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Hodnoceni Lisabonské strategie

UVOoD

Piivodni Lisabonska strategie byla zahdjena v roce 2000 jako reakce na vyzvy tykajici se
globalizace a starnuti populace. Evropska rada stanovila cil této strategie, podle n¢hoz ,,se
znalostnim hospodarstvim na svéte, které bude schopné udrzitelného hospodaiského ristu a
zajisti vice pracovnich mist a lepSi pracovni mista, vétSi socidlni soudrznost a tUctu
k Zivotnimu prosttedi®. Tato strategie vychdzi z uznani toho, Ze ke zvySeni své zivotni tirovné
a zachovani svého jedine¢ného socidlniho modelu EU potiebuje v kontextu stale ostiejsi
celosveétové hospodaiské soutéze, technologickych zmén a starnouci populace zvysit svou
produktivitu a konkurenceschopnost. Uznalo se, Ze nebude mozno provadét reformni agendu
pouze na urovni EU (coz byl mimo jiné piipad programu jednotného trhu z roku 1992), ale ze
pro dosazeni vysledkti bude nutna tizka spoluprace mezi EU a jejimi ¢lenskymi staty, nebot’
mnoho oblasti politiky spadd i do pravomoci ¢lenskych stat. Lisabonska strategie rovnéz
odrazela prvni uznéani té skutecnosti, ze hospodaistvi ¢lenskych statl jsou ve své podstaté
propojena a ze opatfeni jednoho Clenského statu (¢i neexistence takového opatfeni) miize mit
dilezité nasledky pro EU jako celek.

Z puvodni strategie se nicméné postupné stavala pfilis slozita struktura s Cetnymi cili a
¢innostmi a nejasnym rozdélenim zodpovédnosti a tkolll, zejména mezi EU a vnitrostatnimi
urovnémi. Lisabonska strategie byla tudiz po pfezkumu v poloviné obdobi znovu zahijena
v roce 2005. Tato opétovné zahajend strategie se zaméfila na rist a zaméstnanost s cilem vice
zduraznit vymezovani priorit. Byla zavedena nova fidici struktura zalozena na partnerském
piistupu mezi ¢lenskymi staty a organy EU.

Co je v konecném dusledku pii hodnoceni desiti let Lisabonské strategie nejdilezitéjsi, je jeji
dopad na rast a zaméstnanost. Zhodnotit tento dopad nicméné neni jednoduché, nebot
rozhodujici ulohu hraji nejen hospodaisky cyklus a vnéjsi okolnosti, ale i vefejné politiky.
Cilem Lisabonské strategie bylo v konec¢ném dusledku zlepSit tempo a kvalitu reforem na
vnitrostatni a evropské urovni. Pii hodnoceni je tudiz tfeba zvazit, zda strategie vytvarela
reformni agendu a ptispivala pfitom k dosazeni SirSiho konsensu mezi zi¢astnénymi stranami,
pokud jde o vyzvy a politicka feSeni.

Lisabonska strategie nebyla provadéna izolované. Unie se rozsitila z 15 statti v roce 2000 na
soucasnych 27 ¢lenskych statl a z eura se stala dilezitd svétova ména. Eurozéna se rozrostla z
12 c¢lenskych zemi v roce 1999 na souCasnych 16 zemi a euro dokazalo, Ze je v prib&hu
soucasné krize jistotou pro udrZzeni makroekonomické stability. Lisabonska strategie pro riist
a zamgstnanost se navic blizi ke konci obdobi, pro které byla vymezena a kdy jsou dopady
hospodaiské krize hluboce pocitovany nejen v Evropé, ale 1 vjinych castech svéta.
Hospodatska krize evropska hospodarstvi hluboce a trvale ovlivnila. HDP klesl v roce 2009
04 %. Nezamé&stnanost se blizi 10 %. Vetejné finance vykazuji vyrazné trhliny, pficemz
schodek nyni dosahl 7 % HDP a troven zadluZeni se za dva roky zvysila o 20 procentnich
bodii, ¢imZ zmaiila 20 let konsolidace. Uelem tohoto dokumentu je zhodnotit dopady
Lisabonské¢ strategie, podtrhnout vysledky, kterych doséhla, a upozornit na ty oblasti, v nichz
byl dosazeny pokrok neuspokojivy. Pfi pohledu zpét na celé obdobi Lisabonské strategie 1ze

CS



CS

konstatovat, ze svét prosel nevyhnutelnymi zménami, kterych bylo vice a které probehly
jinak, nez kdysi pfedvidali analytici, tviirci politik a politikové. Zvetejnéni tohoto kratkého
hodnoceni Lisabonské strategie je prilezitosti k vymezeni jejich silnych stranek, aby mohly
byt pievzaty v nasledujici strategii, ale i1 k podtrZeni jejich slabych stranek s cilem vyhnout se
jejich opakovani. Prvni ¢ast tohoto dokumentu obsahuje hlavni zjisténi, v druhé c¢asti je
podrobnéji popséan vyvoj, pokrok a nedostatky v riiznych oblastech politiky.

HLAVNI ZJISTENI

Lisabonska strategie méla na EU vcelku pozitivni dopad, pfestoze jeji hlavni cile (tj. mira
zaméstnanosti ve vysi 70 % a ndklady na vyzkum a vyvoj ve vysi 3 % HDP) nebudou
dosaZzeny. V roce 2008 dosdhla mira zaméstnanosti v EU 66 % (v roce 2000 to bylo 62 %) a
poté v duasledku krize znovu poklesla. EU se vSak nepodafilo snizit rozdily v rustu
produktivity ve srovnani s primyslové nejvyspélejsimi zemémi: celkové ndklady na vyzkum a
vyvoj v EU vyjadiené jako procento HDP se zlepsily pouze okrajové (z 1,82 % v roce 2000
na 1,9 % v roce 2008). Zhodnotit strategii tak, Ze ztroskotala, jelikoz se téchto cilii nedoséhlo,
by nicméné bylo pfili§ zjednodusujici. Z divodl uvedenych v pfiloze strategie oteviela nové
moznosti, nebot’ podpofila spolecné opatieni fesici dlouhodobé klicové vyzvy Evropské unie.
Hlavni zavéry, jez lze vyvodit, jsou nasledujici:

Lisabonska strategie prispéla k dosaZeni Sirokého konsensu ohledné reforem nutnych
pro EU...

Obnoveni strategie v roce 2005 pomohlo objasnit jeji rozsah a cile. Vymezeni zejména Ctyt
prioritnich oblasti (véda a inovace, investice do lidského kapitalu / modernizace trhu prace,
uvolnéni podnikatelského potencidlu, zejména u malych a stfednich podnikii a energie /
zména klimatu) bylo dilezitym krokem vedoucim k cilenéjSimu postupu. Ve vsech clenskych
statech jsou nyni tyto otdzky na prvnim misté politick¢é agendy, coz svéd¢i o tom, ze je
Lisabonska strategie schopna stanovit reformni agendu. Napiiklad tuspéch konceptu
flexikurity predstavuje schopnost Lisabonské strategie stimulovat politické diskuze, vytvaret
pro n€ ramec a pfichazet s vzajemné piijatelnymi feSenimi, ackoli v mnoha piipadech musi
byt pfislusnd opatieni jeSt€é provedena. Tato strategie se navic ukdzala byt dostatecné
flexibilni a dynamickd, aby se pfizptisobila novym vyzvam a politickym prioritdm, které se
postupné objevovaly (napf. energie / zména klimatu), a aby umoZnila bezproblémovou
integraci novych ¢lenskych statti v pribéhu rozsifovani Unie.

...a prinesla konkrétni vyhody ob¢aniim a podnikim v EU...

Reformy schvalené v ramci Lisabonské strategie pfinesly hmatatelné vyhody, véetné vyssi
zaméstnanosti (pfed propuknutim krize bylo vytvoieno 18 milionli novych pracovnich mist),
dynamictéjsiho podnikatelského prosttedi s mensi byrokracii (napi. Evropskd komise navrhla
sniZzeni administrativni zatéZe tykajici se pravnich ptedpisi EU, jez by s vyhradou pfijeti
tohoto navrhu Radou a Parlamentem piedstavovalo uspory ve vysi vice nez 40 miliard EUR),
vétSiho vybéru pro spotiebitele a udrzitelnéjsi budoucnosti (napiiklad hospodatsky rast byl
v mnoha clenskych statech doprovazen klesajicim trendem energetické narocnosti). I kdyz
neni vzdy mozné prokazat pticinné souvislosti mezi lisabonskymi reformami a vysledky v
oblasti riistu a zaméstnanosti, je prokazatelné, Ze reformy hraly dalezitou tlohu.

... ale vétsi zaméstnanost ne vZdy lidem pomohla vymanit se z chudoby...
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Téch, kteti byli trhu prace nejvice vzdaleni, se nicméné zvyseni poctu pracovnich mist tykalo
jen nedostatecné a prace jim ne vZdy napomohla k tomu, aby se vymanili z chudoby. N¢které
skupiny stale jesté celi specifickym piekazkdm jako napiiklad nedostate¢nému piistupu ke
Skoleni pro osoby s nizkou kvalifikaci nebo nedostatku podptrnych sluzeb. V nékterych
Clenskych statech pretrvava segmentace trhu prace. Také détskd chudoba pretrvava a
v n¢kterych ¢lenskych statech dokonce ve velké mife. Z téchto faktl je tfeba se ponaucit.

Strukturalni reformy prispély k vyssi odolnosti hospodarstvi EU a pomohly pri FeSeni
krizovych situaci...

Za poslednich deset let se vetejné finance pohybovaly vétSinou spravnym smérem, klesaly
schodky a tirovenl zadluZeni a dlouhodob4d udrzitelnost se diky reformé diichodovych systému
zlepsila. Fiskalni konsolidace vytvofila prostor pro koordinovany fiskalni stimul v okamziku
propuknuti krize a poklesu poptavky a pomohla stabilizovat hospodarstvi tim, ze se vyhnula
zacarovanému kruhu klesajici poptavky a investic a zvySujici se nezaméstnanosti. Stejné tak
reformy trhu prace a aktivni politiky na trhu prace ptispély k ochran€ pracovnich mist
v obdobi hospodaiského poklesu a zamezeni ristu nezaméstnanosti, zatimco eurozona se
ukézala byt v pribéhu krize jistotou pro udrZzeni makroekonomické stability. Zdiraznénim
sttednédobych az dlouhodobych strukturdlnich reforem vramci Lisabonské strategie se
bezpochyby usnadnilo vypracovani a rychlé spusténi Planu evropské hospodarské obnovy na
konci roku 2008 a zaroven se zajistil soulad mezi kratkodobymi politickymi feSenimi a
sttednédobymi az dlouhodobymi vyzvami EU.

Na reSeni nékterych z pri¢in krize jiz v jejich pocatcich vSak nastroje Lisabonské
strategie nestacily...

Lisabonska strategie se zamétila na ty strukturalni reformy, jez byly zddouci. Vyzkum a vyvoj
a inovace, trhy prace (flexikurita, dovednosti a celozivotni uceni), podnikatelské prostredi a
konsolidace vetejnych financi, to vSe jsou kli¢ové oblasti pro ptipravu EU na globalizaci a
starnuti populace a na posileni jeji prosperity. S odstupem c¢asu je nicmén¢ jasné, Ze strategie
méla byt 1épe zorganizovana tak, aby se vice zaméfila na kritické prvky, které hraly klicovou
ulohu v pocatcich krize, jako je fadny dohled a systémové riziko na finanénich trzich,
spekulativni bubliny (napfiklad na trzich s nemovitostmi) a konzumni zptsob Zivota spojeny
s poskytovanim uvért,, jez v nékterych Clenskych statech v kombinaci se zvySujicimi se
mzdami prevySujicimi rist produktivity zpiisobily zvySeni schodkli bézného uctu.
Makroekonomicka nerovnovdha a problémy s konkurenceschopnosti staly u zrodu
hospodarské krize a nebyly adekvatné feSeny v rdmci dohledu nad hospodatstvimi ¢lenskych
stati provadéném na zakladé Paktu o stabilit¢ a rastu a Lisabonské strategie, jez meély
tendenci fungovat spiSe soub&ézné nez se vzdjemnému dopliiovat.

I kdyZ bylo dosaZeno velkého pokroku, celkové tempo provadéni reforem bylo pomalé a
nerovnomeérné...

Zatimco strategie pfinesla hmatatelné vyhody a napomohla k dosazeni konsensu ohledné
reformni agendy EU, vysledny nepomér mezi zdvazky a podniknutymi opatfenimi nebyl
odstranén. Dobfte fungujici ¢lenské staty trvaly na ambicidznéjSich reformach, zatimco ostatni
staty tento (nezanedbatelny) nepomér postupné zvétSovaly, coz zpisobilo, ze dilezitych
vyhod a synergii nebylo vyuzito. Totéz lze fici o jednotlivych politikach Lisabonské strategie,
nebot’ v nékterych oblastech politiky byl zaznamenan vétsi pokrok nez v jinych. Pokrok
v mikroekonomické oblasti zaostdval za pokrokem v oblastech zaméstnanosti a
makroekonomiky. Cil Lisabonské strategie tykajici se podpory vétsi integrace politik

CS



CS

v makroekonomické a mikroekonomické oblasti (véetné zivotniho prostifedi) a v oblasti
zaméstnanosti byl splnén pouze castecné.

Vyznam vzajemné zavislosti v uizce integrovaném hospodarstvi, zejména v eurozoné,
nebyl dostateéné uznan...

V naSich vzdjemné propojenych hospodafstvich bude potencidlu ristu a zaméstnanosti
vyuzito pouze tehdy, pokud vSechny ¢lenské staty provedou reformy zhruba stejnym tempem,
s ptihlédnutim ke svym vnitrostatnim vyzvam a k dopadu svych opatfeni (¢i neexistenci
téchto opatfeni) na jiné Clenské staty a Unii jako celek. Hospodaiska krize tuto vzajemnou
zavislost jasné zviditelnila: nejenze se kvuli nerovhomérnému pokroku nevyuzilo nékterych
dilezitych pozitivnich vedlejSich ucinkli a synergii, v nékterych piipadech doslo dokonce
k vyvoléani negativnich vedlejSich u€inku.

Pevnéjsi vazba mezi Lisabonskou strategii a dalSimi nastroji a iniciativami specifickymi
pro dané odvétvi nebo politickymi opatienimi EU by byvala zlepSila u¢innost strategie...

Vazby mezi Lisabonskou strategii a dalSimi nastroji a/nebo strategiemi EU, jako je naptiklad
Pakt o stabilit¢ a ristu, strategie pro udrzitelny rozvoj nebo socialni agenda, nebyly dostatecné
pevné. Nekteré strategie totiz fungovaly izolované, misto aby se navzdjem posilovaly.
Skutecnost, ze se Lisabonské strategie nezabyva dalSimi dilezitymi politickymi prioritami,
jako integrace financnich trha, je zardzejici. Co se navic tyka jednotlivych opatieni, ambice
schvalené na nejvyssi politické urovni ne vzdy vedly k rychlejSimu rozhodovani ¢i cilenym
postuptim. Zatimco naptiklad Evropska rada opakované zdiraziovala vyznam inovace a
potieby silného a cenové prtijatelného patentu Spolecenstvi, Rada (doposud) nebyla schopna
navrhnout feSeni. I pies vyzvy hlav stati a predsedt vlad k vyvinuti vétsiho usili byl pokrok
v jinych oblastech (co se tyka naptiklad odstranovani ptekazek na vnitinim trhu, zlepSovani
volného pohybu (digitalnich) materidlti, podpory mobility pracovnich sil nebo rychlejsiho
stanovovani interoperabilnich norem) pfili§ pomaly na to, aby pfinesl vyznamné vysledky.
Lisabonsky program Spolecenstvi, ktery byl zaveden jako soucdst reformy z roku 2005 za
ucelem stanoveni opatfeni na urovni EU, nevytvofil dynamiku potfebnou ke zméné¢.

Vycdlenéni prostiedkii ze strukturalnich fondi prispélo k mobilizaci znaénych investic do
oblasti riistu a zaméstnanosti, ale stale je pfed nami Kkus cesty...

,Lisabonizace® strukturalnich fondi pomohla vyclenit dilezité evropské zdroje (zhruba
228 miliard EUR za finan¢ni obdobi 2007-2013) na investice posilujici rast, jako je naptiklad
podpora inovace, vyzkumu a vyvoje a podpora podnikl. Velkd vétSina téchto investic bude
provedena v pribéhu pfistich péti let. Vazby mezi narodnimi strategickymi referen¢nimi
ramci, které vymezuji regiondlni politické priority, a narodnimi programy reforem, které
vymezuji socialné ekonomické priority, pomohly zajistit v&tsi soudrznost, ale mohly byt dale
rozvijeny. Vyuziti strukturdlnich fonda rovnéz ptispélo k tomu, aby se Lisabonska strategie
stala hmatatelnou pro regiondlni a mistni organy, které hraji dilezitou ulohu pfi jejim
provadéni. Ze zkuSenosti nicméné vyplyva, Ze dopad strukturalnich fondl miize byt posilen
zdokonalovanim zakladnich struktur (napfiklad v oblasti vyzkumu a inovace a/nebo trhii
prace), zjednodusovanim regulativnich rdmct (naptiklad v oblasti podnikatelského prostiedi a
rozvoje infrastruktury) a dal§im posilovanim spravni kapacity a Uc€innosti v nékterych
Clenskych statech. Existuje zde také prostor pro tvahu nad zplsoby S$irSi mobilizace
rozpoctovych prostfedkit EU na podporu ristu a zaméstnanosti.

Partnerstvi mezi EU a ¢lenskymi staty je obecné pozitivni zkuSenosti ...
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Koncept partnerstvi zavedeny v roce 2005 mél pozitivni dopad na spolupraci a rozdé€leni
odpovédnosti mezi organy Evropské unie a Clenské staty. Vysledny dialog mezi Komisi a
¢lenskymi staty se rozvinul v konstruktivni vyménu nazord, v niz Komise sehrala roli poradce
¢lenskych statli ohledné politickych feSeni, pficemz Casto vychéazela ze zkuSenosti nabyté
vjinych &astech Unie. Clenské staty zase nabidly vnitrostatni perspektivu a zarovei
poukazaly na piilezitosti v oblasti reforem a vymezily piekazky. V nékterych piipadech
Clenské staty zapojily do partnerstvi v rdmci Lisabonské strategie regionalni a mistni orgéany,
jakoz 1 socidlni partnery a dal$i z(cCastnéné strany, a uznaly, Ze jsou v ramci této strategie
zodpovédné za dilezité oblasti (napft. oblasti aktivni politiky trhu prace, vzdélavani, rozvoje
infrastruktury, podnikatelského prostfedi). V mnoha piipadech byla Ucast regiondlnich,
mistnich a socidlnich partnerti omezenéjsi a zucastnéné strany se do déni ptipadné zapojily na
ad hoc zakladé, a to navzdory skutecnosti, ze regionalni a mistni aktéti ¢asto disponuji nejen
dilezitymi politickymi pravomocemi, ale i dialezitymi zdroji v oblastech, na néz se
Lisabonska strategie vztahuje.

r w7

Provadéni Lisabonské strategie negativné ovlivnily rozdily v odpovédnosti a slabé ridici
struktury...

Uloha Evropské rady, pokud jde o prosazovani reforem, nebyla jasné vymezena. Dalo by fici,
ze Evropska rada byla po intenzivni praci v ramci raznych sloZzeni Rady Casto pfiliS dobie
pfipravena a Ze samotnym hlavam statii a ptredsediim vlad ponechala jen maly prostor pro
zdsadni diskuze a rozhodnuti. Uloha Evropského parlamentu mohla byt rovnéz jasnéji

v

vymezena, coz by mu byvalo umoznilo hrat vyznamnéjsi tlohu pfi prosazovani této strategie.

Pokud jde o nastroje, integrované hlavni sméry vychézejici ze Smlouvy pfispély k urceni
sméru, kterym se mély ubirat vnitrostatni politiky v oblasti hospodarstvi a zaméstnanosti.
Pfestoze byly integrované hlavni sméry zevrubné a mohly ptispét k argumentaci ve prospéch
prosazeni reforem, jejich pfiliS obecnd povaha a nedostatecné stanoveni vnitinich priorit
omezily dopad tohoto nastroje na vytvareni vnitrostatnich politik. Narodni programy reforem,
ktery jsou zaloZeny na téchto integrovanych hlavnich smérech, byly uzitecnymi nastroji na
podporu komplexnich strategii ristu se siln¢jSimi vazbami na politiky v oblasti zaméstnanosti
a politiky v oblasti makroekonomické a mikroekonomické. Ptistup k narodnim programim
reforem se nicméné v jednotlivych Clenskych statech vyrazné liSil. Nékteré zemé predkladaly
ambiciozni a soudrzné programy reforem, zatimco ostatni zemé predkladaly programy obecné
a deskriptivnéjsi, kterym se nedostala podpora vlad a wvnitrostatnich (a regionalnich)
parlamentt. Cilti na Grovni EU bylo pfili§ mnoho a dostatecné¢ nezohlednovaly rozdily ve
vychozich postavenich Clenskych statl, zejména po jejich piistoupeni. Neexistence jasné
schvalenych zavazki také zhorSila problémy tykajici se odpovédnosti. Tak naptiklad nekteré
Clenské staty svymi vysledky jiz ptekrocily stanoveny cil, zatimco pro jiné ¢lenské staty byly
cile stanoveny tak, ze se jejich splnéni do dané lhlity zdalo byt nerealné.

Dopad doporuceni pro jednotlivé zemé byl proménlivy...

Doporuceni pro jednotlivé zemé jsou nastrojem vychéazejicim ze Smlouvy, ktery Rada
predklada Clenskym statim na zakladé¢ doporuceni Komise, aby je informovala o potiebé
posileni pokroku. Tato doporuceni byla dilezitou slozkou strategie a v nékterych clenskych
statech méla opravdovy dopad. Clenské staty vyuzily doporudeni k tomu, aby za uéelem
prosazeni reforem vyvinuly natlak na vnitrostatni Grovni, pficemz svym politikdm vtiskly
evropsky rozmér a poukazaly na to, Ze ostatni zemé tesi tytéz otazky. V jinych Clenskych
statech nicméné tato doporuceni nevyvolala polické debaty ani U€innd néasledna opatieni.
Doporuceni byla obvykle formulovana tak, ze se pohybovala od specifického poradenstvi az
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po poskytovani obecnych orienta¢nich doporuceni. V tomto poslednim ptipadé bylo pro
doporuceni, zatimco ve vSech ptipadech mohl solidni a transparentni hodnotici rdmec piispet
k lepSimu piijeti téchto doporuceni ¢lenskych staty.

Osvojovani politik a vyména spravnych postupt byly posileny...

Kazdy clensky stat byl v provadéni reforem Uspésny, takze zde pii zohlednéni vnitrostatnich
souvislosti a tradic existuje velky prostor pro vzajemné osvojovani a Sifeni spravnych
postupii. Od roku 2005 se osvojovani politik a vyména spravnych postupil zintenzivnily.
Clenské staty projevily velky zdjem o zkuSenosti ziskané ostatnimi staty v oblastech
sahajicich od reformy dichodu a zdravotni péce, flexikurity a ziskdvani dovednosti, viceleté
spravy rozpoctu, zlepsovani podnikatelského prostredi (zptisoby, jak zkratit dobu pro zalozeni
podniku), inovace (vice nez polovina ¢lenskych statii nyni zavedla inovacni poukdzky) az po
boj proti chudobé a socidlnimu vylouceni. VétSina vymén probchla v kontextu oteviené
metody koordinace (OMC). Zda se, Zze uCinnost osvojovani politik je vétsi, pokud jsou
stanovené cile jasné a métitelné (naptiklad snizeni administrativni zatéze o 25 %, zalozeni
podniku do jednoho tydne) a pokud se do procesu zapoji jak techni¢ti odbornici (za ucelem
adaptace politik), tak aktéti na politické urovni (za ucelem usnadnéni jejich provadéni).

Komunikace je Achillovou patou strategie...

Celkové byla komunikace na téma vyhod Lisabonské strategie a disledki neexistence
reforem pro Evropskou unii jako celek (nebo pro eurozénu) nedostatecna. Osvéta a zapojeni
obcanll do déni, jakoz i vefejna podpora cilli strategie byly nadale na Grovni EU slabé¢ a jejich
koordinace na Urovni vnitrostatni nebyla vzdy dostatecna. KdyZz mezi ¢lenskymi staty
probihala komunikace ohledné reforem lisabonského typu, pouze ziidka se o téchto reformach
hovotilo jako o soucasti evropské strategie.

Mohlo se udélat vice pro posileni rozméru eurozony...

Lisabonské strategie probihala soub&zné s prvnimi desiti lety existence eura. Integrované
hlavni sméry uznavaji vétsi potiebu koordinace hospodarské politiky v eurozéné a od roku
2007 byla zemim eurozony piedkladana specifickd doporuceni. Ta se zaméfila na politicka
opatfeni, ktera jsou obzvlasté¢ vyznamna pro fadné fungovani hospodaiské a ménové unie.
V praxi vSak bylo provadéni a naslednd opatfeni zemi eurozény a v rdmci ,,euroskupiny
pomérné¢ omezené. Velmi odliSny dopad krize v eurozén€ ukazal, ze nékteré zemé
zaznamenaly daleko vétsi pokrok nez jiné zemé, pokud jde o provadéni agendy strukturalnich
reforem a o zachovani konkurenceschopnosti téchto zemi, coz vysvétluje velkou nerovnovéahu
uvnitt zony, jez pro fadné fungovani hospodaiské a ménové unie predstavuje zdroj problémd.

Vnéjsi rozmér mohl byt silnéjsi...

Strategie se mozna ptiliS§ zaméfuje sama na sebe a vice se orientuje na to, aby Evropskou unii
pfipravila na globalizaci, nez na to, aby sama nacrtla podobu globalizace. Krize, jejiz €¢inky
se rychle rozsitily po celém svété, dala dostateCné jasné najevo, ze svétova hospodaistvi jsou
na sob¢ navzajem zavisla. Od té doby se EU aktivné zapojuje do procesu G-20 za ucelem
vytvoieni pevné struktury, jeZ by umoznila odstranit nedostatky a predchdzet opakovani
stejnych chyb. Mohlo se rovnéZ vénovat vice pozornosti inherentnimu propojeni mezi
hospodarstvim EU a hlavnimi svétovymi aktéry, jako jsou USA, Japonsko a zem¢ skupiny
BRIC. V neposledni fadé nebylo vyvinuto dostatecné Usili o porovnani vykonnosti EU s
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jejimi klicovymi obchodnimi partnery a o zhodnoceni pokroku Evropské unie z relativniho
hlediska.
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ANNEX: STOCKTAKE OF PROGRESS IN SPECIFIC AREAS

POLICY RESULTS
Introduction

Until the crisis hit, Europe was moving in the right direction. Labour markets were
performing well with participation levels rising to 66% and unemployment levels dropping to
7%, while the graph below shows that EU GDP growth was just short of the Lisbon Strategy's
envisaged 3% average growth. Although some of this progress was undoubtedly due to
cyclical factors, developments in labour markets in particular owed much to the structural
reform efforts of EU Member States.

Real GDP growth rate EU27
percentage change on previous year
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—e—EU 27

Source Eurostat — 2009 forecasts DG ECFIN

This technical annex analyses in more detail developments in a number of critical Lisbon
areas. Starting with an overview of progress in the macro-economic area, the annex is
organised around the four priority areas: more research, development and innovation;
unlocking business potential, especially for SMEs; investing in people; and a greener
economy.

i) Macroeconomic resilience and financing

Sound macroeconomic policies are essential to support growth and jobs by creating the right
framework conditions for job creation and investment.

Since the launch of the Lisbon strategy in 2000, the EU economy has experienced periods of
cyclical upturns and downturns. The downturn 2002-2003 was followed by five years of
increasingly strong economic developments characterised by price stability, steady economic
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growth and job creation plus declining levels of unemployment. The backdrop to the re-
launch of the Lisbon strategy in 2005 was therefore a stable macroeconomic environment,
which prevailed broadly until 2008. The economic crisis radically altered this. While average
GDP growth in the EU had risen to around 3% per year in 2006-2007, it plunged to -4% in
2009. Similarly, unemployment increased from a low of 7% in 2007 to its current rate
approaching 10%.

Maintaining sound and sustainable public finances is a Treaty obligation, with fiscal policy
co-ordinated through the Stability and Growth Pact and reflected in the Integrated Guidelines.
Following a generally balanced position in Member States' public finances in 2000, deficits
widened over 2001-03. This was followed by a continuous improvement in nominal terms
until 2007, when again a balanced position for the EU as a whole appeared achievable. This
led to reduced government debt ratios, with fewer and fewer Member States subject to the
Excessive Deficit Procedure. However, the crisis has had a dramatic impact on public
finances, with average deficits reaching 7% of GDP in 2009 and debt approaching 80% of
GDP, an increase of around 20 percentage points in just two years. This indicates that
budgetary consolidation during the "good times" was insufficient.

Given the projected budgetary impact of ageing populations, ensuring the long-term
sustainability of public finances has been a key policy objective. A three-pronged strategy has
been pursued to ensure fiscal sustainability, consisting of faster debt reduction, pension and
health-care reform, plus labour market reforms (especially to extend working lives). Over the
past decade, many Member States have enacted reforms of their pensions systems supported
by the Open Method of Coordination, which looks at the access and adequacy of pension
systems as well as their fiscal sustainability. Projections' confirm that these reforms have had
a major impact in terms of containing future growth in age-related spending, and thus
contributing to the sustainability of public finances. However, progress was uneven across
Member States, and pension reform has been lagging in some countries. Moreover, with life
expectancy continuously increasing and health care costs rising steadily, the challenge of
ensuring sustainable modern social protection systems is far from over. The recent budgetary
deterioration across the EU has substantially worsened the overall sustainability position.

Maintaining wage developments in line with productivity and improving incentives to work,
contribute to macro-economic stability and growth, and were central objectives of the Lisbon
Strategy. Wage moderation has largely prevailed in most countries, supporting a low inflation
environment and employment growth. However, in several Member States wages have
systematically outpaced productivity growth, leading to a steady loss in competitiveness. The
situation is most acute for some euro area Member States. Also, within a flexicurity strategy,
reforms to tax and benefit systems to make work pay have gradually helped to reduce
unemployment and inactivity rates. In terms of benefits policy, continuous progress has been
made to strengthen conditionality of benefits, while on the tax side widespread efforts have
been made to reduce the tax wedge, in particular for low wage earners.

Competitiveness positions, especially within the euro area, have developed differently across
countries, with some Member States accumulating large external imbalances. This is due to a
variety of factors, including wage developments exceeding productivity developments, rapid
credit growth and the emergence of bubbles in housing and asset markets. While in some
cases current account imbalances have fallen in nominal terms as a result of the crisis as

Commission and Economic Policy Committee
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exports and imports plummeted, underlying structural problems remain. In some countries,
external imbalances have become so urgent as to require balance of payments support from
the EU and the International Monetary Fund (IMF). While EU-level surveillance did point to
the risks of imbalances, the urgency of the situation given the degree of inter-linkages across
countries was not fully understood. This underlines the need to improve surveillance and
coordination, while the crisis has also highlighted the importance of focusing on financial
supervision and on monitoring developments, notably on housing markets in order to avoid
"bubbles" occurring.

The Lisbon Strategy explicitly recognised the euro area dimension in both the Integrated
Guidelines and the Commission Annual Progress Reports. A growing policy concern has been
the gradual widening of the gap between competitiveness positions within the euro area, and
the implications this has for a currency area. Indeed, specific policy recommendations to the
euro area members as a group were issued on this basis over the last few years. However, the
impact of this additional focus on the euro area in the Lisbon Strategy is hard to quantify in
terms of a greater reform efforts compared to other Member States.

The 2005 re-launch of the Lisbon Strategy coincided with preparations for the 2007-2013
cycle of cohesion policy programming, providing an opportunity to place cohesion policy at
the heart of the new Lisbon system. More than € 250 billion from the Structural and Cohesion
Funds were earmarked over the 2007-2013 financial perspective for priority structural reforms
in areas such as research, innovation, information technologies, business and human resource
development. Such funding arrangements guarantee investment for priority projects, while the
introduction of financial engineering and Public Private Partnerships has opened up further
sustainable financing opportunities. The impact of Cohesion policy on some Member States'
GDP growth can be as much as 0.7%. Despite this good progress, and despite the creation of a
specific Heading in the annual EU budget for growth-related expenditure (Heading 1A),
spending in other areas of the EU budget is considerably less well aligned with structural
reform priorities, and a good deal of progress could still be made in terms of allocating funds
in support of jobs and growth. EU budget financing for innovation, for instance, remains
broadly inadequate, in spite of instruments such as the Competitiveness and Innovation
Framework Programme. However, off-budget resources have nevertheless been mobilised as
a response to the economic and financial crisis. The European Economic Recovery Plan
announced three Public Private Partnerships to develop technologies for the manufacturing,
automotive and construction sectors, while the European Investment Bank (EIB) increased its
lending commitments by €25 billion in 2009 as a response to the crisis.

ii) More research, development and innovation

The Lisbon Strategy's objective for the EU to become a knowledge economy centred on an
ambitious research and innovation agenda. The introduction of a 3% EU GDP spending target
for research and development (R&D) represented a step change in the importance and
visibility of research and innovation policy at the EU level. There is evidence that many
Member States have prioritised public R&D investments: in 20 Member States, the share of
R&D in the total government budget increased between 2000 and 2007. However,
disappointing performance of some Member States means that the EU overall performance
has only marginally improved since 2000 (from 1.85% of GDP to 1.9% of GDP). The graph
below shows that the EU’s key challenge remains making it more attractive for the private
sector to invest in R&D in Europe rather than in other parts of the world. This means
improving framework conditions (e.g. the single market, education and research systems,
reinforcing the knowledge triangle, but also working on IPR and speeding up interoperable
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standardisation which has become critical for getting products to markets as innovation cycles
have become shorter). Although the sum total of Member States' spending on R&D has not
risen above 1.9% of GDP, still far away from the 3% target, it is reassuring that spending
levels have held up recently in spite of the crisis. , While the EU continued to trail the US,
Japan and Korea in terms of overall R&D intensity for some time, recent data also suggests
that emerging economies such as China or India are catching up.

Expenditure on R&D
percentage of GDP
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Since 2005, the EU policy approach has shifted towards more demand-side measures, valuing
the role of non-technological innovation and a particular emphasis on joining up the three
sides of the knowledge triangle.” Initiatives such as the European Institute for Technology and
Innovation (EIT) were launched, seeking to address the EU's persistent inability to "get
innovation to market" and turn new ideas into productivity gains. Moreover, the EU has
sought to use regulation and standardisation as tools to provide incentives and stimulate
market demand for innovative products and services. Success in improving framework
conditions has however been limited. The process to put in place a robust and affordable
European patent has advanced somewhat, particularly with regard to litigation, but is far from
completion. The system of standards remains fragmented and too slow given fast
technological developments. The use of demand driven instruments such as public
procurement has brought some improvements although the system has not developed to its
full potential.

In turn, work on the European Research Area represents a shift towards a more holistic policy
approach, promoting greater co-operation between Member States and industry (e.g. through
Joint Technology Initiatives which are public-private partnerships in key areas, European

Knowledge / education / innovation
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Research Infrastructures and Joint Programming), a stronger emphasis on excellence and
smart specialisation and removal of obstacles to researchers’ mobility.

EU-level financing has played an increasingly prominent role in innovation policy under
Lisbon. The European Investment Fund remains an important source of potential funding for
innovation projects, while the European Commission and the EIB created the Risk-Sharing
Finance Facility to help fund research and innovation projects. Although welcome, this recent
increase in lending activity suggests that failing to make greater use of the off-budget
financing instruments available at EU level was a major shortcoming of the Lisbon Strategy.

iii) Unlocking business potential, especially for SMEs

In order to unlock business potential the Lisbon Strategy has prioritised reducing the
regulatory burden and supporting entrepreneurship. As a result of improvements to these
framework conditions, the EU is now arguably a better place to do business than in 2000.
External evaluations also reflect the attractiveness of the EU, with the World Bank ranking
one third of Member States in the top 30 of its Doing Business Report, and two thirds in the
top 50.> 18 MS have now introduced one-stop shops to start a business, while thanks to a
specific action in the context of the Lisbon strategy the European Council has adopted a target
which has translated into significantly easier requirements to start up a new private limited
company: the average time taken in the EU is now 8 calendar days, while the average cost has
dropped to € 417. Although it is accurate to say that the Lisbon Strategy has succeeded in
bringing about a major shift in the EU's regulatory culture much work remains to be done in
terms of truly simplifying the business environment. Against a background of an
administrative reduction target of 25% by 2012 for the EU, all Member States have set an
ambitious national target for reducing administrative burdens but implementation will require
further action. The European Commission has proposed potential savings in administrative
burdens from EU rules worth € 40 billion, subject to their adoption by the Council and the
European Parliament.

The Small Business Act (SBA), adopted in June 2008, was a first step towards a
comprehensive SME policy framework for the EU and its Member States. The European
Commission has delivered on several major actions announced in the SBA, for instance a
proposal on reduced VAT rates entered into force on 1 June 2009, offering Member States
ample possibilities to boost economic activity (notably in labour intensive services). Four
other major proposals are still pending in the Council and European Parliament. The proposed
recast of the Late Payment Directive and the proposal on a European Private Company Statute
are both vitally important for the competitiveness of SMEs. The proposal on VAT invoicing
aims at ensuring equal treatment of paper and electronic invoices and it is estimated to have a
mid-term cost reduction potential of €18.4 billion (assuming that all 22 million taxable
enterprises affected by the measure were to send all of their invoices electronically). Finally,
up to 5.4 million companies could benefit from a proposal enabling Member States to exempt
micro-enterprises from accounting rules, with potential savings of € 6.3 billion for the EU
economy.

? http://www.doingbusiness.org/ The Doing Business project provides objective measures of business

regulations and their enforcement across 183 economies and selected cities at the sub-national and
regional level.
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European SMEs typically experience difficulties accessing finance. While most Member
States have already taken or are currently introducing measures facilitating SME financing,
the results are still disappointing. The EU has used cohesion policy to mobilise significant
financial support for SMEs, especially via the EIB. In addition, the introduction of financial
engineering possibilities, through Public-Private Partnerships and supporting financial
instruments suitable for SMEs, has increased the overall reach of policies promoting access to
finance.

However, in spite of progress with many aspects of the single market, much of the EU's
potential marketplace remains untapped — for instance, only 7% of EU consumers currently
shop across borders. Many Member States have addressed competition in network industries,
notably in gas and electricity and electronic communications, while unbundling (notably in
the gas, electricity and rail sectors) has the potential to deliver concrete benefits in terms of
growth and safeguarding jobs. Clearly mandated and independent regulatory authorities with
adequate levels of resources would also deliver better outcomes for EU consumers. Several
Member States also still impose unnecessary regulatory restrictions on professional services,
fixed tariffs or numerus clausus restrictions, which should be abolished by the services
directive.

iv) Investing in people

One of the two key targets was that the European Union should have 70% of the working age
population in employment by 2010. This was supported by secondary targets of a 50%
employment rate for older workers (aged 55 and above) and 60% for women. These ambitious
targets could only be achieved through structural reforms to tackle a number of challenges
within Europe's labour markets; tackling labour market segmentation, addressing skill needs
through more and better education and training, promoting a lifecycle approach to active
ageing, and inclusive labour markets.

The success of Lisbon in terms raising the profile of structural reform in labour markets also
helped to deliver results. Progress towards Lisbon targets is shown in the graph below. The
2005-2008 period in particular was characterised by strong employment growth, with about
9.5 million jobs created and a fall in the unemployment rate to almost 7%. Overall
employment in the EU rose by close to four percentage points, reaching 65.9% in 2008. The
employment rates for women and older workers increased more substantially, attaining 59.1%
and 45.6% respectively by 2008.
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The economic and financial crisis has since had a devastating effect on the labour market,
with more than seven million job losses expected in the EU in 2009-10 and unemployment set
to reach over 10% by the end of 2010.

While some of the progress made before the crisis was undoubtedly due to a cyclical upturn,
there are a number of reasons to believe that structural reforms as well as sustained wage
moderation initiated under the Lisbon Strategy had a significant impact:

e unemployment declined by 28% between 2005 and 2008, and dropped to nearly 7%
following decades in double digits;

¢ in the economic upturn that preceded the crisis there was no significant pressure on wages
(as would have been typical in a cyclical-driven expansion);

e in the period before the economic crisis the employment rate increased significantly and
over a very long period. Such a rise cannot only be explained by cyclical factors.

One of the most important policy developments under the Lisbon Strategy since its 2005 re-
launch has been the development, adoption and progress with implementation of common
flexicurity principles, endorsed by the European Council in December 2007. Flexicurity
represents a new way of looking at flexibility and security in the labour market. The concept
recognises that globalisation and technological progress are rapidly changing the needs of
workers and enterprises. Companies are under increasing pressure to adapt and develop their
products and services more quickly; while workers are aware that company restructurings no
longer occur incidentally but are becoming a fact of everyday life.

Rather than protecting a job, which will ultimately disappear, flexicurity starts from the
assumption that it is the worker who needs protection and assistance to either transition
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successfully in his/her existing job or move to a new job. Flexicurity therefore provides the
right reform agenda to help create more adaptable labour markets and in particular to tackle
often substantial labour market segmentation. It is encouraging that a majority of Member
States have now developed or are developing comprehensive flexicurity approaches, although
the focus of Member States' efforts should now be firmly on pushing forward reforms set out
under individual Member States' flexicurity pathways. Major restructuring of Europe's labour
markets since the crisis has made the scale of the challenge all the more apparent. Most
reforms within this area have tended to focus on easing labour market regulation for new
entrants to facilitate more contractual diversity. However, greater flexibility will only be
achieved through the reform of legislation on existing contracts and by ensuring transitions
between types of contracts and opportunities to progress.

The overall trend in terms of labour market policies has therefore been positive, albeit rather
uneven both among Member States and across policy domains. There remains considerable
room for improvement, in particular amongst the young and older age groups. Despite
progress made in developing the concept of active ageing and avoiding early retirement
schemes wherever possible, older workers are still under-represented in the labour market: the
employment rate for people aged 55-64 is more than 30 percentage points lower than that for
those aged 25-54, while less than 46% of people aged 55-64 are working compared with
almost 80% for 25-54 year olds.

Youth unemployment continues to be a severe and increasing problem. Young people are
particularly badly affected by the crisis, and in many Member States they suffer
unemployment rates of more than twice the rate for the rest of the work force. Youth
unemployment is intrinsically linked to skills policy, and despite some focus on this issue
under the Lisbon Strategy, progress has been insufficient. Despite some progress in terms of
reducing early school leaving, nearly 15%young people in the EU (or approximately 7 million
young people) still leave the education system prematurely with no qualifications. Alongside
this, there has been virtually no increase in the average levels of educational attainment of the
young, and those who become unemployed often do not receive the support they need. In
spite of EU-level activation targets which were set in 2005 and stepped up in 2007, many
Member States still fail to ensure that every unemployed young person receives a new start in
terms of active job search support or re-training within the first four months of becoming
unemployed.

Education and skills policy is at the heart of creating a knowledge-based economy, but it is
apparent that the EU has some way to travel in this regard. Progress in increasing youth
educational attainment levels has been too slow, with outcomes only improving moderately
since 2000. Since 2004, the level of adult participation in lifelong learning has remained
stable or even decreased in 12 out of 27 Member States.

V) A greener economy

The importance of addressing climate change and promoting a competitive, and efficient
energy sector with particular attention for energy security has become apparent since 2005,
but it is fair to say that decisions on these important matters, particularly the so-called 20-20-
20 targets, were taken outside of the context of the Lisbon Strategy. Furthermore, as climate
change, environmental and energy issues moved up the political agenda, and were formally
integrated into the strategy and mainstreamed into EU policy making, the distinction between
the Lisbon and Sustainable Development Strategies started to blur. The main argument for
keeping the strategies separate consisted of the different time focus with the Lisbon Strategy
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taking a medium-term perspective (5-10 years) whereas the SDS looked several decades
ahead. SDS also included a wider array of challenges, such as global poverty and pandemic
diseases.

As part of the country surveillance under the Lisbon Strategy, Member States progress
towards the Kyoto target was monitored. Current projections, taking account of the impact of
the crisis on economic activity, indicate that the overall EU-15 target may even be
overachieved. By sector, emission trends indicate decreases in the energy sector, industrial
processes, agriculture and waste, while significant a increase can be noted in the transport
sector. In the energy sector, there has been a significant shift in recent years from purely
national approaches towards a European approach, with the objectives of competitiveness,
sustainability and security of supply. The liberalisation of the gas and electricity markets has
facilitated new investment in networks, allowed new market players to enter previously closed
markets and has encouraged the emergence of liquid and competitive wholesale markets.

GOVERNANCE

Principal instruments of the renewed Lisbon strategy

The Integrated Guidelines: adopted by the Council in 2005 and updated in 2008, after
discussion within the European Council, provided multi-annual general guidance and
policy orientations. The twenty-four guidelines were designed as an instrument of
coordination and laid the foundations for the National Reform Programmes, outlining the
key macro-economic, micro-economic and labour market reform priorities for the EU as a
whole.

The National Reform Programmes: Documents prepared by Member States, for a three
year cycle, to indicate what instruments they would use to realise their economic policy
objectives. NRPs were followed by annual updates called Implementation Reports.

Country Specific Recommendations: The Council adopted annual Country Specific
Recommendations on the basis of a Commission recommendation for the first time in
2007*. These policy recommendations based on articles 99(2) and 128(4) of the Treaty
were the issued on the basis of the Commission's assessment of Member States' progress
towards achieving the objectives set out in their National Reform Programmes.

The Community Lisbon Programme: A European Commission programme created in
2005 to report on the European dimension part of the Lisbon Strategy.

The Commission's Annual Progress Report: this is the annual assessment of the
Commission on progress made with the implementation of the Strategy accompanied by
policy proposals for the European Council.

The Open Method of Coordination: an intergovernmental method of "soft coordination"
by which Member States are evaluated by one another, with the Commission's role being
one of surveillance

Council Recommendation of 27 March 2007
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Targets

Delivery of Lisbon reforms would be measured against progress towards a series of headline,
EU-level targets with a 2010 deadline: 70% total employment and a 3% GDP spend on R&D.
A further assumption of Lisbon was that, if Member States' reforms had the desired effect,
average GDP growth across the EU should be around 3%. Although the 2005 re-launch
effectively reduced the number of headline targets, by their nature such EU-level targets
represented a one-size-fits-all approach which was neither broken down into individual
national targets, nor did it take account of the starting positions of Member States or their
comparative advantages. It also seems that this approach to setting targets at the EU level
contributed to a general lack of ownership of the Lisbon strategy at operational level.

A renewed partnership

The notion of partnership underpinned Lisbon from the outset, and was reinforced following
the re-launch. In practice however, the partnership did not operate evenly across Member
States. The role given of stakeholders and national parliaments in the implementation of the
national reform programmes varied widely across Member States. Lisbon partnerships
worked well in many Member States with national authorities creating incentives to reform,
for instance via internal monitoring. Instances of good practice include involving national
parliaments in policy debates and inviting stakeholders to contribute to National Reform
Programmes. In some cases this represented an innovation, which would both encourage
policy coordination and focus policy-makers on specific priorities, while many Member
States came to appreciate and even depend upon the rigorous and impartial analysis of their
structural reform programmes carried out by the European Commission.

National-level ownership

Although national authorities were successful at generating a sense of ownership of the
Lisbon Strategy, the engagement of social partners and/or regional and local authorities could
have been stronger in most processes, while institutional differences between Member States
(for instance the absence of an Economic and Social Council or similar body in a minority of
Member States) complicated the consultative process. Some Member States used the Lisbon
"brand" to lend a sense of legitimacy to difficult reforms. Communication efforts surrounding
Lisbon did not result in significant citizens' awareness of the Strategy; nor did this allow for
dispelling the perception that the Lisbon Strategy was mainly a "business" agenda. Weak
ownership resulted in less peer pressure could be applied to speed up reforms.

EU-level ownership

An EU-level partnership between the European Commission, the European Parliament and
the European Council in conjunction with other institutions was intended to complement and
reinforce partnerships at Member State level, as well as helping to generate political
ownership of the Lisbon Strategy. However, the precise roles of the institutions as driving
forces in this partnership could have been better defined.
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Community Lisbon Programme

Progress on the European dimension of the Lisbon partnership was illustrated via the
Community Lisbon Programme (CLP).’ The CLP aimed at contributing to the overall
economic and employment policy agenda by implementing Community policies in support of
national approaches. By reporting on EU-level policy actions and their interaction with
measures taken at Member State level, the CLP should have reflected the EU-level Lisbon
partnership and helped to foster a collective sense of ownership. However, it is widely
accepted that this attempt failed since the CLP failed to generate momentum and ownership in
Council and Parliament, as well as in Member States.

Lisbon Strategy instruments

The re-launch of the Lisbon Strategy in 2005 provided a set of new and more powerful
instruments, which were designed to steer and monitor economic policy reform in the pursuit
of growth and jobs.

i) The Integrated Guidelines

The integrated guidelines (IGs) adopted by the Council in 2005 provided general guidance
and policy orientation. The twenty-four guidelines were designed as an instrument of
coordination (constituting the basis for country-specific recommendations) and laid the
foundations for the National Reform Programmes, outlining the key macro-economic, micro-
economic and labour market reform priorities for the EU as a whole. While the guidelines
served as the cornerstone of the EU reform effort and helped to make the case for reforms,
they are very broad and insufficiently action-oriented to impact significantly on national
policy-making. For instance, the conclusions of the European Council in 2006 to focus on
four priority areas’ did not materially alter the IGs, while their level of integration has also
been called into question. The European Parliament has also criticised the guidelines for not
reflecting changing economic realities, while their exhaustive nature means that no sense of
prioritisation is possible.

ii) National Reform Programmes

The introduction of publicly-available National Reform Programmes has undoubtedly
encouraged Member States to focus on progress towards Lisbon goals, particularly given the
NRPs' emphasis on implementation and results. However, as policy-making instruments
(rather than merely reports), they present a somewhat mixed picture. While several Member
States used their NRPs as powerful instruments of policy coordination which brought together
ministries and local legislators (often for the first time), others tended to use them as low-
profile reporting mechanisms. This reflects not only inherent differences in Member States'
institutional structures and approaches, but also the fact that the precise purpose of NRPs was
never clearly articulated. Given that the NRPs mirror the integrated guidelines, they have
often been rather broad and unfocused documents, although in some cases mutual learning
has led to their evolution into sharper instruments.

> COM(2005) 330 final
6 Improving the business environment, investing in knowledge and innovation, increasing employment
opportunities for the most disadvantaged, and an energy policy for Europe.
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iii) Country-specific recommendations

Country specific recommendations were a major innovation of the 2005 re-launch. For the
first time, policy advice covering the entire field of economic and employment policy was
submitted to the European Council and the Council on a country-specific basis, resulting in
politically (if not legally) binding guidelines addressed each year to the Member States. As
the primary mechanism for exerting peer pressure on Member States, country-specific
recommendations can be considered as a success story of the Lisbon strategy. They have
helped to address poor performance and focus on main reform priorities, while also playing a
key role in policy making in several Member States by increasing political pressure at home.
However, in a number of Member States they remained low profile policy advice, and their
impact on the reform pace has been less evident. It has also proven difficult to get high-level
political attention and debate on the basis of country analyses.

The quality of the recommendations evolved with experience and succeeded in bringing
several structural problems in Member States to prominence. However, in some cases, and
given the multi-dimensional nature of some problems, the language was vague and not
entirely effective in pinning down the real issues at stake. There was also a perception that
policy recommendations issued to Member States too often have been seen as single-strand
approaches, and have failed to reinforce the objectives of other instruments such as the
Stability and Growth Pact. It is also likely that the recommendations would have gained more
acceptance from Member States had they been underpinned by a transparent and robust
evaluation framework.

iv) The open method of coordination

The governance structure of the re-launched Lisbon strategy was complemented by the Open
method of coordination (OMC) — an intergovernmental method of "soft coordination" by
which Member States are evaluated by one another, with the Commission's role being one of
surveillance. The origins of the OMC can be found in the European Employment Strategy
(now an integral element of the Lisbon strategy), where it provided a new framework for
cooperation between Member States by directing national policies towards common
objectives in areas which fall within the competence of the Member States, such as
employment, social protection, social inclusion, education, youth and training. While the
OMC can be used as a source of peer pressure and a forum for sharing good practice,
evidence suggests that in fact most Member States have used OMCs as a reporting device
rather than one of policy development.

New OMCs launched under the Lisbon Strategy include research policy (CREST’), which
began in 2001 to support the implementation of the policy frameworks on researcher mobility
and careers, and which gave rise to the headline Lisbon target of spending 3% of EU GDP on
research and development in 2002 at the Barcelona European Council. A 2008 evaluation
concluded that the research policy OMC had proven to be a useful tool to support policy
learning, but that it had only given rise to a limited amount of policy coordination, and
recommended an strengthening the OMC through more focus on policy coordination. Since
then the European Research Area (ERA) was re-launched, with stronger policy co-ordination.
A further example of an, OMC is in the field of entrepreneurship, which is based on
benchmarking techniques and including specific projects (mainly on issues related to
entrepreneurship, SME and innovation policy), and the use of scoreboards.

Comité de la recherche scientifique et technique (Scientific and technical research committee).

22

CS



	ÚVOD
	HLAVNÍ ZJIŠTĚNÍ
	POLICY RESULTS
	GOVERNANCE

