this field and/or by describing the evolution of the national policy-making arrangements and doctrines. 



Furthermore the reports should contain a conclusion, which provides a summary answer to the theoretical question on how the new provisions are being implemented at the national level (top-down) and/or whether national institutions and actors react to them vis-ŕ-vis EU actors (bottom-up). In addition, the conclusion should also mention any major initiatives and/or debates within the review period as regards European institutional reform, particularly regarding the Convention on the Future of Europe.



The national  reports should be submitted to TEPSA by Friday, 26 April following the technical guidelines for quoting and referencing. They will then be compiled into a single report, which is prepared by TEPSA and which will entail an introductory and a concluding chapter. An executive summary (1 page) in English and in the language of the rapporteur should be joined to the report.



5. Website Contributions



Meyer explained structure and functioning of the project website. Photographs were taken of those project partners who were present. Finally, those project partner who could not be present at the Workshop, are asked to send a portrait photograph (or a digital version of it) to Cologne. In order to provide an introduction to the members of the project, everybody is asked to send a short (about 10 lines, not more than 15 lines) autobiographic note to Christoph Meyer, giving name, title, institutional affiliation and occupation, describing the role within the project and, if applicable, current research interests and references to own most recent publications. Moreover, the members will provide their e-mail address and/or link to the home institute/research link. Please send until the end of April.



6. Annual Report



The workshop discussed the requirements for the annual progress report. Cologne will draw up a draft of the annual report, outlining the structure of it but leaving blank the sections to be filled-in by the other Core Group members. A first draft will be send by the beginning of September with a view to having the final report by the end of the month.



�

EUROPEANISATION OF PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION IN CENTRAL AND EASTERN EUROPE. THE CASE OF SLOVENIA (WORKSHOP)



5 July 2002, Ljubljana

Organised by the University of Ljubljana and TEPSA





Chairmen: Mathias Jopp, Marjan Svetlicic,Wolfgang Wessels. 

Participants: Dragoljuba Bencina, Irena Brenar, Bojko Bucar, Bojan Bugaric, Nevenka Cresnar-Pergar, Slobodan Dujic, Erwan Fouéré, Rado Genorio, Anton Kramberger, Marko Lah, Barbara Lippert, Matjaz Nahtigal, Rajko Pirnat, Zlatka Plostajner, Gaby Umbach, Grega Virant, Wolfgang Wessels, Gordana Zurga.



The workshop started with a review of the state of the project on the Europeanisation and transformation of public administration in EU candidate countries. 



The second part focused on the general aspects of the Europeanisation and transformation of the political system and public administration in Slovenia.



The third part dealt with the management of the accession process and negotiations, concentrating on EU-related decision-making structures in Slovenia.



The last part discussed the Europeanisation of civil servants, focusing on the EU-membership and the Slovene experience as regards administrative capacity building. 

 

�

A EUROPEAN FRAMEWORK FOR CORPORATE SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY (CSR) – ROUNDTABLE SEMINAR



11 July 2002 and 17 October 2002, Brussels

Organised by the Federal Trust for Education and Research and TEPSA





Working Group Members: Paul Arlman, Bill Callaghan, Sir Anthony Cleaver, Peter Coldrick,Harry Cowie (Rapporteur), Chloë Dunnett (Secretary), Richard Freeman, Philip Goldenberg, Mark Goyder, John Kay, Alexis Krachai (Secretary), Michael Littlechild, Roger Lyons, Malcom McIntosh, John Morley, Jim Murray, Vicky Price, Keith Richardson, Steve Round, Alfred Steinherr, Sir Brian Unwin (Chairman)



The Federal Trust study on Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) has taken its cue from the European Green Paper on CSR published in July 2001. It aims to take the debate a step further, in particular to consider whether it is possible to devise a CSR framework for Europe which can serve more widely as a model in the rest of the world. Such a global objective is not unreasonable, given the existing development of the European social model and the sheer weight of Europe and European companies in the global economy.



The report seeks to sketch the background to the current debate and to address key issues at the heart of CSR, such as the balance between voluntary and mandatory requirements, the role of reporting and auditing, the validity of the “business case” for CSR, and the extent to which it is feasible to produce a single European framework. The report also examines in some detail the relationship between CSR and Socially Responsible Investment (SRI), which is now becoming an increasingly powerful driver of CSR.



Despite the advance of political cohesion in Europe, the report concludes that the time is not yet ripe for a single framework or model. There are still too many varying cultures and practices, both within and beyond the regulatory framework. It nevertheless recommends a positive “multi-track” approach, with the three-fold objective of driving the market, developing the community and educating citizens. It puts high emphasis on major advances in reporting, disclosure and auditing, and recommends more proactive use of existing instruments, such as procurement procedures, to reinforce CSR compliance. The study has drawn on the expertise and experience of a group drawn from business, the trade unions, the financial sector and academia, from both Britain and other European countries. 



The report is available at: http://www.fedtrust.co.uk/Media/FedT-CSR%20and%20SRI.pdf





�POLICY CHALLENGES IN THE NEW EUROPE – EUCON (CONFERENCE)



6-7 September 2002, Brussels

Organised by the College of Europe – Natolin and TEPSA





Chairmen: Alan Mayhew, John O’Rourke, Jaroslaw Pietras. 

Speakers: Judy Batt, Iain Begg. Stuart Croft, Klara Foti, Karen Henderson, Danuta Hubner, Dermot Hudson, Lena Kolarska-Bobinska, Dieter Mahncke, Alan Mayhew, Jorg Monar,  Artur Nowak-Far, Piotr Nowina-Konopka, John O’Rourke, Jacques Pelkmans, Jaroslaw Pietras, Wanda Rapaczynska, Jim Rollo, Ben Rosamond, Pawel Samecki, Aleks Szczerbiak, Roger Vickerman, Edmund Wnuk-Lipinski.



1. Theme and motivation for the Conference



On 6-7 September 2002, in the College of Europe, Natolin Campus, a joint conference was held hosting a most interesting academic debate over the policy challenges that the new Europe has to tackle. The “One Europe or Several?” Research Programme of the Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC) and College of Europe, Natolin made possible the gathering of an audience of not only academics, but also practitioners and media member debating on issues closely related to the work of the Convention and to the coming enlargement. The conference can be regarded as part of the public debate on our Common European Future making a contribution to the works of the Convention.



2. The Debate 



The Debate was focused on three main broad topics regarding the New European Economy, the Governance Challenges and the Security Policy within the New Europe going more into detail within each session. There were also presented some additional papers written within the project “One Europe or Several?” by Christopher Lord and Brigid Fowler describing the Hungary’s 2002 Parliamentary elections and the democracy and future Europe in the light of the Laeken Declaration. 



3. Main lines of the debate, disputes, arguments, focus on national / European perspectives



A. Session I: The New European Economy 



The debate started with the presentation of Iain Begg on EMU and the Post-Enlargement European Economy, and the comments of Professor Jacques Pelkmans focusing on the future framework of the EMU, the proper macro-economic mix that EMU might require. One set of dilemmas referred to the question whether there should be a stronger co-ordination among the institutions involved for running the EMU. Is the ECB too powerful and difficult to be made accountable for its actions? Is the fiscal policy under EMU incoherent with divergent national interests? One point of view is that the monetary policy should be independent from any political constraints (also, ECB view) and the main task of price stability oriented macroeconomic policy should be strictly pursued. In this case, there is no need for policy co-ordination if ‘houses are in order’. One other alternative view is that of the establishment of a ‘gouvernement économique’. How should it be conceived: as a counterpart to a powerful and integrated monetary policy or as a new body with a broader competence over policy concerning some of the supply-side fields? Iain Begg also drew the attention on the possible alternative of the open method co-ordination (OMC) that might reconcile an effective EMU and the social dimension of the Union so that coherence in different policy fields can be achieved. The OMC reconciles the reluctance to give further competence to supranational bodies and the national strategic policy choices by establishing the final end and offering freedom in choosing the means. Another set of dilemmas refers to the pressures entailed in the Stability Growth Pact (SGP) and the lack of possibility for fiscal stimulus in the Euro area.  The problem for the new members to reconcile the limits embodied in the SGP and the public investment needs was also raised. The question whether the CEECs should join the Euro on an early entry basis or later led to a most vivid discussion. Iain Begg drew attention on the possible risks due to the problems of adjustment and the potential short-term financial difficulties that the CEECs might encounter. In addition, the difficulties that the ECB decision-making process post enlargement might have, lead to the necessity of adapting the current structure of the Governing Council, 33 members might be too much.  The conclusion was that the EMU system is still on its way to be improved until it reaches its maturity.  



The session was continued with the discussion on Migration and Free Movement of Labour opened by the paper presented by Roger Vickerman, “Immigration, Labour Mobility and EU Enlargement”.  The focus of the debate was aimed at answering five questions: How much migration? Who are the people who migrate? What is the impact on the people who move? What is the impact on the host regions where they move? What is the impact on the regions they move from?

The discussion illustrated the following conclusions on which the discussants broadly agreed, including the commentator, Klara Foti from the Institute of World Economics, Budapest. The migration usually takes place on a temporary basis, periodically being a re-circulation of flows. The general trend of migration consists in much more people coming from outside CEECs than from the CEECs. The migration from CEECs follows generally the same trend as the migration that took place when the Mediterranean countries joined the EU, that is most migration would take place before accession and not after. The persons who migrate are likely to be part of a network of migrants, meaning that people migrate to the regions where they have acquaintances, relatives and friends. Mostly, the migrants from the CEECs countries are skilled workers that are attracted by the wage differentials. Klara Fonti made the point that in Hungary the people who migrate are not, usually, unemployed but primarily they want to migrate due to the higher salaries in the neighbouring countries from the EU. There is only a migration on a limited period during which people acquire better skills and capital. Having regard to all these observations the conclusion of Roger Vickerman’s report is that enlargement migration is a win-win situation for the migrant, the host region and the home region. The migrant acquires skills and the impact of return migration has a beneficial effect on income distribution considering the fact that this type of migration is temporary. The static view that the migrant put a downward pressure on wages and raise unemployment in the host region should be re-considered. Migration should be regarded in a dynamic perspective diversifying the possibility of employment and increasing the opportunity of promotion. The only negative effect that may appear is on the previous generations of migrants. Roger Vickermans shows there is an implicit contradiction in that the recipient regions fear an influx of migrants taking low skill jobs whilst origin regions fear the loss of higher skilled more dynamic residents. Home regions benefit from the remittances that the workers send back home and also from those who have acquired better skills. 



The points made by the discussants tackled few controversial issues. One of them was the fact that usually capital follows labour. Companies in order to produce more efficiently might choose to move to locations where labour is cheaper and at the same time well skilled, which is the case of CEECs. By restricting circulation of labour, companies in the EU have an incentive to move production in the CEECs. Another point made by Judy Batt was that the exclusion from EU might turn current temporary outflows of migrants in permanent migration at the Eastern borders where exist populations who live from cross-border economy (e.g. Transcarpathia) therefore there is need for a policy towards this kind of movements. Moreover, the migration from eastern countries such as Russia, Ukraine might be more problematic than migration from CEECs. Piotr Nowina-Konopka expalined that there is a difference between mobility of labour and migration and that these two terms should not be confused. The problem of illegal immigration and asylum seekers raises different questions relating to human rights, the concern over organised crime and the use of migrants in illegal employment. These issues should not be confused with policies towards legal migration and the circulation of labour. Jacques Pelkmans raised the question of the appropriateness of the current EU regime and the system of host country control for a better common framework for migration policy. Being a very sensitive political and economic issue the migration policy is still an ongoing debate.



B. Session II: Governance Challenges 



First focus of the discussion was related to the open method co-ordination concept introduced in March 2000 Lisbon European Council in relation with the policy frameworks on employment policy (1997 Luxembourg process), structural policy (1998 Cardiff process) and the Macroeconomic dialogue (1999 Cologne process). The presentation made by Dermont Hudson tried to give an answer to the question whether OMC could be applied to an enlarged Europe considering the fact that it proposes a targeted common end and it is totally open about the means to get to the end? One of the key aspects highlighted by Hodson and also Iain Begg within the discussion on OMC was the importance of policy learning and indirect transfer of information. This aspect already exists under EMU and the flexibility of the method could lead to better co-ordination. One downside of this approach is that there are no formal institutional constraints to enforce the co-ordination. What Dermont Hudson emphasised is that it may not necessarily lead to greater integration.



The second session continued with the discussion on Globalisation and the European Social Model, with a paper presented by Ben Rosmond (University of Warwick). The central dilemma of the debate can be described by the question whether we can truly speak of a European social model. Jacques Pelkmans emphasis that one can almost speak of four or five social models within EU. Could we really say there is a European model versus a United States model? We can generally argue that the United States provides for a more individualistic approach and only the one who works can enjoy social security and health care whilst the EU model is based on solidarity that provides health care for everybody. However, there are other aspects such as trade unions and social dumping that make us think there is still a lot to be done until we can say there is a European Social Model based on European identity and solidarity.



C. Session III: Security Policy and the New Europe  



The session was opened by the debate on security governance, paper presented by Stuart Croft from  the University of Birmingham. The main dispute focused on the transatlantic co-operation under the NATO framework and the challenges of the Common Foreign and Security Policy. Is Europe secure only under the NATO framework? It was emphasised that after the 11th of September 2001, the United States and Europe should come to work together in order to build a viable security framework. On the one side, the CFSP would like to make a more active contribution on the global level and go beyond the framework “doing the dishes” (i.e. peace keeping and peace building missions). Although these activities are very important, there should be more collaboration over missions and assets between Brussels and NATO. On the other side, the fact that the United States do not need NATO anymore to pursue its security policy raises a number of questions regarding the future of the organisation. Moreover, the question was raised whether the enlargement of NATO would or not undermine NATO, application being accepted also on political grounds not only on the observance of the military criteria. The commentator Dieter Mahnke emphasised that the fight against terrorism brings a new perspective over what transatlantic co-operation could be like.  Moreover, fighting against terrorism requires also efficient policy for Justice and Home Affairs and also efficient intelligence services. In addition, NATO remains a powerful instrument that can be seen as an extension of stability. However, he wonders whether the United States would be able to pursue its security aims without the help of Europe therefore inviting for a consolidation of the transatlantic dimension. At the same time, he remains sceptical about the feasibility of the institutional framework of the CFSP. Jorg Monar also drew attention on the fact that security is still seen as military security, therefore the CFSP suffers from deficits related to the lack of common perception of security and threats among the members. There is no real feeling of solidarity and therefore, he argues, even if institutions are introduced there will be no big difference.



Finally, the third session ended with a debate over the Internal Security. Karen Henderson presented her research project carried out in Czech Republic and Slovakia concerning the Schengen acquis, its adoption and implementation. The project found that a change in threat perception has been taken place, that from 1995 the trust in the local police has started to increase, the population relying more on their protection. The organised crime in Czech Republic was found to be more exogenous determined, being a target for emigration as EU. In Slovakia organised crime is more interlinked with the former Soviet Union countries such as Ukraine. The JHA dimension being also a new area within the EU, the Commisson lacks expertise and it is very difficult to find a model, therefore the adaptation process goes very slowly. There is also a problem of trust not only in the police but also in the Member States. There are usually problems with implementing the procedures for implementing the acquis (e.g. visa issuing, risk assessment, border protection and control); there is few reliable data on flows of local population. At the same time the new external border of Schengen has negative effects on the local population on the borders, disrupting cross-border exchanges. Judy Batt, in her research on Transcarpathia, explains that these local populations regard themselves usually as “centres of Europe” being historically tied to the European construction, devoted to the European values and traditions being a perfect example of peaceful coexistence of multiculturalism.  She gave the example of such frustrated regions in Galicia in western Ukraine and Banat in south-western Romania, which claim that their European identity make them gateways to Europe.  The Schengen border implementation will mean a disaster for the local cross-border economy on which these regions depend. The solution proposed by Judy Batt was to create a policy for these regions at the external borders, establishing the so-called Euroregions to avoid illegal immigration and organised crime. Tough border and visa regimes might not be sufficient to solve the problem, one should not rely only on border controls. Roger Vickerman agreed that the disturbances in economic activity at the borders usually including poor regions should be considered more carefully since it affects larger areas. He argues that regions need to have an identity to make sure policy is working. Jorg Monar also argued that there is a need to build up trust, which is missing among the current Member States.



Conclusions



Minister Danuta Hubner closed the conference offering an inside view on the latest works of the Convention stressing the fact that everybody is now aware that the opinions issued by the Convention are to be taken seriously into consideration by the Member States. In her view, although progress has been made regarding the catalogue of competencies, there is still little discussion on the institutions. However, it is very important that the Convention has triggered a broad public debate and national conventions are taking place making the process more transparent and more evident to the citizens by the implication of the national parliaments.









�

eLearning in European Union studies (WORKSHOP)



20-21 September 2002, Brussels

Organised by the Jean Monnet Chair Cologne and TEPSA





1. Project Framework



Within the past years the Jean Monnet Chair for Political Science at the university of Cologne has been engaged in the project TEACHING EUROPE - a core curriculum on European Integration Studies, organised by the European Political Science Network (epsNet) and financially supported by the European Commission. At the point where the general contents of this Curriculum are finalised, it was the aim of the organisers to focus more on the didactical aspects, especially with regard to modern information technologies and virtual media. The production of an EU-related eLearning framework with relevant contents and innovative didactical methods – in addition and beyond ‘classical’ lectures and seminars – was thereby seen as a helpful new approach of teaching and learning European Union studies. Therefore, a range of experts in the field of eLearning and web based simulation games was invited to present their views on the possible benefits and shortcomings of these innovative concepts for a future Core Curriculum. The Events was organised by TEPSA and financially supported by the Centre International de Formation Européenne (Cife).



2. The Speakers



A group of distinguished speakers could be engaged who presented their first hand experiences. Thus experts not only from the European Commission itself (DG Education and Training) but also from the private sector (AGORA), the third sector (Bertelsmann Foundation) and the academic world (Universities of Aberystwyth, Aalborg, Cologne) elaborated their views on the applicability of their eLearning tools to the study of the EU and our Core Curriculum.



3. The Participants



The participants of the workshop as well had already made their first eLearning or simulation game experiences. Therefore, their main interest in participating in the workshop was not only to contribute to the development of the Core Curriculum but also to get additional input and to broaden their knowledge about the options of ITC teaching methods which could be used in their specific teaching environment.



4. The Event



The event itself was organised as a two day workshop taking place in Brussels. Whereas the first day was intended to provide the participants with the necessary technical input about concrete options of eLearning, the second day was reserved for intense discussions on how to integrate these innovative didactical methods in a Core Curriculum on European Union Studies. 

�

GOVECOR – EUROPEAN CONSoRTIUM FOR POLITiCAL RESEARCH (ECPR) CONFERENCE



26-27 September 2002, Bordeaux

Organised by Jean Monnet Chair – Cologne and TEPSA





Chairman:Wolfgang Wessels

Speakers: Christoph Meyer, John Eric Fossum, Thomas Gehring, Ines Hartwigand, Kerstin Jacobsson, Beate Kohler-Koch, Eric Philipart, Amy Verdun. 



1. Summary of the discussion



Professor Wessels introduced the panel by giving an introduction into the Govecor Research Project (key questions, research design, topical aspects and relevance, state of play). After the three 20 minute presentations, the floor was opened to questions. Most questions concerned Dr Jacobsson’s paper on the deliberative nature of committee decision-making, which was deemed very relevant to the current discussion about deliberative and effective governance in the European Union.



Commentators highlighted problems of how to distinguish between arguing and bargaining and how to evaluate which of these modes is the dominant, more important one and under what circumstances. Based on their own research, some of the participants also wanted to learn more about how to define and operationalize the notion of epistemic communities in current research. Dr. Meyer’s paper also attracted considerable interest, especially concerning the questions of whether negative publicity (media as an intervening variable) can influence political behaviour. Some of the participants highlighted the need to complement the qualitative analysis of media discourses and frames with more quantitative data and to investigate more closely the trade-offs involved in having deliberation in committees and public discussion. The discussant commented on Dr Hartwig’s Paper questioning the socio-economic consequences and relevance of any spill-overs between the employment and the structural policy area, if these were limited to the EQUAL programme. The panellists felt that the general response to the papers was very encouraging and highlighted that the comments were helpful in further developing the papers for publication. The papers are already published on the GOVECOR page as work in progress. It is planned to publish revised versions of the papers at the European Consortium for Political Research (ECPR) conference in various formats.



2. Panel proposal



The emergence of new modes of governance is high on the agenda of current political, public and academic debates. Recent research points to a growing variety of policy instruments, related institutions and procedures. While long-standing modes of governance like the Community method are still influential, new Treaty provisions in areas like employment and social policy might herald a transformation towards ‘governance of self co-ordination’ (OMC). These new modes of governance are powered by a peer review cycle under the EU’s institutions surveillance which the Lisbon European Council defined as the ‘open method of co-ordination’. The precursor of these ‘soft’ coordination procedures have been the provisions for the ‘hard’ co-ordination of fiscal policy, including the stability and growth pact, which provides not only for the imposition of reputational costs (‘naming and shaming’) but also, as ultima ratio, for substantial fines. The cases of Ireland and Germany illustrate that such a review process can spark vigorous public debates, even if no concrete measures are taken. 



The proposed panel aimed to analyse and compare these new modes of ‘soft’ and ‘hard’ coordination with empirically grounded data from the field of employment and fiscal policy. How do governmental and non-governmental actors understand, use and adapt these relatively new legal empowerments, which provide means for interaction, deliberation and problem-solving? What is the track record of these provisions with respect to achieving policy convergence through collective learning, peer pressure and public discourses? And finally, to what extent do these provisions induce spillover to other policy fields such as the Cohesion policy, leading to the creation, evolution of new modes of ‘governance économique’? The participants of the panel will present first empirical results of a multi-national and interdisciplinary research project, partly funded by the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (Governance in the EU) and the European Commission (5th Framework Programme).



3. Papers



‘Integration by Deliberation? The Dynamcis of Soft Co-ordination in the Case of EU Employment Policy’, by Dr. Kerstin Jacobsson, Stockholm Centre for Organisation Research

‘The Soft Side of Hard Coordination: Analysing Publicised Discourses on Fiscal Policy in Ireland and Germany’, by Dr. Christoph Meyer / Ingo Linsenmann, MA, Jean Monnet Chair, University of Cologne

 ‘Network Analysis: Incremental Synergies or a Growing Fragmentation between Open Method of Coordination and EU Cohesion Policy?’, by Dr. Ines Hartwig, EIPA



Paper 1: Integration by Deliberation?Dynamics of Soft Regulation in the Case of EU Employment Policy by Kerstin Jacobsson and Ĺsa Vifell



The Amsterdam treaty defined employment policy as an area of common concern among the EU member states and established a procedure for the coordination of member state policy based on cyclical processes, soft law, and peer review. Forms of regulation and governance based on other mechanisms of policy coordination than supranational law-making are emerging. This paper investigates to what extent this type of soft governance results in a more communicative mode of policy-making. To what extent does modification of outlooks and positions and the adoption of common frames of references take place? What are the social and cognitive mechanisms at play? The paper focuses in particular on the role of the recently established EU committees for fostering new forms of dialogue between various actors, notably the Employment Committee and the Macro-Economic Dialogue. 



Paper 2: The Soft Side of Hard Co-ordination: Analysing Publicised Discourses on Fiscal Policy in Germany and Ireland by Ingo Linsenmann, Christoph O. Meyer, Jean Monnet Chair, University of Cologne



The European Union’s stability and growth pacts provides for a monitoring and review cycle aimed at ensuring fiscal discipline and convergence beyond the start of European Monetary Union. In order to ensure compliance with the indicators specified in the pact and the annual macroeconomic policy guidelines, emphasis is not only placed on publicised peer pressure but also on the threat of substantial fines. Both instruments of these hard coordination provisions have been employed - if not to the full - in the cases of Ireland and Germany. The paper proceeds in two steps. First, it will look at the institutional dynamics and decision-making of fiscal policy co-ordination in both cases in order to better understand and compare the effectiveness of the legal instruments. Building on this analysis the paper looks at the soft effects of hard co-ordination by assessing its impact on media debates in the member states concerned. The guiding question is twofold: To what extent does criticism emanating from the review cycle impose reputational costs on member state governments, i.e. do the national media cover, accentuate and legitimise criticism voiced by EU institutions and governmental actors from other member states? And second, can we see evidence for a common framing of these issues within both countries pointing to the emergence of new forms of deliberation? Empirical data will be drawn from a qualitative content analysis of newspaper coverage in the two countries concerned.



Paper 3: Network Analysis: Incremental Synergies or a Growing Fragmentation between Open Method of Coordination and EU Cohesion Policy? By Dr. Ines Hartwig, European Institute for Public Administration, Maastricht



This paper package focuses on the governance structure established in the framework of the European Employment Strategy (EES). The EES is implemented on a twin-track which includes an intergovernmental element, i.e. the National Action Plans, peer review etc., and a Community instrument, i.e. the Structural Funds with the ESF in particular. Although in formal terms the different instruments continue to follow separate decision making procedures and provide the actors involved with distinct competencies both at European and national level, a close linkage between the  two tracks is not only acknowledged by e.g. the Joint Employment reports and guidelines but it is also enshrined in EC regulations (e.g. the ESF regulation). This paper aims to identify institutional, procedural and material links or fusions between the intergovernmental NAP process and the Community Structural Funds. The main research puzzle is whether the mode of governance established by the twin-track implementation of the EES is characterised by incremental synergies or by growing fragmentation.

�

The Transatlantic Business Dialogue (TABD) at the Crossroads – Recapturing the Transatlantic Initiative (WORKSHOP)



2 October 2002, Brussels

Organised by TEPSA





Participants: Wolfgang Wessels (TEPSA Chairman), Udo Diedrichs (University of Cologne), Anthony Parry (TABD Working Chair), Hanns Glatz (DaimlerChrysler); participants to the TABD, members of TPN, representatives form the European Commission. 



Summary of the discussions



Key results of a research project on the Transatlantic Business Dialogue (TABD) undertaken at the University of Cologne in cooperation with TEPSA and funded by Volkswagen Foundation were discussed with TABD participants and interested practitioners. Based upon a stocktaking exercise, several future options for the development of the TABD were debated which could contribute to reshaping the process. It became clear that a general need for a dialogue including business leaders and political actors exists and that there should be increased efforts for ensuring its continuity. This workshop was supported by DaimlerChrysler and BAE Systems, the co-chairing company in the TABD. 





�

Eurospectator Evaluation Conference 



24-25 October 2002, Frankfurt/Main, European Central Bank

Organised by the Studiegroep voor Europese Politiek/Groupe d’Etudes Politiques Européennes (SEP-GEPE), the European University Institute (EUI) and TEPSA





Participants: Allemand, Frédéric, Paris; Andenas, Mads, London; Andrews, David, Florence; Begg, Iain, London; Bernitz, Ulf, Stockholm; Bishop, Graham, London; Bogdandy, Armin von, Heidelberg; Casolari, Federico, Rome; Chemain, Régis, Paris; Dyson, Kenneth, Bradford; Enderlein, Henrik, European Central Bank; Farčs, Soukaďna, Brussels; Gros, Daniel, Brussels; Hadjiemmanuil, Christos, London; Komninos, Assimakis, Florence; Kösters, Wim, Bochum; Lang, Helmut, Vienna; Le Cacheux, Jacques, Paris; Lhoneux, Etienne de, Luxembourg; Linsenmann, Ingo, Cologne; Louis, Jean-Victor, Professor, Brussels/Florence; Mak, Jeannette, Amsterdam; Marcussen, Martin, Copenhagen; Meyer, Christoph, Cologne; Müller-Graff, Peter-Christian, Heidelberg; Panourgias, Lazaros, London; Papazoglou, Christos, Athens; Pizarro, Noémia, Lisbon; Rüb, Ulrike, London; Sáinz de Vicuńa, Antonio, European Central Bank; Schröder, Ulrich, Frankfurt; Smits, René, Amsterdam; Stuart, Alan, Dublin; Szŕsz, André, Amsterdam; Verdun, Amy, Victoria, Canada; Wessels, Wolfgang, Cologne.



The Eurospectator Project (1999-2002), a project directed by Professor Jean-Victor Louis at the European University Institute in collaboration with the Jean Monnet Chair of the University of Cologne and with the Trans European Policy Studies Association (TEPSA) had as its ambition to cover the period from the beginning of the third stage of the European Economic and Monetary Union, that is from the 1st of January 1999, until the introduction of euro coins and notes, i.e., until the end of year 2001, more precisely, until the 28th of February 2002, when the transitory period of double circulation of old national currencies and euros had ended in all twelve participating Member States.



The final conference of the Eurospectator project was supposed to draw appropriate conclusions for the whole project while advocating proposals for the future. The project collaborators submitted their final reports well before the actual conference and these were made available at the project’s web page. The conference was structured in five thematic sessions.



The first day session evaluated the project with emphasis on the collaborators’ past reports and conclusions. The specificities of the programme, to examine the passage to the Third Stage of the EMU in a cross-national and cross-scientific manner, were emphasised and conclusions were drawn there from. In other words the essential question permeating this first session was: What has been achieved, what has the whole exercise offered, and how can the results attained serve future studies? 



The second day was devoted to the Political and Institutional Aspects of the introduction of the euro, the Economic Aspects of the Third Stage of the EMU, the Legal Aspects of the whole exercise and, the final session addressed the Future Perspectives of the EMU. Particular emphasis was placed on European constitutionalism and the EMU, perspectives of economic and monetary governance of the EMU, enlargement perspectives of the EMU in view of the future general enlargement of the EU, the EMU as a paradigm for other monetary unions in the world.



�

ENHANCING THE WTO’s dispute settlement understanding (cONFERENCE)



5 December 2002, Brussels

Organised by The Federal Trust for Education and Research and TEPSA





Chairman: Christophe Roberts.

Speakers: Herve Jouanjean, Pieter Jan Kuijper, Philip Marsden, Claudio Orozco.



Few if any international organisations have expanded as rapidly as the WTO, both in terms of membership and of the range of issues that it seeks to resolve. Few have moved more quickly into the limelight. The WTO’s predecessor until 1995, the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, was often seen as an obscure, rather technical institution. The WTO now gets a good deal of public attention, both from its supporters and its critics.



A study of dispute settlement is certainly timely. In recent years no trade issues have been more intractable, or as challenging to the effectiveness of the WTO, as the EU-US disputes over bananas, hormones in beef and the Foreign Sales Corporations system of tax relief. All are cases where compliance with WTO judgements has proved hard to achieve. At the same time there are doubts whether WTO dispute settlement can be used effectively by the developing countries, particularly the smaller and poorer ones. National representatives in Geneva are currently discussing what changes need to be made in the WTO rules governing dispute settlement.



WTO dispute settlement will only work well if two key conditions are met. First, there needs to be, as we think there very largely is, a system of decision taking by panels and the Appellate  Body which both deserves and secures respect, and whose conclusions are implemented. Second, when disputes may arise in areas where the WTO rules are unclear or incomplete, Governments must be ready to agree in the WTO on how the gaps should be filled in. It is no good Government representatives complaining that the Appellate Body, through its decisions and interpretations, is creating new WTO law if they fail to meet the need themselves.



The report is available at: http://www.fedtrust.co.uk/Media/FedT-Enhancing%20the%20DSU.pdf



�2. TEPSA-FRIENDS MEETINGS



Three years ago TEPSA created a Brussels-based group,“TEPSA-Friends”. Our aim is to make TEPSA’s activities more accessible to a broader audience of interested civil servants, business and socio-economic circles through a series of friendly gatherings around timely EU issues.



These gatherings deal with current topics of European integration such as Eastern enlargement, the role of the EU in the international and regional systems, the Presidencies of the Council, Common Foreign and Security Policy, etc. We have also organised debates on a number of publications by our members. 



These events have continued to prove the need for a European and multi-disciplinary forum of discussion on current EU affairs. We hold 6 or 7 meetings each year and keep members informed of other TEPSA conferences taking place in Brussels. 







The 2002 Programme 





20 February 		What Future for Europe: Debate on the Convention Ten Days Prior to its Beginning�with: Frans Van Daele (Permanent Representative of Belgium to the EU), Andrew Duff (Member of the European Parliament), Paolo Ponzano (Director of the Task Force on the Future of the Union at the European Commission).



11 March 	The developing model of coexistence between the enlarged EU and its Eastern neighbours: case of Ukraine (conference) 



27 May 	Commission's Action Plan on EU- Japan Relations. Launch of the TEPSA book on EU- Japan relations.�with: Ambassador Kimura, Eric Remacle, Takoto Ueta



28 May 	National Parliaments on Their Ways to Europe – What Role for “Latecomers”?�with: Klaus Hänsch, Jean-Victor Louis, Wolfgang Wessels �

�3. STUDIES AND PROJECTS





3.1. EU GOVERNANCE BY SELF CO-ORDINATION? TOWARDS A COLLECTIVE « GOUVERNEMENT ECONOMIQUE » (GOVECOR).





Project period: September 2001 – February 2004

Contract No.: HSPE-CT-200100045

Project conducted for: European Commission (5th Research Framework Programme)



TEPSA is principle contractor of a consortium carrying out a research study within the 5th Research Framework Programme of the Research Directorate-General of the European Commission. The task of TEPSA within the project is to coordinate the contributions (national reports) of the participating TEPSA institutes, contribute to the synthesis reports of the project as well as to organise international meetings of the consortium.



During the year 2002, a project workshop took place at the TEPSA headquarters in April 2002 and progress reports were delivered to the TEPSA Presidency Conferences in Copenhagen, June, and to the General Assembly in Athens, November. TEPSA also organised the Mid-Term review meeting scheduled for the 10th and 11th January, 2003.



1. The Project



The GOVECOR research project studies the evolution of new modes of governance through self-co-ordination in the area of fiscal and employment policy and their impact on European integration. Governance through self-coordination refers to the process through which member states agree to meet common European concerns and objectives whilst fully preserving their competences to legislate in the respective policy areas. Self-coordination aims to achieve common goals not by means of hard law through the traditional Community method but by differently binding modes of governance characterised by fixed guidelines, benchmarking, consultation, monitoring and peer pressure. The increasing political and scientific importance of this field of research has been further underlined by proclamation of the Lisbon strategy (2000), the Commission’s White Book on Governance (2001), the controversy surrounding the early warning letter to Germany and Portugal and the reform proposals of the Convention’s Working Groups (2002). 



2. The Research Puzzle



Despite the rising interest in policy coordination empirical research and theoretical analysis has been scarce, leaving large blind spots on the map of knowledge as to the functioning, effectiveness, and legitimacy of these governing modes. The research project aims to fill these gaps by looking at the impact the new treaty provisions in the field of employment policy and fiscal policy (Articles 125-130 and 104 TEC) have had and are having on the creation, evolution and perhaps the transformation of new modes of governance. How do governmental and non-governmental actors understand, use and adapt these legal empowerments, which provide means for interaction, deliberation, problem-solving, and decision-making in vital fields of European public policy? Are we going to see a gradual horizontal fusion of policy-making and opinion formation across the policy-fields as well as vertical fusion across levels of governance or do trends towards a fragmentation dominate? The first scenario of fusion would entail the emergence of a deliberative “gouvernement économique” of national and supra-national actors bound together in a core network, whereas the second can be described as ritualistic co-ordination of national actors leaving supranational institutions powerless within a ‘hollow core’.



3. The Research Design



We take the new legal provisions for self-coordination in the two policy fields as our independent variables. In order to explore our research guiding question (dependent variable) as to the emergence of new forms of governance, we draw on both neo-institutionalist and social constructivist theorising on the impact of these new legal provisions, pinpointing three crucial intervening variables: (i) the effective use of the Treaty provisions at different levels of governance, (ii) the evolution of governing networks consisting of both public and non-public actors (iii) and the adaptation of national public discourses on these socio-economic issues. The project investigates these variables through six vertical (cross-sectoral) and horizontal (cross-national) analytical workpackages.



4. The Target Groups



The project addresses three major target groups: those involved in the two policy areas under consideration, the scientific and intellectual community interested in the development of European integration, and the European Union’s citizens who are affected by the policy outcomes, debates and discourses in the policy fields. The project and its results will be linked to both the debate on the European Commission’s White paper on Governance in the EU and the open dialogue on the future of the Union as launched by the IGC of Nice under the heading of the post-Nice-process. The project team expects to reach between 120.000 – 300.000 people via workshops, conferences as well as printed and virtual documentation. Given the project Consortium’s already existing links to representatives of Central Banks, Governments and Administrations, Trade Unions, Employers Organisations and Non-Governmental Organisations working in the fields of Economic, Monetary, Fiscal, Employment and Social policy, the Consortium expects to reach a wide range of end users through 

the project’s homepage, which will establish direct links to those addressed,

the project’s smaller workshops and the TEPSA presidency conferences,

the project’s participation in hearings organised by the European Parliament, the ECOSOC and the Conference of EU Committees of national Parliaments (COSAC), 

the delivery of articles in scientific journals and key newspapers,

the Online publication of national reports,

the publication of the book incorporating the final results of the project,

the development of a virtual text book covering the policy areas and actors under consideration. 



5. Highlights: Preliminary Research Findings



The following highlights have been derived from the ongoing research efforts of the core group and two rounds of national reports submitted by the national rapporteurs. After one year of our research these findings are preliminary and do not cover the whole spectrum of the research agenda. They will be further extended and verified as more empirical evidence becomes available and our analysis proceeds. GOVECOR research may also benefit from the changes in the economic conditions, as these rules can be better tested under different conditions rather than only in a fair weather environment. The points highlighted below are elaborated in more detail in documents that can be downloaded from the project website at www.govecor.org.



6. Towards a Fusion  of Policy Areas and Levels of Policy-Making?



We found some evidence for a strengthening of interlinkages between levels of European governance (Vertical Fusion), albeit on smaller scale. Upward network building and fusion between national and European levels of governance have been traditionally stronger in the field of fiscal policy coordination than in the area of employment policy, which cannot build on pre-existing structures of policy coordination before Amsterdam. Vertical fusion and network building between national and European level in the area of employment was limited to small sections of national ministries and governmental agencies. As regarding the national level, the general picture is that there has been relatively little institutional growth and procedural innovation in reaction to the European provisions. In some countries, such as Austria and Belgium, the national reports indicated intensified coordination of the national government with regional authorities regarding employment policy. We also note efforts of some national governments to better integrate regional governments into the stability framework for fiscal policy coordination, for instance, a weaker kind of national stability pact has been set-up between the federal government and the Länder in Germany in response to the troubles with meeting the 3 percent threshold of the stability pact. 

Horizontal co-ordination and linkage building between the policy areas has intensified moderately. At the European level we have seen increasing efforts of building linkages between employment and fiscal policy through the Broad Economic Policy Guidelines. However, this observation refers mainly to the strategic level of policy-making and we need to investigate closer whether interactions between the key Council committees and Commission directorates have intensified as well, although initial evidence points in that direction. At the same time, we can see that the divide between Finance and Employment directorates and ministries has not been fully bridged by the Broad Economic Policy Guidelines, neither at the European nor the national level. However, there are indications that the employment strategy and the work on the National Action Plans has strengthened linkage building between ministries and agencies responsible for employment and those dealing with, for instance, social policy, education, family, economic affairs and industry. 

We have mixed evidence of spill-over between established community policies and the policy co-ordination. Looking at the interlinkages between the Structural Funds (especially the European Social Fund) and the European Employment Strategy (EES), we have been able to observe some functional spill-overs when it comes to the policy dimension and strategy of the two processes and, to a lesser degree, functional fusion when it comes to their managerial dimension. For instance, the four pillars of the EES are increasingly used both in Structural Funds programming documents and in national policy discourse, but we need to investigate closer whether this just paying lip-service to Commission demands. We note an apparent reluctance on the part of the Council to explicitly link ESF and NAPs, a phenomenon to be witnessed also at the member state level, were linkage building occurs primarily through informal procedures. There may be other areas of potential spill-over as, for instance, between economic policy co-ordination and hard law in the area of single market and taxation policies.



7. Towards Deliberative Governance?



The Committee based policy-making process in both areas exhibits both characteristics of learning and arguing as well as negotiation and bargaining. Our initial empirical results indicate that the policy co-ordination mode exhibits some of the characteristics of deliberative governance – openness to be convinced by arguments – and a culture of listening and learning rather than meeting criticism by defensive attitudes. This seems to be particularly the case, when committee members share the same professional background or frames of reference as in the area of fiscal policy co-ordination. However, there are also limits to deliberation when issues are being politicised. Some positions are partly ‘locked in’ beforehand because of political mandates from back home, as in the case of discussions on individual recommendations to member states or on indicators that might pose a challenge to members. Then bargaining instead of problem-oriented discussions tend to dominate the interaction. Moreover, according to our preliminary findings committee deliberation is only weakly linked to public discourse and lacks transparency, especially in the area of fiscal policy co-ordination, pointing to a fundamental dilemma between the deliberative potential of committee governance and their openness to the public.

The involvement of intermediary actors and civil society in policy co-ordination has developed, but the picture differs significantly between countries. The general picture that emerges from the national reports so far is that the social partners and other intermediary groups have not played a major part in the policy co-ordination process. While we have seen intensified cooperation in the field of employment policy in some countries, most social partner organisations have not significantly shifted their attention and resources to these new processes. From this perspective two-level corporatism seems far off, even though we can say little about the reasons for this at the current stage. However, the conclusions in this area are tentative and need to be substantiated by further research in the coming months.

The impact of the new provisions on public discourses has been uneven between hard (Stability Pact) and soft co-ordination (Employment Policy). We know relatively little at this stage on the quantifiable impact of policy co-ordination modes on public discourses. Nevertheless, on the basis of the national reports and qualitative analysis of case studies, we can conclude, however, that the impact of these new governing modes has been rather limited, except for those cases associated with the Stability Pact and BEPGs when critical recommendations to member states were being discussed. While national frame of reference were dominant in these debates, European perspectives were also clearly represented both in terms of news selection and commentary. However, media attention seemed to concentrate on the European Commission rather than on national actors or the Council as key participants of peer review and co-ordination. Hence, we note a clear lack of continuity and public attention to the procedures, which may change with the economic conditions and increasing functional pressure for better co-ordination and national reforms.



8. Towards Effective Problem-Solving?



Member State have generally complied with the procedural provisions of policy-coordination.  Our findings from the member state level support the view that national administrations have embraced the new provisions and sought to meet the challenge of following these discursive regulatory mechanisms, i.e. formulating common objectives, submitting national implementation progress, exchanging information, and coping with peer review. This holds generally true for both fiscal and employment policy-coordination, even though one may interpret the rejection of an early warning to Germany and Portugal in February of this years as a violation of the rules of the Stability Pact. Moreover, we will need to test whether member state actions were in line with the forecasts available at the time. In the area of fiscal policy, it remains to be seen whether member states will express their resistance/problems with the rules of the pact through pressure on policy substance (thresholds and medium term goals) or through moves to change the procedures. So far the indications point to the former, but more research is needed.

In both areas of policy co-ordination we have seen instances of policy change, which may to varying and hardly quantifiable degree have been induced by learning experiences. The capacity of peer co-ordination to foster learning and policy change varies considerably among countries. In the area of employment policy some of the countries such as France seemed to have implemented some of the recommendations addressed to them, while in other countries such as the UK, the government sought to demonstrate that its policies were already in line with the guidelines due to initiatives launched beforehand. The general picture is that the impact of peer review on national policies seems smaller than expected. A hypothesis to test is whether employment policy co-ordination is only effective in those areas, where the implementation of learning experience does not create substantial financial or electoral costs. In the area of fiscal policy compliance with the reference indicators has been greater, but is now facing a real test as a number of bigger member states are struggling to meet their commitments and the quantitative goals. On the positive side from an output perspective is that the fiscal co-ordination may have helped to better integrate sub-national authorities in budgetary policy making, for instance, by means of establishing national stability pacts.







9. Conclusion



What is the preliminary balance sheet of our studies and what can we learn from our analysis for the reform of socio-economic policy coordination? Looking at the past four years, hard coordination seems to have worked better than its ‘softer’ relative in terms of bringing member states’ to follow commonly set goals and guidelines. More recently, however, the sanction mechanism as well as the appropriateness of the objectives and quantitative thresholds are increasingly being challenged by the larger countries, who seek to circumvent strict budgetary commitments. In comparison, soft policy co-ordination seems to have had a more long-term impact as ideational change and policy learning slowly ‘trickles down’ from administrative policy-networks to higher political echelons on the one hand and public discourses on the other hand. So far, however, policy coordination modes have not yet sufficiently integrated with the national political processes. 



Thus, we are left so far with the impression of an emergent top-heavy form of network governance largely decoupled from national deliberation structures and with little input from European and national parliaments. However, this picture may change and evolve as we gather new pieces of evidence or as economic conditions and political constellations adapt in the coming months. Nevertheless, the preliminary balance sheet of 12 months GOVECOR is that policy coordination modes do provide some added value to the European Union’s problem-solving capacity, but that they have not yet developed into the key tool envisaged by policy-makers to realise the aspirations of Lisbon or as a stepping stone towards more binding forms of socio-economic governance and deeper integration. If this is to change, much will depend on whether reform proposals by the European Commission and the Convention can create appropriate incentives for member states to follow commonly set rules and procedures, while at the same time strengthening the linkages between peer pressure behind doors and deliberations in public spheres and parliaments.



Over the last 12 months, TEPSA Institutes have been closely involved in the GOVECOR research project on the evolution of a ‘gouvernement économique’.  The Core Group of Researchers (co-ordinated by the Jean Monnet Chair of Professor Wessels) met on 26 September in Bordeaux to review research progress and to present their first results as a panel at the first Pan-European Conference of the European Consortium for Political Research (ECPR). The balance sheet of GOVECOR has been impressive with numerous publications and a research agenda which is becoming ever more topical due to political developments and the current reform discussion. TEPSA-Institutes have greatly contributed to research progress by providing expertise on the impact of the new legal  provisions for peer coordination in ten member states. Two rounds of national reports have been completed and made available to the public through the project’s website (www.govecor.org). The GOVECOR website also provides links to the TEPSA institutes and biographical information on the national experts working for them. GOVECOR is funded under the 5th Framework Programme of the European Commission.



In January the Govecor research project on new modes of economic governance will have reached the midterm mark. In the first 15 months, TEPSA institutes have contributed substantially to the impressive output of the Research Consortium by submitting two rounds of national reports on the implementation of the legal provisions in the field of fiscal and employment policy coordination in ten member states. The Reports and many more articles and material can be downloaded from the project’s website. The projects results were presented to a high profile group of reviewers on 10/11 January in Brussels (“Midterm Review Workshop”); a dinner speech was given by the director general of DG Ecofin, Klaus Regling. Moreover, some members of the GOVECOR Consortium will present their findings at the EUSA conference in Nashville, Tennessee in March 2003. 



Overview of Project Deliverables



Deliverable�Workplan Date�Completion Date��State of the Art Report�Month 6�Month 9��National Reports I�Month 6�Month 8��National Reports II�Month 13�Month 13��Semi-standardised Questionnaire�Month 3�Month 4��Soft Checklists and Indicators for National Rep.�Month 2/3, 9�Month 9��Progress report (6 month)�Month 6-8�Month 7��Progress report (12 month)�Month 12-14�Month 14��Semi-public workshop I�Month 2�Month 2��Semi-public workshop II (Review with Rapport.)�Month 8�Month 8��Extraordinary workshop III/conference participation (Preparation of Midterm Review)�n.a.�Month 11��Internl Conf.1: TEPSA Presidency confer. (Madrid)�Month 4�in Month 3��Internl Conf.2: TEPSA Presidency conference (CPH)�Month 12�Month 10��Internl Conf. 3: ECPR Conference (Bordeaux)�n.a.�Month 13��Paper on theoretical approaches by EIPA/Cologne�Month 8�Month 10��Paper on public discourses by Cologne�Month 10�Month 12��Paper on Co-ordination of Co-ordination�Month 15�Month 13��







�

3.2. THE BROAD ECONOMIC POLICY GUIDELINES (BEPGs) – 2002





Project period: July 2001 – January 2002

Project no: IV/2001/05/01

Project conducted for: European Parliament (Directorate-General for Research)



TEPSA has carried out a study for the European Parliament’s Directorate General for Research on the implementation of the Broad Economic Policy Guidelines 2000 and 2001. The aim of this study was to assist the Economic and Monetary Affairs Committee of the European Parliament in providing its own contribution to the analysis of the current economic situation of the EU in the year 2001, and the outlook for the future. The final study was submitted on 24 January, 2002.



In the area of macro-economic policy, ‘soft’ co-ordination procedures have been introduced at the European level in art. 99 TEC on the Broad Economic Policy Guidelines with instruments such as monitoring policy processes and outcomes, providing general policy orientations, benchmarking, and the publication of ‘best practices’. In recent years, member states have put the Broad Economic Policy Guidelines (BEPGs) at the centre of co-ordination, integrating fiscal policy co-ordination (the stability and convergence programmes), the Luxembourg process on employment policy co-ordination, as well as the Cardiff process on structural reforms. Thus the BEPG are not only an additional monitoring mechanism for member states’ policies but are indeed the central policy tool for macro-economic policy co-ordination.



The project has been jointly organised by TEPSA and the TEPSA member institutes. The project was co-ordinated by TEPSA in close co-operation with Prof. Dr. Wolfgang Wessels, as project co-ordinator (Jean Monnet Chair for Political Science at the University of Cologne). The collection of appropriate data was carried out by academics and researchers from the member states, the interdisciplinary analysis was done by the project expert group, which included the project co-ordinator, Prof. Iain Begg (South Bank University of London) and Prof. Dr. Jacques E. Le Cacheux (Observatoire français des conjonctures économiques – OFCE). The general rapporteur was Ingo Linsenmann, located at the Jean Monnet Chair for Political Science at the University of Cologne. 



During the course of the project period, an interim report of the study was presented to the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs of the European Parliament on the 3rd of December, 2001. The presentation was made by Profs. Iain Begg, Jacques Le Cacheux and Wolfgang Wessels, as well as Ingo Linsenmann. The final results of the study were presented to a panel of MEPs from the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs on the 5th of February 2002 in Strasbourg. Finally, TEPSA commented on the first recommendation of the European Commission for the new BEPGs 2002 on 16 April 2002 at a meeting of the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs of the European Parliament.





Summary of the final study



The first part of the study investigates the role of the European Parliament and of the new modes of governance that have been introduced in recent years in European economic policy-making. Chapter 1 focuses on the European level of policy-making, while chapter 2 analyses the impact on the national level, paying particular attention to the awareness of national actors and the functioning of macro-economic policy co-ordination. It ends with conclusions with regard to the procedures of European economic-policy making as well as the role of the European Parliament (chapter 3). They concern both the European level as well as the national level of decision-making, and are the basis for some of the recommendations to the European Parliament which follow this executive summary.



In the second part of the study, the implementation of the Broad Economic Policy Guidelines as well as the stability and convergence programmes of the member states is analysed. The Broad Economic Policy Guidelines and the stability and convergence programmes have been analysed together, as the stability and convergence programmes and the opinions of the Ecofin Council on these programmes feed into the Broad Economic Policy Guidelines that are adopted a few months later. Given the interest shown by the Members of the European Parliament when the interim report was presented to the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs on the 3rd of December 2001, the current economic situation and the outlook for the year 2002 especially after the 11th of September is examined more explicitly. 



The cross-national assessment in chapter 4 refers to the general recommendations of the Broad Economic Policy Guidelines, while chapter 5 takes up the country-specific findings. The cross-sectoral analysis of the country-specific recommendations has been limited to the presentation of key developments in the member states, covering the four policy areas of the Broad Economic Policy Guidelines 2001: budgetary policy, the labour market, the product market and knowledge-based economy, and capital markets. The reports on the member states do not address every single country-specific recommendation, instead, a synthetic summary of the implementation of the country-specific recommendation is presented in chapter 6. A number of general recommendations to the European Parliament have been drawn up on the basis of the policy implementation study presented in part 2.



The third and final part of the study returns to the global economic context and examines the prospects for economic recovery in the EU (chapter 7). Furthermore, it analyses, on the basis of the criteria laid down in art. 121 TEC, the development of economic and economic policy convergence up to the year 2003 on the basis of recent forecasts (chapter 8).



The final study was published by DG4, the Directorate-General for Research of the European Parliament: “The Economic Outlook 2002”, ECON Working Paper Series, ECON 129, 2002.



�

3.3. THE BROAD ECONOMIC POLICY GUIDELINES (BEPGs) – 2003





Project period: October 2002 – January 2003

Project no: IV/2002/05/01 (rev.)

Project conducted for: European Parliament (Directorate-General for Research)



In addition to the project on the Broad Economic Policy Guidelines 2002, TEPSA has carried out a follow-up study for the European Parliament’s Directorate General for Research on the Broad Economic Policy Guidelines for the year 2002. The aim of this study was to assist the Economic and Monetary Affairs Committee of the European Parliament in providing its own contribution to the analysis of the current economic situation of the EU in the year 2002, and the outlook for the future. The final study was submitted on 20 January, 2003.



The project has been jointly organised by TEPSA and the TEPSA member institutes. The interdisciplinary (economic as well as political) analysis was carried out by an interdisciplinary project expert group from several member states, combining specialist knowledge of specific dimensions of economic policy covered by the BEPGs with familiarity with the policy process in their respective countries. The expert group included the general rapporteur, Prof. Iain Begg (London School of Economics and Political Science), Prof. Dr. Jacques E. Le Cacheux (Director, Observatoire français des conjonctures économiques – OFCE, Paris), Prof. Dr. Jacques L.M. Pelkmans (College of Europe), Dr. Kerstin Jacobsson (Score, Stockholm), Dr. Stefano Fantacone and Lisa Rodano (both Centro Europa Ricerche CER, Rome), Prof. Dr. Wolfgang Wessels and Ingo Linsenmann (both University of Cologne and TEPSA), and Dermot Hodson (South Bank University London).



During the course of the project period, an interim report of the study was presented to the Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs of the European Parliament on the 3rd of December, 2002. The presentation was made by Profs. Iain Begg and Jacques Le Cacheux. The final results of the study were presented to the same Committee on the 27th of January 2003 in Brussels.



Overview on the final study



Economic policy co-ordination in the EU is on the threshold of significant changes that are due to be presented to the 2003 Spring European Council. Within the recasting of procedures, the Broad Economic Policy Guidelines (BEPGs), which have been at the core of co-ordination, will be of critical importance in shaping the overall direction of policy. The elaboration of the Guidelines for 2003 will take place against a background of disappointing and uncertain macroeconomic conditions, with recovery from the downturn of 2001 proving slow to take hold and continuing difficulties being experienced by a number of Member States, especially Germany, the EU’s largest economy. However, the underlying macroeconomic ‘fundamentals’ of the EU economy are mostly sound, with low inflation, generally sound public finances (despite the concern about some countries) and few signs of serious imbalances. The current priority should be to restore growth.



The study provides an appraisal of current and prospective trends in key areas of the supply-side of the EU economy, together with an assessment of the current macroeconomic position. It presents the judgements on the progress the EU has made in responding to the challenges of structural reform and links these to the observed developments of the macroeconomy. To set the scene, the macroeconomic context and the changes in it revealed by the Commission autumn forecasts are laid out in the introductory section 1, then the main points of the Commission assessment of the implementation of the 2002 BEPGs are briefly summarised and reviewed.



Section 2 of the study concisely describes and comments on the objective of economic policy co-ordination, and changes in the procedures for co-ordination, generally, and the BEPGs in particular. The following section discusses the scope for structural reforms and the difficulties that can, or might, arise, in trying to achieve more rapid change. Public and private investment are appraised in section 4, then internal market measures in section 5. Progress on developing the European financial area and its potential for enhancing the underlying performance of the EU economy are discussed in section 6. Sections 7 and 8 look, respectively, at the labour market and at the role of tax policies in economic performance, linking these to the Lisbon targets. The last section looks in more detail at the problems with the policy mix, how they bear on the disappointing macroeconomic trajectory revealed by the Commission’s autumn forecasts and discusses possible reforms of policy rules.



The final study will be made available on the Internet by DG4, the Directorate-General for Research of the European Parliament (http://www.europarl.eu.int/workingpapers/econ/ default_en.htm).

�

3.4. FOREIGN POLICY GOVERNANCE IN EUROPE – RESEARCH NETWORK:

MODERNISING, WIDENING AND DEEPENING RESEARCH ON A VITAL PILLAR OF

THE EU (FORNET)





Project period: January 2003-31 December 2005

Project no: IHP-KA1-2001-1

Project conducted for: European Commission (5th Research Framework Programme)



1. What is FORNET?



FORNET is a network of 25 partner institutions specialised in Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) issues. Professor Christopher Hill at the London School of Economics and Political Science (LSE) acts as coordinator of the network. The core group is composed of Professor Esther Barbé at the Universitat Autonoma de Barcelone, Professor Christian Franck as Secretary General of TEPSA, and Professor Wolgang Wessels, Jean Monnet Chair at the University of Cologne. The members of FORNET include institutions from the EU as well as from major candidate countries.



2. FORNET’s objectives in brief



The central objective of FORNET is the establishment and development of a European-wide network of research on European Governance in the field of CFSP based upon close academic interaction, common and comparable methodological approaches and the use of new techniques of « virtualisation » (i.e. the creation of virtual networks).



In this framework, a number of more detailed tasks and scientific objectives will be pursued:



A deepening of research and studies about CFSP in the wider European context in order to gain new insights into different modes of EU governance; 

The setting-up and development of an academic infrastructure in and around the existing EU for facilitating joint research on CFSP through regular meetings and conferences and the establishment of a website;

The systematic and cross-national collection, categorization and analysis of empirical data on CFSP in a database, improving European-wide access to data and knowledge on CFSP;

The elaboration of models for the virtualisation of CFSP-related knwledge as part of an efficient and sustainable research infrastructure through a website and virtual study units;

The integration of – especially young – researchers from candidate countries into the European academic community.









3. How does FORNET work?



The network’s activities will be divided into several work packages for different tasks and activities. These work packages will be implemented by the partners of FORNET in a structured and differential way. The main activtities of FORNET include:



- “CFSP Watch”: includes regular reports on CFSP developments, a database of relevant documents and legal texts as well as a synthesis of the ‘acquis académique’;

- “Virtualisation of CFSP”: includes a website (“FORNET CFSP Web Forum”) and the elaboration of virtual study units;

- “Analysis and Discussion of Core CFSP Issues”: organized in and around a series of workshops and conferences which will deal with different CFSP-related subjects like the impact of enlargement, the evolution of ESDP, or crisis management and conflict resolution.



4. The outreach of FORNET



FORNET is not intended as an “huis clos”, but tries to reach out to the broader public and academic community. Therefore, the events and activities in the network will address all those interested in the subject of CFSP and EU external relations. Especially via the website, a central point of reference will be created which tries to serve as a forum for all relevant CFSP-related research in the EU and the candidate countries. Whoever is inclined to participating in the framework of FORNET should feel invited to do so.



5. Project programme



The FORNET project was officially launched at the first steering group meeting in Brussels on 8 January, 2003. It will allow to build up a unique research network on CFSP covering nearly all countries of the larger European Union. The first plenary meeting will take place on 25 and 26 April 2003 in Brussels. 



The main activities of FORNET which are of relevance in this year, in particular with a view to the plenary meeting in April, are presented here below. The different kinds of activities are structured along “workpackages”.



A. Workpackage I: CFSP Watch



Under this workpackage, we try to establish a collection (“CFSP Watch”) of three components: 

- an acquis académique (academic book list);

- a CFSP database on key CFSP documents; and  

- a CFSP Report (including national reports from the FORNET members). 







B. Workpackage II: Virtualisation of CFSP Research



We plan to establish a website (FORNET CFSP Web-Forum) for which a pilot version will be prepared  in time for the Plenary. There we intend to discuss it with all members. In mid-2003, a reduced version of the website is scheduled to become operational. The pilot version will show the structure and functions of the website. It will provide a unique opportunity for communication and mutual information, but also for reaching out to the wider academic and political arenas. 



C. Workpackage III: Analysis and Discussion of Core CFSP Issues in the FORNET working groups



Under this workpackage, you will have the opportunity of attending meetings and workshops in the context of the FORNET working groups dealing with different issues of CFSP research; members are endowed with sufficient means for covering travel and accommodation costs so that participation in the working group meetings should not pose a financial problem. 



D. Workpackage IV: Internal Communication and Dissemination of Results



The first FORNET plenary meeting in Brussels will not only contain technical sessions (in which we inform you about the working of FORNET), but it will also have thematic sessions on different subjects of CFSP (theoretical and conceptual approaches, the reports in the Convention dealing with the EU’s external dimension, enlargement, and the current crisis on Iraq). 



This workpackage also includes the dissemination of information about FORNET to interested circles in Brussels and in your home country as well. As many interested persons as possible should be involved in the project. In particular engaging younger researchers so that they might meet and develop their own activities. A forum should be provided for presenting FORNET via participants who are members of editorial boards of journals, reviews, or other forms of regular publications.



E. Workpackage V: Sustainability of the Network



FORNET is envisaged as a long-term project reaching beyond the lifetime of Commission funding. Therefore, if participants have ideas for projects for which you need partners, you can regard FORNET as a privileged network for addressing other scholars and colleagues. 



A pool of expertise should be built which enables further activities and facilitates the search for additional sources of funding in the future.



FORNET Members plan to submit a proposal under the 6th Framework Programme. 

�

3.5. THE DEBATE ON THE finalité politique OF THE EUROPEAN UNION IN THE APPLICANT COUNTRIES FROM CENTRAL AND EASTERN EUROPE - MEASURES ACCOMPANYING OTHER EU ACTIVITIES TO PREPARE THE IGC 2004 (CEEC-DEBATE)





Project period: November 2002-January 2005

Project no: HSP-CT-2002-60061

Project conducted for: European Commission (5th Research Framework Programme)



The CEEC-Debate project is coordinated by the Catholic University of Louvain (Louvain-la-Neuve), TEPSA being one of the principal contractors. Countries involved include Hungary, Poland and Slovenia. The IEP-Berlin is also involved in the project through a supplement to the Enlargement Watch. Four seminars are planned: Lodz in January 2003, Ljubljana in April 2003, Budapest in Fall 2003 and Brussels or Louvain-la-Neuve in Spring 2004. Conclusions and results will be published in two annual reports.



1. What is CEEC-Debate?



The project is aimed at completing scientific activities launched in the current Member States to stimulate the academic debate on developments of EU integration, institutional reforms, and good governance.



2. Objectives



The main objectives of the project will be to raise awareness about the importance of a substantial and deep debate on Europe’s future among Central European elites, and civil society. The “CEEC-Debate” focuses on monitoring and analysing the debate in the applicant countries from Central and Eastern Europe. Analysis and monitoring of the debate will contribute to the preparation of the Intergovernmental Conference 2004. The project will stimulate academic reflection on the key-elements of cooperation in an enlarged Union in the context of the post-Laeken debate and activities of the Convention. The seminars to be organised in three applicant countries and in Brussels will bring together decision-makers from the applicant countries, researchers and representatives of civil society.



Further objectives include:



- Stimulation of the debate in applicant countries on issues related to EU institutional reform and post-Laeken developments; i.e. debate on the institutional reform, a “constitution for European citizens”, a better division and definition of competences in the European Union, good governance, simplification of the Union’s instruments to improve democracy, transparency and efficiency in the European Union.

- Stimulation of the particpation of the civil society in this process.

- Supplementing activities of the Commission as well as those of the TEPSA academic network and AGORA network with regard to the debate on Europe’s future in the applicant countries.

- Reflection on historical and cultural dimension of EU reform (values, identity, etc.) in the context of the institutional reform.

- Integration of universities and research institutes from the applicant countries in the EU research activities as well as opening of a new model of scientific dialogue between the applicant countries.



3. How will CEEC-Debate be implemented?



Accompanying measures in the framework of the project will be divided in three parts, corresponding to working packages:



A. Workpackage I



Organisation of four workshops on the specified problems related to the finalité politique of the European integration in the applicant countries (Poland, Slovenia, Hungary) and in Brussels to discuss progresses and developments of the debate in applicant countries. These workshops will involve TEPSA institutes from EU Member States as well as from the applicant countries.



B. Workpackage II



Analytical survey in Member States, as supplement of the Enlargement Watch. Issues to be included in the Enlargement Watch questionnaires will concern analysis of the public discourse, and in particular of the positions of the governments, political parties and civil society on the debate on Europe’s future.



C. Workpackage III



Elaborating of two annual reports, contributing to the deepening of research on the finalité politique of the European Union and Europe’s future, categorisation and analysis of empirical data.



4. Exploitation and dissemination 



Dissemination activities will be carried out through the TEPSA network. The strategy will include several measures:



- Decision-makers, representatives of civil society and journalists from applicant countries will be invited to participate in the workshops. They will also receive written results of the project.

- Meetings in the framework of the “TEPSA Friends” activities to promote discussion on Europe’s future and issues related to the post-Laeken process. Academics and politicians from Central Europe will be invited to take part in the meetings.

- Sending of information and deliverables to all TEPSA institutes.

- Contribution to the information strategy in the applicant countries: sending of information to the media, decision-makers and NGOs in these countries.

- Publication of the main findings, summary report from the survey and the annual reports on the website.

- Opening of an Internet forum for discussion.



�

3.6. THE PARLIAMENTARY DIMENSION OF EUROPEAN SECURITY AND DEFENCE

POLICY (ESDP)





Project period: October 2002 – December 2002

Project no: No. IV/2002/01/01

Project conducted for: European Parliament (Directorate-General for Research)



1. Framework



The creation of the European security and Defence Policy (ESDP) belongs to the most prominent and relevant developments in the European Union of the last years. The recent European Councils have intensively promoted the elaboration of this high politics sector. However, the ESDP is still to be fully institutionalised. When the ESDP becomes militarily operational, the need for public support and thus the parliamentary dimension will become crucial factors.



Based on these assumptions, the project “Parliamentary Dimension of ESDP” will analyse and discuss what kind of parliamentary participation should be established involving especially the EP and the national parliaments on both the national and the EU level in ESDP in all phases of the policy cycle. The particular aim has been to present options for a parliamentary dimension of the CFSP and ESDP. In order to achieve the purpose of presenting viable policy options in the final shape of precise treaty articles, the final study presented a set of twelve options for three kinds of scenarios projecting the future development of the EU.



2. First stages of the project



1) The first stage of the project was aimed at adaptatinng the original application in accordance with the refinements made by the European Parliamebnt’s Directorate-General for Research.

2) This was followed by the groundwork of searching and listing the empirical data at hand. Though the amount of material on ESDP in general is quite extensive, the parliamentary dimension of CFSP and ESDP is widely ignored in academic literature and also in many political statements. Nevertheless, literature and materials had to be sorted and scrutinized as to the exact significance of the subject. There are a vast variety of relevant texts: academic literature as well as officila documents (national and European) on the matter. A special focus was set on the contributions available so far in the online documentation of the European Convention and the various opinions, models and proposals issued there.

3) In an attempt to give an overall picture, a historical overview of the developments in European foreign and defence policy was drafted. A biref description of structural outlines seemed inevitable regarding the latest debate and, more explicitly, the outlines in discussion for future possiblities. This part of the study comprises not only of ESDP matters, but takes into account also the broader CFSP, since a clear distinction can only be made in certain areas of the policy sector. Therefore, it appears useful to not cut the big picture including CFSP matters as well.

4) To achieve a comprehensive view and to include the national dimension of CFSP/ESDP, the study will be undertaken also in a comparative perspective. In this context, a systematic questionnaire was developed in order to proovide national rapporteurs involved with criteria for the strength and weakness of the provisions for parliamentary and democratic participation. 

5) Based on this preliminary work and preparation, the next step was the drawing of options, taking into account the crucial information from the standpoint of the European Parliament as an institution. Three options, as outlined in the application, are designed to scientificalyy support the EP’s position on the further development of ESDP and its own participation.

6) To broaden the view, a meeting with several CFSP/ESDP experts and national rapporteurs (among ohters Chris Hills/UK, David Allen/UK, Ramses A. Wessel/The Netherlands, Gunilla Herolf/Sweden, and Udo Diedrichs/Germany) was held in Brussels on the 19th of September. This group of experts discussed the matter extensively, pooling different national backgrounds and experiences. This discussion produced numerous ideas and suggestions, which afterwards have been revised, sorted and applied to the study scheme.

7) Based on the material now available, the first options for increased parliamentary participation in CFSP and ESDP were systematised in view of scenarios for the future of the European Union. Also, after submission of the preliminary national reports on parliamentary participation in security and defence policy a first draft was set up.

8) Then, the interim reports were drafted in consideration of all the proposal with the formulation of the different options summarised and designed by the study group making up the core part.

9) Finally, the graphic material was drafted in order to better visualise and clarify the structure and to mark clear the distinction between the different options proposed.



3. Next stages of the project



1) After having integrated EP’s comments and remarks into the Interim Study, the other deliverables of the study wil be carried out. This means firstly to focus on the informal participation and the institutional role of the EP in the ESDP. This kind of analysis will particularly be conducted through interviews in Brussels (October 2002).

2) Subsequently, the final version of the national reports on parliamentary participation in security and defence policy have to be delivered (deliverables 3) (October 2002).

3) The results of deliverables 1-3 will then be taken for analysing the institutional and procedural set-up of the ESDP (deliverable 4) (November 2002).

4) Based on this analysis the already developed options (deliverable 5) will be revised in discussed with the EP (end of November 2002).

5) Another meeting of the expert group will provide the final version for proposals on Treaty articles on ESDP (deliverable 6) (December 2002).

6) After the synthesis and integration of the findings of deliverables 1-6 into the final study and the executive summary will be elaborated (December 2002).









4. Analysis was carried out by



1) Reviewing recent trends of growth and differentiation in the institutionalisation and parliamentarisation of ESDP.

2) Stating and analysing the present arrangements for parliamentary scrutiny and the activities in the security and defence sector in general.

3) Analysing the role of parliamentary participation in security and defence matters by comparing the involvement in preparation, adoption, implementation and control of several national parliaments.

4) Assessing the strength and weakness of the provision for parliamentary and democratic monitoring, scrutniy, accountability and control of the organs.

5) Presenting distinguishing options for consideration by the Committee on Foreign Affairs, Human Rights, Common Security and Defence Policy which could be embodied in proposals for provisions to be included in any future european Treaty.



5. Implementation



The study has been organised as an interdisciplinary and cross-national analysis. To discuss the analytical approach and preliminary results along a common checklist, two meetings with the “core team” were held in Brussels at the 19 September and the 3 December 2002. This group of experts produced numerous ideas and suggestions, which afterwards have been revised, sorted and applied to the study scheme. Preliminary results also have been discussed with Members of the European Parliament in the session of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, Human Rights, Common Security and Defence Policy at 3 December 2002.



The final study has been submitted on 15th of December 2002. Currently, the study will be made available to the MEPs. Additional publications in the framework of the project are envisaged. 



The study has taken full advantage of the participating contributors and experts. Each of them has dealt for many years with CFSP and ESDP pooling different national backgrounds. Project coordinators were Jürgen Mittag and Wolfgang Wessels, the experts group included: Finn Laursen, David Allen, Gunilla Herolf, Olivier Rozenberg, Saskia Matl, Udo Diedrichs, Christopher Hill, Elfriede Regelsberger and Ramses A. Wessel. Data collection and editing was carried out by Martin Sümening and Jana Fleschenberg.



6. Content of the study



The executive summary and the final report including concrete proposals for treaty articles are the key results of this study. Since the proposed procedures as well as the treaty changes ( indicating possibilities for institutional and procedural arrangements ( have to be based upon thorough analysis of parliamentary participation in security and defence policy, five annexes have been attached.



The main fields covered in the study include: 

Legal references of European Parliament competences in CFSP and ESDP

Participation of the EP in »appointments« and electoral functions

Information and control rights of the EP in CFSP/ESDP affairs

“Legal” participation of the EP

The impact of enhanced cooperation

Participation of the EP in the budgetary aspects of CFSP/ESDP

Participation of the EP in international treaties

The involvement of EP’s AFET



In turn to present an overall picture, in annex I a historical overview of the developments in European foreign and defence policy was drafted. A brief description of basic structural outlines seemed inevitable regarding the latest debates and ( more explicitly ( the outlines in discussion for future possibilities and opportunities. 



Beyond treaty regulations, there are also informal practices of information and mutual exchanges of views between the European Parliament and other bodies. Accordingly, in annex II a major work has been undertaken in investigating the channels of interaction at the European level. 



The analysis of the role of parliamentary participation in security and defence matters is also related to the involvement of national parliaments. Hence, in annex III the national parliamentary level is explored regarding the preparation, adoption, implementation and control of foreign, security and defence policies. This part of the study has been undertaken primarily in a comparative perspective, including the United States of America. 



Annex IV finally assesses the strength and weakness of parliamentary involvement in foreign, security and defence politics in view of legitimacy as the ultimate aim and, more concrete, voice, scrutiny, transparency and accountability. 

�

3.7. From the European Convention to Public Discourse: Debating our Common European Future (EUCON)





Project period: 1 September 2002 – 31 September 2003

Project no: C-339-21-E4-EN-29-03-02

Project conducted for: European Parliament (Directorate-General for Research)



After the successful application within the Prince Programme of the Commission our common project EUCON has started with the beginning of September and will run until the 30th of September 2003. The project EUCON is aimed to promote and develop a wide trans-national debate on the future of the European Union based on the profound experiences of the TEPSA members to stimulate national and trans-national discussions. Therefore it will be vital to involve a broad public in our various events



1. What is EUCON?



With the start of the European Convention’s work the EU has entered a new and decisive phase in the debate about the most important challenges it has to face in the future. Within EUCON, TEPSA wants to offer its capacities as a well established Pan European Organisation to promote a truly transnational debate about the future of the European Union and the priorities of its citizens. The project EUCON therefore aims at developing multiple platforms for debate in various countries. 



2. EUCON’s Objectives



- To promote and develop on the basis of our trans-national network a pan-European debate and understanding on the key issues of the future of Europe by a series of Conferences all over Europe.

- To promote discussion and understanding of the political dynamics of the different national debates. 

- To actively involve citizens and crucial multipliers from the civil society, universities and the media. 

- To encourage joint evaluation on the key issues of the debate and to orient discussions closely at the actual work of the European Convention.

- To make use of creative dissemination strategies. 



3. The Method: Linking the National and the European Levels of Debate 



EUCON will be jointly organised by TEPSA and the TEPSA member institutes as a set of conferences all over Europe (including applicant countries) linked by a broadly organised Internet strategy. Within  EUCON we will make use of a number of different instruments to spur the debate on the future of the European Union:



- The decentralised Conferences: Member institutes will undertake decentralised events in which the core issues of the constitutional debate are dealt with. Thematically we will thereby closely follow the actual discussions within the Convention and the national debates.

- The ‘Convention Barometer’: In order to get people actively involved in the future of Europe debate during our events citizens will be directly asked to put down their opinions, preferences and hopes for the future of the EU. For that  we will organise a ‘Convention Barometer’. It will be carried out as a series of  structured polls undertaken at each of our conferences.

- Convention Watch: The Convention Watch will be a tool to make the national debates easily accessible for a broad EU public. It will be organised as a questionnaire in which each of the participating institutes will be asked to summarise the national public debates with a focus to the core issues of the future of Europe debate.

- The EUCON Homepage: major part of EUCON is the broad dissemination strategy based on our programme homepage: www.euconline.net that has been developed by our Italian partners in close cooperation with the international internet Portal Tiscali. This will ensure that our results will be distributed as widely as possible.



4. Activities in 2002



After the start of the Project in September 2002, the first events within the EUCON framework have already taken place with great success. From December onwards, the calendar of activities, the reports of the various events already completed and the results of the Convention Barometer can be accessed online on the project website. On this website one cannot only find the various outputs of our events, it also gives an overview of the national debate and comments in its ‘news’-section on the progress of the European convention. 



�

3.8. EUROSPECTATOR: IMPLEMENTING THE EURO





Project period: 1 January 1999 – 28 February 2002



This project was launched by Prof. Jean-Victor Louis and started in 1999. It has been implemented in cooperation with a number of TEPSA institutes and was carried out mainly at the European University Institute in Florence. The Eurospectator Project (1999-2002) covered the period from the beginning of the third stage of the European Economic and Monetary Union, that is from the 1st of January 1999, until the introduction of euro coins and notes, i.e., until the end of year 2001, more precisely, until the 28th of February 2002, when the transitory period of double circulation of old national currencies and euros had ended in all twelve participating Member States.



The euro has been born and became the single currency of 12 countries members of the European Monetary Union. The main purpose of the study was to look at the way financial institutions, public administrations and the public at large adjust themselves to the new situation and how they perceive this change, up to the introduction of monetary signs denominated in euro. What about the status of “out” countries such as the UK, Sweden and Denmark, where the perception of EMU remains crucial for understanding future developments? 



The euro spectator has been a long term (4 years) study which is interdisciplinary and trans-European in nature with a special focus on political, legal and economic aspects. It has aimed at registering the evolution of the EMU in the Member States using various instruments such as opinion polls, interviews to members of relevant financial and representative institutions and social actors, political and party programmes, media analyses, pieces of legislation and regulations, economic indicators and forecast. The study also has had a practical approach so as to serve as a good point of reference for all those institutional actors responsible for monetary, and financial policy, mostly at international and European level who are interested in having a deeper view of the introduction of the euro in the countries of the Union. Hence, the research was not limited to a mere piece of information but is an instrument to vehiculate the core of an important message to policy makers.



The first set of reports that were produced in the framework of the research project and that covered the year 1999, were published as Working Papers of the Law Department of the European University Institute (EUI Law Working Papers N° 4 to 9). The countries that were treated that year were ten: Austria, Belgium, France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Portugal, Spain, Sweden and the United Kingdom.



The 2000 series introduced a number of changes in the composition of the network of collaborators to the programme. There were for the first time reports on Denmark, Ireland, and the Netherlands, and a “Community” report was also prepared, dealing with institutional aspects of economic co-ordination. These reports have been published in a book by the British Institute of International and Comparative Law: J.-V. Louis (Ed.), The Euro in the National Context, London, 2002.



The final round of reports, covering the period from 1 January 2001 to 28 February 2002, will be published in 2003 by the same institute. This time, a national report on Finland could be added. In addition, a special report has been added to the series, covering the economic, legal and political challenges of the entry of the candidate countries into the euro zone. The draft reports are available since summer 2002 at: http://www.iue.it/ OnlineProjects/ LAW/ eurospectator/ reports.htm 



The reports are divided into three sections, each dealing with political, legal and economic questions. The part on the political aspects aims at having a clear view of the state of public opinion, and includes the evaluation of opinion polls, the positions of governmental and parliamentary actors, the policy statements of political parties and social partners with a special focus on the measures introduced by the European Central Bank. The part on the legal framework is more limited in scope, dealing with the national legislation related to the euro and EMU. This second part is more defined because the main legislative structure has already been established at Community level. The last part of each report is devoted to the economic situation, in particular to trends towards spill over vis-ŕ-vis taxation, social policy, coordination of macro-economic policy and monetary policy (policy mix), and external projections of the euro.



The reports were discussed and evaluated at three conferences: March 2000 and April 2001 in Brussels and October 2002 in Frankfurt/Main at the premises of the European Central Bank (see section on conferences).









�

3.9. CONSTITUTIONALISATION 





Project period: April 2001 – April 2003



This project, supported financially the Austrian Academy of Sciences is led by Prof. Dr. Wolfgang Wessels and Bruno Scholl at the Jean-Monnet Chair for Political Science, University of Cologne. The research team brings together academics from Austria (Academy of Sciences, Vienna), France (CERI, Paris), Germany (University of Cologne) and the United Kingdom (The Federal Trust, London). 



1. Background



A constitution for the European Union is widely debated - its central terms and concepts being sometimes rather ambiguous and often highly controversial. In his speech at Berlin´s Humboldt University on 12 May 2000 the German Foreign Minister Joschka Fischer outlined a "finalité" of the integration process: a European federation that will create a government from either the Council or the Commission and will resolve the democratic deficit through a bicameral European parliament with real legislative power. This federation is to be brought to life by a "constituent treaty". The international reactions ranged from cautious acceptance to disapproval. Nevertheless, all commentators agreed about the importance of Fischer´s speech in initialising a public debate about the future European political order. 

The debate itself is blurred by the different meanings and understandings of its key terms: constitution and federalism and their relation to representation. The terms used in the debate show an impressive variety: constitution (as already used by some European law scholars), Constitutional Charter (as used by the European Court of Justice), Constitutional Pact (as proposed by the European Movement) or Constitutional Treaty (as proposed by Schäuble/Lamers 1999) contribute to misunderstandings. While many scholars do not hesitate to regard the founding treaties of the Union as a constitution as does the ECJ, others strongly reject this view. Therefore the project tends to analyse and clarification of the key concepts and their inter-relation used in the debate: constitution, representation, and federation/confederation.



2. Description of the project



The project draws on the constitutional experience in the following countries: France, United Kingdom, Germany and Austria. France was selected because of its enduring constitutional history and its unitarian structure of political order. Germany builds the major counter part to France and the UK adhering to the constitutional tradition of federalism. The UK builds an exceptional case in point standing outside the continental European constitutional tradition: the UK serves as an important case for a long and accepted history of constitutionalism without having a written constitution. Besides that France, the UK and Germany, although in different ways, appear to have the most influence in the current debate about a European constitution, Austria was chosen because it combines federal and unitarian elements and provides an example for small states in the EU.

In order to assess the chances for a European constitution a comparative approach has been chosen. The project is based on an assessment of the constitutional tradition within the selected countries and a literature and document analysis regarding the ongoing debate on a European constitution. Additionally, we will not only focus on the academic discussion, i.e. comparing constitutional traditions, allocation of competences, institutional arrangements etc. but also on the discussion among political elites perceived by mass media in order to better grasp the dimensions of European constitutional discourses. Besides theoretical reflection, the project combines qualitative and quantitative methods. 

National discourses on the possibility of and the concrete form of the process towards a European Constitution will be analysed for the cases of France, Germany and the United Kingdom. Since the entry into force of the Amsterdam Treaty, politicians in these countries presented their views with regard to the Constitutionalisation process of the European Union. 

A joint research team comparers on the basis of the respective national traditions  the national views and discourses as expressed by politicians as well as mirrored by and channelled through print media with regard to the ongoing debates about the European Union’s finalité politique and the process towards a EU-related constitution. More specifically, the research team:



1. analyses the constitutional traditions of the countries under study;

2. analyses the impact of these traditions on the national discourses; 

3. establishes four country-by-country reports and synopsis and one cross-country synopsis on the basis of the answers to a questionnaire.



Within the year 2002, two project workshops where held in Vienna to discuss the progress of the project and to decide upon the design of the final report which will be published in 2003. The results of the project will be presented to an international public at a conference in May 2003 which will be organised as a part of TEPSA’s EUCON Project. 
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Prof. Jacek SARYUSZ-WOLSKI



AUSTRIA

AUSTRIAN INSTITUTE FOR INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS (OIIP)

Director :  Ao. Univ. Prof. Dr. Otmar HÖLL

Operngasse 20B

A-1040 WIEN

Tel. 00 43 1 581 11 06

Fax. 00 43 1 581 11 06 10

e-mail : info@oiip.at 

http://www.oiip.at





Other contact person:

Prof: Hanspeter NEUHOLD

Hüttelbergstrasse 28

A - 1140 WIEN

tel : 00 43 1 914 41 66 (private)

tel : 00 43 1 406 43 41 (university / extension 21)

fax: 00 43 1 402 79 41 (university)

e-mail: hanspeter.neuhold@univie.ac.at 



BELGIUM

STUDIEGROEP VOOR EUROPESE POLITIEK/GROUPE D'ETUDES POLITIQUES

EUROPEENNES/ (SEP-GEPE)

Chairman : Prof. Jean-Victor LOUIS

Vice-Chairman : Prof. Laurent Van Depoele

Rue d'Egmont 11

B-1000        BRUSSELS

Tel. 00 32 2 545 40 60

Fax. 00 32 2 511 67 70

e-mail : sep.gepe@busmail.net 



DENMARK

DANISH INSTITUTE OF INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS (DUPI)

Director : Per CARLSEN

Email: pc@dupi.dk

Other contact: Iben Schacke

Email: its@dupi.dk 

Nytorv 5

DK-1450     COPENHAGEN 

Tel. 00 45 33 36 65 65

Fax. 00 45 33 35 65 66 (or 00 45 33 36 65 66)

e-mail : dupi@dupi.dk 

http:// www.dupi.dk 



FINLAND

FINNISH INSTITUTE OF INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS

Director : Dr. Tapani VAAHTORANTA

Mannerheimintie 15 A	  

FIN-00260    HELSINKI

Tel. 00 358 9 434 20 70

Fax. 00 358 9 43 42 07 69

e-mail : tapani.vaahtoranta@upi-fiia.fi 

http:// www.upi-fiia.fi 



FRANCE

ASSOCIATION FRANCAISE D'ETUDES POUR L'UNION EUROPEENNE

(AFEUR) 

Secrétaire Général du Groupe des Etudes : Mr. Stéphane RODRIGUES

41 Rue d’Assas

F-75006 PARIS

Tel / Fax : 00 331 42 22 16 59					

e-mail: S.rodrigu@univ-paris1.fr; stephane.rodrigues@skynet.be 

Secretariat :  	

24 Rue Desbordes Valmore				

F-75116 PARIS

Tel : 00 331 45 04 90 25



Président du Groupe des Etudes : Prof. Philippe MANIN

17 Rue de Babylone

F-75007            PARIS	

Tel : 00 33 1 46 34 97 52

Fax : 00 33 1 44 07 08 33

Fax (privé) : 00 33 1 42 22 70 49



GERMANY

INSTITUT FÜR EUROPÄISCHE POLITIK (IEP)

Director : Dr. Mathias JOPP

Bundesallee 22

D-10717 	BERLIN						

Tel. 00 49 30 88 91 34 0								

Fax. 00 49 30 88 91 34 99

e-mail : mjopp@iep-berlin.de 



GREECE

GREEK CENTRE OF EUROPEAN STUDIES & RESEARCH (EKEME)

Director : Dr. Nikos FRANGAKIS

6, Kriezotou Street

GR-10671        ATHENS

Tel. 00 30 2 10 362 68 88

        00 30  2 10 360 73 20

Fax. 00 30 2 10 363 16 31

e-mail : sofralaw@otenet.gr 



IRELAND

INSTITUTE OF EUROPEAN AFFAIRS (IEA)

Director General : Mr. Alan DUKES

Europe House, 8 North Great Georges Street

IR-DUBLIN 1

Tel. 00 353 1 874 67 56

Fax. 00 353 1 878 68 80

e-mail : alan.dukes@iiea.com 

http://www.iiea.com 



ITALY 

ISTITUTO AFFARI INTERNAZIONALI (IAI)

Director :  Dr. Gianni BONVICINI

Via Angelo Brunetti 9

I-00186           ROMA

Tel. 00 39 06 322 43 60

Fax. 00 39 06 322 43 63

e-mail : g.bonvicini@iai.it 

http://www.iai.it 



LUXEMBURG

CENTRE D'ETUDES ET DE RECHERCHES EUROPEENNES ROBERT SCHUMAN 

Director : Prof. Gilbert TRAUSCH

Rue J. Wilhelm 4

L-2728     LUXEMBOURG

Tel. 00 352 478 22 90	                   

       00 352 478 22 91

Fax. 00 352 42 27 97

e-mail : crs@cere.etat.lu 



THE NETHERLANDS

NEDERLANDS INSTITUUT VOOR INTERNATIONALE BETREKKINGEN,

CLINGENDAEL

Director: Prof. Dr. Alfred VAN STADEN

‘Clingendael’

Clingendael 7

Postbus 93080

NL - 2509      AB DEN HAAG		

Tel.: 00 31 70 324 53 84

Fax.: 00 31 70 328 20 02



Dr. Hans LABOHM, also at Clingendael Institute

e-mail : hlabohm@clingendael.nl 

Prof. Alfred E. PIJPERS, also at Clingendael Institute 

e-mail : apijpers@clingendael.nl 

http://www.clingendael.nl 						



PORTUGAL

INSTITUTO DE ESTUDOS ESTRATEGICOS E INTERNACIONAIS (IEEI)

Director : Dr. Alvaro VASCONCELOS

Largo de S. Sebastiao 8, Paço do Lumiar

P-1600           LISBOA

Tel. 00 351 21 757 27 01

Fax. 00 351 21 759 39 83	      				

e-mail : av@ieei.pt  

http://www.ieei.pt 



SWEDEN

SWEDISH INSTITUTE OF INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS                               

Director : Dr. Anders MELLBOURN

Lilla Nygatan 23 Box 1253

S-111 82    STOCKHOLM (Sweden)

Tel. 00 46 8 23 40 60

Fax. 00 46 8 20 10 49

e-mail : mellbourn@ui.se 



Dr. Gunilla HEROLF, also Swedish Institute of International Affairs

e-mail: herolf@ui.se 

http://www.ui.se 



UNITED KINGDOM

FEDERAL TRUST FOR EDUCATION AND RESEARCH

Director : Mr. Brendan DONNELLY				

7 Graphite Square

Vauxhall Walk

UK-LONDON   SE11 5EE 				

Tel. 00 44 207 735 40 00

Fax. 00 44 207 735 80 00

e-mail : brendan.donnelly@fedtrust.co.uk 

http://www.fedtrust.co.uk 



Chairman: Dr. John PINDER

Bloomfield Terrace 26

UK - LONDON SW1W 8PQ

Tel : 00 44 171 730 20 24

 









ASSOCIATED MEMBERS



BELGIUM

COLLEGE OF EUROPE

Rector :Prof. Paul DEMARET (from February 1st 2003)

11 Dyver					

Tel. : 00 32 50 44 99 11

Fax. : 0 32 50 34 75 33

e-mail : rector@coleurop.be 

8000 BRUGGE (Belgium)

http://www.coleurop.be 



other contact person:

Prof. Dieter MAHNCKE, also at College of Europe

e-mail : dmahncke@coleurop.be 

Prof. Robert PICHT also at College of Europe

Röterweg 11

D - 7141 FREIBURG in Brisgau

tel : 00 49 71 41 930 30

fax : 00 49 71 41 930 350

e-mail : rpicht@coleurop.be 



THE CZECH REPUBLIC

ASSOCIATION FOR THE STUDY OF INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS (FSIR)

President : Dr. Jiri Sedivy

Nerudova 3

118 50 PRAHA 1 - Mala Strana (Czech Rep.)

Tel. : 00 420 2 51 108 104

          00 420 2 51 108 111

Fax. : 00 420 2  51 108 222

e-mail : associace@iir.cz 



HUNGARY

INSTITUTE FOR WORLD ECONOMICS OF THE HUNGARIAN ACADEMY

OF SCIENCES (IWE HAS)

General Director : Prof. Dr. Andrŕs INOTAI

Orszaghaz u. 30

1014 BUDAPEST 

Tel. 00 361 224 67 00

Fax. 00 361 224 67 66

e-mail : ainotai@vki3.vki.hu 

http://www.vki3.vki.hu 

				 

ITALY

THE EUROPEAN UNIVERSITY INSTITUTE (EUI) – ROBERT SCHUMAN CENTRE

Director : Prof. Helen WALLACE 

Convento, Office no. 4 (1st) floor

Badia Fiesolana, 

Via dei Roccettini 9

I-50016 SAN DOMENICO DI FIESOLE (Firenze)

Tel. 00 39 055 468 57 92 / 796

Fax. 00 39 055 468 57 30

e-mail: helen.wallace@iue.it 



THE NETHERLANDS

EUROPEAN INSTITUTE OF PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION – EIPA

Director General : Prof. Dr. Gerard Druesne

Contact person : Dr. Ines Hartwig

e-mail: i.hartwig@eipa-nl.com

O.L. Vrouweplein 22

P.O. Box 1229

6201 Maastricht

The Netherlands

Tel : 00 31 43 329 62 22

Fax : 00 31 43 329 62 93

http://www.eipa.nl

e-mail : eipa@eipa-nl.com 



POLAND

FOUNDATION FOR EUROPEAN STUDIES - EUROPEAN INSTITUTE

Director General : Dr. Maria KARASINSKA-FENDLER 

Director: Dr. Kazimierz SOBOTKA

ul. Piotrkowska 262/264

90-361 LODZ 

Tel. 00 48 42 637 50 47

Fax. 00 48 42 637 05 86

e-mail : instytut@ie.lodz.pl 



POLAND

COLLEGE OF EUROPE NATOLIN 

Vice-Rector : Dr. Piotr NOWINA-KONOPKA

ul. Nowoursynowska 84

02-797 WARSAW 78 

tel : 00 48 22 545 94 00

fax : 00 48 22 649 13 52

e-mail : pnk@natolin.edu.pl   

SLOVENIA

CENTRE FOR INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS 

Director: Prof. Dr. Marjan SVETLICIC

International Relations Research Centre, Faculty of Social Sciences, University of Ljubljana

P.O. Box 2547

1001 LJUBLJANA 

Tel. 00 386 61 16 81 461

Fax: 00 386 61 16 85 330

e-mail: marjan.svetlicic@uni-lj.si 
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