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SUMMARY

The aim of this master thesis is to analyse thieenice of domestic EU policy coordination
systems on the representation of national intedhstsig the presidency of the Council of the
EU. The research analyses and compares four stdath&mber countries, having established
different national coordination systems accordingKiassim’s typology: Cyprus, Ireland,

Lithuania and Greece.

The study is based on historical institutionalismgre specifically, on its two key traits: a
combination of rational and sociological aspectsd gath-dependency. This theoretical
approach contributes to the presidency studiegesih addresses changes the Treaty of
Lisbon brought — the trio presidency. Four coustneere selected following the rotating
order of the office. Therefore, the analysis evisidhe impact of a successive element of the
presidency, i.e. how much room for manoeuvre ciemtnave for representing their national

interests, simultaneously addressing inheritecessun the Council agenda.

The research, examining youth unemployment isdaens that path-dependency has a great
influence on both national coordination systems #uedrepresentation of domestic priorities
during the presidency term. Regarding the formeuntries adopt new changes to existing
domestic networks, whereas the latter is relatethéoobligation for presidencies to follow

each other’s agenda and ensure the developmeatwhon policies.

Regarding Kassim’s framework, the analysis proves selective systems tend to be more
efficient than comprehensive ones. The differenetwben centralized and decentralized

systems is rather marginal, however, former onesrare effective than the latter.
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INTRODUCTION

Discussing policy-making within the European Un{&W), scholars tend to focus on various
actors: from EU institutions, agencies and othditipal bodies to non-political agents such
as interest groups. Different approaches appliescholarly research help to evaluate these
interactions and estimate actors’ influence on lfidecisions. However, this network of
institutions usually lacks one important actor e fltesidency of the Council of the European

Union.

Being a rotating office, the presidency is usualgarded as a component of the Council of
Ministers, ensuring a smooth and thorough workhef institution. However, as Elgstrom
(2003) argues, the presidency is not just a sleont-tuty — it is “one of the key players in the
EU negotiation game” (p. 1) encompassing not orfficial obligations, but also certain

powers.

Introduced in 1952 (Fernandez, 2008), the presigéad changed over decades. The Treaty
of Lisbon (2007) brought the last reform that Siigaintly altered the presidency’s office.
Clarifying its formal roles and duties, the Treatyminished the informal power of the

institute (VilpiSauskas et al., 2013) and greaitlyited presidency’s room for manoeuvre.

Nevertheless, institutional constrains do not akvgg hand in hand with real world politics.
The Council is the only EU body that officially megents states of the Union and gives room
for representation of national interests. Thereftite presidency is often considered to be an
advantageous opportunity for promoting nationabiities at the EU level, and, thus, should

not be underestimated while evaluating policy-mglpnocesses.

It should be notified, that the presidency itseled not guarantee a successful representation
of national interests. National EU policy coordinat systems, as domestic position
formulation mechanisms, should also be taken intooant. The EU membership and
growing competences of the Union forced countresniplement effective coordination
networks within existing domestic political and adistrative systems (Sepos, 2005). This
does not only provide member states with a podsilid deal with complex EU issues, but

also allows formulating coherent national positioegarding each of them (Kassim, 2003).

As political systems and administrative capacitiesatly differ across states, each national

coordination system has its peculiarities in terofisresources and networking that may



facilitate or impede dealing with the half-yeargdency duties. Despite these differences, all
countries aim to utilize this office for represdmia of their national interests (Tallberg,
2004).

It is commonly agreed that small EU members usuladlye less resources and power for
representing key domestic objectives. However,oasescase studies had shown (Bengtsson
et al., 2004; Quaglia & Moxon-Browne, 2006), theegdency enables countries to put

forward their national priorities. What is moreteafthe last three enlargements of the EU,
small countries constitute the largest part oE&dJl members, which increases their influence
during Council negotiations. Nevertheless, natiangrests are not solely factors shaping
common EU policies. The EU is highly influenced $&gcial norms and institutionalized

structure, which also affect decision-making.

Therefore, by applying historical institutionalisapproach, the thesis will link national

coordination systems, distinguished by Kassim (2008th the representation of national

objectives during the presidency term, since thilé-year term provides member states with
certain duties and possibilities. The analysis ¥attus on four successive rotating Council
presidencies held by small EU member states, ypru3, Ireland, Lithuania and Greece. As
all these countries have different coordinatioructtires, the analysis will examine their
influence on the representation of national intesteshile taking into account the successive

element of the rotating presidency.

1. THE AIM OF THE RESEARCH

The main goal of this master thesis is to examirether the arrangement of domestic
coordination network has an impact on the represiemt of national interests during
successive EU Council presidencies. Coordinatiostesys, thus, will be examined by
applying Kassim’s framework, i.e. analysing two maieavages: the division of powers

among political actors and the coordination ambitio

In order to come up to the final position before @ouncil meetings, national actors interact
with each other through different networks bothdaimestic and EU levels. Taking this into
account, the expected conclusion of the researdb igrove that the arrangement of the
coordination system has an impact on the way natimiterests are represented. By carrying

out an empirical analysis of Cyprus, Ireland, Lahia and Greece that held the rotating



Council presidency in a sequential order and seffayp different coordination systems
according to Kassim’s (2003) typology, the studyl mame main factors, political actors and
institutions that lead to main differences whilgresenting national interests during the

presidency term.

Taking into account the unconventional angle ofiysis, this study will serve as a significant
starting point for a broader research of the cati@h between national coordination systems
and interest representation while presiding then€bwf the EU. To ensure a high internal,

external validity and reliability, the study wilg due attention to possible impediments.

1.1. THEORETICAL RELEVANCE

The research has a few strong points that will idean added value to the existing body of

knowledge.

First of all, the presidency office still remains niche in political science and public
administration research. Considering the repretientaf national interests, scholars focus on
general stance of the country within the EU, caalitbuilding in the Council, influence of
interest groups on EU-level bodies and interachetween three main EU institutions (the
Commission, the Parliament and the Council) durdegision-making procedures. The

presidency, thus, is rarely involved in such stsdieostly due to its relatively limited power.

What is more, even though some scholars addresmff@tance of the presidency institute,
most of their studies were held before the Tredtyisbon entered into force (Bengtsson et
al., 2004; Elgstrom, 2003; Elgstrom & Tallberg, 30@uaglia & Moxon-Browne, 2006;

Schout & Vanhoonacker, 2006; Tallberg, 2003, 20£14,). Considering the main changes
defined in the Treaty, more extensive studies asglad to evaluate whether informal powers

of the presidency, such as representation of ratiaterests, remain.

This master thesis is based on the historicaltuiginalism, encompassing both rationalistic
and sociological institutionalism approaches. Imeotwords, despite formal obligations, each
presidency is eager to exploit the short-term effimd to put forward its national priorities.

However, the latter should not outbalance the amdk role within the Council, particularly

when sensitive issues are at stake (Schout & Vamdwk®r, 2006). The presidency is
expected to be a neutral mediator — pursue socabeptable norms (Quaglia & Moxon-

Browne, 2006).



Furthermore, as one of the core principles of ti@olical institutionalism is the path-
dependency (Hall & Taylor, 1996), the examinatidrcausal relationship between national
coordination systems and national interest reptatien will also provide a broader
perception of the current stance of the presidémcyouncil affairs: to what extent a country

is able to represent its national position.

Finally, a causal linkage between national cooriimamodels and interest representation
during the presidency term will provide an addeldi@dor the existing body of knowledge in
the field of public administration. Although this not the central aim of the research, the
study, analysing the arrangement of four differ@ational coordination systems, will
examine whether the classification of countriepddicular coordination models is still valid
and to what extent Kassim’s framework can be agphefuture research. The study will also
contribute to the evaluation of factors leadingateuccessful Council presidency. The latter
could be defined by the ability to combine officjadesidency roles (related to appropriate
behaviour of a chair) with the representation diamal priorities. In addition, the research
will facilitate the forecast of implicit results &fiture presidencies and lay the groundwork for

similar field studies that could lead to broademegalisations.

1.2.SOCIETAL RELEVANCE

The presidency of the Council of the EU, being 1@ n@sponsibility member states have to
deal with, creates certain expectations regardimg mnational interest implementation.
Therefore, results of the study will be importawithofor politicians and civil servants in

national administrations of small EU member statssthey will help to set attainable goals

and better assess possible outcomes of the pregiden

What is more, as the study will evaluate all fooorination systems, a more practical aspect
for national administrations is going to be addeessdomestic political institutions and
agencies will be able to accommodate certain clamgeorder to ensure more efficient
information transmission and cooperation betweelitigad bodies while defining national
positions, particularly on vital issues. This ipesially important for countries preparing to
hold the presidency, since the effective coordomagystem facilitates a burden the country

has to bear and ensures the opportunity to addeg&sal interests.

For examined countries that already held the peesig, the study will name main alterations

of the national EU policy coordination system thatuld lead to a better representation of
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their national position at the EU level. Althoudte tfollowing presidency will be held only in
14 years (due to sequential rotation), adjustmé@htseeded) of the coordination networks

would serve as a general means for a country teeaddts national interests at the EU level.

2. PROBLEM ANALYSIS

The bargaining process in the Council of Ministisraighly defined by the power countries
hold or attain while forming coalitions with oth&U member states on common national
priorities. As Sepos (2005) states, in order tolwata the effectiveness of a country’s

performance, one should look at the level of potibjectives achieved at the EU level.

Taking into account small EU member states, schaagree that, due to the weaker power,
they have fewer opportunities to put forward sigiht national issues. Limited capacities in
terms of votes, financial means and administrasteff diminish their relative potential
during the negotiations in the Council (Panke, 201The small number of votes means that
countries can be easily outvoted by big memberestalimited administrative capacity
impedes effective participation in negotiations hiepresenting national position; and
scarce financial resources do not allow a courdrgffer compensation for the adoption of
any policy issue (Panke, 2010a). As empirical gtsideveal, small EU members “are indeed
often less successful in advocating their polidgriests via direct bargaining or arguing in the
Council” (Panke, 2010a, p. 801). Therefore, thesiplency can be regarded as an opportunity

and informal power to use the chair for promotiagjanal preferences.

As Crum (2009) notes, the rotating presidency rti@darly important for small EU member
states as it “expresses the principle of equal{fy” 690). By rotating every half a year,
presidencies share the power of the chair instédmbiog ruled by one single supranational
body. This is an important merit for small EU memsbas all countries have an equal stance

at the EU level at least for half a year (Crum, 200

Since the last developments of the presidency &ffiicis regarded as a rather technocratic
position, responsible for smooth work in the Coluacid expressing the impartiality norm.
Nevertheless, one cannot diminish the importandbehational interest representation. The
presidency of the Council of Ministers does notéhany formal accountability. Although

countries’ performance is evaluated according éopitogramme and final results, there are no



sanctions for misbehaviour of the country (CrumQ®0 meaning the presidency is more

intended to pursue national interests than remairral.

However, in order to come up to a common strongonat position that can be respectively
represented in the Council, countries need to kstaleffective national coordination
systems. Well-organized networking, formulationpoécise objectives and flexibility given
to national representatives provide country witlspoilities to better advocate their national
interests at the EU level (Panke, 2010b).

If the national coordination network does not waKiciently and instructions to the
permanent representation in Brussels come lataedtes difficulties for successful interest
advocacy. Position delays could be caused by wariceasons, such as domestic
disagreements or problems within the coordinatietwork (e.g. between the capital and the
permanent representation in Brussels) (Panke, 302A8athe EU decision-making system is
complex and encompass actors on different goveenawels, particularly new EU member
states suffer from ineffective coordination (PanR810a). However, in general delays in
position formulation are considered as a charastterof small EU member states (Panke,
2010b).

Furthermore, the effective coordination systemaigipularly important for countries holding
the presidency of the Council of the EU. As therskerm office places an additional
administrative burden on states’ political and audstiative systems, in order to fulfil the
presidency roles, smoothly deal with administratagks and simultaneously address national
interests, the country should establish an efficreational EU policy coordination system
(Kassim et al., 2000).

According to Kassim (2003), national EU policy cdioation systems could be divided into
four categories: comprehensive centralized, congrelke decentralized, selective
centralized and selective decentralized. Howewatrafi small countries have established the
same coordination networks. They differ in coortiora ambitions (being comprehensive or

selective) and the level of centralization (cemted or decentralized) (Kassim, 2003).

While the type of domestic networking and its iefee on the national interest
representation at the EU level is the core eleroéthis research, historical institutionalism
(path-dependency in particular) generates certamunttaries that need to be addressed.

Countries assume the office of a presidency intatimg order and are working in trios.

10



Hence the presidency agenda has a successive ¢levhéh may either facilitate or impede

the representation of national objectives, dependin the number of overlapping issues.
What is more, a country is expected to fulfil certpresidency duties, which may lead to a
more inferior representation of domestic goals.ré&fuge, the central research question of the

master thesis is the following:

To what extent can the arrangement of the natidlalpolicy coordination system explain

the representation of national interests during pihesidency term?
In order to provide a comprehensive answer, fobrquestions can be distinguished:

1. How much room for manoeuvre do presidencies hawehi® representation of their
national interests?

2. How does the Treaty of Lisbon influence the ageseting powers and, thus, the
representation of national interest during the igderxcy term?
How does the coordination ambition affect the reprgation of national interests?
How does the level of centralization of nationamauistrative systems affect the

representation of national interests?

The following chapters will elaborate on the exaation of these questions, providing a
theoretical framework, methodology of the reseamstl, eventually, an empirical analysis of
the link between national coordination systems #mel domestic interest representation

during the presidency tefm

3. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

The linkage between the representation of presidgmrities and the arrangement of
domestic coordination systems provides a wide taraé theoretical frameworks for the

empirical analysis. The presidency of the CouncMmisters could be regarded as one of the
elements of the European integration. Thus, schalanally tend to look at this process from

two main theoretical approaches: neofunctionaliaghiatergovernmentalism.

While the neofunctionalism focuses on spilloveeet$ and the increasing discretion of EU-

level actors, e.g. the entrepreneurial and brogerioles of the European Commission

! For a more detailed presentation of the presidamstitute and national coordination systems, please
Annexes 1 and 2.
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(Pollack, 2005) or the strengthened stance of theofean Parliament in the ordinary
legislative procedure, intergovernmentalism empessithe bargaining process among
member states. Final decisions, hence, reflectréfetive power of EU members while
implementing their national interests rather thaasommon decision among national and EU-
level actors (Pollack, 2005).

However, in addition to these two conventional ties) scholars do analyse the interaction
between EU actors from a more methodological petsmge and utilize insights of
institutionalism. Pollack (1996) argues that newstilmtionalism combines both conventional
theories of European integration. On the one henstifutions are created as a means for EU
members to exert their influence. However, once tre established, they “take on a life of
their own” (Pollack, 1996, p. 431) and may evendpie unintended outcomes in the whole

EU governance, giving more powers to the EU-leeébis (Pollack, 1996).

New institutionalism, instead of examining who prdfom the integration process, focuses
on institutions (political structures), niches atwhstraints they make while shaping final
decisions (Bulmer, 1997). Therefore, this approadhbe applied in this research, focusing

specifically on the historical institutionalism.

National EU policy coordination systems could beyareled as historically developed
networks that shape the outcomes of current Eltipsli What is more, the institute of the
presidency has also undergone a few developmes¢s Asnex 1), which gradually led to
path-dependent consequences — defined roles of ctier. Hence, the historical
institutionalism integrates both variables of teeaarch, which at the end of the chapter will

be cumulated into corresponding hypotheses.

3.1. THREE APPROACHES OF THE NEW INSTITUTIONALISM

The new institutionalism is not an integral thedoyt comprises three branches: rationalist,
sociological and historical approaches (Hall & Tayl 1996). While rationalist and
sociological institutionalisms could be regardedves conventional angles applied in studies
of the presidency’s institute (Elgstrom & TallbeR§03), historical institutionalism is usually
regarded as the fundamental one, combining botbnadtand sociological approaches and,
thus, providing a broader picture of institutiodalvelopments of the presidency and national

coordination systems.

12



3.1.1.RATIONALIST APPROACH

Rational choice institutionalism can be identifiedth the theory of intergovernmental
bargaining as they both emphasize the realizatiamatonal priorities (Awesti, 2007). The
rationalist approach is based on four main primspldistinguished by Hall and Taylor
(1996):

1) Actors have a definite set of preferences, witiodly seek to maximize according to

strategic calculations.

2) While pursuing their interests, actors usuadlyef collective action dilemmas. Nevertheless,

the individual goal attainment leads to a collesijnsuboptimal result (p. 945).

3) The institutional structure provides actors witformation about the expected behaviour

of others and, thus, reduces uncertainty.

4) The set up of new institutions could be consideas a cooperative act between significant
actors. However, the main purpose of the institutformation is the maximization of
individual gains (Hall & Taylor, 1996).

For the purpose of this study, the first featuréhefrationalist approach will be applied.

The country holding the presidency is assumed tsyauits national priorities by following
strategic calculations. In order to successfullyplement their goals at the EU level,
presidencies frame their priorities as Europearewsbsues that are likely to be achieved
during the presidency term (Elgstrom & TallbergD3p Moreover, as for the most issues in
the Council the qualified-majority-voting rule apgd, countries usually form voting
coalitions (Elgstrém & Tallberg, 2003).

Nevertheless, the strategic behaviour and costfibeadculations do not necessarily lead to
pure interest implementation. According to Elgstréna Tallberg (2003) there are three main
strategies a country may pursue: forcing, whergonat interests are the key priority
compared to the reputation issue; accommodatingpesite to the forcing one; and problem-
solving — trying to maximize gains for all membéatss. Therefore, the country may act as a
neutral broker when it has major concerns abougefsitation and want to maintain the image

of a ‘good European’ (Bengtsson et al., 2004, 6).31
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The latter strategy is usually applied by small aedv EU members, as they hold weaker
voting power, maintain less developed contacts witier EU states and institutions and have

rather constrained institutional capacities to @spnt their national position (Panke, 2008).

Concerning the establishment of national coordomatisystems within the Kassim’s
framework, the first feature of rationalist approaso applies. As Kassim (2003) argues,
there is a convergence between coordination systemgsdisposition of expertise within the
government, increasing role of prime ministers,cgdeunits for EU affairs management,
etc.), which refers to effectiveness and resourpgmization (Kassim, 2003). Countries
perform as rational actors and set up coordinatisiworks that ensure a better

implementation of their national goals within thg.E

3.1.2.S0CIOLOGICAL APPROACH

The sociological institutionalism could be regar@desdan opposite to the rational one, defined
by three main features (Hall & Taylor, 1996):

1) Inclusion of both institutional rules and syn#joioral norms that influence and guide
human behaviour.

2) Institutions are attached to specific roles tiratlually develop into behavioural norms. By
engaging in an institutional environment, actotgrnnalize such perceptions and frame them
as socially acceptable practices that shape theurd behaviour, based on the logic of

appropriateness.

3) Institution formation is based on the demand liggher social legitimacy rather than
rational calculations, as the legitimate decisiprmduce more support from the public (Hall
& Taylor, 1996).

With regard to the presidency, the second feattitheosociological approach — the logic of
appropriateness — could be regarded as the main winike explaining the interest
representation during the half-year term. The persty is expected to act according to
existing norms, deriving from institutional arrangents and official presidency duties, which
also shape different perceptions about the robaeichair in each member state (Elgstrom &
Tallberg, 2003).
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According to Elgstrém (2003), the state accommaodatihe sociological approach may
prioritize one of the following roles of the presity: leader, initiating moves and policies
for the future of Europe; negotiator, as repredemtaof national interests; broker, trying to
come up to common decisions and compromises; aabgrat, focusing on administrative
concerns. The selection of a preferred role stgodgpends not on rational calculations, but
previous experiences a country possess. While beingember of the EU, engaging in a
socially constructed environment and, in particutelding the presidency, the state forms its
perception about the appropriate stance of the ¢g&gstrom, 2003), which could even be a
negotiator, pursuing national gains. Such integiiens then lead to certain expectations for

other EU members presiding the Council.

With regard to the establishment of national cammton systems within Kassim's
framework, sociological institutionalism proposhkattcountries adapt to institutional changes
in different ways, mostly due to their divergingrgeptions about EU policies and the
Union’s working mechanism (Kassim, 2003). Furthemmadhe arrangement of the national
coordination system usually resembles country’stuae towards EU issues and its
willingness to respond to them (Kassim, 2003). €fme, EU members exhibit diverging
trends in their national coordination systems, WwHinally can lead to unlike outcomes of EU

policies (Dimitrova & Maniokas, 2004).

3.1.3.HISTORICAL APPROACH

Historical institutionalism is known for being onf dhe first branches of the neo-
institutionalism, comprising different disciplinesuch as political science, history and
sociology (Jenson & Me'rand, 2010). As Hall and [day(1996) argue, historical
institutionalism has four traits:

1) Being regarded as the broadest approach, it isespboth the rational and sociological
approaches, which Hall and Taylor (1996) namedcasclilus” and “cultural” ones (p. 938).
According to the calculus approach, actors aretegfi@ players, trying to maximize their
gains, whereas the cultural approach sees instititas routines that form actors’ behaviour,

perceptions and patterns for interpretation.

2) Historical institutionalism sees the distributiof power between actors as an outcome of

existing institutional arrangements, leading toqus stance in a decision-making process.
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3) One of the most prominent features of historinatitutionalism is the path-dependency.
Institutional developments are strongly influentgdformer arrangements that determine the
future path of the institution. However, previowescions cannot always be fully forecasted

and, thus, may lead to unintended consequencek&Halylor, 1996).

4) The final feature of historical institutionalisis: known as critical junctures — “moments
when substantial institutional change takes plaegeby creating a ‘branching point’ from

which historical development moves onto a new pétdll & Taylor, 1996, p. 942).

These traits clearly show that historical inst@otlism could be regarded as the fundamental
approach towards EU-related developments, as itpdses rationalist and sociological
angles of analysis. In addition, although schofargly apply it to the presidency studies,
historical institutionalism can provide a broadergeption to the arrangement of national
coordination systems, as well as the behaviouhefchair. Therefore, this research will be
based on historical institutionalism assumptiohsist contributing to the existing body of

knowledge in the presidency studies.

For the purpose of this research, the link betwestional coordination systems and interest
representation during the presidency term will kangined according to two features of the
historical institutionalism, i.e. the first, coming rationalist and sociological approaches, and
the third, concerning path-dependent developmétbsvever, it should be noted that these
two features do not contradict each other. Patledépncy rather depicts the collocation of
logic of consequence (rationalism) and logic ofrappateness (sociological approach) in a

long term, providing certain paths for further ingtonal developments.

As the research is not aiming to compare the urtstiof the presidency with other EU bodies,
the issue of power distribution is not relevant,ewdas the critical junctures will not be
addressed due to the selected time frame (onlypths-Lisbon Treaty period will be

analysed).

Regarding national coordination systems, these padicular features (combination of
calculus and cultural approaches as well as thegependency) of historical institutionalism
can best describe developments of domestic codrdimaetworks according to Kassim’s
framework. The development of national coordinatsystems exhibits traits from both the
rational and the sociological approaches, as tlser® clear trend towards convergence or

divergence between countries. Moreover, EU membeil their coordination networks
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according to existing political and administratigeructures, which reflect the long-term
country’s vision towards the European integratis@agsim, 2003). Therefore, it could be
assumed that path-dependency also has a grearinéiion EU coordination networks within

the framework developed by Kassim.

3.2.HISTORICAL INSTITUTIONALISM AS AN APPROACH TO THE PRSIDENCY OF THECOUNCIL OF
THEEU

According to Skocpol and Pierson (2002), instiméibchanges are usually adapted to the
existing context rather than replacing previousficas. Hence, current institutions should be

evaluated by taking previous rules and arrangemetgdsccount.

The institute of the presidency has undergone agi®at developments that had significantly
changed the role of the chair (see Annex 1). Howea® scholars agree, we could notice the
path-dependency in terms of presidency roles. Ashiktorical institutionalism encompasses
both the rationalist and sociological approacheststfrom each of them are apparent in the
current stance of the chair.

The rationalist (or calculus) approach assumestkigpresidency is a strategic actor, willing
to pursue its goals. As Schout and VanhoonackedgR@rgue, in addition to conventional

presidency roles, i.e. organizer, broker and malitileader, the presidency is also a
representative of national interests. This role gion) originally comes from the countries’

interest to implement national positions during @euncil negotiations seeking to avoid high
national costs of adopted policies, and focusing strort-term objectives (Schout &

Vanhoonacker, 2006).

The Treaty of Lisbon, however, had greatly consgdithe presidency by subtracting roles of
political leader and external representative (sameX 1). Nevertheless, despite being
discarded from the high-politics field, the presidg is still capable to use certain niches for
national interest representation in low-politiceas, which are in the discretion of the Council

of Ministers (see Annex 1).

Small EU member states, however, are usually egdetti occupy a more neutral stance
during the presidency term, as they have concergarding their reputation, institutional
constraints or capacity. However, empirical studiesw the opposite, since even small states
are capable of maintaining a good reputation amulesznting their national goals while

presiding the Council of Ministers (Bengtsson et2004). As this research will examine four
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small EU members, the reputation issue and theritahee of a previous, more powerful
position (being a political leader and an extemegdresentative) will be taken into account

while drawing final conclusions.

With regard to the sociological approach and, nepecifically, the logic of appropriateness,

the presidency is expected to perform in an imabway, work for the common good of the

Council and the EU as a whole (Bengtsson et aD4P(Neutrality could be regarded as the
major socially constructed norm of the chair, assialso stated in the Handbook of the
Presidency (2011): “The Presidency must, by dednjtbe neutral and impartial. It is the

moderator for discussions and cannot thereforeuiagiher its own preferences or those of a
particular Member State.” (p. 10). According to [batg (2003), countries are willing to act

in their own interest, however, the socializatidrthe impartiality norm makes them refrained

from implementation of national goals and leads toeutral brokerage. Moreover, even if
countries are willing to pursue their national aliyees, the logic of appropriateness

dominates when countries face disagreements iCthancil (e.g. on sensitive topics), since
the presidency has to act as broker for the comguwd, thus, leaving national priorities

aside (Schout & Vanhoonacker, 2006).

Traits of path-dependency can be clearly observadewevaluating presidency’s aim to

pursue national goals, which comes from the forpasition of the chair as a political leader,
having more influence. Regarding the sociologigadraach, the logic of appropriateness led
to the internalization of neutrality norm, whichwm@an be seen in the official roles of the
presidency: administrator (preparing the meetingg)derator (seeking for consensus) and

chairperson (leading the meetings) (Handbook ofttesidency, 2011).

In addition, the presidency is also constrainedhytrio agenda, since the Treaty of Lisbon
officially established the continuation of the letegm priorities and obliged trio presidencies
to follow each other's programme (Treaty of Lisb@0907). Therefore, it could be assumed
that the country holding the chair is constraingagsibccessive Council agenda, and is able to
implement its national priorities only to a certaixtent, since the agenda-shaping power has

been greatly limited.

Hence, the application of historical institutiosati will provide a broader understanding of
the current duties and capabilities the presidepogses. By examining four small EU
member states, two of which belong to the groupldfEU members (Ireland and Greece),

whilst the others — to the group of relatively neauntries (Lithuania and Cyprus), the

18



research will reveal whether the rational and dogical approaches could be equally
applied. Lithuania and Cyprus, contrary to Irelamtl Greece, held the Council presidency
for the first time. Therefore, they may exhibit mamational traits than socially internalized
norms. Nevertheless, all four countries were wagkim trios (Cyprus, however, being in a
separate one from the rest of the countries), whithenable author to evaluate the path-

dependency of the presidency programmes and thpe sfanational interest representation.

3.3.HISTORICAL INSTITUTIONALISM AND KASSIM'S FRAMEWORK

There is considerable number of theoretical apprescfor the analysis of national
coordination systems (see Annex 2). Neverthelesst was stated previously, this research
will utilize two-dimensional Kassim’s framework. &uselection is based on a few reasons.
First of all, the executive branch prevails ovee tlegislative, as it disposes relevant
information and technical expertise about the ElMdtesl issues (Kassim, 2003). Hence,
responsible ministers are enabled to representn#imnal position and, thus, national

interests during the Council meetings.

Furthermore, Kassim gives an explicit allocationnoémber states according to two broad
dimensions (coordination ambition and centralizgti@ncompassing Panke’s framework on
power distribution among governments and permamneptesentations (Panke, 2010b).
Gartner with colleagues (2011) had extended Kassiramework by adding new Central and
Eastern European states. Therefore, for the purpbskis research the developed scheme
will be utilized. Finally, Kassim’s framework cless small countries to different categories
of national coordination systems, which will lead hore extensive conclusions of the

research.

As it was already noted in previous sections, Kassiframework can also be evaluated
across theoretical lines, applying the historiaatitutionalism. There are some clear trends of
convergence with regard to established common meaticoordination structures, related to
the rationalist approach. However, distinct adntiatsve arrangements determine apparent
divergences across countries (Kassim, 2003), mafeto sociological approach. Hence, the

historical institutionalism encompasses both angles

The application of Kassim’s framework to four EU mrmer states will evaluate two
dimensions: the extent of the coordination, beiitigee comprehensive or selective, and the

level of centralization of the domestic systemneientralized or decentralized.
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Comprehensive coordination systems aim to deal alltissues discussed at the EU level in
order to better represent national position in epohicy area. Selective systems, on the
contrary, are focusing mainly on important policeas in order to defend vital national
interests (Kassim, 2003). Attribution of countriesone of these cleavages highly depends on
their resources, administrative capacity (Gartrieal.e 2011). As comprehensive systems are
aiming to deal with a wider range of policies, tassumed they have more resources than

states with selective systems.

The division between centralized and decentralisgdtems reflects the administrative
division of the state — either being unitary withntralized policy mechanisms, or federal,
giving freedom to political units (ministries). Qealized systems ensure an early
involvement in decision-making procedures in ortbeprovide enough time for all national

actors to express their opinion and reach a compusition. However, all coordination

processes and technical expertise are concentedtdte central executive body — the
government (Kassim, 2003). Decentralized systemshe contrary, give political freedom to
line ministries that are responsible for draftihg nhational position in their realm of activity

and expertise. There is no central actor that mmppse its position (Kassim, 2003).

With regard to the level of centralization, theeraf permanent representatives will also be
evaluated. As Kassim (2003) noted, in centralizgstesns the permanent representation
preoccupies a more active role, being involved he tdecision making processes and
maintaining a constant contact with the nationahiadstration (both the government and line
ministries). In decentralized systems the permarepresentation serves more as an
information channel, maintaining constant contaiththe government. However, its role in

decision-making processes is limited, as line rieis hold the decisive power (Kassim,

2003).

As coordination systems have been developed acuptdidifferent national lines and policy
perceptions, they might produce uneven policy aute® (Dimitrova & Maniokas, 2004). In
the case of this research, countries are expededisplay different levels of interest

representation during the presidency term.

However, it is important to note that Kassim’s feamork outlines the general pattern of
national coordination systems. Notwithstanding, levipreparing the presidency, countries
usually establish additional networks, positionssgstems in order to facilitate information

transmission and to ensure a smooth work within@bencil. Therefore, the research will
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focus on the formal set-up of the national coortiama network (according to Kassim),

simultaneously paying due attention to the inflleentadditional arrangements.

3.4.HYPOTHESES

Taking into consideration the above-mentioned thcal expectations and sub-questions of

the research, following hypotheses can be raised:

H1: The pursuit of national interests during the presidy term is constrained by the

successive element of the Council agenda, i.e-geplendency

Although the presidency of the Council of the EUaigotating office, providing an equal

stance for each country to chair the Council's waduntries have a rather limited room for
manoeuvre. Path-dependency could be regarded ag elément that shapes actors’ actions
in an institutionalized environment: instead oficatly changing established practices, actors
adapt new decisions to existing rules and proceddreerefore, it is argued that the pursuit of
national interest during the presidency term isst@mned by path-dependency, obliging

countries to follow the existing agenda and prefees of other EU members.

H2: After the Treaty of Lisbon presidencies are ablenfluence the Council agenda only by

short-term policies that correspond to long-term gtaAls.

The second hypothesis refers to the path-dependehgyesidency agendas. In order to
ensure the continuation of long-term EU goals, Theaty of Lisbon established presidency
trios. Therefore, despite differences in their ngtpower or general stance within the Union,
countries are obliged to follow each other’s agemdaecially when preparing a common trio
programme. This leads to the assumption that forahairs usually determine national
priorities of their successors, despite the sizéhefcountry. Nevertheless, path-dependency
does not eliminate the combination of rational andiological elements. Countries are still
able to shape the Council’'s agenda, however, onlghort-term goals that correspond to

long-term policies and objectives of previous piescies.

As the focus of this thesis is the linkage betweational coordination systems and interest
representation during the presidency term, the tveathypotheses are raised accordingly. It
is important to note, that the following expectatioare also based on the historical
institutionalism, assuming that countries followndsterm policies, defined in rotating trio

programmes.
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H3: During the presidency term, small EU member statth comprehensive national
coordination systems implement less national istsrén successive agenda than small EU

member states with selective national coordinasgstems.

Such expectation is raised due to limited resouscesll countries posses. As the presidency
term is capacity consuming period, the ambitioaddress all issues the EU deals with could

result in poorly advocated national priorities.

H4: During the presidency term, small EU member stai@gng centralized coordination
systems better implement national interests in esgige agenda than small member states

having decentralized systems.

The fourth hypothesis refers to the ability to compewith a common position. In centralized
coordination systems political institutions evatudU policies at the early stage, which
enables them to debate essential amendments artdaeansensus before the negotiations in
the Council (Kassim, 2003). In decentralized systeafthough the position-drafting process
is facilitated by shared competences, ministrieghtnapply different strategies on long-term

EU policies that may cause inconsistency in reprtasg national priorities.
Considering four hypotheses, main variables ofélsearch are the following:

e Independent— national coordination systems according to Kassiframework
(comprehensive centralized, selective centralizmimprehensive decentralized, or
selective decentralized). The examination of tlieependent variable will be based on
three indicators: 1) thestablished official network of interactior(gertical and
horizontal), 2)formal powers of each actanvolved, and 3government composition
during the presidency ternsince majoritarian governments lead to more ieffic
domestic coordination than coalitions (Kassim, 2003

e Intervening — additional (usually temporary) networks or posis, established
particularly for the presidency term. Besides eingua faster and smooth information
transmission, supplementary arrangements may ddgogrole in national interest
representation.

e Dependent— representation of national interests. Natiomderests here refer to
national priorities, aggregated at the domestiellend named in official documents
and/or by responsible executives within the goveminhaving a decision-making

power and representing the country at the EU léNational interests, hence, include
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cost-benefit calculations, institutional set ugled country and ideological interests of
political parties in power (Miklin, 2009). By traxg the reference of domestic national
positions in Council and European Council documewispted during the presidency
term, thelevel of national interest representatiwill be assessed.

e Exogenous- path-dependency. Taking into account the fadtriational coordination
systems are developed according to institutiondligeactices and that the Council
agenda has a successive element, path-dependemoynsglered as an exogenous
variable that determines the institutional enviremincountries operate in. As the
research is built upon historical institutionalispath-dependency is assumed to have
a substantial overall effect on the interrelati@iveen independent and dependent

variables.

The following Figure 1 shows the relation betwerdependent, dependent and intervening

variables, being constrained by the institutiomali®nment (exogenous variable):
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Figure 1: Flowchart of the linkage between variable
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4. RESEARCH DESIGN

In the field of public administration, cross-coyntomparisons could be conducted by using
both quantitative and qualitative methods of inguiparticularly when analysing the co-

variation between two variables. Neverthelesshasaim of this master thesis is to examine
the linkage between national coordination systents the national interest representation

during the presidency term, the qualitative analysthe best method applicable.

First of all, since the Treaty of Lisbon came ifboce, countries have to hold the rotating
office every 14 years, which makes a time-serissaech infeasible. In addition, the number
of EU member states that held the presidency afsdon reforms is rather small, which also
impedes the quantitative cross-country analysisspide these factors, the quantitative
research design would not be able to provide amjuate explanation of the co-variation.

Both national coordination systems and the reptasen of national priorities are complex

variables that can hardly be defined and, furtheemexamined by quantitative indicators. An
in-depth context analysis is needed for both ofrthé/hat is more, the interrelation examined
could be regarded as a novelty in the field of tpall science and public administration.

Therefore, the qualitative case study design isenappropriate to measure the co-variation
between variables, which later on could be tesyechbre extensive qualitative or quantitative

studies. Hence, this master thesis will utilize goalitative research design.

The central research question of the thesis i®fawriented (Gschwend & Schimmelfennig,
2007), i.e.To what extent can the arrangement of the nati&tlpolicy coordination system
explain the representation of national interestsimy the presidency termPherefore, two
qualitative research approaches can be appliedzagational analysis or process-tracing

analysis.

Co-variational small-N analysis could be regardea dirst step towards larger scope studies:
conclusions of case studies can be tested in Mrgaalysis, examining the relationship
between independent and dependent variables and, throviding more reasonable
generalisations (Blatter & Haverland, 2012). Tlyiset of research design is one of the most
dominant approaches, since it provides a cleardveork for testing the impact of certain
variables, namely “which value of the independeariable causes a specific outcome at the
dependent variable” (Blatter & Blume 2008, p. 32@hwever, the main drawback of the
method is the narrow scope of observation, whielideto the limited external validity. Co-

variational analysis usually applies one or fewotk&ical assumptions, raises hypotheses and
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tests causal links between independent and dependenables. However, more complex

interrelations between them remain unexplored {8ia&& Blume, 2008).

Process tracing, although also examines causa, limovides a more extensive explanation
of interrelation between independent and dependamdbles. The method allows tracing the
steps (including actions, events and motivatiotegding from inputs to outcomes of the

research (Blatter & Blume, 2008). As the analysiegydeeper into the correlation between
tested variables, restricting or catalysing factofsthese causal links can also be named
(Blatter & Blume, 2008). Therefore, process tracoogld produce a greater added value to
the development of theoretical assumptions (Gedg®ennett, 2005) rather than co-

variational analysis.

By examining how the arrangement of the nationabrdmation system influences the
representation of national interest during the idexy of the Council of the EU, the research
focuses not only on systems as a given phenomdndntheir structure and interrelation
mechanisms that either facilitate or impair therespntation of national interests. What is
more, as the main theoretical approach appliedhénrésearch is historical institutionalism,
process tracing provides the best methodologicamé&work for such analysis, since it
contains a historical element (Skocpol & PiersddQ2). Therefore, the following chapters

will elaborate on the application of process trgailesign in this study.

4.1.PROCESS TRACING ANALYSIS

As George and Bennett (2005) state, process tradimg not solely define the causality
between independent and dependent variables, theérreeveals the chain of rational and
sociological developments — a causal mechanisnatde¢hads to particular outcomes. Process
tracing, contrary to co-variational analysis, palige attention to actors’ incentives and
behaviour that determine the decision-making pracesstitutional arrangements and other

intervening effects that have an influence on freallts (Falleti, 2006).

Nevertheless, process-tracing analysis variesiexplanatory power and forms of causality
(George & Bennett, 2005). Regarding the formers timethod could provide a detailed
narrative, based mostly on historical records, lming limited theoretical explanation; it

may also explain certain processes in an analywegl providing more theoretical evidence;

finally, a process tracing can give a general engtian, based on more abstract rather than
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detailed process chain, usually due to limited actes®levant sources (George & Benn
2005).

This researchvill be based on the analytical process tracindysisa Such form of a resear
method combines the historical narrative with chanalytical explanations focusing on f
most important parts of the process (George & B&nRe05). Therefore, by tracing natiol
coordination systems (i.actors, networks, positions and formal powers), shedy will
reveal the causality between te institutional arrangements and the representabic

national interests.

With regardto forms of causality, the procetracing analysis can be divided across 1
lines: linear, converged, interacting, or sequerzadsality (George & Bennett, 2005)s the
formulation of national position in member statssially takes the pa-dependent way (du
to institutionalized coordination systems), theesrsh will utilize the sequenced form
process tracing analysis, that mainly emphasizeschain of evets in an institutionalize
cycle (George & Bennett, 2005). P-dependent developments usually generate institit
constraints. Therefore, the application of suchiydical perspective will reveal why actc

engage in a particular set of choices wmaking a decision (Bennett & Elman, 20l

The following stepsin Figure 2define the examination process of the linkage bei
national coordination systems and representatiomatibnal irterests in a single policy ai

that is common for all four praeencies

f h 4 Y s ~
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interactions, official powers presidency achievements) nationa m.tgrests uring the
actors posses) presidency term

e g
Evaluation of national EU
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Specification of additional Comparison of national and the role of path-
arrangements established for interests with presidency dependency by car pin -
the presidency term priorities cgmpara ti}i/e}cl:rosgco 1gm try
analysis
/ J N /

Tracing the formulation of
national interests (focusing
on the main actors involved

in a particular policy area)

Examinaton of intervening
variables and their role while
shaping a national position

.
Figure 2: Steps of the process tracing anal
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4.2 MEASUREMENT

Process tracing is a rather complex research me#tsothe linkage between independent and
dependent variables includes many steps that sheujglaced in a particular order (Bennett
& George, 1997). What is more, each variable isbasted just on “single observations”, but
has different dimensions. Hence, it is necessamdasure the magnitude of each of them in
order to ensure accurate observations and prowdedsconclusions (Bennett & George,

1997).

Table 1 represents the operationalization of eaatiable that will be evaluated in this

research, naming main indicators, evaluation catemeasurement technique and data

sources.
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Independent variable: national coordination systems

Indicators

Evaluation criteria
(description)

Way of measurement

Data sources

1) Official network of| Comprehensive The basis for evaluation — Kassim’'s framewgikassim’s typology, including additions by Gartrer

interactions. centralized,; (appended by L. Gartner et al.). Taking intand colleagues, official documents from political
comprehensive account current institutional arrangements, |thedies, legal acts, scientific (journal) articles,
decentralized; selectiieauthor will re-examine the attribution of countriesebsites  regarding  sustainable  governance
centralized;  selectiveto these four clusters from a personal point ofwigindicators.
decentralized.

2) Formal powers o] Decision-making; Formal powers will be assigned by the aut| Kassim’'s framework, appended by Gartner @and

each actor involved.

formulation;
information

position
advisory;
channelling;
coordinating;
representative.

according to the following descriptions:

- Decision-making — actor has a decisive an
veto power;

Position formulation — actor is involved

position formulation process, but its opinion ig
necessarily decisive;

- Advisory — actor is an advisor in decision-mak
that is consulted optionally; its opinion can

neglected;

- Information channelling — actor serves as
information transferor, have no decision-mak
powers;

Coordinating actor is responsible

coordinating EU issues; if necessary, serves
conciliator;

Representative actor is responsible
representing the national position at the EU leve

1

colleagues; official documents from political bagli

legal acts, scientific (journal) articles, presidgmn

websites and official
websites.

presidency reports, nd

11

WS

3) Governmen
composition (during the
presidency term).

Majoritarian or coalition
b government.

The evaluation will be based on official electi
data, scientific articles by respected scholars
define the government composition in eg
country.

pBcientific articles, official websites of politicaind
tla@ministrative bodies, political parties, other se
alebsites presenting voting data.

W
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Intervening variable: additional networks/positions

Indicators Evaluation criteria Way of measurement Data sources
(description)
1) Additional networky The purpose o| Additional networks will be listed according | Official documents (e.g. presidency reporis),
of interactions. domestic and nationq official data mentioning the establishment of th| scientific (journal) articles, working papers.
networks betweel and by the author, considering Kassim’s framew
actors that do nd (naming those networks of interactions t
belong to the regulgd supplement the regular coordination system).
EU policy coordination
system
2) Supplementary The purpose/duties qgfPositions will be listed according to official dat®fficial documents (e.g. presidency repor]s),
positions within thg positions that do ndtmentioning the establishment of them and by |tkeientific (journal) articles, working papers.
national administration.| belong to the regulgrauthor, considering Kassim’'s framework (nam|ng
coordination system. | those positions that supplement the regtlar
coordination system).
Dependent variable: representation of national prioities
Indicators Evaluation criteria Way of measurement Data sources
(description)
Level of nationall High level, mediunm Author will assign the presidency’s performancg For national position (domestic priorities): offi
interest representation.| level; low level. the corresponding level of the national inte documents from national administrative bodies
representation according to the following typolq (president offices, governments, parliaments,
(made by the author): responsible  ministries, agencies, permanent
- High level — all or the most (i.e. 80-1009 representations in Brussels, etc.); official domeest
national priorities in a selected policy area | programmes (e.g. Action Plans), articles from ngws
named in official EU documents adopted during| websites, personal politicians’ websites, presiggnc
presidency. websites, websites of EU institutions.
- Medium level — 40-80% of national policy god For EU-level decisions: official EU documents,
are named in official EU documents adopted duj including press releases, COREPER and working
the presidency. groups meetings; recommendations of Coupcil
- Low level — less than 40% of national priorit|f meetings, where relevant, European Council

are mentioned in official EU documents adop

during the presidency.

conclusions will be evaluated.

Table 1: Operationalization of variables
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The operationalization of three variables depidgted@able 1 provides an outline of indicators
that will be examined and techniques that will Isedifor the empirical analysis. The table
does not include the fourth, exogenous, variakd¢hfdependency), as it will not be examined
separately but considered to have an overall infleeon the interrelation between
independent and dependent variables. Being onehef Key elements of historical

institutionalism, path-dependency influences deaisnhaking procedures within national EU
policy coordination systems, as well as determities successive Council agenda. Its
influence on the interrelation between examinedakdes will be evaluated through cross-

country analysis of four EU member states, haviffgr@nt coordination systems.

Most of the data that will be used for empiricaidings contain secondary sources (official

documents, scientific articles). Hence, the analysil be based on a desk research.

Secondary data will ensure the plausibility of egsh results. National coordination systems
operate according to formal, institutionalized sul@herefore, official documents can best
define the picture of the existing interrelatiorstvileen actors. Representation of national
interests can also be examined by official datapmaring national objectives with the

documents adopted during the presidency term.

Nevertheless, a few issues regarding the religlfiofficial sources arise. Firstly, documents
usually are briefly written and, thus, lack in-deptepresentation of the coordination
processes or implementation of various policies.atMB more, reports frequently contain
evaluation bias. Therefore, the research will exemadditional sources, such as scholarly

articles and news reports, in order to provide mmeasonable conclusions.

As representation of national interest at the Elkllecontains both formal and informal
procedures, in order to provide a comprehensiveurgc interviews with national officials
will be conducted. Due to the time constraint, iviewvees will be asked the same open
guestions by e-mail. This will give more freedom tieem to interpret a question and respond

respectively.

However, one of the major issues that arise wtoledacting interviews is the probability of

socially desirable answers. It is a rather comptidatask to check whether the respondent
provided an honest or more pragmatic and thought#gponse. Hence, the research will
integrate these responses with other research Idat¢gher words, responses received will be

considered as additional rather than main inforomaftor the research.
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4.3.INTERNAL VALIDITY

National coordination systems, representation @ional interest and the presidency of the
Council of the EU are complex factors to examiheréfore it is important to address issues

regarding the internal validity of the research.

The aforementioned process tracing steps (seed-@uand the operationalization of each
variable could be regarded as the main tool forhilgher internal validity, as the evaluation
of the link between independent, intervening andedeent variables in each case will be
based upon the distinguished criteria. Hence, bsewations will avoid evaluation bias, i.e.
unequal treatment and interpretation of data irr foountries, and provide more credible

generalizations.

As national priorities are formulated at the doneelgtvel (following the steps of the national
coordination system), the linkage between the doatobn network and interest
representation at the EU level can be easily expthiby examining the sequence of three
variables: national coordination systems, addifi@raangements (positions, networks) and
the representation of national interests at thdewil.

Nevertheless, some overlaps might arise betweesparntient and intervening variables, i.e.
between official (regular) national coordinatiorst®ms and additional networks, established
exclusively for the presidency term. As complempnteetworks and/ or positions are a part
of the coordination network, they might cause canipy while evaluating their influence on

the final outcome. Therefore, the further empiricedearch will pay due attention to the

interrelation between regular coordination netwakd temporary additional arrangements.

Another difficulty arising in a process tracing bsés is the limited information. If some
parts of the process cannot be evaluated due teailable data, the research might lead to
vague generalizations (George & Bennett, 2005)theamore, some official documents
might be written in a national language, which niigked translations and, hence, cause a
language barrier. Therefore, in order to avoidafa#s while evaluating research results, the

study will utilize a variety of data sources thall womplement each other.

To increase the internal validity, scholars alsamie alternative sequences of events that
might be complementary or spurious to the procesdyaed (George & Bennett, 2005).
However, as this master thesis is based on a itigtanstitutionalism and, thus, path-

dependency, the main assumption of the researthaisthe arrangement of the national
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coordination system determines the way nationadrést are represented at the EU level.

Hence, alternatives paths will not be considered.

4.4 EXTERNAL VALIDITY

The case study design is usually being criticizadits insignificance regarding the external
validity of the research, as single or multiplet bitill small-N cases cannot provide profound
generalizations. Nevertheless, as Yin (2014) arghespurpose of the case study is to expand
theories and to provide more elaborated explanadritheoretical propositions rather than of

universal phenomenon.

The examination of four presidencies by small EUmber states will provide primary
generalizations for the co-variation between natioroordination systems and the
implementation of national priorities. The reseansh utilize Kassim’s framework, which is
considered to be one of the most applicable appescvhen analysing coordination
networks. Moreover, the study will cover all foulusters distinguished by the scholar,
providing more extensive generalizations regardireginfluence of coordination systems on

the representation of national priorities.

For consistency reasons all four presidencieslwtlexamined by tracing the same steps and
using the same data sources. This will serve niyt @ a means for a higher reliability and

internal validity, but also as a pattern for similature studies, since this research could be
considered as a first attempt to measure the @l&tion between coordination systems and

representation of national interests.

Nevertheless, the external validity has its linmiitas. As the study will examine only small

EU member states, different dynamics might be oleseduring the presidencies of large EU
countries. What is more, despite being assignexhéoof four Kassim’s clusters, coordination
systems vary across countries, which could leatierging outcomes even belonging to the
same group of coordination systems. Therefore, rpogsidencies after the Lisbon changes

should be examined in order to come up with magiel generalizations.

Another common disadvantage in qualitative casdiesuis the individual fallacy (Lichbach
& Zuckerman, 2009). As this research will examinsiagle policy area in four member
states, generalizations made might not reflectbiftmder context. Countries have various

national interests and political ambitions in diéfet policy fields. Hence, this point will be
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taken into account while evaluating the findingghs# research, whereas the study itself will
exhibit a scientific framework for similar futurenalysis rather than provide comprehensive

conclusions in a selected policy area.

4.5.RELIABILITY

Previously specified steps of the process tracmgyais and the operationalization of each
variable (depicted in Table 1) will ensure thealiity of the research. As the thesis aims to
evaluate the link between domestic EU policy camton systems and national interest
representation at the EU level, all four countna be examined by following the same

process-tracing steps. For the consistency reasayss-country research will also invoke the
same data sources, although the usage of them wagihtacross cases depending on the
volume and the content of information provided. Bitheless, while the data for

representation of national priorities at the EUelewill be provided for each case study, the

final conclusions will address the content andetgrof documents and sources analysed.

5. CASE SELECTION

As it was stated previously, the examination ofittiience of national coordination systems
on national interest representation will be buift the comparison across four small EU

member states that held the rotating presideney tfe Treaty of Lisbon came into force.

As the research is aiming to examine four differardtional coordination models
distinguished by Kassim (2003), one country frornhesegment will be selected, using the
scholar's scheme, complemented by Géartner, HonmeiGbholzer (2011), and clustering EU

countries as follows:
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Centralised

France
UK
Poland Portugal
Sweden Lithuania Malta
Denmark . Ireland
Spain
Latvia
Comprehensive Selective
Slovenia
Bulgaria
Ttaly Romania
Hungary Cyprus
Netherlands Greece
Austria
Czech Republic
Germany Slovakia Estonia
Belgium
Decentralised

Figure 3: Clustering of countries to national coordtion systems. Source: Gartner et al.,
2011.

It is important to address the validity of the stleeabove. The allocation made by Géartner et
al., (2011) is the latest work assigning countt@$our clusters. However, besides missing
the newest EU member state — Croatia — the outtiag be outdated, as countries might have
established new arrangements that could have d&mentde on the whole system and its
allocation to one of four clusters. This is pardely important for the presidencies that held
the office after the 2011 (when the article waslighled). Although this issue is not at the
core of the research, it will be addressed in figdiof the cross-country study, as besides the
given outline of the coordination system, the autthal look at additional data and re-

evaluate the allocation of countries examined.

Regarding the case selection, a short overviewl gfrasidencies after the Treaty of Lisbon
and their classification according to Kassim’'s tggy is needed. Although the Treaty
entered into force in 2009, the first trios weneatly formed in 2007, following the Council’s
decision (Council of the EU, 2007). Hence, it cobldl stated that up until now 17 countries
chaired the Council meetings (Council of the EUQ20 Looking at coordination systems

these countries have gradually established whilagbmembers of the EU, most of them
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(seven) have comprehensive decentralized coordmagtworks (Germany, Slovenia, Czech
Republic, Belgium, Hungary, Greece and Italy). HeEond most prominent coordination
system is comprehensive centralized, being presehbut of 17 countries (France, Sweden,
Poland, Denmark, Lithuania, Latvia). Selective ca&lited systems are less common, as only
three countries established it (Portugal, Spain lagldnd), whereas Cyprus is the only EU

member out of 17 mentioned having a selective dealered coordination system.

Since this research aims to analyse all four dlssiestinguished by Kassim and address the
successive element of the Council presidency, timepcehensive centralized cluster will be
represented by Lithuania, selective centralized/-réland, comprehensive decentralized —

Greece, and selective decentralized — Cyprus.

The rotation of these presidencies proceeded dswkl Cyprus (July-December 2012),
Ireland (January-June 2013), Lithuania (July-DecemB013), and Greece (January-June
2014) (Council of the EU, 2007). Ireland, Lithuaaiad Greece were in the same trio and had
the same presidency programme (Council of the EI12P. whereas Cyprus was a part of a
former (Polish-Danish-Cypriot) trio (Council of theU, 2011). Nevertheless, countries’
presidency programmes were based on long-term tolgecand, therefore, had crossovers in
a number of policy areas. As a comparison betweatHeareht presidencies (see Annex 3,
Chapter 1) shows, path-dependency is an evideittdfahe presidency, since there are
successive policies and issues a country is obligeaddress. Nevertheless, the presidency
has certain room for manoeuvre, which enablesputanore emphasis on nationally relevant

objectives during the half-year term.

5.1.SELECTION OF A SINGLE POLICY AREA

As institutional changes have incrementally dintieid the power of the presidency, its
agenda is now constrained to the field of low-jagit(see Annex 1). Therefore, in order to
trace the influence of national coordination systemmd path-dependency, the thesis will

examine a single EU policy area that is in therditsgn of the Council.

The cross-presidency comparison (see Annex 3, €nhapiexhibits a number of policies that

could be regarded as a common ground for all fountries. Nevertheless, for the purpose of
this research youth unemployment as a coincidisigeiss selected. A few reasons behind this
choice can be listed. First of all, the recent @woic and Eurozone crises had severely

affected the EU economy and, hence, separate mestdies. As the Figure 4 depicts, despite
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a few diverging fluctuations, all four selected otriies had relatively high percentage of
young people unable to enter the labour markehénpgast several years. Greece could be
regarded as an exception, since from 2012 youtmplmwyment rates transcended the 40%

level.
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2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

M Ireland Greece M Cyprus M Lithuania

Figure 4: Youth (from 15 to 29 years) unemploynrate (%) by sex, age and country of
birth in four EU member states 2010-2014. SouragpEtat, 2015

Furthermore, EU member states agreed that youthhogmpnt would ensure a higher social
cohesion and provide new incentives for economieigment (Programme of the Cyprus
Presidency, 2012; Programme of the Irish PresideR0¢3; Programme of the Lithuanian
Presidency, 2013; Programme of the Hellenic Presile2014). Considering the fact that
four selected countries represent different regafrthe EU (Southern, Eastern and Western),
their national responses (interests) to youth uheynpent might be different, leading to
diverging outcomes both at domestic and EU levethis case it could be stated that despite
facing the same issue on the European level, desrtrllow their domestic policy lines and
are reluctant to implement common measures. Moreare could argue that it is not only
national coordination systems that might causeffardnce in position formulation, but also
geographic and cultural differences between EU nsembTherefore, four case studies,
followed by the cross-country comparison will help reveal overlaps and divergences
between member states while evaluating the impdctpath-dependency on youth

unemployment, as one of the key issues for all Euhiver states.
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6. CASE STUDIES

Since the whole research is based on historicttutisnalism, underlining sequential policy
developments, the empirical analysis will be conedaccordingly. The examination of four
countries will follow the rotation of the Councitgsidency and be presented in a successive

order: Cyprus, Ireland, Lithuania and Greece.

To ensure a consistency of the research, eachstizbe will follow the same steps, named in
the previous chapter (see Figure 2). However, dubke rotating order, time frames applied to
four countries will differ. Each case will be arsdyl 2 years before the start of the presidency
(when most of the preparatory work is being dord)l the end of the half-year term. These

times frames are summarized in Table 2:

Country Time frame of each case study
Cyprus 2010 July — 2012 December
Ireland 2011 January — 2013 June
Lithuania 2011 July — 2013 December
Greece 2012 January — 2014 June

Table 2: Time frames of the empirical analysis

The representation of national position with regargouth unemployment will be examined
while looking at the decisions/documents adoptetthénCouncil of EU, i.e. the Employment,
Social Policy, Health and Consumer Affairs CoufeiPSCO), related conferences, as well as
responsible COREPER and working parties meetingingluhe half-year term of each
country. Although the presiding member state haduties in the European Council, relevant
meetings will also be taken into considerationni@riministers, being key figures in most of
domestic EU policy coordination systems, are ableepresent a national position during
these high-level meetings. In addition, the Eurap@auncil draws political guidelines for the

Union, which has certain implications on the Colagenda.

In addition, while evaluating the pursuit of natbnpriorities, achievements of each
presidency will also be taken into account. Hendbe analysis will include
meetings/documents named in reports of presiden@grgmmes under the section
Employment, Social Policy, Health and Consumer i&ffaCouncil (EPSCQ) more

specifically, under concrete subsections:

e Employment and Social Poli¢Zyprus (Results of the Cyprus Presidency, 2013));
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e Greater Employment Opportunities — Focus on YduthLith. Didesres uzimtumo
galimybes — @mesys jaunimui] (Lithuania (“Program@gyvendinimas”, n.d.));

e Youth Employmer{Greece (Results of the Hellenic Presidency, 2014))

In case of Ireland the presidency achievementdhéndrea of youth employment will be
extracted from the chaptdEmpowering Europe’s Youth: tackling youth unempleym
promoting training & educatiofResults of the Irish Presidency, 2013).

As a valuable source of information National Refd®negrammes (NRP), addressing Europe
2020 goals at the domestic level (European Comarniss2015), could be considered.
Nevertheless, it could be assumed that NRP indlnelesame political priorities as named by

key political actors. Therefore, these documentsnet be examined separately.

Finally, in order to receive more detailed inforioai e-mails with queries for interviews
were sent to four Cypriot, 7 Irish, 2 Lithuaniarde Greek representatives (according to the
contacts provided online). As two responses — ftatimuanian and from Irish representatives
— were received (see Annex 6), they will also lmuded in the empirical analysis. Although
the Cypriot representative forwarded a query toesponsible officer, no response from

Cyprus, as well as from Greece was received.

6.1.CYPRUS

Cyprus, although being a member of a former presigério than three remaining countries,

put youth unemployment issue high on the domeascwell as presidency agenda. Taking
this into account, the following sub-chapters wilbvide an extensive analysis, whether the
national priorities, and, in particular, certainlipp measures, corresponded with presidency

goals and if they were represented during the geesy term.

6.1.1.THE NATIONALEU POLICY COORDINATION SYSTEM

The greatest EU enlargement in 2004 not only exparielJ borders further to the East, but

also brought more diversity in the EU policy cooation area.

Cyprus, being one of the members that accessdeUha 2004, was one of the first countries
that established a selective decentralized natiooaldination system (Géartner et al., 2011).

Its core executive consists of the President, theidtty of Foreign Affairs, the Planning
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Bureau (later renamed as the Directorate GeneraEfwopean Programmes, Coordination
and Development (Directorate General for Europeang@mmes, Coordination and
Development, [DG EPCD], 2014-2015)), the Law Offié&J units in line ministries and the

permanent representation in Brussels (Gartner,2@il1).

The current coordination structure in Cyprus wasldished in the pre-accession period.
Nevertheless, the abolishment of a pillar systenthen EU had an impact on the national
coordination structure. The role of the Planningrdw was slightly marginalized: from

handling the main administrative work to managing $ructural funds and some horizontal
policies (DG EPCD, 2014-2015)). The Ministry of Emgn Affairs, on the other hand, became
the central coordinating body of EU affairs. Howevedoes not have a decisive power but
rather supervises technical coordination of EUass{Gartner et al., 2011). Political power is
concentrated in the President’s office and mainkgceted throughout the President’s
Diplomatic Office, consisting of the ministers obreign Affairs and Finance, the Attorney

General, the Head of the Planning Bureau, the Re¥ntaRepresentative, responsible
ministers and policy advisors (Passas & Kataka2@12). The president is the representative
of Cyprus in European Council meetings, hence, Gfiice informs the president about

ongoing political issues within the EU (Passas &akalou, 2012).

Since the coordinating role of the Ministry of Fgre Affairs is rather weak, the Cypriot
national coordination system is regarded to be mteglized, with a selective coordination
ambition, mostly based on the EU neighbourhoodcpgoplfinancial, taxation, industry and
maritime policies (Gartner et al., 2011). Inter-isiarial coordination structure consisting of
responsible committees is set up ad hoc, i.e. vgpegific issues are at stake. While officials
from related ministries are the main participaritthese meetings, exceptions are made when

consultation from the outside is needed (SGI, 2014)

With regard to the EU level, the Permanent Reptasien of Cyprus to the EU is one of the
key actors within the Cypriot national EU policyatdination system. However, instructions
from the capital usually reach representatives lateastage and are weakly developed, since
line ministries prioritize domestic issues over Elg ones (Panke, 2010b). What is more, as
the whole coordination network is poorly establtshand the vertical (hierarchic)
coordination is weak, veto players usually haveratéd control over ministries, which does
not oblige them to pay due attention to EU iss&aske, 2010Db).
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Finally, while formulating the national positionjmsters consult the Committee of European
Affairs in the House of Representatives. Howeusrposition is not binding. With regard to
other stakeholders, there is no formal forum talltbe debate, but ministers tend to contact

them on a regular basis (Gartner et al., 2011).

The allocation of powers in the policy shaping @®&among actors in the executive branch

in Cyprus is depicted in Table 3:

Actor in a coordination network Formal powers (accaoding to Table 1)

President’s Office Position formulation/representative

Ministry of Foreign Affairs Coordinating/represetita (in GAC)

Planning Buree Position formulation/decisi-making
(regarding EU structural funds)

Inter-ministerial Committees Position formulatiotvésory

Line ministries Position formulation/decision-making

Permanent Representat Information channelling/representative (w
limited decision-making powers in case |no
instructions from Nicosia are sent)

Table 3: Main actors within the Cypriot nationalardination system
6.1.2.ADDITIONAL ARRANGEMENTS WITHIN THE NATIONAL COORDTNAN SYSTEM

The preparation for the presidency term in Cypitasted already in 2008, when the newly
elected president Christofias decided to estahliSecretariat of the Cyprus Presidency of the
EU (Adamczyk, 2012). The main task of the officesw@a coordinate the work of all
ministries, inter-departmental working groups andependent agencies, involved in the
preparation and management of the presidency (P&ss@takalou, 2012). The office was
accountable for the President and the House ofd3eptatives: the leader of the Secretariat
was obliged to regularly inform these instituticaisout current affairs (Passas & Katakalou,
2012).

Another step in the preparation process was thragton of special EU units within all line

ministries (Adamczyk, 2012). They were supposedomrdinate EU issues within the system
and also with the permanent representation, wraladosupervised by the Secretariat of the
Cyprus Presidency. However, as the head of theefet@t was an administrative, but not a
political coordinator, in 2011 the position of DépMinister to the President was established.
The Minister was responsible for ensuring the malitcoordination of the Presidency (Passas
& Katakalou, 2012). He was an official representatdf the Republic of Cyprus in EU

institutions and, thus, was allowed to attend ogtimeetings in Nicosia, however, without an
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official right to vote (Passas & Katakalou, 2012)he Deputy Minister was directly
accountable to the President, but also had tormfine House of Representatives about the

presidency issues (Passas & Katakalou, 2012).

In order to ensure a better coordination at thdéipal level, the Government of Cyprus also
established a Ministerial Committee, composed ofistérs of Foreign Affairs, Finance and
the Deputy Minister (Passas & Katakalou, 2012).

Finally, the permanent representation was alsolyigivolved in the presidency processes.
Due to the geographical distance, Cyprus set upussBls-based presidency, giving more
room for manoeuvre for experienced Cypriot repregemes (Adamczyk, 2012). Therefore,

staff at the representation was increased fourstiffassas & Katakalou, 2012).

All in all, Cyprus showed reasonable preparatianliie term. The establishment of political
and administrative coordinating bodies at the EMelleand the power transfer to the
permanent representation ensured that experierftieils would be in charge of managing

EU issues.

6.1.3.ANALYSIS OF NATIONAL PRIORITIES WITH REGARD TO YOURNEMPLOYMENT

In order to trace the formulation of Cyprus natiormosition with regard to youth

unemployment, three actors having a position foatoh and/or decisive power within the
national EU policy coordination system need to kang@ned, i.e.: the president (President’s
Office), inter-ministerial committees and a respbles ministry, which in this case is the

Ministry of Labour and Social Insurance.

However, due to the fact that inter-ministerial coittees tend to gather ad hoc and have no
official website or other source of information, evh discussed issues and adopted decisions
or recommendations are published, positions of ma&in domestic representatives — the

president and the minister of Labour and Socialrasce — will be analysed.

Although additional arrangements, established $§pally for the presidency term, should
also be evaluated, neither the Secretariat of thipruS Presidency, nor the Ministerial
Committee and especially working groups had publistheir position papers or any other
related information concerning youth unemploymertie Deputy Minister, as a political
coordinator, only briefly addressed youth unemplegitras an important issue (Committee of

the Regions, 2012). However, he did not name amgrete policy measures. This leads to
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the assumption that Cyprus represented its natipoaltion by following conventional

coordination structure, whereas additional pos#tiaid not have a significant influence.
Nevertheless, the presumed impact of temporanngements that cannot be examined will
be taken into consideration while evaluating thgreéeentation of Cypriot interests at the EU

level.

6.1.3.1. The Ministry of Labour and Social Insurane

A year before the presidency Cyprus underwent iigadlchange during the general election.
However, since the coalition collapsed, a minogiyvernment, led by the AKEL party,
remained in power (see Annex 4). Sotiroula Charbtaims, a member of the AKEL (Cyprus
Presidency, 2012), assumed and retained the afficthe Minister of Labour and Social
Insurance since 2008 (Cyprus Presidency, 2012)céjanhcould be stated that she shared the
same ideological views with President Christofiasing a member of the same party (see
Annex 4).

Despite an early occupation of the position as aistar, Charalambous made no clear
statements about the national priorities regardigyouth unemployment in 2010. The first
official position presented by her can be trace@0il, when as official Cypriot priorities

Charalambous mentioned the following (Ministry ofdrior, 2011):

e Vocational training (in order to bring young peotiehe labour market);

e Advisory services;

e Creation of new jobs, especially in fast growingrkess;

¢ Financial schemes fostering expansion of companies;

e Programmes fostering the employment of young griasia

e Assurance of a quality of work environment, suclaeseptable social protection;

e Assurance of labour mobility;

¢ Involvement of local authorities and social parthém order to cope with youth
unemployment, particularly with regard to inequesitbetween regions (Ministry of
Interior, 2011);

e Usage of ESF funds while supporting the entrepnestg (Ministry of Interior,
2011b).

In the following year (2012), before the beginniofythe presidency term, Charalambous

often addressed the youth unemployment issue giegeghe main goal of the ministry and,
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hence, the government — to introduce a flexibleesth that could be easily adopted by
businesses and used by unemployed youth for findévg jobs (Cyprus Chamber, 2012). In
addition, to cope with high domestic unemploymeasxels, the minister also mentioned

additional effort to be made:

e Prevention of redundancies;

e Facilitation of conditions for the youth to entbetlabour market (Ministry of Interior,
2012);

e Vocational education, mainly directing young peofileoccupational education, in
particular technical profession§yrpuaxn Owovopia, 2012);

e Trainings for unemployed youth with tertiary educat(Ministry of Interior, 2012);

e Apprenticeship scheme, co-funded by ESF,;

e Flexible employment forms;

e Schemes enhancing entrepreneurship (Ministry efrilot, 2012);

e Creation of new businesses to provide new vacarfoieshe youth KYIIE/ATIE,
2012).

It could be assumed that the ministry had thought different possibilities to promote youth

employment, even though the issue was more emmthaigear before the presidency term.

6.1.3.2. The President of Cyprus

Despite Christofias became a president in 2008 semex 4) he did not express any
particular national Cypriot priorities with regat@ youth unemployment, apart from defining

it as an important issue.

A more precise position from the president for figh youth unemployment on the national
level was developed in 2012, when Christofias otairthat the issue should be managed by
fostering economic growth and development, and byotausterity measures (Ministry of
Interior, 2012b), that were adopted in most of EEmbers in order to cope with economic

imbalances.

In addition, the president expressed a will of gowernment to develop a higher education
system in Cyprus, i.e. university infrastructurbe tquality of research and education in

general, which should be done in cooperation weddamics (SigmalLive, 2012).
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Nevertheless, these president’s statements wererraague, proving the prevailing role of

the ministry with regard to youth unemployment aadional Cypriot priorities.

6.1.4.NATIONAL VS PRESIDENCY PRIORITIES

Considering the fact that the research focuses@formulation of Cypriot national priorities
during the preparation period for the presidencgmieoverlaps between national and
presidency goals might be observed. Thereforeaitmeof this chapter is to analyse whether

congruence or divergence between national anddaesy goals was followed.

6.1.4.1. Cypriot presidency priorities

The main priorities, noted in the official Cypriptesidency programme included “issues
related to training opportunities, working conditsp quality employment, as well as
matching of qualifications and expectations of ypyeople with the needs of the economy
and of the enterprises” (Programme of the CypresiBency, 2012, p. 5). The latter include
such measures as apprenticeships, traineeshipsvthédl help to address the needs of the
labour market. The issue of youth unemployment lvdsed with the Youth Opportunities
Initiative. As for expected results, Cyprus aimedthe Council conclusions to address youth
unemployment issue (Programme of the Cyprus Pnesyd@012).

Aside from the official presidency programme, thenigtry of Labour and Social Insurance
had also specified some presidency goals. Forriostaminister Charalambous emphasized
the retraining of young people while applying thedsystem, popular in Germany (Ministry
of Labour, Welfare and Social Insurance, 2012). iNkamore, the minister expressed the
necessity to discuss best practices across EU menfoe the promotion of youth
entrepreneurshiK(YTIE/ATIE, 2012).

6.1.4.2. Comparison of national interests with predency priorities

Looking at both national and presidency prioritedsSCyprus, congruence could be noticed.
Despite the fact that Cyprus’s Ministry of LabourdaSocial Insurance did not mention the
Youth Opportunities Initiative, which was named time presidency programme, national
interests and prioritized measures to fight youtleraployment were the same both at the

domestic level and for EU-wide policies, i.e. foefpresidency term.
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Vocational education and trainings, frequently namd by the minister and also by the
president, are of the utmost importance in the NoOpportunities Initiative (European
Commission 2, n.d.). In addition, the European &déund, as a financial source for various
schemes and programmes, was distinguished notabrihe national level, but named in the
Initiative. The same could be said about job plaeais traineeships, apprenticeship schemes,
promotion of youth entrepreneurship, and inclusibmational, as well as local authorities to
the mechanism fostering youth employment (Eurog@ammission 2, n.d.). What is more, as
one of the methods to cope with the youth unemptynmssue the European Commission
included the facilitation of finding jobs abroadufg@pean Commission 2, n.d.), which was

also named by minister Charalambous as ‘labour Iigbi

Nevertheless, there are some national prioritieé Were not addressed in the presidency
programme. These are youth counselling, prevemigouth redundancies and easing of the
conditions for youth to enter the labour markeeatly, all these priorities suppose reforms in
the domestic labour market, which other EU coustrieay already have introduced.

Therefore, Cyprus, as a president of the CoundhefEU, focused more on EU-wide issues

in its presidency programme, though most of themevadso framed as national interests.

6.1.5.REPRESENTATION OF NATIONAL INTERESTS AT T LEVEL DURING THE PRESIDENCY

TERM

The main achievements of the Cypriot presidencyangigg youth unemployment are the

following:

e Council Conclusions on a job-rich recovery and mgvia better chance to Europe's
youth, October 5, 2012 (Council of the EU, 2012b);

e Presidency Conference on Youth Employment Issuefkolsia (Nicosia), 22-23
October 2012 (Presidency Conference, 2012);

e European Council 13/14 December 2012 Conclusionsofiean Council, 2012).

It is important to note that the Conference did imte any concluding remarks (apart from
the disseminated press release), whereas the Garduof the European Council addressed
national priorities rather indirectly, naming theye for member states to take into account the
Youth Employment Package (that addresses CypriairifRes (European Commission,
2012)) without a delay (European Council, 2012)nt¢te the Council Conclusions was the

only significant document adopted.
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The comparison between domestic objectives, prasidpriorities and the above-mentioned
achievements (see Annex 5, Table 8) shows thatuSyymalized most of its national goals,
with the exception of prevention/restriction of wedancies. All of the addressed national
priorities were named in the Council Conclusionshereas vocational education,
apprenticeships, traineeships were discussed mdféitial documents, as well as during the

Conference on Youth Employment.

In addition, despite not being included in the mlescy programme, some Cypriot national
priorities were addressed during the half-year tefimese were youth counselling and the

facilitation of conditions for youth to enter thebbur market.

Therefore, it could be assumed that the level Cypaached while implementing national
interests at the EU level is high, since 10 of afiamal priorities were realized in three main

presidency achievements, accounting for 91% obnatiinterest representation.

6.2.IRELAND

Ireland, being the first member of the trio presicie to assume the office, was one of the
experienced countries in holding the Council presay. The subsequent chapters will,
therefore, provide an overview of the formulatioh Inosh national priorities before the

presidency, followed by the analysis of their reprgation during the term of office.

6.2.1. THE NATIONALEU POLICY COORDINATION SYSTEM

According to Kassim (2003), Ireland is assignedthe group of selective centralized
coordination systems, as the whole EU policy comtion process is managed through the
core executive: the Government, i.e. the Prime 8tari(a.k.a. Taoiseach), line ministries (in
the Irish system known as governmental departmeantsl) the administration (Laffan &
O’Mahony, 2007).

Until the last decade of the 2@entury the Irish national EU policy coordinatisystem had

a low formalization degree (Laffan, 2006). Howewigxibility within the system, cohesive
civil service and the enhanced power of the primeister after Nice referendum in 2001
produced more formalized rules (Laffan, 2006). phiene minister became a major figure in
mediating EU issues within the coalition governmeht order to ensure a smooth

management of EU affairs across different departspehe Interdepartmental Coordinating
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Committee on European Union Affairs under the Priirister’'s office was set up, chaired
by the Minister of State (Laffan & O’Mahony, 200T). other words, the Committee is under

the vertical control of the Prime Minister’s office

Nevertheless, while the prime minister is the lagdactor regarding political issues, the
Department of Foreign Affairs is assigned the respaility to manage everyday EU policy
coordination across different governmental depantmélLaffan & O’Mahony, 2007). In

addition, it is the main information channel foetprime minister, being responsible for the
briefings and management of prime minister's ira¢ional agenda. Nevertheless, the

Taoiseach is considered to be a central figure emetpto other ministers (Laffan, 2001).

Next to the two above-mentioned leading governnididdies there is a third core figure —
the Department of Finance. Its role grew signiftbarafter the 1980s, when member
countries were engaged in common policies, sudhesingle Market, cohesion, Economic
and Monetary Union, etc. (Laffan & O’Mahony, 2007).

Nowadays the Taoiseach’s office, the Departmerfakign Affairs and the Department of
Finance are called the ‘holy trinity’ and form there of the Irish EU policy coordination
system (Laffan & O’Mahony, 2007, p. 174).

On a vertical scale, the Irish national EU policyodination system is divided into three
main steps. While the three aforementioned bodiedcbe regarded as the highest level, on
the middle one there are a few other departmeataglirequently involved in EU issues, i.e.
departments of Agriculture, Justice, Enterprisggder & Employment and Environment. As
the EU had encountered different developments,ethamistries greatly enhanced their

competences and stance in the domestic coordingggtem (Laffan & O’Mahony, 2007).

On the third (lowest) level there are eight Irisbvgrnmental departments, having a less
significant role. Nevertheless, same as the ongb@gecond level, they have a certain level
of autonomy: they are allowed to manage EU issgesrding to their own culture and are
not obliged to consult other ministries in the irdepartmental body (Laffan & O’Mahony,
2007). Departments trace developments of EU paliclowever, they designate scarce

resources only to important national issues (Laf2d01).

Weakly institutionalized communication and coordiima of EU policies does not hinder the
guality of policy management, as governmental sectmrk in a cohesive way. Despite the

fact that two departments are responsible for thpgration for the Council meetings, i.e. the
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line department and the Department of Foreign AdfaiLaffan & O’Mahony, 2007),
interdepartmental disagreements are rare or theysalved before consulting the prime
minister (Laffan, 2001). The Irish system does m¢e a clear set of guidelines how to deal
with EU issues. Notwithstanding, a high trust betweofficials, flexibility, extensive
information sharing and informal consultations easthe cohesion while drawing the

national position (Laffan, 2001).

A cohesive national coordination system also erssw@mnprehensive and result-oriented
instructions that are being distinguished and semie permanent representation in Brussels
(Panke, 2010b).

The Irish permanent representation in Brusselsiegheer important link in the national EU
policy coordination chain. Since most of the doneedépartments have their representatives
in Brussels (Laffan & O’Mahony, 2007), the reprds#ion is an important information
channel for domestic executives, since it expltinesEU arena in terms of possible coalitions
or trade-offs to make (Laffan & O’Mahony, 2007).€Trepresentation maintains an intense
contact with the domestic departments and frequeodinsults them, particularly when
important issues are at stake. The lobbying of B&titutions or private interests, on the
contrary, is rather limited (Kassim, 2003). Howevtrere are no formal meetings at the
national level before COREPER sittings — positiares usually decided informally or ad hoc.
Therefore, there is no official practice to sendtten instructions to Brussels (Laffan &
O’Mahony, 2007). While such coordination mechanisimght seem flexible, it also gives a
lot of responsibility to representatives in therpanent mission, since many issues remain

uncoordinated or not completely addressed (La2806).

Finally, the role of the national parliament (Orbhtas) should be briefly explained. Since
Nice referendum, when the treaty was rejectedgtvernment attempted to enhance the role
of the parliament. Hence, the EU Scrutiny Sub-Cottemiof the Joint Oireachtas Committee
for European Affairs was set up (Laffan & O’Mahor8Q07). Although its opinion with
regard to EU issues is not obligatory, ministes advised to consider it while formulating
the national position and negotiating in the Coundotwithstanding, the overall role of the

parliament regarding EU affairs is rather limitédffan & O’Mahony, 2007).

Therefore, regarding the official roles and powefsall domestic actors involved at the

executive level, Table 4 depicts a summarized view:
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Actor in a coordination network Formal powers (accading to Table 1)

Prime Minister (Taoiseac Decisior-making/coordinating/representat

Interdepartmental Coordinating Commitie€oordinating/position formulation
on European Union Affairs

Department of Foreign Affai Coordinating/ informatiol
channelling/representative (in GAC)

Department oFinanct Advisory

Line departments Advisory/position formulation/representative

Permanent Representat Representative/information channell

Table 4: Main actors within the Irish national calnation system
6.2.2ADDITIONAL ARRANGEMENTS WITHIN THE NATIONAL COORDTNAN SYSTEM

Considering Ireland’s selective centralized systeéfmEU policy coordination and former
experience while holding the presidency, the cqudtd not establish any specific offices,

positions or networks for the half-year term in 201

The main governmental body, responsible for alppration and coordination issues was the
Taoiseach’s office. The EU and the Internationait Within the Department of the Taoiseach
were in charge of all presidency-related issues, @imals, worked closely with all other
governmental departments, particularly the Depantnoé Foreign Affairs and Trade (Irish
EU Presidency, n.d.). Other governmental departsneete in charge of particular meetings

and events regarding their competence (Irish EGi&eacy, n.d.).

As Ireland is a small EU member state, it alsouget Brussels-based presidency. While a
significant number of temporary contracts were s@jnthe permanent representation had
increased the staff, comprised of officials fromnastic departments (Laffan, 2014).
However, the capital also played an important rolee Taociseach maintained close contacts
with the permanent representation in Brussels wiideiding on the final programme and

priorities for the half-year office (Irish EU Prdency, n.d.).

6.2.3.ANALYSIS OF NATIONAL PRIORITIES WITH REGARD TO YOURNEMPLOYMENT

As the Irish national EU policy coordination systesra centralized one, the Taoiseach is the
key figure in policy formulation, having a majoraigive power. Under its supervision the
Interdepartmental Coordinating Committee on Eurapdaion Affairs could also be named,

as a domestic body, responsible for the positiomddation.

49



Since youth unemployment was one of highly pripeti issues in Ireland, two governmental
departments were in charge of managing it: the Bewat for Jobs, Enterprise and

Innovation and the Department for Social Protec(EPSCQ n.d.).

However, since no official documents regarding Woutinemployment from the
Interdepartmental Coordinating Committee on EU ##fawere published, the further
empirical analysis will focus on the Taoiseach’'sfi€a and responsible ministries

(departments).

What is more, Ireland, being experienced in holdhmg presidency of the Council of the EU,
did not establish any additional arrangements ithight have an effect on representation of
national priorities during the half-year officerrerHence, there is no intervening variable to

be examined.

6.2.3.1. The Department of Social Protection

Due to the economic crisis and political unresgldnd, same as Cyprus, underwent the
general election in 2011 (for more extensive exgpii@m see Annex 4). Within the new
coalition government, Joan Burton, a leader ofLitgour Party, became the Tanaiste (Deputy
Prime Minister) and the Minister for Social Protent (Department of Social Protection,
2014).

While Burton’s predecessor Eamon O Cuiv had notethmny Irish national priorities
concerning youth unemployment in the last threethmbf his cadence, Burton showed a fair
engagement with regard to the utmost importancemeatissue and presented new domestic

priorities, that were distinguished in consultatwith the National Youth Council:

e Providing young people with training, skills obtiaig;
e Subsidizing employers in order to create new wadakes;
e Developing different education schemes and progresprme.g. apprenticeships,

internships, as well as work placements, etc. (Baton, 2011).

Minister Burton also expressed the necessity teigeotemporary employment programmes,
giving more incentives for youth to work while gaateeing income that exceeds

unemployment benefits (Department of Social Praiac2011).
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In addition, as one of the interests of the govesminminister named the promotion of youth

entrepreneurship with all the needed assistancpaiaent of Social Protection, 2011).

Regarding trainings and other skills developmettigitives, Burton addressed the importance
to meet the needs of the labour market and folloev German example of apprenticeship
schemes and other employment programmes, as beéngfdhe most effective across Europe

(Department of Social Protection, 2011).

In the following year (2012) minister Burton presmhthe Action Plan for Jobs, including
several programmes that fulfil the national Irigiopties, such as the creation of new jobs
and provision of subsidies/allowances for businegsehire young people (Houses of the
Oireachtas, 2012). In addition to that, ministepressed the full government’s support for the
Youth Opportunities Initiative (Houses of the Orhtas, 2012).

Although the beginning of 2013 was already markethe Irish presidency of the Council of
the EU, Burton had also named additional policyonities with regard to youth
unemployment. They included the guidance for yopagple in a job search, expansion of
education and training programmes, promotion ofknexperience by new work placements,
leading to the increase in competitiveness and ymtddty of the EU (Irish Presidency,
2013).

6.2.3.2. The Department of Jobs, Enterprise and Inovation

After the general election in 2011 the Departménfabs, Enterprise and Innovation was
entrusted to Richard Bruton, a member of the Fiael@arty (Richard Bruton, n.d.). Since
his responsibilities were not directly involvingyth unemployment, Bruton made only a few

statements regarding this issue.

As the main national interest and priority of lreda minister Bruton named the
implementation of various programmes and schematedstin the Youth Opportunities
Initiative, as well as education, training prograesnand creation of new jobs (Houses of the
Oireachtas, 2012b). With regard to the latter, Bmugxpressed his support for the Action Plan
for Jobs 2013 (Irish Government News Service, 20&8jich also emphasized the need to
promote youth employment. The plan included suctional goals as skills development,
training schemes and other learning opportuniissa part of national goals the promotion of

youth entrepreneurship and volunteering were alslvesssed (Action Plan for Jobs, 2013).
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6.2.3.3. The Taoiseach’s Office

Brian Cowen, a former Ireland’s Taoiseach (untilréta2011), did not make any public
statements regarding youth unemployment. Nevedbhelds successor Enda Kenny, a leader
of Fine Gael (Department of the Taoiseach, 2018)wed a great concern.

As one of the first official statements of the n@evernment regarding Irish national
priorities to cope with youth unemployment was Bregramme for the Government 2011-

2016. According to the new coalition, the followiobjectives were raised:

e Development of various educative measures, e.geappeship, internship schemes,
work placement programmes and other training aathieg opportunities for young
graduates and school leavers;

e Emphasis on literacy and basic workplace skillsaa®quired asset for the labour
market;

e Integration of employment and benefit support idesrto ensure a single improved

way to help people enter the labour market (Prograrfor Government, 2011).

Apart from the programme, already during the prsdy term Taoiseach Kenny emphasized
the need to implement the Youth Guarantee as orteeobest schemes to promote youth
employment in Ireland, as well as across Europgéiienent of the Taoiseach, 2013b). In
addition, he supported goals defined by ministert@y such as schemes providing jobs,
trainings, apprenticeships or traineeships aftavitey education institutions (Department of
the Taoiseach, 2013c).

Hence, it could be assumed that there was a higiseosus between the Taoiseach and
responsible ministers while defining Irish nationaterests and goals to fight youth

unemployment.

6.2.4.NATIONAL VS PRESIDENCY PRIORITIES

Previous chapters clearly showed that Irish exeestivere in favour of EU-level measures,
presented by the European Commission. However, these still formed as domestic
interests. Therefore, the aim of this chapter isptesent Irish presidency priorities and

compare them with the ones defined as nationalasts.
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6.2.4.1. Irish presidency priorities

The official Irish presidency programme stated thating a half-year term the country would
pay due attention to one priority — the Youth Gassa (Programme of the Irish Presidency,
2013). More specifically, Ireland aimed to ensinat tyoung people would be able to develop
their skills either by receiving a traineeship ppeenticeship, engaging in further education
and skills development programmes or receivingbagfier. With regard to this priority, the
country was aiming to adopt a Council Recommendgffsogramme of the Irish Presidency,
2013).

Minister of Social Protection Burton had also esgexl her suggestion to absorb the
European Social Fund in order to guarantee morensek for European youth (Party of the
European Socialists, 2012).

6.2.4.2. Comparison of national and presidency priities

Although Ireland had only one clear priority foretipresidency term — making a progress
regarding the Youth Guarantee, it encompassed ofaste Irish national interests to cope
with high youth unemployment levels. As Irish oficat the permanent representation in
Brussels claimed (Interview 2), Ireland aimed tarsha common concern with other
countries regarding youth unemployment, which welated to the Youth Guarantee, as a
EU-level project.

The Youth Guarantee includes not only employmenpoadpnities, apprenticeship and

traineeship schemes or other educative measures|dmicooperation between institutions,
businesses, NGOs and other related bodies, reformaducation systems, sharing the best
practices (European Commission, n.d.), etc. (Céowhiche EU, 2013a).

During the preparation for the presidency term siéri of Social Protection Joan Burton
openly expressed her will to use the presidencyterdevelopment of all these schemes that
are targeted at youngsters under 25 (Party of thheffean Socialists, 2012). This objective

was also included in the Youth Guarantee (Euro@anmission, n.d.).

Nevertheless, two domestically distinguished Iristherests were not reflected in the
presidency programme: temporary employment progr@mfensuring higher income than

unemployment benefits) and volunteering.
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Hence, in order to measure the level of Irish matidnterest representation at the EU level
(more specifically — during the presidency termjalithe minister of Social Protection called

as an opportunity for Ireland), the following chaepvill evaluate Ireland’s achievements.

6.2.5.REPRESENTATION OF NATIONAL INTERESTS AT THE LEVEL DURING THE PRESIDENCY

TERM

Ireland, contrary to its predecessor Cyprus, mahagaeach a consensus on a twice-higher

number of official documents, namely:

e European Council 7/8 February 2013 Conclusions (stuhual Financial Framework)
(European Council, 2013);

e Proposal by Permanent Representatives Committese @muncil Recommendation on
Establishing a Youth Guarantee, February 22, 2@t&icil of the EU, 2013);

e Council Recommendation on Establishing a Youth @oi@e, March 5, 2013
(Council of the EU, 2013a);

e Joint conclusions of the EU Youth Conference (Dublil-13 March 2013) (Council
of the EU, 2013b);

e Maximising the potential of youth policy in addregsthe goals of the Europe 2020
Strategy — Adoption of Council conclusions (May 2)13) (Council of the EU,
2013c);

e European Council 27/28 June 2013 Conclusions (EBaoCouncil, 2013b).

Hence, all these achievements are regarded as &e parameters to evaluate the Irish

influence while representing its national policyatgp

As the comparison between national objectives, igeesy priorities and six official

documents reveals (see Annex 5, Table 9), Ireltwethg an experienced EU country in
holding Council presidencies, managed to addréstoaiestically important issues at the EU
level despite the fact that not all of them wereluded in the presidency programme. This
leads to the conclusion that whilst the presidgmogramme addressed EU-level goals, Irish
representatives managed to incorporate other damebjectives expressed by national

politicians into official documents adopted at Eig level.

The first priority, concerning the provision anchancement of various education measures,

including internships, traineeships, as well amings, apprenticeships and work placements,
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was named in four of the abovementioned presidacbjevements. The same trend could be
observed regarding the promotion of youth entregueship, the emphasis on partnerships
between institutions, businesses and trade unibdiéferent levels, and the utilization of the
European Social Fund, which were also noted in tautrof six official documents. Labour
mobility across Europe (as a part of the Youth Qpputies Initiative that was supported by

Irish representatives) was addressed in three dectan

Therefore, the level of national interest represton at the EU level for Ireland is high, since
all the domestically distinguished priorities/goalsre named in documents adopted during
the presidency term. Such success can be partlgiegd by the close collaboration with the
European Commission. As Irish representative stdtedrview 2), presidency was trying to

foster proposals made by the Commission.

Although two national priorities were not includadthe presidency programme, they were
successfully implemented during the presidency téinus, Ireland could be regarded as the

most efficient presidency in terms of implementitsgdomestic interests.

6.3.LITHUANIA

Lithuania, being a relatively new EU member stagsumed the presidency office for the first
time. According to theoretical assumptions, smatl aew member states are reluctant to put
forward their national goals. Hence, the subseqgeeations will address the formulation of
domestic priorities and their representation atEkklevel during the presidency. They will
confirm/discard theoretical assumptions about antrgis willingness to represent significant

domestic issues at the EU level.

6.3.1.THE NATIONALEU POLICY COORDINATION SYSTEM

According to Gartner, Horner and Obholzer (2011hdania could be assigned to the group
of countries having the prevailing national cooadian system — comprehensive centralizers.
While centralization could be explained by the L#hia’s administrative structure,
comprehensive approach represents state’s ambiicaddress all issues the Union deals
with.

The centralized EU policy coordination system with prime minister being a core figure in

Lithuania was embedded during the pre-accessiohet&cU (Dimitrova & Maniokas, 2004).
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A new coordination system complemented the existilmgnestic networks, where the
executive branch is responsible for the policy dowtion and only consults legislative and
judicial bodies when important issues are at sfaletuvos Respublikos VyriausglLRV],

2003). The Government Office of Lithuania is theimiaody receiving documents from the
General Secretariat of the Council of the EU arahgferring them to the responsible

domestic institution or agency, as well as to theisfry of Foreign Affairs (LRV, 2004).

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs is also an importaactor in the whole coordination process,
particularly between EU departments in differenmistries (Gartner et al., 2011). The
ministry should be informed about all EU issues encesponsible for the Common Foreign
and Security Policy (CFSP) as well as related sguRV, 2004). In addition, it coordinates
the representation of the national position with Bermanent Representation of Lithuania to
the European Union (Gartner et al., 2011). In otherds, the ministry is responsible for

horizontal coordination of EU affairs at the donektvel.

The formulation and coordination of the nationasigon is managed through an IT system
LINESIS, facilitating the transfer of information tesponsible and interested institutions and
other governmental bodies (Géartner et al., 201%)Li#huania aims to address the full range
of issues the Union deals with, the computer sydtaititates the formulation of the national

position.

Inter-institutional coordination of EU issues inthuania is organized at two levels: the
working group (lower) and the vice-minister (uppégyel. Working groups are usually
comprised of specialists from line ministries, e@ntatives from related institutions and
agencies, interest groups and social, economicngrart (Gartner et al., 2011). Their
negotiation results are forwarded to the upperllmeetings, attended by ministry secretaries
or even ministers (LRV, 2004). In 2009 Lithuanigabsished the Governmental Commission
on EU Affairs under the Prime Minister’s office. &hed by the minister of Foreign Affairs,
the Commission consists of vice ministers and spoesible for key EU issues and the
formulation of Lithuania’s national position (LR\2009). The Commission was established
during the country’s preparation for the presidetayn. However, its main purpose was to
ensure a better EU policy coordination at the ddimésvel. Hence, the Commission serves
as the permanent central inter-ministerial natiguaaition coordinating body (“Planavimas ir

organizavimas”, 2013).
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Before the position is forwarded to the permaneprasentation in Brussels or the minister
represents the country in Council meetings, thénal position has to be presented to the
Lithuanian parliament (Seimas). However, although parliament (more precisely — the
European Affairs or Foreign Affairs Committee) cemsue its opinion or provide policy

recommendations (discussed during the plenary aeg§iommittee on European Affairs,

n.d.), the government can ignore them (Gartnet.e2@11). Officials within the government

and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Lithuaniagsi formal position papers, which the

Ministry of Foreign Affairs forwards to the permamerepresentation in Brussels (LRV,

2004).

The permanent representation, as in the case &lalhember states, is the main channel of
information about policy developments at the EUeleAlthough the representatives are in

charge of presenting Lithuania’s opinion in COREPERetings, their relative powers are

rather limited, since they get instructions frore ¥inistry of Foreign Affairs (LRV, 2004),

which need to be followed.

It could be assumed that the leading role in thelevhational EU policy coordination system
is concentrated in the government. Depending on dihgation, the prime minister or
responsible ministers are formally allowed to cleahghuania’s position during negotiations
(LRV, 2004). With regard to outcomes of these nmggstirepresentatives of the executive part
are accountable only to the government (LRV, 2004#grefore, the Lithuanian national EU
policy coordination system has a high vertical po¥agmentation and a strict hierarchical
system enables central actors to exert their infteeover domestically adopted decisions
(Panke, 2010b).

Notwithstanding, it is important to note that thepresentation of Lithuania in European
Council meetings is given to the president. Suchsidin of powers is based on a bilateral
agreement between the prime minister and the Rms{@NS, 2015). Hence, the president is

also involved in the domestic EU policy coordinatgystem, just on a political level.

The allocation of powers in the policy shaping psxamong the actors within the executive
branch in Lithuania is depicted in Table 5:
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Actor in a coordination network

Formal powers (accading to Table 1)

Presider

Position formulation/representat

Prime Minister

Decision-making/position formulation

Government Offic

Information channellin

Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Coordinating/informatio
channelling/representative
formulation (in GAC)

and posit

Permanent Representation

Information channelling/representative

Governmental Commission on EU Affe

Position formulatio

Working groups

Advisory/position formulation

Line ministries

Position formulation

on

Table 5: Main actors within the Lithuanian natiora@ordination system

6.3.2.ADDITIONAL ARRANGEMENTS WITHIN THE NATIONAL COORDINAN SYSTEM

Assuming the Council presidency for the first tinseme as Cyprus, Lithuania dedicated a
reasonable amount of resources and time for theapséon. Soon after the accession to the
EU, first preparations had started, giving the meaordinating role to the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, whereas line ministries were rasgpble for position formulation
(“Planavimas ir organizavimas”, 2013). However, #mtablishment of the Governmental
Commission on EU Affairs had slightly changed tr@erof the Ministry, since the
Commission, comprised of vice ministers, becamerdral body of EU policy coordination
issues, including the preparation for the presigeNevertheless, the final decision regarding
EU policies was always left for the governmentnigeat the top of the vertical coordination

system (“Planavimas ir organizavimas”, 2013).

To ensure a better inter-institutional communiaatituring the preparations and also a half-
year office, the coordinators’ network was estdlgés I1ts main purpose was to distribute
information to responsible governmental instituicaand agencies, and to deal with various
issues regarding the presidency. The network cmukiof representatives from the
President’s, Prime Minister's offices, the parliame ministries and the permanent
representation. Negotiated positions were forwatdeitie Governmental Commission on EU

Affairs (“Planavimas ir organizavimas”, 2013).

In addition, a separate department within the Migyi®f Foreign Affairs was set up — the
Department of the EU Council Presidency. Beingnapterary one, it was mostly in charge of
administrative issues (planning, logistics), comioation and trainings (VilpiSauskas et al.,
2013).
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Next to these new arrangements, the permanentseedion in Brussels received more
powers, since Lithuania decided to implement a $&#lssbased presidency model
(“Planavimas ir organizavimas”, 2013). Officials Brussels had more room for manoeuvre
than other representatives (VilpiSauskas et all3P.0which also ensured a faster and more

efficient coordination and representation of EUWI&ss

6.3.3.ANALYSIS OF NATIONAL PRIORITIES WITH REGARD TO YOURNEMPLOYMENT

Despite the fact that Lithuania is a small EU mendtate, national position formulation with
regard to EU issues involve a few actors: the geegi the prime minister, the Governmental
Commission on EU Affairs, the Ministry of Socialcseity and Labour, and related working
groups. In respect to youth unemployment, the chafighe government and, hence, political
powers (see Annex 4) will be addressed. Howevacesthe Governmental Commission did

not publish any position papers or reports, itkigrice will not be evaluated.

Since Lithuania established additional arrangemanfacilitate the presidency duties, they
need to be addressed. The coordinators’ networktia®nly arrangement that might have
had influence on national position formulation argresentation at the EU level. However,
since there are no official sources or data availaout issues discussed and positions
adopted within it, the intervening variable will thbe examined. Notwithstanding, its

presumable impact will be considered while drawiingl conclusions.

6.3.3.1. The Ministry of Social Security and Labour

Despite annually growing unemployment levels, tf¥ Government of Lithuania (and,
hence the Ministry of Social Security and Labougswather apathetic to this issue until
2012, when the President of Lithuania Dalia Grykaiis expressed a major concern for the
government due to its inactivity to combat youthemmployment (Lietuvos Respublikos
Prezident [LRP], 2012). Such criticism led to instant reans of the Ministry of Social
Security and Labour, starting from consultationthwesponsible agencies: the Department of
Youth Affairs, the Lithuanian Labour Exchange, B&te Labour Inspectorate and the State
Social Insurance Fund Board (Sociaimpsaugos ir darbo ministerija [SADM], 2012). The
main issues discussed were the effective utilimatib EU structural funds (SADM, 2012),
which were seen as key financial assets for variaugh employment measures (SADM,
2012b).
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In addition, the promotion of educative and ecormonmmeans, such as internships,
apprenticeships and vocational trainings that elevant for the state (SADM, 2012c), were
named. What is more, the ministry underlined aakewance for employers hiring young
people, as well as labour mobility, entrepreneyrsimd allowance for youth to access private
housing (SADM, 2012).

Furthermore, the minister of Social Security antdduir Donatas Jankauskas emphasized the
need to ensure a close collaboration between utistits, NGOs and businesses in order to
provide various measures to cope with youth uneympémt. The latter included the re-
regulation of employment laws and the promotionactive labour market measures in
particular (SADM, 2012d).

Minister Jankauskas also paid due attention to déh&epreneurship schemes, such as

allowances for youth to take a loan for new busae{SADM, 2012e).

Nevertheless, as the end of 2012 in Lithuania wasked by a change in political power, the
new minister of Social Security and Labour AlginarRabedinskien criticized existing
means, being insufficient for coping with youth omoyment. As additional ones she named
voluntary work and special teams, involving youitoithe labour market (ELTA, 2013). The
latter refers to the government’s priority to efisgfbyouth employment centres in regional
areas, where qualified social employees would dongung people and help them to
orientate in the labour market (SADM, 2013).

However, despite minister Pabedinskienas a member of the Labour Party, being in a
coalition with Social Democrats, i.e. the oppositiparty to the previously ruled Christian
Democrats party (see Annex 4), the rest of Lithaanmational interests regarding youth
unemployment were the same. Pabedinskstrongly emphasized the need to ensure a better
inclusion of early school leavers by promoting wemaal trainings. The latter should be in
accordance with current tendencies of skills dgualent and match the needs of the labour
market (SADM, 2013b, 2013c).

Finally, minister Pabedinskiéralso named a tax allowance for first-time employedth, as

well as promotion for setting up new businesses itheludes the allowance for getting a
credit (SADM, 2013). These national priorities domied the continuation of Lithuanian
interests with regard to youth unemployment, desyié shift of ruling political parties in the

government.
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6.3.3.2. The Prime Minister and the Government

The prime minister in Lithuania is the main figuneterms of national position formulation.

Being the head of the government, he has the deqiilitical power.

As the previous government in Lithuania was ele@te®008, when the economic crisis had
just hit the EU, youth unemployment was not regdrds a top priority. In its working
programme for 2008-2012 the government had briafldressed the youth unemployment
issue, aiming mostly to promote youth entreprerfeprgLietuvos Respublikos Seimas
[LRS], 2008b).

A non-ambitious programme presupposed a weak acfiomtili 2012 when President
Grybauskait criticized the government (LRP, 2012), the issaes wostly neglected. Critical
remarks from the head of the state fostered themavent to conduct public consultations
with social partners and other interested orgainizat Their proposals (LRV, 2012) included

the following:

e Tax exemptions;

e Education reforms, paying more attention to vocwtidrainings that correspond the
needs of the labour market;

e Promotion of businesses;

e Development of employment conditions;

e Launch of the consultation system;

e Moral incentives, including the development of smihsciousness and
communication of various schemes and measuresahlaior the youth;

e Looking at the best practices abroad (LRV, 2012).

These measures became a relevant starting poirthéogovernment to address the youth
unemployment issue in Lithuania. Taking them intcaaunt, the government established a
working group that was obliged to analyse the giwezasures (LRV, 2012) and prepare a
report of policies to fight youth unemployment. Acding to conclusions of this report, there
should be a balanced match between the educatibtharabour market, guaranteeing more
flexibility and focusing on youth skills developnte(LRV, 2012b). What is more, the

working group expressed the urgency for the govemtnto support youth entrepreneurship

and active labour market measures while ensurimgpe@tion between institutions, NGOs
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and private businesses. Furthermore, most of thesuanes should be financed from the EU
structural funds (LRV, 2012b).

The 16" Government of Lithuania, led by Prime Minister ittas Butkewius, paid more
attention to youth unemployment. First of all, ta working programme for 2012-2016 the

government raised several goals:

e Support various initiatives concerning youth unemgpient that are developed by
youth organizations;

e Provide internship placements within governmentstiiutions;

e Strengthen youth employment measures in Lithuarggional areas;

e Promote youth education and trainings, as welha®preneurship schemes;

¢ Promote life-long learning programmes;

e Effectively utilize EU structural funds (LRS, 20)2b

Prime Minister Butkeuiius also set up a special working group in ordeggrgpare a plan for
regional measures to fight youth unemployment. \kéidpard to conclusions of this plan, the
prime minister endorsed allowances for less deeslaggional enterprises aiming to set up

new work places, as well as subsidies for new legsies (Verslo Zinios, 2013).

6.3.3.3. The President

The president of Lithuania does not have a direstgy in position formulation procedures
with regard to EU issues. Nevertheless, she ip@esentative of the country in the European
Council and, hence, is allowed to express opinmithe government with regard to policy

management.

As is was already noted before, the main involvenoérPresident Grybauskaiin coping
with youth unemployment was in 2012 when she exmeshe urge to prepare a national
programme to deal with high youth unemployment (LR®12). What is more, Grybauskait
also encouraged the government and responsibléutiests to utilize EU structural funds
more effectively and finance employability measuresch as the tax exemption for
employers hiring youth without any work experienéelditional concern was given to the
inclusion of municipalities while addressing youthemployment and creating new work
places (BNS, 2012).
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In the following year (2013) the president endors@daction plan for youth employment,
prepared by the new government. However, Grybatiskddso underlined the need to
restructure the Lithuanian Labour Exchahged while looking at the best practices abroad to
set up a new employment model, including educati@inings and employability schemes
(LRP, 2013). According to the president, traininggggammes should reflect the current
needs of the labour market (LRP, 2013b).

6.3.4.NATIONAL VS PRESIDENCY PRIORITIES

The following chapters will present Lithuanian pdesicy priorities and compare them with

national ones.

6.3.4.1. Lithuanian presidency priorities

According to the Lithuanian representative (Intewil), youth unemployment was named as
one of the key priorities even before officiallycting upon presidency goals. Hence, such

prominence was noticed in the half-year programesaling to the following objectives:

¢ Implementation of the Youth Guarantee Initiative;

e |Initiation of discussions with interested partidgiginess, social partners, member
states) regarding the European Alliance for Appeeship; concerning these
discussions, the presidency was aiming to adopum€ll declaration;

e Agreement between member states and, afterwardaede the Council and the
European Parliament with regard to the improvedpeaation of Public Employment
Services while addressing youth unemployment ackag®pe (Programme of the

Lithuanian Presidency, 2013).

Regarding the European Alliance for Apprenticeshithuania aimed to pay due attention to
vocational trainings and various apprenticeshipeswds that meet the current needs of the
labour market (“Bmesys jaunimo nedarbui”’, 2013). As a part of Lithiaa presidency

programme goals, the minister of Social Securitg habour also named the promotion of

? Lithuanian Labour Exchange under the Ministry oti@bSecurity and Labour is responsible for exexutf
national employment plans and allocation of varibesefits to unemployed population (Lithuanian Labo
Exchange, 2008).
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youth entrepreneurship in terms of consultatiords yauth-favourable loans for new start-ups
(“Deéemesys jaunimo nedarbui”, 2013).

President Grybauskajtwhile presenting Lithuanian presidency prioritiaso addressed the
need to finalize legal acts, ensuring a betteradsecurity of employees, as well as promoting
equality in the labour market (LRP, 2013c). Celtgithe president also noted the creation of
new work places, as one of the key aims of the wpuwturing the second half of 2013 (LRP,
2012d).

6.3.4.2. Comparison between national and presidengyiorities

As youth unemployment in Lithuania was firstly respvely addressed a year before the
presidency had begun, great similarities betweeiomeal interests and presidency priorities
could be noticed. The Youth Guarantee Initiativemswarizes the main priorities

distinguished by all political actors concernee, ithe importance to promote education,
vocational training and apprenticeship schemes,tinteghe needs of the labour market

(European Commission, n.d.).

Youth entrepreneurship was also seen both as adiicraed the EU-level priority, including
consultations and required subsidies for youthtiaartheir businesses. In addition, the
importance of involving social partners, busines®&0Os and political institutions in order

to fight youth unemployment was also addressed.

However, there were national policy priorities meflected in the presidency programme.
These include tax exemptions, effective utilizatadrEU structural funds, the set up of youth
consultation services, volunteering, life-long teag programmes, restructuring of the
Lithuanian Labour Exchange and a few others. W4nlee of these priorities could be linked
with EU-level goals, others reflect domestic-leve$ues. According to Lithuanian Prime
Minister Butkevtius, the presidency programme and measures managigh
unemployment should be perceived as the EU, andhatdnal objectives (ELTA, 2013b).
The Lithuanian representative also supported sumditipn (Interview 1), claiming that
Lithuania, being a part of the EU, has interlinkioigiectives with other EU member states.

Thus, national priorities greatly overlapped wtik presidency ones.

Consequently, despite Lithuania encountered thergéelection and the change of political

powers half a year before the presidency term fsaeex 4), the continuity of national
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priorities was ensured. Such succession was higlfiiyenced by the official agreement of
Lithuanian political parties, reached in Seima2011 to guarantee the consistency of the
preparation for the presidency term despite thesiples change of political powers (LRS,
2011). Therefore, Lithuania maintained politicalhecence with regard to the youth

unemployment issue.

6.3.5.REPRESENTATION OF NATIONAL INTERESTS AT THE LEVEL DURING THE PRESIDENCY

TERM

During its presidency term, Lithuania achieved mgwn agreement in the Council regarding

two decisions. In addition, the European Councih€uasions also addressed the issue:

e Joint conclusions of the EU Youth Conference, Vifi 9-12 September 2013
(Council of the EU, 2013d);

e European Alliance for Apprenticeships — Council Reation, October 18, 2013
(Council of the EU, 2013e);

e European Council 24/25 October 2013 Conclusionsqfi@an Council, 2013c);

e European Council 19/20 December 2013 Conclusionsofiean Council, 2013d).

What is more, during the EPSCO Council meeting atoDer countries also addressed youth
unemployment issue. Hence, the related press eslgzsuncil of the EU, 2013f), although
was not an officially adopted document, will be siolered as one of the presidency

achievements.

Comparing Lithuanian national priorities with godisr fighting youth unemployment,
distinguished in the country’s presidency programmued also with five aforementioned

documents (see Annex 5, Table 10), Lithuania aeudkie majority of its priorities.

The ones that were not named in any of the offid@uments were volunteering, provision
of internships in national governmental instituprthe reform of the Lithuanian Labour

Exchange and sponsoring of the initiatives devaldpeyouth organizations.

The support for youth organizations’ initiativeggwever, might be considered as a semi-
implemented priority, since the European Alliancar fApprenticeships addressed the
cooperation between social partners, including lyootganizations (Council of the EU,

2013e).
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National priorities, that were addressed in allefipresidency achievements were the
promotion various education, training schemes amgpodunities, e.g. internships,

apprenticeships, vocational education, whereasctiaperation between different sectors
(institutional, NGO and business) and the needcémsultancy services were named in three

out of five documents.

The agreement between the Council and the EuropRariiament regarding the
improvements in cooperation of Public Employmentviges that was named in the
presidency programme (Programme of the Lithuani@si&ency, 2013) was not evaluated,

since it was not raised as one of the nationakigigs.

Therefore, while implementing 13 out of 17 (76%}io@al priorities during the presidency
term (six of which were not named in the presidepcggramme), Lithuania could be

assigned only to a medium level of national interepresentation.

According to the respondent from Lithuanian PermariRepresentation (Interview 1), a
lower level of interest representation could bdumficed by the European Commission’s
willingness to implement its programme while usthg presiding country, as well as due to
disagreements between Council members. On the btrat, the national factor, i.e. a weak
interaction with officials at the national admim&ton, their resentment to contribute to the

presidency or scarce competencies could also laeded as significant factors (Interview 1).

6.4.GREECE

Being the last member of the trio presidency cdidddemanding in the way that the country
is obliged to implement the remaining presidencglgjodefined in the common programme.
Greece, however, assumed the Council presidencyhéoffifth time (Hellenic Presidency,

2013), which could be regarded as an asset whiteagiag EU-wide issues and emphasizing

national ones.

The following sub-chapters will elaborate on Grée@apabilities to formulate its domestic

priorities, which later on will be compared to amrements at the EU level.

6.4.1.THE NATIONALEU POLICY COORDINATION SYSTEM

Kassim (2003) defines the Greek national EU potiogrdination system as comprehensive

decentralized, meaning that the country pursuestem$ policy goals and covers all issue
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areas. However, there is no single actor, alloveetinpose its opinion on different policies.
Separate ministries are usually in charge of mamatie coordination of EU policies and

deciding on the national standpoint (Kassim, 2003).

The decentralization of the Greek system is notabtae share of coordination between two
ministries: the Ministry of National Economy ancetMinistry of Foreign Affairs (Kassim,
2003). In addition, the Prime Minister’s office atite permanent representation in Brussels

are also involved in the coordinating process, h@reonly to a certain extent.

Both ministries had divided tasks, i.e. the Minjistf National Economy was responsible for
internal EU policies (mostly related to economies)d their adjustment to the national
system, whereas the Ministry of Foreign Affairs boated the external dimension, in
particular the communication between line ministriand the permanent representation
(Kassim, 2003). After accessing the EU, the latt@mistry became the main coordinator of
EU issues (Kassim et al., 2000).

The Prime Minister's (PM) office, although regardesl one of the central bodies in the EU
coordination system (Valinakis, 2012; Laffan, 2Q06ad little interest in EU policies until
the last decade of the 2@entury. Since 1993 the new Inter-ministerial Cdtten for the
coordination of Greece-EU relations was establisgadng more coordinating powers to the
government. The committee is chaired by the Mipisif Foreign Affairs (as the main
mediator between line ministries and the EU) ariddsr together representatives from line
ministries (Kassim et al., 2000). The Committeedsses the COREPER agenda and decides
upon national guidelines that are later on sehéopermanent office in Brussels (Kassim et
al., 2000).

Nowadays the prime minister could be regarded aarlaiter between ministries, particularly

when major disagreements over political issues o@dalinakis, 2012).

With regard to the horizontal EU policy coordinaticall line ministries established special
EU units, serving as communication channels betweemMinistry of Foreign Affairs and the

permanent representation in Brussels (Kassim,e2@00).

The Permanent Representation of Greece is a magomel of information exchange between
Athens and Brussels. Although the Ministry of FgreiAffairs is responsible for the
distribution of information received, due to a higherload, some ministries have a direct

contact with the permanent representation (Kassiah ,2000). As staff in Brussels is mainly
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formed of experienced Greek representatives, theguéntly try to influence the national
administration and accelerate the formulation ofmdstic positions (Valinakis, 2012).
Nevertheless, the general perception of the Eltpaoordination in Greece is rather weak.
Domestic preparations for Council meetings are lisugadequate (Laffan, 2005); separate
ministries have little interest in addressing EBuiss. Hence, instructions to the permanent
representation arrive late and often are weaklyeldped, being either too vague or too

specific, which also impedes the representatiamatibnal position (Panke, 2010b).

As Kassim argues, the Greek permanent represamtadi® a limited role in terms of national
EU policy coordination and interest representatitiile representatives in Brussels’ office
are allowed to lobby EU institutions, there is ti@mpt to influence the EU agenda or private
interests (Kassim, 2003).

Finally, the role of the national Greek parliamshould also be addressed. As it has a special
unit for EU issues — the Committee for Europeara$f the parliament is able to monitor all
EU related issues. The Committee, thus, regulatpes and presents its opinion to the
plenary session (Kassim et al., 2000). What is mtre government is responsible for
informing the parliament about ongoing EU procesbBevertheless, the overall stance of the
legislative body in the Greek national EU policyoodination system is weak (Kassim et al.,
2000).

In order to see a clear division of powers and oasjbilities in the Greek EU policy

coordination system at the executive branch, Talgeovides a summarized view:

Actor in a coordination network Formal powers (accaeding to Table 1)

Prime Ministe Coordinating/representati

Ministry of Foreign Affairs Coordinating/informatio  channelling/position
formulation/decision-making/representative  {(in
GAC)

Ministry of National Economy Coordinating/position formulation/representatfve
(regarding economic issues)

Inter-ministerial Committes Position formulatio

Line ministries Position formulation/decisior}-
making/representative

Permanent Representation Information channellipgésentative

Table 6: Main actors within the Greek national cdimration system
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6.4.2.ADDITIONAL ARRANGEMENTS WITHIN THE NATIONAL COORDINAN SYSTEM

Greece was one of a few Southern European couritresexperienced severe economic
crisis since 2008. Hence, its presidency term wasked by a frugal approach towards the

EU issue management.

Since the Ministry of Foreign Affairs is the maioazdinating body of EU issues, it also had a
responsibility to manage the Council presidencyoTwain figures — the Deputy Foreign
Minister and the Secretary General for Europeanaifdf — were responsible for the
coordination matters and, thus, accountable tdviméstry of Foreign Affairs (Chatzistavrou,
2014).

To ensure a smooth administering of EU issues duhe half-year term, an additional inter-
ministerial committee within the Government's offiavas established. The minister of
Foreign Affairs was there a central figure, white tomposition of the committee depended
on the issue area and ministers invited (Chatzistav2014). In addition, line ministries

decided upon contact persons and working groupsder to address EU issues during the

presidency term (Chatzistavrou, 2014).

Despite additionally signed contracts, the geneuahber of officials was lower than in other
presidencies (150 compared to 250 employees) (Steatrou, 2014). What is more, the
presidency lacked a clear coordination centre,esthe minister of Foreign Affairs had to

handle a heavier workload than he was supposedhatfistavrou, 2014).

Due to such institutional and coordination weakraess the diplomatic deficit, the permanent
representation had a key role. National ministsead their civil servants to the office in
Brussels. Hence, the representation was capablaleafing with EU policies more
comprehensively and was better prepared for worlgngups and COREPER meetings
(Chatzistavrou, 2014).

To sum up, the only new arrangement that was estetol for the Greek presidency was the
inter-ministerial committee within the governmewhereas most of the preparation for the
presidency just strengthened the existing coorinastructure without new networks or
positions created.
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6.4.3.ANALYSIS OF NATIONAL PRIORITIES WITH REGARD TO YOURNEMPLOYMENT

Since the Greek national EU policy coordinationteys is regarded as comprehensive
decentralized, line ministries are less accountablethe central government and can
coordinate EU issues themselves. Hence, the Mynigtt.abour and Social Security could be

regarded as one of the key actors in the youth plgment policy area.

The Inter-ministerial Committee was also involvedthe position formulation processes.
However, while no official documents from the Iatemisterial Committee were public and

available, its impact will not be evaluated.

The stance of the prime minister regarding youtenuployment is less relevant, since he is
not directly involved in the position formulatioWNevertheless, the prime minister is the
representative of Greece in European Council mgetiHence, the analysis will address his

position.

Finally, additional arrangements for the presideteryn should also be taken into account.
Notwithstanding, as Greece, same as Ireland, wpsriexiced in holding the presidency of
the Council of the EU, only an additional inter-isterial committee was set up in order to
ensure a smooth coordination of presidency isssiese the work of the committee was not
public, no official data or secondary sources warailable. Hence, the intervening variable
in the case of Greece will not be examined, butriakito account as a factor that might have

influenced final results.

6.4.3.1. The Ministry of Labour, Social Security ad Welfare

The year 2012 in Greece was marked by a politicedlettainty, since after the general
election in May parties were unable to form a daali(see Annex 4). This also explains why
former ministers of Labour and Social Security @as Koutroumanis and Antonis

Roupakiotis did not make any political statemeetgarding youth unemployment in the first
months of 2012, until the second election in themry(see Annex 4). Therefore, the main
representative of the Ministry of Labour and Socacurity and Welfare (the name was
slightly changed after the recent election) wasnihi® Vroutsis, a member of the New
Democracy (World Public Library, 2015), appointedeaminister after the general election in
June 2012.
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According to the minister, one of the first prigee of Greece to combat youth unemployment
was the increase of funds for National StrategiteFRece Framework (NSRF) that should be
directed to the youth, particularly to the promaoti@f entrepreneurship, internships,
vocational training and other relevant programnies/ima, 2012). As the NSRF ensures the
assistance to various cohesion policies (Ministiryfeoonomy, Infrastructures, Shipping &
Tourism, n.d.), local authorities should be invalye.g. in providing community services
(Tovima, 2012).

In the following year, together with the Ministryf development, Competitiveness,
Infrastructure, Transport and Communications arel khnistry of Education, Culture and
Tourism, the Ministry of Labour, Social SecuritydawWelfare presented the National Action
Plan for Youth Employment, naming the main natiangrests and policy goals in order to
reduce high youth unemployment levels (MinistrylLafbour, Social Security and Welfare,

2013). These objectives included the following:

e Subsidies for businesses in order to create nevs jotwrresponding to youth
gualifications;

e Assurance of various education schemes, includnagnibhg and apprenticeship
programmes, aiming to provide more work experieanrog further work placements or
internships for youngsters;

e Establishment of transition programmes from edocato work, including trainings,
counselling and other needs of young unemployed;

e Strengthening career and vocational guidance, megteervices;

e Promotion of counselling of young entrepreneurspdemlly in higher education
institutions), with a particular focus on innovarin

e Development of entrepreneurship in local areasludticg consultations about the
business plans, management, resourcing and firgqubcisinesses;

e Other investment measures aiming to reduce the aurob early school leavers

(Ministry of Labour, Social Security and Welfar@13).

In addition to these priorities, minister Vroutsisiphasized European initiatives, such as the
Youth Guarantee (Mitaki, 2013), as well as someeoitiomestic short-term public work
programmes, targeting at exposed social groupkjdimg the unemployed youth (European

Platform for Investing in Children, 2015).
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6.4.3.2. The Prime Minister

A former Greek Prime Minister Lucas Papademos, raoytto the minister of Labour and
Social Security in his government, had emphasibedybuth unemployment issue by raising

the following Greek priorities:

e Sponsoring businesses in order to create more plades for unemployed youth and
help them to develop skills relevant for the labmarket;

e Develop programmes linked with the community sezxyic

e Promote vocational training schemes, particulanlyrélevant sectors, such as green
economy, tourism, as well as fast developing market

e Promote youth entrepreneurship;

e Collaborate with municipalities so that they woelisure the job creation for youth in

different parts of the country (Prime Minister, 201

Papademos’ successor Antonis Samaras, a leadesvefClmocracy, showed the continuity
of national interests expressed, since he enddingecform of the vocational training system.
According to the prime minister, a new system stidad created according to the Germany’s
example, ensuring the cooperation between compameésschools of vocational education,

which later on could lead to additional job placetsgMarne, 2012).

In 2013 Samaras had also stressed the importameerdjgeship schemes, as a relevant tool
for fighting youth unemployment. In addition, hdereed to EU-level initiatives, such as the
Youth Guarantee, which have to be implemented atdbmestic level as the country is
willing to utilize these measures (Megatv, 2013}cérding to Samaras, Greece had to make

use of all financial assets the EU could providex€l 2013).

Finally, despite the fact Greece had already asduhepresidency’s office in 2014, Samaras
introduced a three-pillar employment strategy, riced by the NSRF (Prime Minister, 2014).

Regarding youth unemployment, the following natiangerests were distinguished:

e Subsidizing private companies in order to employtkip
¢ Investing in youth entrepreneurship based on intiwatrategies;
e Promoting trainings and apprenticeships for uneggdoyouth, granting relevant

work experience and general skills required (Privii@ister, 2014).
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What is more, the prime minister stressed the neddcrease investments in the country,
particular foreign investments, since it's not oalyneans for fighting youth unemployment,

but also a stimulus for growth (Athens News Agerk14).

Therefore, it could be concluded that despite iaffdn to different political parties, Greek
ministers and prime ministers expressed common s/i@nd priorities towards youth

unemployment.

6.4.4 . NATIONAL VS PRESIDENCY PRIORITIES

Since Greece was one of EU members, encountereztes@onsequences of the recent
economic and Eurozone crises and received thedialbsupport, it can be implied that most
of Greek national interests regarding youth unegplent were based on EU initiatives and
funds. Nevertheless, the following sub-chapterspvdvide an overview of Greek presidency
priorities, as well as comparison between themthadnes distinguished at the national level

and framed as domestic goals.

6.4.4.1. Greek presidency priorities

Looking at the official Greek presidency programrtiege main priorities regarding youth

unemployment were raised for the half-year term:

e Implementation of the Youth Employment Initiative;

e Monitoring the progress of the Youth Guarantee;

e Adoption of Recommendation to set the Quality Fraom for Traineeships
(Programme of the Hellenic Presidency, 2014).

Hence, the further sub-chapter will evaluate thegcoence of them with the national

interests.

6.4.4.2. Comparison between national and presidengyiorities

While the monitoring of the implementation of theuth Guarantee does not have any direct
effect on the representation of national interesisng the presidency term, domestic goals
will be compared only to the first and third presidy priorities (as listed in the previous sub-

chapter).
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Despite the fact that Greece had only two prigifier the presidency term, they comprised
most of the objectives the country framed as domestes. The Youth Employment
Initiative basically serves as a financial granstpport unemployed youth, who do not take
up any education activities (European Commissidi32. The Initiative aims to provide
additional finances for various programmes includied the Youth Guarantee, i.e.
apprenticeships, traineeships, further educationemployment (European Commission,
2013). The Youth Guarantee also emphasized theecatpn between education and training
institutions (European Commission, n.d.). Thesetlagegoals that Greek minister of Labour
and Social Security, as well as prime ministergquently addressed while discussing

domestic plans and policies.

The Youth Guarantee (and, therefore, the Youth Bgmpént Initiative) also includes the
utilization of the European Social Fund (Europeamm@ission, n.d.), which is also in

accordance with Greek national priorities.

The second Greek presidency priority, related éeoQiuality Framework for Traineeships also
reflects Greek national interests, since traingeshinternships, as well as transition

programmes from education to work were highly ensptead by national representatives.

Nevertheless, a few national interests were neggieirt the presidency programme, such as
subsidising businesses for job creation, partituiareconomically significant sectors (green
economy, construction, tourism, fast developing kets). The presidency programme also
left out the increase of NSRF funds, foreign inwesits, youth counselling, entrepreneurial
initiatives, the promotion of community service grammes (including short-term public

work), and the reduction of the percentage of yosciol leavers.

The comparison of national and presidency priagitenfirms the assumption that Greece,
being heavily affected by the economic crisis, fedmmost of its national priorities in a
consistent way with EU-wide initiatives, anticipagito utilize the funds available. Some of
domestic priorities were not included in the presicy programme. Nevertheless, the
following chapter will address the representatidntteem through comparison with EU-

adopted documents during the Greek presidency term.
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6.4.5.REPRESENTATION OF NATIONAL INTERESTS AT THE LEVEL DURING THE PRESIDENCY

TERM

Greece, contrary to other three countries, mandgeensure the adoption of the highest
number of documents addressing youth unemploynssuei All presidency achievements

are listed as follows:

e Note by the presidency on the Implementation issfieéouth Employment Initiative
and Youth Guarantee. Lunch debate at the EPSCOdeurdD March 2014 (Council
of the EU, 2014);

e Proposal from Permanent Representatives Committea €ouncil Recommendation
on a Quality Framework for Traineeships, March@.42(Council of the EU, 2014b);

e Council Recommendation on a Quality Framework faaideeships, March 10, 2014
(Council of the EU, 2014c);

e Council conclusions on the 2014 Annual Growth Syraad Joint Employment
Report: political guidance on employment and sogalicies, March 10, 2014
(Council of the EU, 2014d);

e Joint Conclusions of EU Youth Conference of thelétet Presidency, Thessaloniki,
10-12 March 2014 (Council of the EU, 2014e);

e Joint Recommendations of the EU Youth Conferenceahef Hellenic Presidency,
Thessaloniki, 10-12 March 2014 (Council of the 2014f);

e European Council 20/21 March 2014 Conclusions (Beao Council, 2014);

e European Semester 2014: Contribution to the Euro@sauncil (Brussels, 26-27 June
2014) Implementation of the Youth Guarantee - Eséarent of the EMCO report
(Council of the EU, 2014q).

Hence, the representation of Greek national prwitluring the presidency term will be

evaluated while taking the content of these docusnero account.

Despite a larger number of presidency achievemengsrepresentation of Greek national
priorities was not fulfilled well (see Annex 5, Tald1). Three objectives were not addressed
in any of the Council or the European Council doeata. These issues include the raise of
NSRF funds, prevention and reduction of early sthemvers, and enhancement of foreign

investment in domestic businesses. These Greeknadtinterests were mainly targeting
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domestic policies (apart from the reduction of yathool leavers) and not the EU as a

whole, which might be considered as the main re&sounsuccessful implementation.

Nevertheless, four out of eight priorities that &veramed in official documents were not a
part of the presidency programme, which could gamed as an achievement of Greek
representatives. These include subsidies for bssé®ein order to create new vacancies,
counselling services for new entrepreneurs, emplasinnovative technologies and specific
economic sectors, as well as the promotion of sieom public work and community

programmes.

With regard to the most frequently addressed issihesfollowing can be named: the set up
and promotion of various education schemes (inkgpss apprenticeships, vocational
trainings, etc.), support for EU initiatives, suah the Youth Guarantee and the usage of EU
provided funds for new measures promoting youth leygbility. All of these national
interests were addressed in three Council documestsvell as in the European Council

Conclusions.

Therefore, it could be concluded that Greece, atjhomanaged to reach a consensus among
EU members with regard to the highest number ofudwmnts addressing youth
unemployment, it achieved 8 out of 11 national otiyes, which account for almost 73%

and, thus, can be regarded as a medium level winadhinterest representation.

7. CROSSCOUNTRY ANALYSIS

Single case studies on youth unemployment polipresided an extensive analysis of the
national position formulation and its representat the EU level during the presidency of
the Council of the EU. Notwithstanding, in orderaieswer the central research question and

four sub-questions, this chapter will provide coet@nsive cross-country comparisons.

Looking at the overlap of national priorities beamefour EU member states, four objectives
were named as national interests in all countneb were successfully implemented during
respective presidencies. The first and the mospufratly addressed one is the promotion of
various education opportunities, including inteipsh traineeships, vocational training, job
placements and other programmes, contributing éodsvelopment of youth skills. A high

emphasis on this priority could be explained bydbhblishment of EU-level initiatives, such

as the Youth Guarantee, the Youth Employment bea the European Alliance for
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Apprenticeships (Youth Guarantee, 2015; Europeamr@igsion, 2013; Council, 2013b) and
others, naming these programmes as important mesagor promoting youth employment.
Hence, the common both national and presidencyrityrifor all four countries could be

linked with path-dependency, since these programane&£U-level initiatives that need to be

sustained and developed throughout years.

The other three common interests (although nobfithem addressed in each presidency
programme) were the promotion of youth entreprestgépr(emphasizing various measures —
from financial support to counselling), provisioh financial incentives for businesses to

create new jobs for young people and the utilizattbEU structural funds.

Cyprus, Ireland and Greece also emphasized theatine approach towards the creation and
development of businesses, for instance, focusmdast developing sectors. A presidency
trio — Ireland, Lithuania and Greece — had alsal gdiention to a close partnership between

institutions, NGOs and businesses.

The least overlapping issues between countries Wleeeset up of youth counselling
initiatives, cooperation with local authorities fighting youth unemployment and the
development of working environment. All these ohlijees were promoted by Cyprus and
Lithuania. In addition, Cyprus, together with Ineth also emphasised the importance of
labour mobility, whereas Ireland and Greece shdénedcommon interest in promoting the

Youth Guarantee (i.e. naming the implementatiorthef programme and its measures as a

priority).

The ratio between shared and separately addresseitigs confirms the successive element
of the Council’s work, since the majority of implented priorities in each country were
common ones. Hence, it could be stated that casnmirsued similar measures to fight youth
unemployment, despite their geographical allocatind cultural peculiarities. In the case of

youth unemployment, countries exhibited a rathéiesove way of addressing this issue.

Regarding path-dependency of the Council agendg,eztucation and training opportunities
were included in all presidency programmes. Thremaining issues, common for all
countries, were not addressed in all programmeseher, successfully implemented during
official presidencies, confirming a strong impadt math-dependency across successive

presidencies, their programmes and priorities.
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One could argue that long-term EU programmes, eggi@é and measures proposed by the
European Commission facilitated domestic discussi@garding youth unemployment and
impelled countries to frame these means as natipnatities. In the absence of path
dependence, countries would focus more on real dtienebjectives that would be in
accordance with their policy lines and depend ditipal parties in power. Notwithstanding,
such EU-level measures put a certain constraina geal national interest representation,
since countries are obliged to follow, implemend aevelop EU policies. Therefore, the first
hypothesis of the research is confirmed:

H1: The pursuit of national interests during the presidy term is constrained by the

successive element of the Council agenda, i.e-geplendency

The validation of the first hypothesis also confirtne influence of an exogenous variable,
i.e. the overall impact of path-dependency on tierielation between national coordination
systems and interest representation during theidemsy term, since most of national

priorities in four countries were framed in the ¢ of EU programmes and goals.

In reference with the impact of the Treaty of Lisbon presidencies, as already noted in
previous chapters, countries followed each othpriggrammes and raised similar national
priorities. Youth unemployment was equally addrdsbg all four countries, leading to
iterative presidency goals, mostly related to wasie®ducation and training opportunities,
proposed in the Commission’s programmes, suchea¥ ¢luth Opportunities Initiative, Youth

Guarantee, the European Alliance for Apprenticeshipe Youth Employment Initiative, etc.

Nevertheless, while looking at national interebtst tvere successfully represented during the
presidency, but were not included in half-year ppogmes, significant policies can be noted.
These include the preparation of life-long learnprmgrammes, the alleviation of official
barriers for the youth to enter the labour martatision of employment laws, etc. In addition
to these some short-term programmes were also namedrticular short-term public work
or temporary employment programmes, providing higivcome than unemployment
benefits. Hence, it could be concluded that theafiref Lisbon does not limit presidencies’
possibilities to address national priorities. THere the second hypothesis is denied:

H2: After the Treaty of Lisbon presidencies are ablenfluence the Council agenda only by

short-term policies that correspond to long-term gtaAls.
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Finally, arrangements of national EU policy coordian systems and their impact on

national interest representation should be discuskable 7 summarizes the examination of

three variables of this research according to presly distinguished indicators (see Table 1):

Cyprus Ireland Lithuania Greece
Official Selective Selective Comprehensive Comprehensive
network of decentralized centralized centralized decentralized
interactions
Actors - President - Prime Minister, | - President (position| - Ministry of
involved in (position a.k.a. Taoiseach | formulation/represer Labour and Social
position formulation/repres| (decision- tative); Security (position
shaping proces| entative); making/coordinati | - Prime Minister formulation/decisio
(position - Inter-ministerial | ng/representative)] (decision- n-
o formulation committees - Interdepartmental making/representati| making/representat
© | and/or decision| (position Coordinating ve); ve);
& | making) and formulation/adviso| Committee on - Governmental - Inter-ministerial
€ | their formal ry); European Union | Commission on EU [ Committee
£ | powers - Ministry of Affairs Affairs (position (position
= Labour and Social| (coordinating/posit| formulation); formulation);
o Insurance (positior] ion formulation); | - Ministry of Social | - Prime Minister
g formulation/decisi | -Department for | Security and Labour (coordinating/repre
£ on-making). Jobs, Enterprise | (advisory/position | sentative) —
and Innovation anq formulation); included for
Department for - Working groups | measuring the
Social Protection | (advisory/position | stance of an actor.
(advisory/position | formulation).
formulation/repres
entative).
Government Coalition> Coalition Coalition Coalition
compositiol minority
° Additional EU units within / Network of /
o | networks line ministries coordinators
'% Supplementary| Secretariat of the | / Department of the | Inter-ministerial
> | positions Cyprus Presidency EU Council committee within
E’ of the EU; Deputy Presidency (within | the Government’s
S Minister to the the MFA) office
% President;
= Ministerial
- Committee
= Level of High (91%) High (100%) Medium (76%) Medium (73%)
X % patlonal
g © |interest
§- S representation

Table 7: Outline of all indicators examined by ctyyn

Despite the fact that all four countries establislaéfferent national coordination systems,

they had a similar number of domestic actors inedhn the national position formulation

process. The only exception is Lithuania that hia@ fnstitutions/representatives for the

79



formation of national interests, which could be lakged by the comprehensive approach the

country practices concerning EU issues.

Depending on the coordination ambition and the redination level within the country,

official powers of these actors vary. Notwithstargdithe political aspect, i.e. the composition
of governments, had no direct effect on them, a ageon the implementation of national
priorities, since all four countries had ruling tbans during the examined time period
(except the shift in Cyprus from coalition to a ity government after the Democratic

Party stepped down).

Nevertheless, prior to the evaluation of nationabrdination systems and their impact on
interest representation during the presidency,iritervening variable should be addressed.
Three out of four countries established additiomahngements for their presidencies, i.e.
Cyprus, Lithuania and Greece. While former two d¢des assumed the presidency for the
first time, they established more supporting strret, however, mostly for the administrative
rather than political purposes. Greece, as an &pmyd EU member, set up only the inter-
ministerial committee, which could be regarded asiaforcement of the Greek government.
Nevertheless, in none of these countries officethdf these new institutions and networks
was available to evaluate their impact on nation@rest representation. On the other hand,
new arrangements were adapted to existing striectamed mostly ensured a better
communication between governmental departmentspanchanent representations. Hence,
since this research analysed a single policy aidawell-defined networks between actors,
the influence of additional arrangements is rathearginal. What is more, Lithuanian

representative also claimed (Interview 1) that dowation systems and additional

arrangements played a role during the preparatoiog, but not during the presidency term

itself. Therefore, the influence of interveningiadte is considered to be insignificant.

Regarding the dependent variable, i.e. the pergerdfinational interest representation during
the presidency term, Ireland was the most efficmm, implementing 100% of its national

objectives. Cyprus, although did not manage tgfaticomplish its goals, represented 91% of
them, which, according to the operationalizatiorinoficators (see Table 1) is regarded as a
high level. Lithuania managed to implement 76%tsfriational interests, whereas Greece,
although having achieved consensus on the highesber of EU documents, represented

73% of domestic objectives.
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Nevertheless, the percentage of national inteegstesentation is highly dependent on the
number and the content of documents adopted duesigective presidencies. Ireland, being
the most efficient in terms of domestic intereslimtion, managed to address its national
issues in two Council conclusions and one recomugong following the related proposal of
permanent representatives. What is more, althouwghbaing directly an lIrish presidency
achievement, common ground on two European Courmilclusions addressing youth

unemployment issue was reached.

Cyprus, however, reached a consensus only on dococclusions regarding a job-rich
recovery, whereas the presidency conference onhYBuatployment Issues did not have any
official conclusions or recommendations apart frih@ press release listing topics discussed.
European Council conclusions, that were also exadjimamed two Cypriot national
priorities, but in a more indirect way. Hence, thigh level of Cypriot national interest

representation cannot be fully compared with |eshievements.

Lithuania managed to achieve one of its major gadlshe presidency term — adopt the
Council declaration regarding the European Alliafioe Apprenticeships. What is more,
during the same EPSCO Council meeting countries atderlined youth unemployment
issue. Although no additional official document waafopted, the disseminated press release
is considered as a presidency achievement. Furtdrernjoint conclusions of the youth
conference were adopted during the Lithuanian gessiy. And finally, even though the chair
had no direct influence on European Council mestij@agart from the presumed influence of
Lithuanian president as the main representatitbetountry), two conclusions addressed the

youth unemployment issue.

Although the number of documents adopted duringHbkenic presidency was the highest,
some of them had identical content: i.e. the prapdy the Permanent Representatives
Committee regarding the Quality Framework for Tesiships and the final recommendation
adopted in the Council; the same could be saidtadmnclusions and recommendations of the
youth conference. Therefore, these four documeottdcbe regarded as two. In addition,
Greece managed to reach consensus in the Cougaildiag the conclusions of the Annual
Growth Survey and endorse the EMCO report concgrthe implementation of the Youth
Guarantee. European Council conclusions in Marsh atldressed some essential issues for
Greece, although the country, as a presidency, ndid have a direct influence on it.

Nevertheless, Greece held a lunch debate regatdiagnajor EU initiatives — the Youth
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Employment Initiative and Youth Guarantee. Althouglwas not an official statement or
position paper, the country showed its great cander the issue by gathering EPSCO

members together.

Therefore, regarding the impact of national coamtion systems on domestic interest
representation, one could assume that the selectivedination ambition, represented by
Ireland and Cyprus, cannot be claimed as moreigfiichan the comprehensive one, since
Cyprus’s achievements are less significant thalands. Hence, the third hypothesis is just

partly confirmed:

H3: During the presidency term, small EU member statth comprehensive national
coordination systems implement less national istsrén successive agenda than small EU

member states with selective national coordinasgstems.

Concerning the level of centralization, no consiide difference was observed. While the
average percentage of national interest represemtat Greece and Cyprus, assigned to
decentralized coordination systems, is 82%, Litieamd Ireland, representing centralized
coordination systems, reached 88%. 6% differenaddcbe regarded as a marginal one,
although Cyprus’s level of national interest repragation cannot be equally compared to

other three countries. Hence, the fourth hypothissa$so partly confirmed:

H4: During the presidency term, small EU member stai@gng centralized coordination
systems better implement national interests in esgige agenda than small member states

having decentralized systems.

Looking at primary presumptions with regard to timkage between coordination systems
and the level of national interest representatsa®e (Figure 1), the empirical analysis verified
only half of them. The selective centralized (lJislistem proved to be the most efficient one,
whereas the comprehensive centralized (Lithuaniatije medium one. However, regarding
the comprehensive decentralized (Greek) and trectbed decentralized (Cypriot) systems,
empirics revealed different trends than expectedil&Vthe former system, instead of
exhibiting the lowest level of national interespresentation achieved the medium one, the
latter, predicted to show the medium level, prot@dbe one of the most efficient networks.
Nevertheless, the number and the content of doctsaelopted during the Cyprus presidency
guestions such results and requires more extersivdies of this co-variation between

variables, preferably examining more common pcéiosas.
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What is more, as two of evaluated countries betongld EU members (Ireland and Greece),
whereas the others — to relatively new memberstatd held the presidency for the first time
(Cyprus and Lithuania), it could be concluded thattime being an EU member state has no
direct influence on the representation of natigmadbrities. Greece, although assumed the
presidency for the fifth time, exhibited almost #@me percentage (medium level) of national
interest representation as Lithuania, whereas Gypreing inexperienced country, managed
to fulfil presidency duties and successfully pursiaional gains. Yet, since the number of
documents adopted during four presidencies vagedh conclusions need to be proved by

respective future studies.

Although the research applied Kassim’s frameworke ®f the secondary goals of the
research was to examine the assignation of cosrtiigoarticular coordination systems. The
scope of this research is too narrow to providemsit’e generalizations. Nevertheless, it
could be assumed that three countries match thelicabion type they were assigned to, only

Greece being a questionable case.

Ireland exhibited a typical selective centralizembrclination model. Responsible ministers
and the Taoiseach equally addressed the issue uth ymemployment, demonstrating the
selectivity of policies in a centralized system.pflys, also showing the policy selection and
addressing youth unemployment as one of the easesgues, however, proved to have a
decentralized system, since the president of thatcp did not express any concrete priorities

in this policy area.

Lithuania and Greece cannot be fully evaluatedsesimore policies need to be taken into
account while assessing the comprehensivenessesé thystems. Nevertheless, Lithuania
proved to have a centralized network, as apart ftben Ministry of Social Security and
Labour, the government and especially prime mirsstexpressed certain positions for
fighting youth unemployment. What is more, the mest of Lithuania was also highly

involved in the domestic issue management.

Greece, on the other hand, although was assign#tetdecentralized national coordination
system, showed some traits of the centralized @oatidn model. Both prime ministers that
were in power during the examined period, contrEryministers of Labour and Social

Security, showed a great concern regarding youdmyptoyment and stated Greek national
objectives to cope with the issue respectivelyhdligh the examination of a single policy

area is insufficient for making generalizable staats, the assignation of Greece to the
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comprehensive decentralized system should be wkvis@ce before the presidency the
government reinforced its stance by establishingadditional inter-ministerial committee,

whereas prime ministers exhibited a stronger pawver youth unemployment issues.

Finally, apart from the influence of national cooation systems, additional factor
influencing the level of interest representatiom d@ named — the cooperation with the
European Commission. According to the responderdamfrLithuanian permanent
representation in Brussels (Interview 1), the fiet@nce from the Commission had a rather
negative impact on the implementation of nationa&lg, whilst the Irish representative
claimed the opposite — a country’s interest to eoafe with this EU institution and
implement its proposals (Interview 2). Looking lé trepresentation of national priorities in
both countries, it could be concluded that the tguneeds to maintain close contacts with

the Commission if it is pursing national goalsha EU level.

CONCLUSIONS
In the midst of the crisis, when both scholars poticy-makers re-evaluate roles of EU
institutions and the stance of member states, imortant to pay attention to a frequently

underestimated EU institution — the presidencyhef@ouncil of the EU.

Having undergone a number of developments, nowatteypresidency is usually seen as a
part of the Council of Ministers, ensuring a chamship of Council meetings, managing
administrative issues and mediating between casinihen certain disagreements arise. In

other words, it is often regarded as an adminiggdiody.

On the other hand, half a year is also consideseanaopportunity for member states to put
forward their national interests, which could b@lained by the relation with the Council, as

the main EU institution, where countries can repnésheir national positions.

It is agreed and often proved that small EU memdtates have fewer resources for
implementing their national priorities, which ale@akens their stance in the Council, even
during the presidency term. Taking this into acapthre aim of this research was to examine
a rather unconventional angle of analysis: the bekwveen national EU policy coordination

systems and the domestic interest representatiomgdthe presidency term. Hence, the

following central research question of this magtesis was raised:
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To what extent can the arrangement of the natidialpolicy coordination system explain

the representation of national interests during piesidency term?

Realizing the width of a topic and aiming to pravid comprehensive answer, four sub-

guestions were distinguished:

1. How much room for manoeuvre do presidencies hawvehi® representation of their
national interests?

2. How does the Treaty of Lisbon influence the ageseting powers and, thus, the
representation of national interest during the igegscy term?
How does the coordination ambition affect the reprgation of national interests?
How does the level of centralization of nationalmawistrative systems affect the

representation of national interests?

To begin with the first one, the analysis showedt tpresidencies were successful in
representing their national interests during thesigency term. However, their framing was
highly influenced by the EU discourse, i.e. prognaes, strategies and measures proposed.
Domestic objectives that had a clear national eteman the contrary, were not addressed.
Hence, it could be stated that countries are intlyliconstrained by the successive element of
the Council agenda, i.e. path-dependency, whickiekedess room for manoeuvre for the

representation of pure national priorities.

The Treaty of Lisbon brought some changes to tlstitine of the presidency, such as
presiding trios, which oblige countries to presearmommon working programme and ensure
the continuity of policy development. Hence, theradp-setting power of the chair is greatly
diminished. Nevertheless, the representation abnat priorities also exhibited a possible
room for domestic interest representation, everteonng long-term goals. This leads to the
conclusion that the presidency could still be rdgdras an opportunity for member states to

represent their goals.

When it comes to national coordination systems, résearch provided less generalizable
results. Ireland and Cyprus exhibited a higher gmiage of the national interest
representation and proved that selective systemmare efficient than comprehensive ones.
This can be mostly explained by the focus on kewes rather than aiming to address all

policies, which guarantees better-implemented natiopriorities. Nevertheless, whilst
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Cyprus’s achievements in terms of nhumber and conteme marginal compared to other
countries, the advantage of selective systemdligsestionable.

The centralization of national coordination systeutes/s a rather insignificant role. Despite
the fact that centralized coordination systems weree efficient than decentralized, the
difference is regarded to be marginal (6%). Sushite could be explained by the impact of
historical institutionalism and, hence, path-demsmy, which takes into account both
rational and sociological aspects: countries impletrthose national coordination networks
that can best adapt to their administrative stmecand address domestic priorities at the EU

level.

To summarize, it could be stated that only the dim@ation ambition has an impact on the
representation of national interests during theigemncy, since no significant difference was
observed between centralized and decentralize@éragstSmall member states have limited
resources, especially during the presidency teimerd&fore, by focusing on important issues,
they can better implement their priorities. Takintp account the fact that path-dependency
was proved to have an impact on both examined blagat could be assumed that selective

systems would tend to provide more efficient resstiitn comprehensive ones.

Nevertheless, such conclusions cannot be regardedverall generalizations. The study
analysed only four small countries, which cannotbmpared to large ones, being clustered
in the same segment of Kassim’s typology. What asensuch conclusions apply to a single
policy area — youth unemployment, meaning thatr&utstudies on other common policies

might reveal diverging trends.

What is more, as a secondary aim of the researehanalysis questioned the assignation of
countries to particular clusters within Kassim’anfrework. Whilst three of examined states
proved to have different coordination networks & distinguished by scholars), Greece,
however, showed some traits of the centralizatimydrding the reinforced office of the

government before the presidency and a rathemsaliance of prime ministers with regard to
youth unemployment). Therefore, such observatioightalso have influenced the results of

the effectiveness of centralized and decentrakzstems.

In addition, while the reputation, the term of lgean EU member state or political issues did
not have any direct influence on the representationational priorities, as interviews with

Lithuanian and Irish representatives showed, ndtsvamaintained with the European

86



Commission, as well as congruence of national amenr@ission’s priorities could be

regarded as significant factors for successfur@steimplementation.

This leads to a conclusion that national coordamaystems, being influenced by historical
developments and path-dependency, have a certpgcinon national interest representation
at the EU level, since they exhibit a different iboation ambition and maintain diverse
networks between actors. Nevertheless, there ai@auhl factors that might have an impact
on such goal achievement, which should be takem @&micount while conducting future

studies.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The linkage between national coordination systemd the representation of domestic
interests has implications both on theoretical prattical realms of public administration.
Therefore, the following two sub-sections will aglsls the main recommendations for each of

them.

THEORETICAL REALM

This research could be regarded as an initial gttéonanalyse the relation between domestic
EU policy coordination structures and the natiomaterest representation during the
presidency term. As the empirical analysis shovwstorical institutionalism, although being

rarely applied in presidency studies, can provid&ad explanations to such linkage.

Nevertheless, one should take into account a smatiber of cases examined. Since this
master thesis evaluated only four member statesnm common policy area, no rigid
generalizations about national coordination systantsthe interest representation during the

presidency term could be done.

In order to come up to more reasonable stateméwoist such interlink, additional qualitative
and quantitative cross-country studies should belgoted, encompassing a higher number of
common policy areas. What is more, small membeestaepresenting respective clusters of
Kassim’s framework, cannot be equalised to largedg@Untries. Therefore, the inclusion of
large states that held the presidency after thatyref Lisbon came into force would greatly

enhance preliminary conclusions drawn in this reegarticularly concerning the efficiency
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of coordination systems across two divisions: therdination ambition and the centralization

of the system.

This master thesis can also be a starting poirgdbolars aiming to evaluate the stance of the
presidency as such. Since there are different g#soms about the relation between a size or
a term of being a member state and the represemtafi national priorities, this research
could provide some insights for future qualitatamealyses, particularly with regard to the
theoretical framework and the methodology appliéd. the historical institutionalism
encompasses both rational and sociological appesach more frequent application of this

theory would produce more profound results on thace of the presidency.

Finally, since no information regarding additioreafangements established for respective
presidencies was available, future research shakélthis point into account and, if possible,
carry out more interviews with responsible offisiah order to receive an expert explanation

of the problem analysed.
PRACTICAL REALM

Each EU member state, despite being assigned teathe cluster of Kassim’s typology, has
its peculiarities regarding national coordinationystems. Therefore, practical

recommendations will be bounded to four examinachtes.

Beginning from Cyprus, country’s officials shouldypdue attention to the reinforcement of
the inter-ministerial coordination of EU issuesice mechanisms that are adopted ad hoc in a
long term might lead to worse implemented natigm&rities. In addition, since the country
established specific arrangements for the presideaon, they should be re-examined

considering the permanent adoption of some of timonthe existing coordination network.

As Ireland exhibited well-represented national gpab particular recommendations could be
given. Nevertheless, since the study addresseayée gpolicy area, additional ones should be

evaluated — if the network, although being lesmfiized, ensures the same efficiency.

The Lithuanian national coordination system seeoriset quite well organized. However, the
efficiency of the national interest representatighly depends on politicians in power and
their willingness to solve the problem. The courdhould ensure a better involvement of

national officials in EU matters, particularly regeng COREPER meetings, where permanent
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representatives in Brussels, having no officialifpms shaping powers, are in charge of

representation of the national position.

Greece, although considered to have a decentralgeiem, should reflect on the

arrangement of its national coordination netwolkingg more powers to central bodies, e.g.
the prime minister. Separate ministries show littieerest in EU matters, hence, either a
strengthened central body or more powers giverth®mpermanent representation in Brussels
would ensure a better implementation of nation#rjties at the EU level. What is more,

since it was difficult to reach Greek representgivn Brussels due to limited contacts
provided, the country should consider publishingcli contact details of each representative,

which would facilitate the communication process.

Nevertheless, one should take into account thaetirecommendations are based on the
single policy analysis. Therefore, additional sésdshould be conducted to provide more

profound advices.

REFLECTIONS ON THE RESEARCH PROCESS

This master thesis employed an innovative anglaraflysis to presidency studies, which
gives an added value to both theoretical and malctields of public administration. It is a

first attempt to examine the interrelation betwewetional coordination systems and the
representation of domestic interest at the EU leVhkrefore, the process tracing analysis

could be regarded as an appropriate method forremapevaluations.

What is more, since the study is based on histionmsitutionalism, it provides a broader
picture regarding the examined linkage of varialsled gives an impetus for the application
of this theory in future studies. Nevertheless,taigr aspects of this study need to be

addressed.

Despite the fact that additional arrangementsHergresidency term were considered to have
a rather marginal influence, due to the lack ofoinfation, no actual evaluation of the
intervening variable was done. Hence, in order tone& up with more generalizable
conclusions, the intervening variable should bengrad. Therefore, more interviews with
officials who occupied additional positions or p@fated in supporting networks should be
conducted. Since interviewees are reluctant tooetdb on each question by e-mail, phone or

face-to-face interviews would be preferable.
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Another issue that arose while carrying out theeaesh was the language barrier. Since
Greece and Cyprus provided the majority of infoiorain Greek, translations were needed.
The study examined different sources of informatiwhich ensured the validity of empirical
findings. Nevertheless, for the accuracy reasdangiould be advisable if in similar future
field studies native speakers were involved.

Finally, looking at the scope of the research, nexegenous variables could be included, i.e.
relations with the European Commission, unexpeetsghts during the presidency, voting

coalitions in the Council, etc. Due to the limitecbpe of analysis, this master thesis did not
examine these factors. Nevertheless, they would givmore comprehensive picture of the
relation between national coordination systems thiedrepresentation of domestic interests

during the presidency term.
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ANNEXES
ANNEX 1
THE PRESIDENCY OF THECOUNCIL OF THEEU

1.DEVELOPMENTS OF THEPRESIDENCY OFFICE

Looking at the origins of the presidency of the @adlof the EU, the institute has evolved
and changed significantly. At the beginning of th@50s the presidency was seen as a
symbolic position, symbolizing the equality of mesnbstates but having no official
administrative or representative role (Fernand@f82 The main changes occurred in the
beginning of the B decade of the previous century. Countries agreedxpand office’s
powers not only in an administrative, but also ipoditical realm (Fernandez, 2008). Political
powers of the presidency were even more broadeftedthe establishment of the European
Council in 1974. The presidency was given a manttateepresent the European Council
outside the EU, thus acting as an intergovernmeotalnterbalance to the European
Commission (Fernandez, 2008).

However, since the middle of th& 8ecade, the chair had faced significant changesha
Commission gained more supranational powers, tesigeency was obliged to cooperate with
it. Thus, in 1989 the formal semesters of the plersty were introduced also defining results-
based obligations for each country (Fernandez, R@®&uncil’'s new Rules of Procedure that
came into force in 2002 had even defined the mashefor cooperation between successive
presidencies (Fernandez, 2008). Such changesughhoonstrained the power of the chair,
made the office more communitarized and expandeddte of it as a coordinator, mediator,
political leader and representative at the same f{i[Rernandez, 2008). However, the latest
developments of the EU, i.e. the Treaty of Liskaiminished the power of the chair.

The Lisbon Treaty (2007) officially established giceency trios — groups of three member
states holding the presidency office for 18 morathd equally rotating. They are obliged to
prepare a common presidency programme that wouklrenconsistent, smooth and
continuous work of the Council; simultaneously ci@s are required to collaborate with the
European Commission, particularly while developmgltiannual programmes (Treaty of
Lisbon, 2007). However, the political role of theegidency was greatly weakened, as two
new positions within the EU were established, tie. European Council President and the
High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affaand Security Policy. The main reason
lying behind such changes is the prevention oftinfgions or political instability the rotating
office might create. Therefore, the Council Presides seen as a mediator in political
negotiations among heads of member states whileimgalong-term political objectives,
whereas the High Representative has the powerpi@sent the Union outside (Treaty of
Lisbon, 2007). Hence, the presidency became a hrokediator and the chair only in the
Council of Ministers.
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2.HIGH VERSUS.OW POLITICS WITHIN THEEU

Issues within the EU are divided across two maiedi high politics and low politics. The
European Council, or political leaders of EU membtates, is responsible for the high
politics route. During the European Council meetinigey decide upon long-term EU goals
and policies, in other words, place certain pditicssues on the agenda “from above”
(Princen & Rhinard, 2006, p. 1121).

Low politics issues, contrarily, are those stemnfiingm below” (Princen & Rhinard, 2006,
p. 1121), being proposed by experts from the Ewpp€ommission or the Council of
Ministers (Princen & Rhinard, 2006). Unlike highliios issues, those are focused more on
single policies, economic sectors; they are moohrtecratic, expertise-based (Princen &
Rhinard, 2006).

As Hix and Hoyland (2011) pointed out, high pobtis also related to intergovernmentalism,
giving discretion to national governments (e.g.aregng immigration, internal policies),
whereas low politics issues (e.g. free movemengoaids, services, etc.), are managed on the
EU-level.

Hence, regarding the institutional adjustmentshim Treaty of Lisbon, the current role of the
presidency is limited to the low politics agenda the European Council is presided by the
elected President, he is responsible for discussaml consensus between member states on
the high political level. The presidency, thusngea part of the Council of the EU, deals with
more regular, rather technocratic issues.

3. NATIONAL INTEREST REPRESENTATION DURING THE PRESIDEN TERM

As it was already noted in the previous chapterpnagar, mediator, political leader, and
internal and external representative were alwaysingjuished as the main roles of the
presidency (Quaglia & Moxon-Browne, 2006), partasily before the Treaty of Lisbon.
However, Schout and Vanhoonacker (2006) argueirthatder to see a more realistic picture
of the presidency, national interest representat@®& an additional role taken by the
presidency, should be included. According to saisplaeven though this role seems
controversial to official presidency’s obligations, originally comes from the country’s
interest to implement national positions during theuncil negotiations. The role of the
national representative could be seen as an airewvead high national costs of adopted
policies, and focus on short-term objectives, whicluld be done by adding or removing
topics from the agenda (Schout & Vanhoonacker, 006

Tallberg, examining niches of the presidency foerérg influence, also stated that a chair
has a room for manoeuvre in the agenda-shaping $falberg, 2003). Despite the size of
the country or its relative power, each presideiscgble to affect decisions by three steps:
agenda setting, structuring and exclusion (Tallb@@03). Agenda setting here refers to
raising the awareness of the issue, developingagadp and collaborating with the European
Commission in order to place the topic on the Cdisndesk. Arranging formal and informal

meetings in the Council could influence agendacsiming, whereas the agenda exclusion
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could be twofold: remaining silent on an issue rcleding item from the list (Tallberg,
2003). Tallberg (2004) argues that presidencies teav access to privileged information,
which enables them to use it for their own good,ifistance, while leading negotiations in
the Council.

The presidency’s influence on the national intenegilementation also strongly depends on
the decision-making stage. According to quantieatwnpirical studies, the adoption (voting)
stage provides presidencies with more possibilit@epull the final outcome closer to the
point of their national preference (Schalk et2007; Thomson, 2008).

ANNEX 2
NATIONAL COORDINATION SYSTEMS

The establishment of national EU policy coordinatgystems in member states reflects the
growing competence of the Union (Sepos, 2005).rtfeioto address issues discussed at the
EU level, countries are impelled to established elstic networks among main institutions
involved in the decision-making process. While mii@is are main representatives of EU
members in the Council, executive bodies perfornstrobthe preparatory work. However, as
the Treaty of Lisbon (2007) has increased the paterational parliaments, the legislative
branch is also a part of coordination systems. Eetie following sections will address the
variety of framewaorks for examining national cooaion systems.

1. COORDINATION WITHIN THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH

Classifications of national coordination systemshimi the executive branch greatly vary
across EU countries. Panke (2010b), for instankessifies EU countries according to the
division of duties between national administratioasd permanent representations in
Brussels. The scholar distinguishes three maintenisis capital based, Brussels-based and
balanced systems (Panke, 2010b). In capital bastenss the permanent representation has a
limited role, as it is mainly responsible for th€armation transmission to the capital, but
cannot influence the content of positions formuatn Brussels-based systems permanent
representations hold the main responsibility fer tipresentation of national position, as they
maintain contacts with representatives from otheminer states and are able to build winning
coalitions (Panke, 2010b). However, both systerk &fficiency. The former has a strong
focus on domestic issues that usually leads to-detiled positions which might be
unacceptable for other member states, whereastiee, lon the contrary, is characterized as
focusing too much on consensus based decisionsrrttan vital technical issues that are of
the utmost importance for their country. Therefdsalanced systems, ensuring a smooth
cooperation between the capital and the permamegmésentation, usually serve as the most
effective coordination networks (Panke, 2010Db).

Metcalfe classified countries according to theiomtnation capacity, which is based on
several levels: “1) independent decision makingntipistries; 2) communication to other
ministries (information exchange); 3) consultatianth other ministries (feedback); 4)
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avoiding divergences among ministries; 5) search dgreement among ministries; 6)
arbitration of policy differences; 7) setting limibn ministerial action; 8) establishing central
priorities; 9) government strategy” (Sepos, 20051 71). Taking these criteria into account,
federal EU member states have less capacity faotigh policy coordination than small
countries (Sepos, 2005), as a decentralization pdliéical system (greater powers given to
ministries) impede federal countries from comingtap consensual position regarding EU
issues.

Kassim (2003) defined the third and one of the npoeminent classifications. Considering
the established national coordination system, casmay be categorized according to two
main lines: the coordination ambition and the lesfelomestic centralization (Kassim, 2003).
Taken these two dimensions into account, four doattbn models can be distinguished:
comprehensive centralized, selective centralizedyprehensive decentralized, and selective
decentralized (Kassim, 2003), as visualised in feici

Centralised
N
Comprchensive Selective
Centralisers Centralisers
Comprehensive Selective
Comprehensive Selective
Decentralisers Decentralisers
Decentralised

Figure 5: National coordination systems accordirmg H. Kassim.Source: Gartner et al.,
2011.

2.COORDINATION WITHIN THE LEGISLATIVE BRANCH

With regard to new provisions in the Treaty of laab(2007), scholars pay more attention to
the scrutiny of national positions exercised byaratl parliaments.
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Maurer (2002) distinguished a three-fold typologly parliamentary involvement in EU
affairs: 1) the parliament’s working style, beingcised on either the EU Committee,
involving Specialised Standing Committees, or faogison plenary sessions; 2) nature of
scrutiny process, being supportive or formulatingeluding voting instructions; 3)
consideration of legislative phases, being anttorpa(ex-ante) or reactive (ex-post) (p. 20).
What is more, according to the author, with regarthe scrutiny of EU processes, national
parliaments usually preoccupy the position of maloplayer, European player, multi-level
player or slow adapter (Maurer, 2002, p. 25).

In addition, since 1989 national parliaments coafseand try to strengthen the parliamentary
control of EU issues through the EU-wide inter-amentary body — COSAC (Conference of
bodies specialised in European Affairs) (COSAC,50Today there are four basic scrutiny
models developed: documents-based, mandating, naimddother systems (COSAC, 2015).
In documents-based systems parliaments mainly foouEU legislation rather than single
ministerial positions before Council meetings, védar the mandating system, on the
contrary, obliges national representatives to presbeir positions to members of the
parliament before negotiations in the Council (C@$A2015). Mixed systems contain
features of both methods, whereas the others dbaldta systematic approach to EU issues
(COSAC, 2015).

The variety of frameworks for the coordination syst analysis presents an increasing
importance of the domestic position formulationdsef Council meetings. A strong national

opinion ensures a better interest representatidheaEU level, as the general stance of the
Council within the Union is incrementally decreagirwhereas other EU bodies, interest
groups and regional actors gain a more solid @ositi

ANNEX 3
1. INHERITED AGENDA OFSUCCESSIVE PRESIDENCIES

By establishing the presidency trio, obliged topame a common 18-month programme, the
Council of the EU (Council of the EU, 2007), antefeon — the Treaty of Lisbon (2007) had

implicitly institutionalized path-dependency in a@cil’'s work. Countries were expected to
follow the same agenda and to cover the major $opicorder to ensure a continuity of

policies the institution deals with. Such inher@amow could be observed not only within

trios, but also across them, meaning the preservali the successive element of the Council
agenda, also known as path-dependency.

Looking at presidency programmes from the firso t(Germany-Portugal-Slovenia), one
could notice two clear parts: the strategic fram@wand the organizational (comprehensive)
programme (Council of the EU, 2006; Council of 8, 2008; Council of the EU, 2011;

Council of the EU, 2012). The former defines the’'sr performance in a broader context,
taking into account long-term objectives and, trags)sulting the future presidency that will
take over the chair (Council of the EU, 2006). Tatter, covering main policy areas the
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Council of the EU has to deal with (low-politicsigs), sets concrete objectives the trio will
aim to realize during its 18-month term (Councitloé EU, 2006).

Two presidency trios, however, organized their pragmes in a slightly different way. While
Germany, Portugal and Slovenia had also distingaigheir four priorities (Council of the
EU, 2006), Spain, Belgium and Hungary did not caépolicy areas (and did not have two
main parts in their programme), but rather focused their prioritized ones, such as
immigration, border management, fight against criete. (Council of the EU, 2010). In the
former case, it could be assumed that prioritiededimed did not undermine other policy
areas, as countries acted in all fields, giving eanemphasis on the distinguished ones. The
latter case, although being the first operated urtbe new Lisbon rules (Hungarian
Presidency, 2011), creates doubts about path-depewdn different policy fields, as not all
of them were addressed in the programme. Neves$elthis trio (Spanish-Belgian-
Hungarian) is not the core of this research; tlmesefno assumptions or evaluations will
further be made regarding the preservation of therited agenda. The following focus will
be based on two trios, in which four selected coesitvere included.

Although Polish-Danish-Cypriot and Irish-Lithuani@reek trios were successive ones, the
context in which countries operated was slightlyedent. As Poland took the presidency on
July 1, 2011 (Council of the EU, 2007), the penmds still marked by the economic crisis
and, in particular, the eruption of the Eurozonisisr Therefore, the main focus of the trio
presidency was the pursuit of budget consolidatima the return to the sound macro-
economic balance by ensuring sustainable growth eandloyment (Council of the EU,
2011).

The Irish-Lithuanian-Greek trio, that began the sptency on January 1, 2013, also
emphasized the adequate response to economic aridl shallenges, meaning the

conseqguences of the recent crises (Council of the2B12). However, the trio was put under
time pressure, as the European legislative cyck aoaning to an end. Countries focused on
productive negotiations and effective implementatod proposals made in different policy

areas (Council of the EU, 2012).

Looking at the “Strategic framework” in programmesk both trios, the Irish-Lithuanian-

Greek presidency had fewer items to cover thanRbksh-Danish-Cypriot. Nevertheless,
most of issues were overlapping. For instance hasfitst and the main priorities in both
programmes the Multiannual Financial Framework, Bugope 2020 strategy and effective
economic governance were underlined (Council ofEbe 2011; Council of the EU, 2012).

Both trios strongly stressed the importance of $nsustainable and inclusive economic
growth, which should be combined with correspondisocial investment strategies,
producing employability, life-long learning, andaténg to a higher competitiveness of the
Union (Council of the EU, 2011; Council of the E2012).

Another issue that was of high importance for laih presidencies was the implementation
of the Stockholm programme in the Freedom, Secuany Justice sector, allowing EU
citizens to use their social rights and simultasioyprotecting them from external hazards
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(Council of the EU, 2011; Council of the EU, 201Zther policies, although being
mentioned, were not equally addressed. In energtoisethe Polish-Danish-Cypriot
presidency highlighted energy efficiency and enwinental issues, whereas the Irish-
Lithuanian-Greek presidency, although also addceske resource efficiency, put more
emphasis on the development of the internal enengyket (Council of the EU, 2011,
Council of the EU, 2012).

The former presidency also stronger underlinedgbee of the climate change, as the Union
was preparing for related worldwide conference® (RR0O Summit, UNFCCC Conference in

Durban (Council of the EU, 2011)). The opposite Iddoe said about the neighbourhood
policy: the Irish-Lithuania-Greek presidency hadeesively developed the issue of the
Eastern Partnership compared to rather modestgrobbverage by the former trio (Council

of the EU, 2011; Council of the EU, 2012).

Regarding foreign relations and the Union’s staimcavorldwide affairs, both presidencies
had covered the issue rather briefly, following theng-term Council agenda and
corresponding priorities rather than initiating ngeals (Council of the EU, 2011; Council of
the EU, 2012).

2. COMPARISON OF PRESIDENCY PROGRAMMES ACCORDING TO SNE POLICY AREAS

Unlike the trio programme, national presidency pangmes usually begin with three-four
national priorities that will be underlined durinthe half-year term, in addition to
comprehensive outline of all EU policies. Althoughese priorities are formulated as
European, countries tend to emphasize issuesrhanaortant for their national welfare.

Looking at programmes of four selected EU statggp(@s, Ireland, Lithuania and Greece), a
few priorities overlapped. A recent economic crisé&l severely affected the EU economy.
Therefore, effective and sustainable economic gamege (particularly within the EMU) was

regarded as one of the major goals. Countries linddrthe importance of macroeconomic
budgetary surveillance and named measures theyfodlls on in order to achieve fiscal

stability and further integration of the monetanyidh (Programme of the Cyprus Presidency,
2012; Programme of the Irish Presidency, 2013; faragne of the Lithuanian Presidency,
2013; Programme of the Hellenic Presidency, 2014).

Another major issue underscored by all successsigencies was the promotion of growth
and jobs within the Union. Besides long-term EUatgtgies, such as the Europe 2020,
Compact for Growth and Jobs; a few other commamess$or all countries were deepening of
the Single Market, promotion of competitivenessotiyh various policies for Small and
Medium Enterprises (SMEs) and, as one of the mogioitant — reduction of youth
unemployment (Programme of the Cyprus Presiden®i22 Programme of the Irish
Presidency, 2013; Programme of the Lithuanian Beesly, 2013; Programme of the Hellenic
Presidency, 2014).

While the further integration of the Single Marketferred to Single Market Act | and Il and
the Services Directive, SMEs policies promoted taable environment for businesses, such
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as the access to research funding, external mad®tSMESs were seen as a backbone of the
EU economy (Programme of the Cyprus Presidency,2;2®rogramme of the Irish
Presidency, 2013; Programme of the Lithuanian Beesly, 2013; Programme of the Hellenic
Presidency, 2014).

Youth unemployment was underlined as a major isgwess the majority of EU members,
having a significant impact on the growth of the Etbbnomy. Policies and programmes
providing new employment possibilities for youth reeegarded as goals for higher social
cohesion, bringing European citizens closer to theon and developing the economy
(Programme of the Cyprus Presidency, 2012; Progmroimthe Irish Presidency, 2013;
Programme of the Lithuanian Presidency, 2013; Rmogne of the Hellenic Presidency,
2014).

In addition to internal EU policies, countries aslsbed the external dimension, in particular
the EU Neighbourhood policy. Ireland, however, pihiel least attention to this issue, equally
naming the economic and social support for Easéeh Southern neighbourhood policies
(Programme of the Irish Presidency, 2013). Cyptutuania and Greece, being border-
countries of the EU, on the contrary, paid duendtte to the external dimension and named
it as one of the major priorities. Cyprus and Geesemphasized the Southern part and the
importance to maintain the democratic, socio-ecanomevelopment with Southern
neighbour countries, as this does not only cover ébonomic (e.g. trade) area, but also
concerns the security of EU citizens, e.g. regardite migration flows (Programme of the
Cyprus Presidency, 2012; Programme of the HelleRresidency, 2014). Lithuania,
respectively, underlined the Eastern dimensiornthascountry was meant to hold the third
Eastern Partnership Summit in Vilnius, aiming tokea significant progress in political
partnership and economic integration with Easterantries (Programme of the Lithuanian
Presidency, 2013).

ANNEX 4

COMPOSITION OF MEMBER STATE GOVERNMENTS
1.CvYPRUS

During the examined two-year preparation periodliierpresidency of the Council of the EU
Cyprus underwent a change of the government. Afteigeneral election in 2006 the Cypriot
government was formed of three parties: AKEL (Pesgive Party of Working People),
DIKO (Democratic Party) and EDEK (Movement for SaciDemocracy) (The
Commonwealth, 2015). However, during the presidériection in 2008 the coalition had
diverging views, where DIKO and EDEK supported Tap&dopoulos and AKEL — D.
Christofias. Although there was a third candidatening for the election, the AKEL
candidate won the majority of votes during the selcosound and, as a head of the
government, invited the two other parties to jois babinet (The Commonwealth, 2015).
Hence, until the 2011 the AKEL — communist partgtldwing the Marxism ideology (AKEL,
2015), was the ruling one within the government.
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In May 2011, a year before the presidency, th@Wahg general election in Cyprus was held.
AKEL and DIKO became two ruling parties. Howeveyedto internal disagreements the
coalition collapsed in August. Hence, the commuptty retained its rule as a minority
government (The Commonwealth, 2015) with the hdatieocountry and of the government
— D. Christofias.

2.IRELAND

Ireland, being one of the countries severely hith®/economic crisis in 2008, inevitably had
to undergo political instability periods. The riicoalition of Fianna Fail (Republican Party)
and the Green Party, led by B. Cowen, the leadethefFianna Fail, had to adopt the
economic rescue package, which imposed certaireriysineasures (Alvarez-Rivera, 2014).
Being unpopular among the Irish population, thetexity package created severe political
imbalances within the country, followed by the gesition of the Green Party from the
government coalition (Alvarez-Rivera, 2014).

Nevertheless, as the new general election in Maédti was announced, it brought Ireland a
new coalition, consisting of two main parties: atce-right Fine Gael and the Labour Party
(Alvarez-Rivera, 2014), both receiving the largpstcentage of votes ever. Since the Fine
Gael was a leading one, its leader Enda Kenny Wateel as a new Taoiseach of Ireland
(Alvarez-Rivera, 2014), who also remained in théicefduring the Irish presidency of the
Council of the EU in 2013.

3. LITHUANIA

During the preparation for the presidency term w#hia had also undergone the election
period. However, contrary to other countries (Cgprireland), the election took place
according to the regular schedule, since the office of the 1% Government expired.

After the general election in 2008, governmentadlition was formed of four parties: the
Homeland Union (Christian Democratic Party), thevlyeformed National Resurrection
Party, considered as a populist centre-right péhyers & Kasekamp, 2015), the Liberal
Movement of the Republic of Lithuania and the Lédeand Centre Union (Lietuvos
Respublikos Seimas [LRS], 2008). Since the Chnsft®mocratic party won the largest
number of votes, their party leader Andrius Kulsillad the government coalition and became
a prime minister.

Although the government managed to cope with tlemeic crisis, the following election in
2012 had shown that the population did not welc@usterity measures, as the opposition
won the majority of votes. After the latter electiagain four parties formed the governmental
coalition, i.e. the Social Democratic Party, thebhdar Party, the Oder and Justice
(considering itself as a right of the centre pcditiparty (Party Order and Justice, 2003-2015))
and the Electoral Action of Poles in Lithuania (LR®12). Since the Social Democratic
Party won the majority of votes, Algirdas Butk&us, a party leader, became the prime
minister of Lithuania and a leader of the coalition
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4. GREECE

Due to the consequences of the economic crisig;ithege of political powers in Greece was
inevitable. PASOK (Panhellenic Socialist Movemdng)ng the leading party in Greece had
always formed its single-party governments (Low@013). Nevertheless, two general
elections held in May and June 2012 shifted tharixd of power in Greece.

During the general election in May 2012 a centgivrparty New Democracy won the largest
number of votes, the leftist coalition Syriza wae tsecond, while the previously leading
PASOK became a third party to get the most of tbees: However, due to the economic
crisis and continuing unrest within the countryrtigs could not form a coalition (Smith,

2012), which led to the following election in Juddter the latter one, despite the historical
rivalry between political parties, the New Demogrdmally agreed to form a governing

coalition with PASOK, also inviting a third polii¢ party — the Democratic Left. The leader
of the New Democracy Antonis Samaras, hence, be@anmev prime minister of the Greek
government (BBC, 2012).

Although the PASOK was in favour of traditional daemocratic ideology, in the midst of

the crisis it expressed more conservative positivith regard to austerity measures. The
Democratic Left also had economic attitude that waaccordance with the support of the
New Democracy for the economic bailout programmell{&:, 2012).

ANNEX 5

COMPARISON BETWEEN NATIONAL INTERESTSPRESIDENCY PRIORITIES AND PRESIDENCY

ACHIEVEMENTS IN FOUREU MEMBER STATES

1. CvPRUS

The analysis between national, presidency prisriied representation of them at the EU
level is based on three documents:

e Council Conclusions on a job-rich recovery and mgvia better chance to Europe's
youth [cited as “Council Conclusions” in Table &gctober 5, 2012 (Council of the
EU, 2012);

e Press Release from the Presidency Conference ot Ymaployment Issues, Lefkosia
(Nicosia) [cited as “Presidency Conference” in BaB), 22-23 October 2012
(Presidency Conference, 2012);

e European Council 13/14 December 2012 Conclusidated[as “European Council
Conclusions” in Table 8] (European Council, 2012).

* National and presidency priorities are taken frdre empirical part of the analysis, whereas presigen
achievements are extracted from relevant documéntstder to simplify the referencing of each doeuntin
respective tables, shorter citations are being,usedhdicated in case of each document.
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National priority

Presidency Priority

Document/event and statement

Promotion of varioug
education and trainin
measures:

- vocational education
directing people tq

technical professions;

- apprenticeship schemes
- trainings for young
people with tertiary
education.

Vocational education;

j Apprenticeships an
trainings addressing th
,needs of the laboy
market.

)

Council Conclusions:
- Member States should combine vocational educatith employers-based apprenticeship schen

esupport vocational counselling and ensure skillschiag to the needs of the labour market;
r- Traineeship schemes should be regarded as a radaglevelop skills needed for the labour market;

- Skills and labour market needs should be matched.

nes,

Presidency Conference:

- Vocational training could ensure an inclusiorvoliherable young people;
- Apprenticeships are a tool to link education withrk opportunities;

- Traineeships are a means to link education wihkwpportunities.

European Council Conclusions:

- Countries were encouraged to consider proposagiarding the Youth Employment Package (includ
traineeships, apprenticeships, job or educationodppities, starting consultations regarding a @ua
Framework for Traineeships and considering the pemo Alliance for Apprenticeships (Europeg
Commission, 2012)).

ing
\

Youth counselling

Council Conclusions:

- Active labour market policies, including job caetfling, career-guidance, employment search assis
are essential;

- Promotion of expert vocational counselling sholid promoted while linking it with market forecasfi
tools.

a

Creation of new jobs
through financial

incentives for businesse

5 Application of
innovative approache
s(note creation of new

Council Conclusions:

s- Hiring subsidies can be regarded as an encousgemcreate new jobs;

- Focus on green, low-carbon, efficient resourcekfast-developing technologies, ICT sectors igrets.

especially in fast growing jobs was not Presidency Conference:
markets mentioned). - A due attention was paid to green economy, |1GTose
Ensuring a quality of work Quality  employmen{ Council Conclusions:

environment (e.g. adequa
social protection, flexiblg
employment)

and working conditions

- Preservation of decent work conditions and préearfrom hazardous employment for young people
prevention from unfair competition need to be eadur

and

Presidency Conference:
- The best practices in Member States can provistenalus to re-evaluate the quality of employmamd
social protection of the youth.

Labour mobility

Facilitation of
employment in othe
countries (as a part @
the Youth Opportunities

[

D

Initiative)

Council Conclusions:
- Facilitation of the free movement of workers, lempentation of the Youth Opportunities Initiativedathe

fenhanced communication and transparency of theaBblUl market need to be addressed.
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Involvement  of local Stronger partnershig Council Conclusions:

authorities between institutions - NGOs, local authorities and other partners shpldst a significant role in promotion of youth emynent
NGOs, businesses { programmes and measures;
national, regional, locg - Partnerships between employers at different sefretional, regional and local authorities) aredsel.
levels (as a part of th
Youth  Opportunities Presidency Conference:
Initiative) - Cooperation between local authorities and cigitisty, as well as public, private and non-proéitters

should be ensured.

Promotion of  youth Promotion of youth Council Conclusions:

entrepreneurship entrepreneurship, - Promotion of entrepreneurship and advantageosisi®ss environment, including start-up supportiser
including various| microfinances, review of the regulatory entry kengj etc. should be ensured.
subsidies Presidency Conference:

- Participants underlined the importance of youttiepreneurship.

Utilization of ESF and

other EU funds

Utilization of ESF (as ¢
part of the Youth

Council Conclusions:
- Efficient utilization of the ESF and the maximtioa of Structural Funds should be considered.

Opportunities Initiative)

European Council Conclusions:

- Countries were encouraged to consider proposagjarding the Youth Employment Package (includ
making a use of European structural funds, sucthasEuropean Social Fund (European Commiss
2012)).

ing
ion,

Prevention/restriction  of
redundancie
Facilitation of the Council Conclusions:

conditions for the youth t

enter the labour market

- The tax systems should be reformed to be mof@viwur for new participants in the labour market.

Development of higher Creation of a dual Council Conclusions:

education (university education system- Measures that should be implemented: cooperdbetween education institutions and employ
infrastructure, research(applying Germar) development of a dual education systems, reformthefeducation system preventing from early sc
quality, etc.) methods) leaving, enhancement of formal and informal edocaith order to provide youth with relevant skills.

ers,

Tool

Table 8: Comparison of Cypriot priorities with préency achievements
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2.IRELAND

The analysis between national, presidency pricriied representation of them at the EU
level is based on the following documents:

e European Council 7/8 February 2013 Conclusions (stuhual Financial Framework)
[cited as “European Council Conclusions MFF” in TEal®] (European Council,
2013);

e Proposal by Permanent Representatives Committege @muncil Recommendation on
Establishing a Youth Guarantee [cited as “PropbgdPermanent Representatives” in
Table 9], February 22, 2013 (Council of the EU, 201

e Council Recommendation on Establishing a Youth Guie [cited as “Council
Recommendation” in Table 9], March 5, 2013 (Countithe EU, 2013a);

e Joint conclusions of the EU Youth Conference [citesd“EU Youth Conference” in
Table 9], Dublin, 11-13 March 2013 (Council of #&, 2013b);

e Maximising the potential of youth policy in addregsthe goals of the Europe 2020
Strategy — Adoption of Council conclusions [cited“@ouncil Conclusions on Europe
2020” in Table 9] (May 3, 2013) (Council of the ERQ13c);

e European Council 27/28 June 2013 Conclusions [cisd “European Council
Conclusions” in Table 9] (European Council, 2013b).
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National Priority

Presidency Priority

Document/event and statement

Provision and expansion
various education an
training opportunitieg
(apprenticeships,

internships, traineeship
trainings, skill
development and wor
placement programmes)

pfDevelopment of skills by furthe
deducation, traineeship q
apprenticeship schemes a
other education programmes
5jobs (also a part of the Yout
Opportunities Initiative and th
kYouth Guarantee)

r Proposal by Permanent Representatives and the C&@&mommendation:

r- Assurance of good-quality offers of employmerintnued education, an apprenticeship g
ntraineeship for people under 25 years; offer shdadgrovided within a period of four months
obecoming unemployed or leaving formal education;

h- Strengthening of partnerships between employmig@levant labour market players;

e- Assurance of involvement of social partners arairtion of their initiatives for apprenticeshi
and traineeships;

- Provision of re-entering education for early swHeavers and low-skilled persons;

- Development of skills that address the mismatshe in the labour market.

ra

PS

EU Youth Conference:
- Provision of paid internships and apprenticeshiporder to ensure smooth transition frg
education to employment.

bm

Council Conclusions on Europe 2020:

- Formal and informal learning and jobs should seag a tool to pursue EU-level strategies
youth employment;

- Invitation for Member States and the Commissiorstrengthen youth education, training g
employment programmes;

- Emphasising new policy measures (schemes, praogesinaiming to provide education a
trainings, particularly for those with fewer accesssibilities.

for

ind

European Council Conclusions:

- Provision of education, trainings and other measuo bring young people to education
employment within four months should be ensurefi(emice to the Youth Guarantee);

- Member States should modernise education sys@mbiding vocational trainings), ensu
integration of low-skilled youth, address the skithismatch issue, support apprenticeships
traineeships;

- The European Alliance for Apprenticeships shoeftsure work-based learning opportuniti
including apprenticeshig

or

re
and

Subsidies for employers i
order to create new wor
places/hire young people

Reducing non-wage labour cos
and encouraging employers
hire young people (as a part
the Youth Guarantee)

Proposal by Permanent Representatives and the C&@&wmommendation:
- Reduction of non-wage labour costs;

- Application of well-designed wage;

- Provision of recruitment subsidies.

Temporary  employmen

programmes, ensurin|

t
g

higher income tha
unemployment benefits

T

European Council Conclusions:
- Member States should shift away taxation fronolatand reduce social contributions.
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Promotion of
entrepreneurship

youth

Entrepreneurship courses a
guidance should be provided (
a part of the Youth Guarantee)

Proposal by Permanent Representatives and the L&@&mommendation:

- Schools, vocational training and employment tattins should provide entrepreneurship cou
and guidance for the youth;

- Promotion of start-up skills.

EU Youth Conference:
- All necessary support (including finances and iaistrative matters) for youth entrepreneurs
should be ensured.

Council Conclusions on Europe 2020:
- EU members and the Commission should assist ypaogle in acquiring entrepreneurship skil

European Council Conclusions:
- Member States should support entrepreneurshigtandups at the national level.

Promotion of volunteering
activities

J

Council Conclusions on Europe 2020:

- EU structural and investment funds should promatkinteering initiatives as a possibility f
youth to develop their skills;

- EU members should provide more opportunities/@arth to engage in volunteering.

Emphasis of literacy an
basic workplace skills

Boost of skills and competenc
needed for the labour market (|
a part of the Youth Guarantee)

Proposal by Permanent Representatives and the C&@&mommendation:
- Addressing the skills mismatch problem while fsiog on the needs of the labour market.

ILSGS

p

2

Integration of employmen
and benefit support

t Reactivation of youth droppe
out from activation schemes a
are unable to get benefits (as
part ofthe Youth Guarante:

dProposal by Permanent Representatives and the CRemommendation:
nd Reactivation of young people who precipitate fractivation schemes and do not access bene
a

fits.

Increase the use of th
European Social Fund (a
a part of the Youth
Opportunities Initiative, ta
which the full support wa
expressed)

Absorption of the Europea
Social Fund

Proposal by Permanent Representatives and the C&@&wmommendation:
- Utilization of EU Cohesion funds, the Europeanci8b Fund and the Youth Employme
Initiative, where it is appropriate.

Council Conclusions on Europe 2020:
- EU structural and investment funds should becti to initiatives promoting youth skil
development and employability.

[

European Council Conclusions:

- Implementation of EU structural funds includig ttilization of the European Social Fund;

- Allowance of disbursements for EU regions expwiileg the highest unemployment levels
order to operationalize the Youth Employment Itiiie; additional 6 billion euros will be allocatg

in

for this initiative in the first two years of thew Multiannual Financial Framework.
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European Council Conclusions MFF:
- Additional 3000 million euros (to existing 3000illimn in the ESF) will be given to yout
employment programmes under the Youth Employmetiative.

Promotion of innovative
approaches (as a part
the Youth Opportunitie
Initiative)

Enhancement of ICT/digitg
o$kills should be ensured (as

| Proposal by Permanent Representatives and the CRe@mommendation:
a Skill development should include competencegedito ICT.

5 part of the Youth Guarantee)

EU Youth Conference:
- Emphasis on green and social youth entreprenipusbbuld be put.

Promotion of labour Promotion of labour mobility Proposal by Permanent Representatives and the C&e&wmommendation:

mobility across Europe (4 (as a part of the Yout| - Promotion of labour mobility, especially withinet EU.

a part of the Youth Guarantee) Council Conclusions on Europe 2020:

Opportunities Initiative) - EU structural and investment funds should pronyotgth mobility.
European Council Conclusions:
- Promotion of youth mobility, particularly focugjron the programme Your First EURES Job;
- More cross-border vocational training opport@sitshould be created.

Strengthening of Strengthening of partnershipsProposal by Permanent Representatives and the C&e&wommendation:

partnerships betwee
institutions, businesse
trade unions at differen
levels (as a part of th
Youth Opportunitieg
Initiative and the Youth
Guarantee)

nbetween institutions, businesss
sirade unions at different leve|
tas a part of the Yout
eGuarantee)

ps, Coordination of partnerships across all levelsl aectors while implementing the You
sGuarantee;
h- Strengthening of partnerships between employmig@levant labour market players;
- Development of partnerships between employersligpand private) and education institutions;
- Promotion of mutual learning activities at all lessénational, regional, loca

th

European Council Conclusions:
- Involvement of social partners should be ensured.

EU Youth Conference:
- Development of collaboration between formal arfdrimal education institutions.

Council Conclusions on Europe 2020:
- Assurance of cross-sectoral and inter-instit@ia@oordination to address youth policy goals.

Implementation of the

Youth Guarantee

Implementation of the Yout
Guarantee

Proposal by Permanent Representatives and the C&@&mommendation:
- Identification of public body responsible for timeplementation of the Youth Guarantee;
- Implementation of Youth Guarantee schemes as asquossible.

European Council Conclusions:
- Speeding the implementation of the Youth Guaente

Table 9: Comparison of Irish priorities with presitcy achievements
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3. LITHUANIA

The analysis between national, presidency pricriied representation of them at the EU
level is based on the following documents:

Joint conclusions of the EU Youth Conference [ciésd‘EU Youth Conference” in
Table 10], Vilnius, 9-12 September 2013 (Councithef EU, 2013d);

European Alliance for Apprenticeships — Council Beation [cited as “European
Alliance for Apprenticeships” in Table 10], Octob&8, 2013 (Council of the EU,
2013e);

Press Release of the 3263rd Council meeting of &ynpént, Social Policy, Health
and Consumer Affairs [cited as “EPSCO meeting” mbl€ 10], October 15, 2013
(Council of the EU, 2013f);

European Council 24/25 October 2013 Conclusiontedcias “European Council
Conclusions” in Table 10] (European Council, 2013c)

European Council 19/20 December 2013 Conclusioitsdj@as “European Council
Conclusions 2” in Table 10] (European Council, 20)13
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National priority

Presidency priority

Document/event and statement

Tax exemptions (fo
employers hiring young
people and for youth)

EU Youth Conference:

- EU countries should ensure tax or other incesttegprovide paid internships for young people;

- EU members should provide tax relief for emplay@rorder to create new jobs in accordance wighl o
Decent Work Agenda.

European Council Conclusions 2:
- A support for tax and other allowances is neddextder to promote the creation of work places.

Reforms and promotio
of various educatiol
opportunities:
internships,
apprenticeships an
vocational trainings tha
corresponds to the nee
of the labour market

Implementation of the

Youth Guaranteg
(including these
education

EU Youth Conference:

- Member States should ensure that education wmoldde general knowledge and professional skills;
- Diversity of trainings should be ensured;

- Internships within the EU should be remunerated

opportunities);

Initiation of discussions
with interested partie
(business, S0Ci3g
partners, Membe
States) regarding to th
European Alliance fo
Apprenticeship;

European Alliance for Apprenticeships:

- High-quality apprenticeships are a effective tensuring a smooth transition from education toléfeur
market;

- Apprenticeships should be encouraged at themedtlevel, in cooperation with social partnersKstalders,
education and training providers, youth organizetiand authorities at all levels);

- Integration of apprenticeships into education @athing systems should be ensured;

- Implementation of vocational education and tragnireforms in order to ensure a higher quality
apprenticeships provided;

- Provision of remuneration for actors, especi8MEs, creating new apprenticeship places.

of

Ensuring of any labou
market activity, such a|
internship, traineeshig

EPSCO meeting:

- Member states addressed the necessity to ensdeeemt education that meets the needs of the 3
market;

- Apprenticeship and traineeship schemes were namedvaluable tool for fighting youth unemployment

ibou

apprenticeship or jo
for young people unde
25 (after graduation).

European Council Conclusions:

- Countries should utilize the ESF in order to potenvocational education and trainings, particylarlthe
ICT sector;

- A fast implementation of the Youth Guarantee amddéclaration regarding the European Alliance for
Apprenticeships was required.

European Council Conclusions 2:
- The development of education and training (inicigdhe vocational training) systems is neededdiiress,
the skills mismatch issue.

Support for
businesses

(entrepreneurship),

new

Promotion of youth
entrepreneurship i
terms of consultation

EU Youth Conference:
n- EU members should promote youth entrepreneurshigacilitating administrative procedures, ensur

ng

5 consultancy services, financial support and taxrgt®ons.
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including exemptions tg
take credit for a new
business

pand  youth-favourablg
v loans for new start-ups

> EPSCO meeting:

- Member states endorsed youth entrepreneurship.

Development of work
conditions

Ensuring the socia
security and equality if
the labour market

EU Youth Conference:
- Member States should ensure equal employmenttamm] remuneration and rights of workers.

Sharing of best practices

nj

Exchange of &
practices (as a part ¢

estropean Alliance for Apprenticeships:

nf- Continuation of exchange of best practices wetlard to apprenticeships.

the implementation o
the Youth Guarantee)

f European Council Conclusions:

- A fast implementation of the Youth Guarantee arel dieclaration regarding the European Alliance
Apprenticeships was required.

for

Utilization of EU
structural funds fo
financing  employmen
programmes

European Alliance for Apprenticeships:
- Utilization of the EU investment funds and therdpean Social Fund in order to finance apprentipe
schemes.

European Council Conclusions:
- Vocational education, trainings should be enstn@a the ESF money.

Tax allowance for youn
people willing to acces
real estate

[2)

EU Youth Conference:
- Member States should implement national policiewing young people to purchase housing.

Collaboration  betwee
governmental

institutions, NGOs an
businesses in differer
schemes enhancing you

employment

Implementation of the
Youth Guaranteg
(focusing on the

partnership betwee
different sectors);

EU Youth Conference:

- Provision of partnerships between formal andrimil education institutions and employers to offeare
opportunities for youth should be ensured;

- EU Governments should ensure the inter-sectaiidhloration to exchange information and develdpri
policies for youth.

Initiation of discussions
with interested partie
(business, S0Cig
partners, Membe

European Alliance for Apprenticeships:

- Apprenticeships should be encouraged at themedtlevel, in cooperation with social partnersKstmlders,
education and training providers, youth organizegiand authorities at all levels);

- Multiple sectors and occupations should be inetlith creating new apprenticeships.

States) regarding to th
European Alliance fo
Apprenticeship.

European Council Conclusions:
- A fast implementation of the Youth Guarantee arel dieclaration regarding the European Alliance
Apprenticeships was required.

for

Revision of employmen|

laws

EU Youth Conference:
- Member States should ensure that their legal aetsept from all kinds adiscrimination
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Promotion of active
labour market measures

Implementation of the
Youth Guaranteg
(promoting early,
intervention and
activation  (Europeat

European Council Conclusions:

- Countries should utilize the ESF in order to potenvocational education and trainings, particylarlthe
ICT sector;

- A fast implementation of the Youth Guarantee angl dieclaration regarding the European Alliance
Apprenticeships was required.

Commission, n.d.))

European Council Conclusions 2:
- Acceleration of the active labour market measshesild be ensured.

Promotion of

volunteering work

Establishment o] EU Youth Conference:

consultancy service - Member States should provide and coordinate nmédion and guidance services at all levels (naljg
(social employee regional and local);

groups) in order to hel
people orientate in th
labour market

- Cooperation between families, education instiugi and information services in order to providatkiovith
better information about education and trainingsjlmkties.

European Alliance for Apprenticeships:
- Provision of career guidance for youth.

EPSCO meeting:
- The requirement for counselling and guidance wasied as a means of prevention from yg
unemployment.

initiatives
by  youtl

Support  for
developed
organizations

Provision of internshig
places within
governmental institutions

Strengthening thg
cooperation with region
in order to provide morg
employment measures

e Strong cooperatiof
sbetween relevan
o stakeholders (as a pa

n European Alliance for Apprenticeships:
t - Apprenticeships should be encouraged at themedtlevel, in cooperation with social partnersKstmlders,
ireducation and training providers, youth organizegiand authorities at national, regional and ltezd|s).

of the implementatio
of the Youth Guarantee

European Council Conclusions:
). A fast implementation of the Youth Guarantee arel dieclaration regarding the European Alliance
Apprenticeships was required.

Restructuring of the
Lithuanian Labour
Exchange
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Promotion of life-long European Alliance for Apprenticeships:
learning programmes - Development of apprenticeships would ensure tisess to higher education and life-long learning.

European Council Conclusions 2:
- Life-long learning programmes should be undeidta®a means to improve education and trainin@sst

Agreement betwee]
Member States anc
afterwards, between th
Council and the
European  Parliamer
with regard to the
improved cooperatiof
of Public Employment

Services while
addressing the yout
unemployment

Table 10: Comparison of Lithuanian priorities withesidency achievements
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4. GREECE

The analysis between national, presidency pricriied representation of them at the EU
level is based on the following documents:

Note by the presidency on the Implementation issdié&uth Employment Initiative

and Youth Guarantee. Lunch debate at the EPSCOdeur0 March 2014 [cited as
“Note by the presidency” in Table 11] (Council betEU, 2014);

Proposal from Permanent Representatives Committea €ouncil Recommendation
on a Quality Framework for Traineeships [cited droposal from Permanent
Representatives” in Table 11], March 4, 2014 (Cdwfahe EU, 2014b);

Council Recommendation on a Quality Framework fariffeeships [cited as
“Council Recommendation” in Table 11], March 10,120(Council of the EU,

2014c);

Council conclusions on the 2014 Annual Growth Syramd Joint Employment
Report: political guidance on employment and sogialicies [cited as “Council

conclusions on the 2014 Annual Growth Survey” irbl€all], March 10, 2014
(Council of the EU, 2014d);

Joint Conclusions of EU Youth Conference of thelétet Presidency, Thessaloniki,
10-12 March 2014 (Council of the EU, 2014e);

Joint Recommendations of the EU Youth Conferenceahef Hellenic Presidency,
Thessaloniki, 10-12 March 2014 [the latter two duoemts are cited as “Joint
Conclusions and Recommendations of EU Youth Conterein Table 11] (Council

of the EU, 2014f);

European Council 20/21 March 2014 Conclusions dcitess “European Council
Conclusions” in Table 11] (European Council, 2014);

European Semester 2014: Contribution to the Euroaauncil (Brussels, 26-27 June
2014) Implementation of the Youth Guarantee - Eséiorent of the EMCO report
[cited as “European Semester 2014: ContributiaiméoEuropean Council” in Table
11] (Council of the EU, 2014q9).
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National priority Presidency priority Document/event and statement
Increase of funds for National
Strategic Referencg
Framework, targeting at youth
employment
Subsidies for businesses Council conclusions on the 2014 Annual Growth Syrve
order to create new job - Implementation of tax relief or other measurashigsinesses are needed in order to foster joli@nea
corresponding to  yout
qualifications
Establishment and Adoption of | Note by the presidency:
development of various Recommendation to set Member States were encouraged to name the r@pprénticeships in the Youth Guarantee and wi
education schemes:the Quality Framework it be possible to establish links with other pragnaes aiming to increase youth employment.
internships, vocationgl for Traineeships;

trainings and apprenticesh
programmes

p
Implementation of the

Youth Employment
Initiative,  addressing
these education an
training schemes an

Proposal from Permanent Representatives and a C&etwmmendation:

| - Improving the quality of traineeships in orderfagilitate the transition from education to emptent;

- Requirement that traineeship agreements wouldriiten and include programme objectives, work|
conditions, allowances (if applicable), respong#ibd of both parties and the duration term (with
extension possibility);

Ensuring of supervisor for trainees that wouldhitar their progress;

- Ensuring the recognition of skills and competsmaequired during the traineeship.

o

o

measures.

Joint Conclusions and Recommendations of EU Youthf€ence:

- Education institutions, in cooperation with redaev social partners, should provide more expegé
learning in formal education programmes;

- EU members should implement the European Quabsurance Reference Framework for Vocatig
Education and Training;
- Member States should respect the guidelinesnaatlin the European Quality Charter on Internst
and Apprenticeships, and develop their policie®eatingly.

puld

nti
nal

nips

European Council Conclusions:

- Further education and vocational training shobll promoted, mostly by employing EU-wi
programmes: the Youth Employment Initiative, theutfo Guarantee and the European Alliance
Apprenticeships.

e
for

Linking various educatior
programmes  with  gree
economy, constructior

tourism and fast developin
technological as well a

Joint Conclusions and Recommendations of EU Youthf€ence:
- EU members should implement the European Quabsurance Reference Framework for Vocatig
Education and Training, having a major focus orimtive technologies and teaching methods.

innovation based sectors

nal
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for

eir

and

Setting up of transition Adoption of | Proposal from Permanent Representatives and a C&etommendation:
programmes from educatignrRecommendation to set Close cooperation with social partners shoulahsured in order to apply the Quality Framework
to work (promotion off the Quality Framework Traineeships.
cooperation betweepfor Traineeships; Joint Conclusions and Recommendations of EU Youthf€ence:
businesses and educatipn - Member States should enhance possibilities fartty@particularly disadvantaged) to validate th
institutions) Promotion of| skills gained through informal education in ordeirtcrease their employment possibilities.
f;ggg;?tlonstakgﬁg’ﬁ;S'European Semester 201_4: Contributi(_)n_to the Eurppkmmcil: _ _ _ N
(@as a part of the. Engagement of.the private sector is importanbrioher to provide more apprenticeship, trainings
) . [ vocational education possibilities.
implementation of the
Youth Employment
Initiative).
Counselling of young Joint Conclusions and Recommendations of EU Youthf€ence:

entrepreneurs (especially
higher education institution
and regional areas in gener
with a focus on innovations

- EU members should provide relevant education tmathings for the youth in order to promg
entrepreneurial skills;

between education institutions, youth organizatiemds businesses);
- EU states should establish one-stop-shop — srvichere all information needed to start a n
business would be provided;

- EU members should invest in social entreprengurahd create national and EU networks of so|
entrepreneurs.

Reduction of early schodg
leavers

Promotion of  short-tern
public work and community
service programmes

Council conclusions on the 2014 Annual Growth Syrve
- Member States should ensure short-term measlimksd with long-term ones) in order to help you
people.

Support for the EU-leve
initiatives (Youth Guarantee)

| Implementation of thg

Youth Employment
Initiative;
Monitoring  of  the

> Note by the presidency:

- Greece gives a priority to the implementationhaf Youth Employment Initiative and monitoring bét
Youth Guarantee;

- The presidency invited Member States to exprhe§ bpinions what are the main constraints
incentives to implement the Initiative.

implementation of thg
Youth Guarantee.

» Council conclusions on the 2014 Annual Growth Syrve
- Member States should continue the implementatfoneasures defined in the Youth Guarantee.

Joint Conclusions and Recommendations of EU Youthf€ence:
- EU members should make the Youth Guarantee mageterm strategy.

te

- Countries should support start-ups set up by goueople (e.g. by financial incentives, partnership

new

cial

and

128



European Council Conclusions:

- Countries should use all the designed progranforepromoting education and vocational trainings:

the Youth Employment Initiative, the Youth Guaransad the European Alliance for Apprenticeships.

Utilization of EU-provided
financial funds (e.g. Europeg
Social Fund)

Implementation of the
Youth Employment
Initiative,  supporting

Note by the presidency:

- Member States were encouraged to specify whaemaere done and what were needed to optimize

the utilization of financial resources.

the utilization of the
European structurg
funds

Proposal from Permanent Representatives and a C&etwmmendation:
- Utilization of EU structural, investment fundse.i the European Social Fund and the Eurof
Regional Development Fund for increasing the numbémaineeships offered.

Joint Conclusions and Recommendations of EU Youwthf€ence:
- EU countries and the Commission should increaseet funding.

European Council Conclusions:
- For fostering further education and vocationairing, the European funds should be utilized.

Assurance of foreign
investment in Gree
businesses

Table 11: Comparison of Greek priorities with paEsicy achievements
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ANNEX 6

INTERVIEW 1

RESPONDENT LITHUANIAN REPRESENTATIVE AT THEPERMANENT REPRESENTATION IN
BRUSSELS

RESPONSE RECEIVED BY 8MAIL ON JUNE 10,2015

1. Kokie buvo pagrindiniai Lietuvos prioritetai jaunamnedarbo/uzimtumo klausimu,
apibreZti nacionaliniu lygiu dar prie$ pirmininkavimo pugt?

Bendras LT prioritetas vadinosi ,Gereésrdarbo galimyés — susitelkimagjaunimg”.
Sio prioriteto buvo siekiamgyyvendinant $iuos uzdavinius(prioritetus):

1) Pameistryss stiprinimas;

2) Tarybos rekomendagigél Jaunimo garantij jgyvendinimo uztikrinimas;
3) Jaunimo uzimtumo iniciatyvos patvirtinimas;

4) Geresnis Valstybiniuzimtumo tarnyb bendradarbiavimas;

5) Jaunimo, ypaNEET's, sociali@ jtrauktis.

2. Jusy manumu, ar Sie prioritetai buvo iSskirti vadovau)a nacionaline ES reikal
koordinavimo sistema, t.jtraukiant visas suinteresuotas puses? Kurios vidstynstitucijos
dalyvavo nacionalinj prioritety svarstyme bei kas jo lemiany bals;?

De¢l visy LT prioritety buvo sprendziama bendrai¢ieu iniciatyvos teis priklaus kiekvienai
ministerijai atskirai pagal kuruojaqpolitikos srii.

Dar prie$ apsisprendziantldkonkretiy prioritety formuluciiy, auk&iausiu politiniu lygiu
(prezideniira ir vyriausyk) buvo apsisgista, kad jaunimo uzimtumo tema privalititvienas
iS pagrindini LT viso pirmininkavimo prioritat.

Konkreftis prioritetai ir jj uzdaviniai buvo silomi atitinkany sriti kuruojartiy ministeriy.
Pvz., 1, 2, 4 ir 5 uzdavinius paki Socialires apsaugos ir darbo ministerija (toliau SADM).
D¢l 3 — Finang ministerijos (toliau FM). Visi gilymai buvo teikiami bendroms vjs
ministerijy, Prezideriros ir wliau Seimo diskusijoms. Zinoma, daugiausia diskusifko
tarp y ministeriy, kuriy sritys labiausiai susijusios. Pvzéldpameistrysis stiprinimo
konkretiy jgyvendinimo Zingsmi daugiausia diskusij vyko tarp SADM bei Svietimo
ministerijos (toliau SMM). Siuo atveju lemiamas sz priklaus SADM, kadangi bendrai
pagal nacionaligkompetency, Siai ministerijai priskiriamas jaunimo uzimtumergmimas.

3. Kokie, Jisy nuomone, buvo pagrindiniai Lietuvos pirmininkavirpooritetai jaunimo
uzimtumo klausimu? Kam buvo skiriama daugiaustanesio?

Visi minéti uzdaviniai (prioritetai) pamiti prie pirmo klausimo buvo labai smarkiai
tarpusavyje susij Todl jiems visiems buvo skiriamas vienodasmsys siekiant garantuoti
100 proc. iSpildym. Reikia pazynati, kad kiekvienas uzdavinys (prioritetas) buvorskgy
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formy, tiek turinio prasme, tielgyvendinimo prasme. Taip pat skgr politiniai lygiai kur jie
buvo diskutuojami. Tod apie juos visus reiktkalbeti atskirai.

4. Jisy manymu, kaip nacionaliniai Lietuvos prioritetaitampa su Salies pirminkavimo
prioritetais jaunimo nedarbo srity?

Kadangi esame dalis EU, tai pirmininkavimo pridaiesutapo ir su LT prioritetais, ypa
jaunimo nedarbo srityje.

5. Kaip Siuos prioritetus Lietuvai pavykgyvendinti?
Visi iSsikelti uzdaviniai/prioritetai buv@gyvendinti:

- Geresrs darbo galimybs — susitelkimag jaunima. Sis prioritetas buvo atspiéighs
Europos Vadoy spalio ir gruodzio iSvadose
(https://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_datasiwessdata/en/ec/139197.pdf  ir
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_datalgoessdata/en/ec/140245 ypdf

1) Pameistryss stiprinimas:

a) 2013 m. liepos ameg, kartu su Europos Socialiniais partneriais, Eusop@misija ir
Europos $jungos Tarybos pirmininke Lietuva pasia#leklaraciy isteigiaia Europos
pameistrysis aljang (http://ec.europa.eu/education/policy/vocational-
policy/doc/alliance/joint-declaration _en.pdf

b) 2013 m. liepos gneg Vilniuje buvo organizuojama neformali EPSCO Tarykarios
metu su Europos socialiniais partneriais ir mimistr rengtos diskusijos ¢d Europos
pameistrysts aljanso (diskusiniai dokumentai pridedami)y $iskusiy pagrindu buvo
rengiama Tarybos deklaracija;

c) Lietuvos iniciatyva 2013 m. spalio 15 d. Eurofggungos EPSCO tarybos metu buvo
priimta Tarybos deklaracija et Europos pameistryss aljanso
(http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_datasppessdata/en/Isa/139011 ydf

2) Tarybos rekomendagigél Jaunimo garantij jgyvendinimo uztikrinimas:

a) 2013 m. spalio 15 d. ir gruodzio 9 d. Europaegii®jos EPSCO tarybmetu inicijuota
ministry nuomony pasikeitimas &l Jaunimo garantij igyvendinimo;

b) Daugiau info apie Sias dvi Tarybas:
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_dataloessdata/en/Isa/139022.pdf ir
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_datalpoessdata/en/lsa/139998.pdf

3) Jaunimo uzimtumo iniciatyvos patvirtinimas:

a) 2013 m. gruodZio 17 d. buvo sutartd Huropos Socialinio fondo reglamento, kuriame
kartu buvo reglamentuojamas ir Jaunimo uzimtumaeiatyvos finansavimas, padedantis
igyvendinti Jaunimo garantijas (http://eur-lex.e@r@p/legal-
content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32013R1304&from=EN
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4) Geresnis Valstybigiuzimtumo tarnyb (PES) bendradarbiavimas

a) 2013 m. gruodzio 9 d. EPSCO Tarybos metu maiigtisiek bendg sutarimy del Tarybos
ir EP sprendimo & Geresnio PES bendradarbiavimo. Kaip zinia, PES§ vyiena iS
pagrindiniy instituciju igyvendinant Jaunimo garantijas nacionaliniu lygiodl ju bendro
tinklo isteigimas EU lygiu, taip prisidedant prie bendrasinimo uzimtumo problemos
sprendimo, ir buvo viena esminiprieZzagiy dar LT pirmininkavimo metu siekti bendro
sutarimo Taryboje d Sio dokumento.
(http://reqister.consilium.europa.eu/doc/srv?I=EN&T%2017071%202013%20IN).T

5) Jaunimo, ypaNEET's, socialig jtrauktis:

a) 2013 m. spalio 25 d. buvo priimtos Tarybos i®&a| Jaunimo socialiés itraukties. Nors
tai nebuvo tiesiogiai susijusios su Jaunimo uzimtutetiau jos yra svarbi dalis kovojant su
jaunimo nedarbu
(http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_datafwessdata/en/educ/139721 )pdf

6. Kas, Jisy nuomone,dm¢ Lietuvos skme/kokie buvo neigiami veiksniggyvendinant Siuos
prioritetus?

LT sékme garantavo: iSankstinis planavimas ir pasirengirpasininkavimui; aktualy
prioritety visai EU pasirinkimas ir benglrtiksly siekimas; profesionalivalstylkes tarnautaj
atranka darbui Pirmininkavimo komandoje, ypdirbusiy Lietuvos nuolatigje atstovybje
prie Europos 8ungos; nuoseklus ir darbo valandeskatiuojantis tikslo siekimas. Neigiami
veiksniai: Europos Komisijos noras Pirmininkaujmsios valstybs rankomisigyvendinti
savo prograng skirtingas valstyly nariy poziiris i politikos igyvendinimy ar savo prioritef
brukimas; menka pagalba i§ ,sossh kolegs (Vilniuje esadiy valstyles tarnautaj
nenoras/negeba visapusiSksirauktij Pirmininkavimo reiklaus; nekompetencija).

7. Kg galetumete jvardinti kaip svarbiausius Lietuvos atstovus, ¢jusius jtakos Salies
nacionalini prioritety realizavimui europiniu mastu, t.y. pirmininkaujd® Tarybai?

Atsizvelgiantj tai, kad LT pirmininkavimo metu buvo pasirinktasngipas ,Brussels based
presidency”, tod pagrindinis kavis jgyvendinant prioritetus teko asmenims tuo metu
dirbusiems Lietuvos nuolatije atstovykje prie EU.

8. Kokig jtakg nacionaliny prioritety atstovavimui pirmininkavimo metu &jo papildomi,
specialiai pirmininkavimui sukurti koordinavimo kiiai bei pozicijos?

Koordinavimo tinklai didesgjtaka turéjo pasirengimo stadijoje. Pirmininkavimo metu \eik
principas ,Brussels based presidency”. didgtoje srityje gana menk

9. Kokig jtakg, Jisy manymu, Lietuva tdjo sudarydama ES Tarybos darbotvarkei
siekdamaitraukti savo nacionalinius prioritetus jaunimo utumo klausimu? K galetunvte
jvardinti kaip pagrindinius apribojimus nustatanetuivos pirmininkavimo darbotvarR

Atsizvelgiantj tai, kad jaunimo nedarbas visoje Ebkaitant ir LT, buvo labai didelis, téd
prioritetai sutapo.
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10. Kaip vertinate Lietuvos pirmininkavirES Tarybai?

Puikiai (95 iS 100).

INTERVIEW 2
RESPONDENT IRISH REPRESENTATIVE AT THEPERMANENT REPRESENTATION INBRUSSELS
RESPONSE RECEIVED BY 8MAIL ON JUNE 19,2015

1. Could you name the main Irish national prioritiesgarding the youth unemployment that
were aggregated at the national level in the pagé@rs before the presidency term?

Irish policies and priorities on the labour marke¢ published in the Action Plan for Jobs
(annual iterations available on the DJEI website) athways to work (annual iterations
available on the DSP website) http://www.djei.idé®.htm

2. In your opinion, were these national priorities aggated through the institutionalized
national coordination system?

These priorities/policies have been developed tjitdbhe normal policy-making processes.

3. What, in your opinion, were the main priorities Idéh presidency with regard to youth
unemployment? To which issues did the country payattention during the office term?

The Youth Guarantee was a Commission initiativeictvithe Tanaiste agreed to take on as a
priority in our Presidency.

4. How did the presidency priorities correlate withtie@al Irish interests in the youth
unemployment area?

Ireland shared the wider European concern aboutittelevel of youth unemployment.
5. How these priorities were achieved?

During its Presidency, Ireland helped expedite ghecessing of the Commission proposals
through the Council and the ultimate adoption ef Recommendation.

6. What, in your opinion, were the main factors tha&d Ito successful/ineffectual
implementation of these priorities?

Not in position to identify precisely why the YG wed so speedily through Council -- most
likely due to the shared political priority for tigsue across MS.

7.Who were the main actors that had a major influemcéhe representation/implementation
of national goals in the youth unemployment fieklg( officials at the Permanent
Representation, ministers)?
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Processing of the YG by the Presidency was handl#te normal way, with involvement of
officials in the PR, officials from relevant minigs, and finally of Ministers at Council.

8. Did Ireland establish new arrangements (officesitpmss/networks) within the national
coordination network specifically for the presidgnerm? If yes, what influence did they
have for the representation of national prioritregarding youth unemployment?

Not in relation to labour market issues.

9. How much room for manoeuvre did Ireland have faaftiing the presidency agenda and
incorporating national interests regarding youthamployment into it? What were the main
constraints for the presidency?

As is normal for any Presidency.
10. How do you evaluate Irish presidency in general?

Not really for us to say but the response from ooiteagues across the various working
groups and committees seemed to be very positideitawas felt that Ireland brought a
renewed energy to all activities undertaken overciburse of the 6 months.
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