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Outline

Raise empirical & theoretical questions
- What PA demands result from EU-EPI?
- What capacities do actors have or do they develop?
- Do ambitions start to match capacities?
- Does EU-EPI still fit within ‘constraints’ from path-dependency?

Discussing ‘capacities’
Put coordination questions in context:
- Political science, organizational design & neo-institutionalism
What capacities are we looking for in the study?

Coordination capacities
D, NL, UK, Com, EP

Conclusions
EU-EPI: is there hope?

What does EPI say about neo-institutionalism & vice
versa?
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Problem definition

empirical & theoretical
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Governance & coordination

Contribution to governance debate by analyzing coordination

Governance: Emphasis on learning & ownership & horizontal
guality criteria
- Supporting instruments

- 1As, OMCs, scenarios, indicators, guidelines, nat. plans,
networks
awareness, peer pressure, learning, ownership

Level below: Day-to-day policy processes require
- design of admin structures: roles, rules, teams, training, ...
- new objectives — what do they require?
- macro (clean objectives) -> micro (dirty world)

Bring in the (EU) coordination literature

- ‘Reactive’, ‘overload’, ‘fragmentation’, Path-dependence &
limited administrative convergence

- Hope for EU-EPI?
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ny has ‘Cardiff’ failed?
ny EU-EPI slow to live up to expectations?
Ny IAs slow to develop effectively?

Pattern of re-inventions: Innovations or merely re-trails?

Cardiff, 61" EAP (thematic strategies), Lisbon, SDS,...
- Cardiff dead, Lisbon failed

|AS
- Green stars, Sustainable IAs, Integrated IAs

Why the criticisms on outcomes?

Lack of political support?

- yes (never enough) & no (EC conclusions, Art. 6,
Partnership for Integration, MS move towards EPI, ...)

PA: additional explanation?
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Central questions in the paper

Empirical:

Governance = Market, networks & hierarchies

For analysis: dig deeper into the institutions
- EPI coordination requirements in day-to-day processes?
- What mechanisms do administrations have?

- Which are they building up?

Theoretical:

New policies demand changes, what would new
Institutionalism lead us to expect?
Is EPI too ambitious?
- Are (needed) changes fall beyond path-dependence?
- P-D is wide, but can it stretched beyond the ‘path’?
Or need to re-visit the emphasis in new Iinstitutionalism?

- Organizations are more flexible; we need not worry about
P-D
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EU-EPI & coordination capacities

‘Capacities’
— politics or administration?
- how flexible are ‘capacities’?
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EPI as bureaucratic politics

Complementary views on EPI
Policy analysis: objective & results
Legal concept; procedural protection clause

Bureaucratic politics
- EPI =1 among many objectives
- Qutcome ~ fights, constant pressure, (info) tricks
- monitoring agendas & outcome of meetings & feedback

Evaluation of EPI in bureaucratic politics perspective
Has there been a fight?

Low objectives & still EPI; congestion management ? EPI
- 1t is the weighing & balancing that counts
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Eclectic view bureaucratic politics

‘Only politics’
OD = Iirrelevant

- structures result from
past battles; too many
roles & rules; red tape
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‘Managing politics’

OD = faclilitates exchange of
Information

defines who gets what
why & who involved in
decision making & what
to do with feedback

coordination costs?,
transparency

‘Active Information system’
UK

‘Passive information system’
NL, D
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‘Coordination needs of EP/I’
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What we need Is a continuous political dialogue, not
within the councils but within the Commission, where
there are real problems.... [BJreaking those [Chinese
walls] down and getting the Directorates-General to talk
to each other in the preparation of policy... is the single
most important area of improvement.

(Michael Meacher, UK Minister for the Environment)
(HoC 1999: 52)
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Why come up with EPI-proof proposal & how
to keep EPI on the table?

-fragmented system & primary objectives

- lack of time and/or interest to think outside
boxes
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EPI - Administrative requirements

-Indirect influence

-Labour intensive
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Coordination requirements & capacities

Environment Departments have to:
Monitor DGs agendas, planning cycle & IAs roadmaps
Presidency agendas
Monitor negotiations in Council
Monitor high level meetings
Continuous pressure on sector experts

=> \Workload & complexity impose requirements:
efficient & proactive & priorities

=> System requirements:
More matrix structures - teams?
- Do we see more interdepartmental teams <-> too expensive?
More & new type of rules?
- Active coordination rules?
More coordinating roles?
- If green ambassadors failed, or other roles possible?
(More specific objectives; training; mission statements)
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EU-EPI & New Institutionalism

Change & Stability
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New Institutionalism

EU-EPI means multilevel change
But can change be expected?

Neo Institutionalism themes of
Change

- Rational adaptation; conflict & conflict settlement; learning;

competition; effect of changes at higher level (isomorphology)
Stability 1

- Power positions, cultures & values, existing rules, limited ‘learning’ &

capacities compared to complexity of the field, budgets
=> Change rather difficult & always different than expected
- Example: EU ‘Convergence’ literature on policy coordination
- EU-EPI needs convergence

Path-dependence

- As such not a problem, but Cion, D, NL & EP do not easily fit in
EU-EPI without drastic change

=> Either EPI beyond reach, or rethink emphasis on path-
dependency?
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Coordination capacities of
D, NL, UK, Cion & EP

Front runners & key players



Reminder

Coordination requirements

Efficient, proactive & priorities
- key element: ‘active coordination’
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Trad.
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Reform

rules
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Conclusions

EU-EPI -> questions the feasibility of governance b
Coordination -> efficient & proactive & priorities

Pattern: experimenting with instruments
analysis of coordination seems needed

Hope for EU-EPI?

Yes: Commission (!) & UK
No: EP (political incentive), NL, D
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Neo institutionalism ? EU-EPI

Change pattern in Cion (if we are correct)
Simple Org. & passive coordination -> ‘B’ & ‘active’
Seems a ‘rational’ change process (‘Kinnock’, WPs, etc.)

Rational adaptation fits with path dependency, but this
structural change of Cion seems beyond ‘trapped by history

Does this qualify path-dependency?
P-D seems overstated in EU policy coordination literature

Do EU-EPI ‘demands’, move beyond path-dependency?
Cion!
NL (D, EP) no move away from ‘passive’ (after 25 years)

More concern for PA when formulating objectives needed
- long way to go: IAs, OMC, processes for formulation of law, ...

How to classify change processes NL, D, UK?
Rational (Cion?), symbolic (NL?), politics (D?)
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