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PREFACE 

 

Dear Colleagues, 

Welcome to this Dahrendorf Workshop “Is European integration happening on the ground?”, 

co-hosted by the Hertie School of Governance and the Representation of the European 

Commission in Germany on 28 June 2017 in Berlin. Today, we take stock of whether Euro-

pean integration is happening on the ground and we look forward to the inputs from the Eu-

ropean policy experts joining us from the German Bundestag and European Parliament, Eu-

ropean Commission, Federal Ministry, as well as Public Sector Consulting and Research. 

We anticipate that these perspectives will offer a comprehensive and balanced account of 

the extent to which co-governance is happening at the intersection of European Union (EU) 

and national level politics.  

We are also excited to present to you today the results of our European Governance Monitor 

(EGM), which measures European co-governance performance in the EU policy process. 

The EGM was developed as part of the Dahrendorf Forum at the Hertie School of Govern-

ance and sheds light on governance performance in the EU. The first stage of the EGM was 

presented last year and assessed national performance in EU policy implementation. This 

stage of the EGM analyses the performance when EU member states and institutions come 

together to develop and implement EU policy.  

We are grateful for the feedback we have received from policy experts in developing the re-

search framework of the EGM and welcome you to contribute your perspectives and insights 

again today, which will be an integral part of the Monitor’s best practice recommendations 

section to be published this summer. With this, we aim to illustrate how effective performance 

in European co-governance could work. 

 

Helmut K. Anheier  
Berlin, 28 June 2017 
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EGM FRAMEWORK 

 

The European Governance Monitor (EGM) is a tool designed for both policy analysts and 

practitioners to understand how EU member states and EU institutions work together in 

designing and implementing EU policies – a process we call co-governance.  

The EGM: 

• maps the key institutions involved in co-governance 

• measures their performance, and 

• offers best-practice insights for improvements 
 

Clearly, European governments must work together closely to implement EU policies in effi-

cient and effective ways. This is where the European Governance Monitor (EGM) comes in: 

it brings to light central performance measures on how key institutions across Europe actual-

ly do work together when designing and implementing EU policies. By providing such critical 

information, the EGM helps member states to benefit from the knowledge and experience of 

their European counterparts.  

The alternative to good co-governance performance at the European level is a scenario 

where each member state ‘goes it alone’ - to the detriment of policy cohesion. EU govern-

ance has received a wake-up call with British citizens voting for Brexit. Governments and 

Institutions must work more effectively together, while guarding national interests, for the EU 

to be fit for purpose and live up to its potential. However, such co-governance must be eval-

uated in all relevant policy areas, on a regular basis, and communicated to key stakeholders. 

By showing how co-governance works “on the ground,” and how it can be improved by way 

of best-practice examples, the EGM seeks to contribute to better understanding of the com-

plex policy processes linking EU institutions and member states.  

FIGURE 1: The European Governance Monitor Framework 
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EGM FRAMEWORK 

 

Provided this context, the EGM will initially focus on two key areas of co-governance that so 

far have received little systematic attention by policy analysts and experts:  

 

1. European Semester, the process during which key actors at EU and national levels 

negotiate the Country Specific Recommendations (CSRs). Based on these negotiations 

and their outcomes, member states are expected to implement relevant policies and 

measures.  

 

2. Network participation. EU representatives set up task-specific networks to facilitate 

the exchange of knowledge, information, experiences, best practices and offer guidance 

with regards to EU policy. The goal is mutual support among member states and Euro-

pean Commission representatives.  

 

The European Semester 

Interviews with experts from both EU institutions and national ministries revealed that the 

European Semester is a key co-governance process, in which representatives from both EU 

and national levels, including external stakeholders, come together to negotiate and deter-

mine EU policies and recommendations. This highly politicized co-governance process there-

fore truly lies at the core of co-governance – yet has the caveat of remaining a process inac-

cessible to those not involved. We strongly encourage the European Semester to become an 

open, transparent process, particularly due to its central position in EU policy-making.  

 

FIGURE 2: The European Semester in the case of EU Employment policy 
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EGM FRAMEWORK 

 

European Policy Networks 

Active co-governance participation is cultivated by European policy networks.  

Research has found that networks mobilize 

EU member states to participate in Euro-

pean politics more actively by maneuvering 

traditional hierarchies and giving rise to 

Multi-level governance (Jachtenfuchs, M. 

2001, 253-254). Transnational policy net-

works bring European member state actors 

together with EU representatives at differ-

ent stages within the policy cycle: policy 

conceptualization policy making, policy 

implementation, as well as policy monitor-

ing for impact (Kingah, S.; Schmidt, V. & 

Yong, W. 2015, 231-244). The networks 

monitored by the EGM indeed foster co-

governance in the EU employment policy 

area.  

Their activities run simultaneously to the continuous EU policy-cycle – therefore network 

members have the opportunity to cooperate, share best-practice and influence policy making 

at various stages of the cycle. The benefit of participating in policy networks is summarized 

by the research of Tanja Börzel (1998, 253-274): networks foster relatively stable, interde-

pendent relationships among actors who share common policy interests and are willing to 

cooperate to achieve common goals. These benefits are most successfully ensured when 

there is regular communication among the membership (Goldsmith, S. & Eggers, W.D. 

2005).  

In the case of the European policy networks studied by the EGM, indeed members share 

common goals and communicate regularly by means of sharing best practice experiences 

and supporting each other. This avoids every member state ‘going it alone’ when it comes to 

policy and recommendations implementation – and gives rise to more effective and cohesive 

European governance. 

 

 

In assessing co-governance performance within European policy networks, the EGM com-

bines both qualitative and quantitative methods of network analysis. Typically, the qualitative 

approach is process oriented and maps actors involved, while the quantitative approach as-

sesses networks’ cohesion (Börzel, T.A. 1998, 253-274). Conducting investigative and em-

pirically explanatory research, the EGM adopts both methods.  
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NETWORKS EVALUATED BY THE EGM 

 

The two main networks in the employment policy field are the ‘Mutual Learning Program’ 

(MLP) and the ‘Public Employment Service’ (PES) networks. The EGM evaluates these 

two networks, as well as the Benchlearning network, which is part of the PES, between 

2009-2016.   

FIGURE 3: Co-governance assessed within two networks  

 

 

Our methodology takes two main approaches into consideration. 

Firstly, we measure EU member states’ co-governance performance by assessing the extent 

to which they participate in European policy networks. Countries can provide or receive 

knowledge and best practices among the membership of the networks. Measuring this 

makes it possible to not only determine whether countries engage with fellow EU member 

states, but also to see whether they support others or benefit from best practices shared by 

others. This way, we glean a better understanding of the extent of participation, the type of 

participation, and whether co-governance performance has improved over time.  

Secondly, we want to compare whether the network activities reflect the Country Specific 

Recommendations (CSRs). In this way, we can see whether a country is fully committed to 

the recommendations given by the EU and make use of the networks to improve their em-

ployment standards, or whether they decide to deal with them individually. 

The inputs of policy experts at the Dahrendorf Workshop on 28 June 2017 in Berlin will com-

plement the research findings and will offer vital ‘best practice recommendations’ for ex-

perts and practitioners to improve EU policy implementation and co-governance perfor-

mance. 
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RESULTS 

 

 

 Mapping key actors involved in EU employment policy decision-making and imple-
mentation process (as seen in Figure 1 on page 4) 

 Measuring extent of co-governance (assessed by network participation of member 
states taking into account the change in their employment indicators)  

 Measuring type of co-governance (providing or receiving best practice information) 

 Measuring whether EU member states participate in network activities which align 
with the CSRs they have received (as seen in Figure 8 on page 12) 

 Generating country profiles which indicate the number of network activities member 
states participate in relation to each of the 25 overall goals of the countries’ CSRs 

 

 

  

1. Measuring extent and type of participation in networks  

The maps below compare the network activities of EU member states with regard to the vari-

ation of their indicators between 2008 and 2016 in four specific categories related to em-

ployment: difference in employment rates, in long-term unemployment rates, in youth unem-

ployment and in NEET (Not in Education, Employment, or Training) rates. Red means that 

the country’s indicators have worsened between 2009 and 2016, blue means that the indica-

tors have improved. The dots refer to the countries’ extent of participation in the networks 

analyzed – the bigger the dots, the more involved the country was in co-governance.  

We divided co-governance practice in two big categories – providers and receivers. Pro-

viders are the countries, which provided policies for a peer review, hosted (provided) learn-

ing exchange, submitted best practice policy to the MLP database; submitted PES best prac-

tice. Receivers are countries, which participated in a peer review for another country, took 

part in the learning exchange or took part in the thematic events.  

While many other factors influence the improvement or worsening of countries’ employment 

indicators, participating in network activities has the potential to improve government capaci-

ty and knowledge on how to deliver EU policies and improve the policies already in place. 

The exchange of best practices, peer-reviews and holding events help make European gov-

ernance more effective and successful. Ideally, countries whose indicators have improved 

from 2009 to 2016 would be in a position to provide best practices and advice to members 

whose employment rates did not improve. In order to see whether that happens in reality or 

not, we analyze four case categories: 

 

 EMPLOYMENT RATES 

Total employment levels have increased in between 2009 and 2016 in nearly all EU states. A 

good number of countries have provided knowledge and best-practice advice to the network 

membership and, interestingly, the members who have improved the most are typically also 

good providers of best-practice. However, Baltic countries, which significantly improved their 

employment situation, could potentially contribute more knowledge and best practices to 

networks. 
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RESULTS 

 

FIGURE 4: Total Employment – Network Participation 

 

Receiving from networks is more popular than providing. It is noteworthy, that many EU 

member states take part in network activities almost every year (green circles).  

 

 LONG-TERM UNEMPLOYMENT RATES 

FIGURE 5: Long-term Unemployment – Network Participation 
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RESULTS 

 

Despite a rather positive image of change in total employment rates, long-term unemploy-

ment rates are currently higher for most of the countries than in 2008. In countries such as 

Spain, Greece, Cyprus and Ireland, 20-30% of all unemployed persons cannot find a job in 

12 months or longer. While countries' participation as "receivers" in network activities is rela-

tively equal every year from 2008-2016, providing knowledge and best practices through 

annual network activities is not so common. Particularly countries with significantly improved 

long-term unemployment rates such as Croatia, Slovakia and the Czech Republic have not 

been active "providers" and should share their successful employment policy strategies with 

other EU members more in order to offer more solidarity to their members and contribute to 

good co-governance.  

 

 YOUTH UNEMPLOYMENT RATES 

Youth unemployment is a big challenge for many EU member states. In contrast to the previ-

ous case on total employment rates, the case of youth unemployment statistics shows that 

also countries which have not improved their rates from 2009 to 2016 provide and share their 

information – which indicates trust to show ones vulnerability and potentially also a sincere 

motivation to stop others from making similar mistakes.  

FIGURE 6: Youth Unemployment – Network Participation 

 

As with the difference in employment rates, countries, which have lower youth unemploy-

ment rates, also share more often. Similar to the case of differences in employment rates, all 

members receive a large amount of information, regardless of their youth unemployment 

rates.  
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RESULTS 

 

 NEET RATES 

In the case of NEET, countries, which successfully reduced the number of NEET persons 

from 2009 to 2016, such as Ireland, the Baltic Countries, Sweden and Hungary, are in fact 

not active participants in the networks. Countries such as Germany, France and the UK, who 

had a slight improvement in NEET numbers over recent years, participated actively in those 

networks. 

 

FIGURE 7: NEET – Network Participation  

 

Interestingly, countries whose NEET numbers worsened from 2009 to 2016 had participated 

quite actively in the networks. Those who did the worst in this period had the most active 

participation rate in networks. The data suggests that countries, which have the most chal-

lenges in the NEET category also have a need to participate more in order to receive as 

much support and best practice advice as possible in order to improve – and improvements 

take time. It also shows that countries, which have healthy indicators, demonstrate solidarity 

in participating a lot and thereby offering support to fellow members. This example shows 

that co-governance works in a way that improves EU member states’ situations and fosters 

cohesion across the EU. 

Though we cannot claim that countries’ participation in networks has a direct effect on em-

ployment indicators, we see that most of the countries take part in networking events almost 

every year as receivers of information or best practices. Furthermore, matching network pro-

viders data with national employment statistics shows that strong national performers also 

provide best practices recommendations within the co-governance process to support EUMS 

in need. 
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RESULTS 

 

2. EU member states’ network participation versus their CSRs received 

The table below shows whether there is a match or a mismatch between the participation of 

EU member states in European policy networks and the CSRs1 given to the member states. 

We classified all the CSRs (between 2011 and 2016) and all the network activities (between 

2009 and 2016) in 25 categories and compared to whether or not a country participated in 

co-governance to address a specific country recommendation.  

 

FIGURE 8: Network Activity vs. CSRs 

 

 

                                                 
1 Country Specific Recommendations (CSRs) given to countries every year by the European Coun-
cil, as part of the European Semester Program. 
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RESULTS 

 

Figure 7 indicates which CSRs countries have received in the European Semester process 

and which network activities they participate in. We used binary classification for matching: if 

a country was ever (between 2009-2016) given a recommendation to address in example 

“long-term unemployment” it got a score 1, if a country (between 2009-2016) has ever en-

gaged in any type of network activity on the same subject (“long-term unemployment”) it was 

also given a score 1. Using such matching we identified 4 cases – a country was given a 

recommendation and addressed it through co-governance; a country was given a recom-

mendation but did not address it through co-governance; a country was not given a recom-

mendation but did take part in co-governance and a country was not given a recommenda-

tion and did not take part in co-governance. 

Countries including Germany, Belgium, Estonia, Slovenia and the UK appear as active 

members in networks (majority of the fields marked with yellow and blue), while countries 

including Hungary, Luxembourg and Malta participated less in network activities to address 

the CSRs (represented by the many fields marked with orange) or less overall participation in 

networks (beige color). 

The table helps identify possible improvements, which can be made both in terms of coun-

tries and regarding the categories discussed. Given the existence of a network dedicated 

solely to Public Employment Services, all the EU members have network activities in this 

field – regardless of whether they participate in order to address CSRs or not. Others, such 

as pension reform, employment of vulnerable groups and adjustment of unemployment 

benefits, get addressed through networks by some countries, but not by others. Such cases 

indicate that there is awareness about these topics and EU countries have a good opportuni-

ty to learn from peers. The third type of cases are the ones that are mentioned by CSRs as 

part of the labor market recommendations but do not get represented in network activities. 

Such topics include, for example, quality of education (which overlaps significantly with the 

education policy field) or collective bargaining and wage setting.    

Overall the analysis above shows that networks play and could play a significant role in ad-

dressing CSRs in an effective way. It would give EU member states the opportunity to learn 

from each other and support each other – to co-govern. 

 

3. Country profiles 

Studying the countries a bit deeper, the EGM also generated country profiles, which indicate 

the number of network activities member states participate in in relation to each of the 25 

overall goals of the countries’ CSRs. Going into more detail than the previous table (Figure 

7), the country profiles show the intensity of countries’ participation in networks in order to 

address CSRs. 
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RESULTS 

 

FIGURE 9: Country profiles: Estonia, Germany, Hungary and Spain2 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
2
 Every category in CSRs can be mentioned once per year, meaning that if the same problem was 
mentioned in the CSR every year a country would receive it 6 times (2011-2016), i.e. a country that 
received 6 recommendations on a given category is scored 100%. Network activities on the other 
hand do not have an obvious maximum and PES network is significantly more active than MLP. To 
set up a maximum limit, we used a maximum engagement per category (excluding PES activity). 
The maximum number of activities (both as provider and receiver) a country took part in per cate-
gory was 8. So if any country took part in 8 activities (between 2009 and 2016) addressing, for 
instance, lifelong learning, it got a score of 100%. In the case of PES, countries that contributed 
more than 8 times also got a score of 100%.   
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RESULTS 

 

The example above shows that Estonia, Germany and Spain appear to participate strategi-

cally in European policy networks – there is a strong match between the topic of the network 

event they participated in and its CSRs. Germany and Estonia also are visible “providers” 

and participate in topics unrelated to the CSRs given to them.  

Spain has been facing significant challenges in governing the employment sector and repre-

sents a country that actively tries to utilize the power of co-governance to get feedback on 

challenges and share its best practices.  

Hungary, on the other hand, receives several CSRs repeated from year to year yet seldom 

participates in European policy networks. The reasons for it could vary from language barrier 

to general awareness - and needs further research. 

Overall, these country profiles show that networks address the CSRs of their membership 

and that members make use of these events to seek best-practice expertise in order to im-

prove their employment statistics. Co-governance in terms of EU member states working 

together when managing EU policies and improving their employment situations overall can 

be assessed as working. 

 

4. Summary of key results 

 

 EU member states participate in EU employment policy network activities to have 

learning exchanges and share best practices; these are examples of co-

governance 

 There is variation in extent of participation and in whether a country is a provider 

or a receiver. There isn’t a typical strong or weak performer. 

 Countries predominantly participate strategically in network activities according to 

the CSRs they were given or to their statistical situation in a given activity topic.  

 Countries with sound statistics in a certain category show solidarity to other net-

work members by providing best practice information to those in need of support. 

This is another good example of co-governance. 
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NEXT STEPS OF THE EGM 

 

The policy expert input statements from today’s Workshop and ensuing discussion on the 

way in which European integration is happening on the ground will directly feed into explana-

tions of co-governance performance in the policy making and implementation process and 

best-practice recommendations for its improvement.  

We aim to complement these insights with interviews of European policy network participants 

in the field of EU employment policy, gleaning more explanations on the challenges and 

benefits of co-governance and how it can be improved. The results of the EGM will be up-

dated on a regular basis to monitor developments and, hopefully, progress. We aim to offer 

the practitioner-readers of the European Governance Monitor the highest possible value-

added in raising awareness of the benefits of co-governance and what measures can be 

taken to enhance their co-governance performance. 

The EGM aspires to go beyond this. Having developed a sound and practitioner-proofed re-

search framework and methodology, the EGM will grow to evaluate and monitor more policy 

areas. The EGM research team is thrilled about current talks to partner with research and 

policy experts in the emerging field of European security and defense.  

The Monitor will start by exploring and mapping key actors and networks involved in Europe-

an security and defense coordination and, once established, will measure and monitor their 

performance. Further policy areas will be added in order to compare co-governance perfor-

mance and learn from across EU competency levels how actors can best learn from each 

other and co-govern. 
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