




tional parliaments are to ensure compliance with subsidi-
arity (Art. 5 TEU) and to contribute to the good functioning 
of the Union (Art. 12 TEU). With this objective, they are also 
given some prerogatives in the EU decision-making pro-
cess. This part of the article will look into these prerogatives, 
especially the ‘early warning’ system for monitoring possible 
breaches of subsidiarity, as well as into the checks carried 
out so far by COSAC. 

New Prerogatives   

The specific rights and roles envisaged in the Lisbon 
Treaty for national parliaments include the following:
•	 The right to receive documents directly from the  
	 European institutions. The scope of the existing Protocol  
	 on National Parliaments (No. 1 in the new Treaty) is 
	 broadened and includes all draft legislative acts, Council 
	 agendas and minutes, annual and other instruments of 
	 legislative planning and the Annual Report of the Court 
	 of Auditors.
•	 An important role in ensuring compliance with the 
	 subsidiarity principle based on an entirely rewritten 

	 Subsidiarity and Proportionality Protocol, which 
	 establishes an ‘early warning’ system for monitoring 
	 possible breaches of subsidiarity.
•	 Representation of national parliaments in a Convention 
	 whose purpose is to formulate recommendations for 
	 future Treaty revisions (ordinary Treaty revision procedure 
	 Art. 48 (3) TEU).
•	 An obligation to be notified by the European Council 
	 six months in advance of the intent to use the so-called 
	 passerelle (‘bridge’) clauses, moving decision-making 
	 from unanimity or special legislative procedures to 
	 qualified majority voting or to the ordinary legislative 
	 procedure.19 Moreover, if one parliament opposes the 
	 proposed decision-making change within the six month 
	 period, the passerelle can not be carried out (Art. 48 (7) 
	 TEU and Art. 81 (3) TFEU).
•	 Involvement of national parliaments in the evaluation of 
	 EU policies in the area of freedom, security and justice 
	 (Art. 70 TFEU), in the evaluation of Eurojust’s activities  

	 (Art. 85 TFEU), and in the scrutiny of Europol’s activities  
	 (Art. 88 TFEU).
•	 Notification to national parliaments of applications made  
	 by European States for Union membership (Art. 49 TEU).

	 The main innovation of the Lisbon Treaty concerns the 
redrafted Protocol (No. 2 in the new treaty) on the Applica-
tion of the Principles of Subsidiarity and Proportionality. The 
protocol maintains the existing provisions that any draft leg-
islative act must contain a detailed statement enabling the 
appraisal of its compliance with the principles of subsidiarity 
and proportionality, including:
a.	 An assessment of the proposal’s financial impact and, in 
	 the case of a directive, of its implications for the rules to be 
	 put in place by Member States, including, where necessary, 
	 the regional legislation. 
b.	 The reasons for concluding that a Union objective can be 
 	 better achieved at Union level shall be substantiated by 
	 qualitative and, wherever possible, quantitative indicators. 

	 All draft legislative acts should comply with the propor-
tionality principle by taking into account the need for any 

burden, whether financial or administrative, falling upon the 
Union, national governments, regional or local authorities, 
economic operators and citizens, to be minimised and com-
mensurate with the objective to be achieved.
	
	 Whereas the justification of legislative drafts needs 
to cover both the subsidiarity and the proportionality as-
pects of the proposals, the ‘early warning system’ or control 
mechanism for national parliaments only covers the subsidi-
arity dimension of the proposal. 

The ‘Early Warning’ Mechanism 

Within eight weeks any national parliament may submit a 
reasoned opinion stating why it considers that a draft legis-
lative act does not comply with the principle of subsidiarity. 
Each national parliament has two votes and in the case of 
bicameral systems, each of the two chambers has one vote. 
In the EU 27, this means a total of 54 votes. Depending on 
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the number of problematic reasoned opinions the protocol 
foresees two new procedures better known as ‘yellow and 
orange cards’. 
The ‘yellow card’ procedure entails that:
1.	 at least 1/3 of the available votes (i.e. 18 votes out 54) 
	 are cast against the draft legislative act  because of 
	 non-compliance with the subsidiarity principle. For draft 
	 legislative acts concerning the area of freedom, security 
	 and justice, the threshold is 1/4 of the votes (i.e. 14 out 
 	 of 54). Following such a ‘yellow card’ the initiating  
	 institution (usually the EC) must review its proposal and  
	 may decide to maintain, amend or withdraw the draft but  
	 must justify its decision.

The ‘orange card’ procedure only applies to the ordinary
legislative procedure (codecision) and entails that:
1.	 if the reasoned opinions regarding non-compliance 
	 with the principle of subsidiarity represent at least a  
	 simple majority of the votes allocated to national parlia- 
	 ments (i.e. 28 out 54), the proposal for the legislative act  
	 must be reviewed. Again the European Commission may  
	 maintain, amend, or withdraw its proposal. If it decides to  
	 maintain its proposal, it must provide justification.
2.	 if the option is to maintain the proposal, the reasoned 
	 opinions of the national parliaments and the Commission 
	 are transmitted to the Union legislator, who must consider 
 	 the subsidiarity issues before the end of the first reading 
 	 stage. If, by a majority of 55% of the members of the  
	 Council or a majority of the votes cast in the Euro- 
	 pean Parliament, the legislator considers the proposal  
	 incompatible with the subsidiarity principle, the proposal  
	 will fail and will not receive further consideration.
	 Most national parliaments and academic observers  
	 regard the new subsidiarity provisions as a useful innova-
tion, albeit one whose importance should not be overstated.  
The subsidiarity mechanism does not apply to implementing 
legislation resulting from comitology procedures nor does it 
cover the exclusive competencies or the areas in which the 
EU operates primarily in a coordinating capacity (e.g. open 
methods of coordination). Moreover, the European Commis-
sion can maintain its position without further consequence 
under the ‘yellow card’ procedure. The threshold for the more 
stringent ‘orange card’ procedure is high and may seldom be 
invoked: in the end, it is the EU legislators, not the national 
parliaments, who have the last word.
 
Experience in the Framework of COSAC

In order to test the challenges and overall feasibility of the 
‘early warning’ system, COSAC has carried out a number of 
trial runs since 2006. The subsidiarity checks have shown 
rather high and steadily increasing parliamentary response 
rates, involving up to 33 national parliaments or parliamen-
tary chambers (out of 40) from 23 member states in 2008.21 
Experiences with the subsidiarity checks have so far identi-
fied a number of recurrent difficulties and limitations:
•	 the time limit of eight weeks is considered to be too 	
	 short a time frame to conduct a substantive subsidiarity 
	 check;

•	 parliaments find it particularly difficult to distinguish 
	 subsidiarity issues from proportionality concerns (not 
	 covered by the yellow and orange procedures) and 
	 from substantive examinations of the policy content 
	 of the proposals;
•	 overall, few parliaments identified significant non 
	 compliance problems in the subsidiarity checks. 
	 The subsidiarity perspective appears to be too narrow 
	 to block a legislative draft; more often parliaments take 
	 issue with proportionality, the legal basis or the content 
	 of the proposal, but these aspects are not covered by 
	 the subsidiarity check. 

	 National parliaments have noted that the subsidiarity 
mechanism will not be a miracle cure against over-regulation 
or the loss of legislative power that parliaments may have 
suffered in the course of European integration. Nevertheless, 
the subsidiarity checks have provided parliaments with  
incentives to consider European policy initiatives early 
on in the process, by reviewing the EC Annual Policy 
Strategy and Commision Legislative and Work Programme, 
in order to maximise their chances to meet the eight 
week deadline. The thresholds for the ‘yellow and orange 
cards’ have underscored the need for greater interpar-
liamentary cooperation in order to establish a common 
interpretation of subsidiarity and in order to improve the  
exchange of the various parliamentary contributions (via the 
IPEX database and website). 

Conclusions

Throughout this article we have examined both the current 
avenues for national parliaments to participate in the Euro-
pean policy process as well as those that the Lisbon Treaty 
might bring in. Firstly, the national parliament scrutiny mod-
els, whether document based or mandate based, primarily 
target the domestic executive branch and seek, to varying 
degrees, to influence the government’s position in the Coun-
cil. Secondly, the Barroso Commission has opened a direct 
dialogue with the national parliaments, which are invited to 
engage directly on the supranational level via opinions on 
policy proposals addressed to the Commission. Thirdly, the 
Lisbon Treaty provides a treaty-based access point for na-
tional parliaments to monitor compliance with the subsidi-
arity principle. 

	 Assessed separately, and on their independent merits, 
the different avenues are unlikely to trigger a fundamental 
reassertion of national parliamentary influence in the 
European policy process. National scrutiny systems 
sometimes lack the resources, the mechanisms or the 
incentives to effectively influence national governments’ 
actions in the EU, and even stringent mandating systems 
lose a lot of bite in the face of firm majority governments. 
The direct dialogue of the Barroso Commission has not led 
to significant and discernable changes in EC policy proposals 
or outcomes. For national parliaments to find sufficient 
contestable issues on the grounds of subsidiarity and to 
reach the required thresholds to produce a yellow or orange 
card may also prove very difficult and rare. 
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	 However, if we consider the combined effect of the dif-
ferent avenues in a dynamic perspective, they might jointly 
trigger a reassertion of national parliamentary influence 
in the European policy process. The subsidiarity clauses, 
the eight week time frame and the broader scope of the 
documents to be received, all envisaged in the Lisbon Trea-
ty, will stimulate an early involvement of parliaments at the 
planning and preparatory stages of European policy formu-
lation and will reduce existing information asymmetries. 
The Barroso initiative already encourages parliamentary 
scrutiny of these preparatory EC work programmes, con-
sultation documents and communications and broadens 
the scrutiny process to include other questions beyond sub-
sidiarity. National parliaments are encouraged to participate 
at an earlier stage, on the basis of more information and 
direct exchanges with the EC, and with the possibility of 
their concerns being raised not only in front of their govern-
ments but also in the EU.  All of these issues constitute in-
centives for national parliaments to improve their scrutiny 
systems in order to deal with their new prerogatives.

	 Increasing interparliamentary cooperation might re- 
inforce the exchange of best practices and the joint use of 
resources, and could become the means to make the shadow 
of a collective action (yellow and orange cards) more effective. 
All this will eventually strengthen the position of parlia-
ments in relation to the executive branch and will also 
improve parliamentary control over both the executive and 
EC initiatives. 

	 A fundamental question that underlies the different 
treaty and procedural innovations is how the members of 
parliament (MPs) in the Member States will respond to the 
new opportunities. Raunio points out that MPs have their 
hands full even without engaging in EU affairs. If their main 
concerns are re-election and direct policy influence, the in-
depth scrutiny of European proposals may not be very at-
tractive to them.22 The ability of individual MPs to influence 
European policies is extremely limited and a strong focus on 
EU affairs may not be instrumental in attracting voters. One 
can only hope that ‘l’appétit s’acroit en mangeant’, or that MPs 
develop a taste and increased interest in European issues. 
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Introduction

The new Member States that joined the EU in 2004 and 2007 
have to adopt the euro as soon as they meet the Maastricht 
criteria since adoption of the euro is part of the requirement 
for EU accession. Participation in the eurozone is in fact 
mandatory: the clauses that permitted the United Kingdom 
and Denmark not to adopt the euro were provided under 
specific circumstances and were not applicable to the new 
Member States. Yet, the status of new EU Member States as 
‘Member States with a derogation’ (Art. 122 of the Treaty es-
tablishing the European Community, TEC) gives them some 
leeway in setting the target date. In 2007, Slovenia was the 
first country of this group that joined the euro-area; Malta 
and Cyprus followed in 2008; and the latest new Member 
State to adopt the euro was Slovakia in 2009. For the other 
CEEC the timing is still unknown; official announcements 
are not consistent and target dates vary from 2010 to 2015. 

	 The purpose of this article is to discuss the requirements 
related to EMU during the different stages of the accession 
process and to reflect upon the impact of the financial crisis 
on eurozone enlargement. The complex and dynamic pro-
cess of enlargement and monetary policy convergence start-
ed well before the EU accession in 2004. The article there-
fore begins with a description of the obligations related to 
EMU during the pre-accession stage and continues with an 

analysis of the implications of EMU upon and after EU ac-
cession. It then concludes with a discussion on the financial 
crisis and its repercussions on the new EU Member States’ 
prospects of joining the eurozone.

Pre-accession Relations, 
EU Accession and Implications of EMU 

At the Copenhagen Summit held in June 1993 the Euro-
pean Council set out how accession would be granted once 
each applicant fulfilled the relevant economic and political 
criteria. These preconditions for EU accession – the so-called 
Copenhagen criteria – also addressed the need for monetary 
policy convergences and included:
1.	 The achievement of stable institutions guaranteeing 
	 democracy, the rule of law, respect for human rights 
	 and the protection of minorities. 
2.	 The existence of a functioning market economy.
3.	 The capacity to cope with the pressure and market 
	 forces likely to be faced within the Union.
4.	 Full acceptance of the acquis communautaire, i.e., 
	 the ability to take on the obligations of EU membership, 
	 including adherence to the aims of political economic  
	 and monetary union (cf. Conclusions of the Presidency  
	 SN 180/1/93).
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the New EU Member States:  
Repercussions of the Financial Crisis
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The new EU Member States are under the legal obligation to introduce the euro as soon as 
they meet the convergence/Maastricht criteria. However, their status as “Member States with a 
derogation” (Art. 122 TEC) gives them some leeway in setting the target date. In 2007, Slovenia 
was the only country of this group that joined the euro-area; Malta and Cyprus followed in 2008, 
and the latest Member State to adopt the euro was Slovakia in 2009. For the other Central and East 
European Countries (CEEC) the timing is still unknown; official announcements are not consistent 
and target dates vary from 2010 to 2015. This article discusses the obligations related to the 
European Monetary Union (EMU) during the different stages of the EU and eurozone accession 
process, whilst also reflecting upon the impact of the financial crisis on eurozone enlargement 
and addressing the current debate on unilateral euroisation.



	 As the Copenhagen criteria included the ability of the 
candidate countries to adhere to the aims of EMU, the 
Directorate General for Economic and Financial Affairs of 
the European Commission launched its pre-accession fiscal 
surveillance mechanism in 2001. This mechanism comprised 
screening in the area of fiscal and monetary policy with 
respect to EU and EMU accession requirements and was 
divided into an annual debt and deficit notification and 
a pre-accession economic programme (PEP) (European 
Commission 2000b: 5). 

	 In addition to the Copenhagen criteria 
and in an effort to facilitate the integration 
of the accession countries into the single 
European market (cf. Smith 2004: 122) and 
to develop the financial sector and ensure 
monetary and fiscal discipline, the candidate 
countries had to fulfil the following EMU-
related conditions during the pre-accession 
phase: 
•	 Establishment of independent central  
	 banks and  monetary authorities (Art.  
	 108 TEC).1

•	 Prohibition of direct public sector  
	 financing by the central bank (Art. 104a  
	 TEC) and of privileged access 
	 of the public sector to financial  
	 institutions (Council 
	 Regulation TEC No. 3604/93 specifying  
	 definitions for Art. 104a TEC).
•	 Liberalisation of capital movements (Art. 56 TEC).

	 Upon accession, all new Member States went straight 
into stage three of EMU2. However, as Member States with 
a derogation, they remain outside the eurozone until they 
meet the convergence criteria. From the day of their acces-
sion the new Member States had to adopt the following 
policies (see European Commission 2000a: 37):
•	 Treatment of exchange rate policy as a matter of common 
 	 interest and in light of the expected participation in the  
	 exchange rate mechanism (Art. 124 TEC).
•	 Avoidance of excessive government deficits and  
	 adherence to the relevant provisions of the stability 
	 and growth pact (Art. 104 TEC  and Regulations 1055/05  
	 and 1056/05).
•	 Participation in the European System of Central Banks 	
	 (ESCB) from the date of accession (Art. 109 TEC). 
•	 Progress towards a high degree of sustainable con	
	 vergence (Art. 121 TEC) and the Maastricht convergence 	
	 criteria. 
•	 Treatment of economic policies as a matter of common 	
	 concern and coordination of economic policies among 	
	 Member States through participation in Community 	
	 procedures (Art. 98 & 99 TEC).
	
	 The latter point of participation in the EU’s economic  
policy coordination contains the Broad Economic Policy 
Guidelines (BEPG) (Art. 99 (2) TEC) and the multilateral surveil-
lance (Art. 99 (3)). The BEPG is the central reference document 

for the annual assessment of economic policies in the Mem-
ber States. If the Guidelines are not followed, the Council can 
issue recommendations to the country concerned (Art. 
99 (4) TEC). Multilateral surveillance is the procedure that 
allows the EU to monitor and assess national economic de-
velopments and policies. The multilateral surveillance of eco-
nomic policy also comprises the two regulations that form 
the Stability and Growth Pact (SGP). While Member States 
with a derogation are not bound by the full provisions of the 
SGP, they have to submit annual medium-term convergence 
programmes in preparation for EMU in accordance with the 

procedures of the SGP (see European Commission 2001a: 
25). These annual programmes are monitored by the Euro-
pean Commission and peer-reviewed in the Council of Min-
isters of Economics and Finance (ECOFIN); they are subject 
to the excessive deficit procedure but not submitted to pro-
cedure, according to which the Council may apply sanctions. 

	 The status as Member State with a derogation gives 
the new Member States some leeway in setting the tar-
get date since there is no fixed timetable for the adoption 
of the euro. Of particular importance for setting the target 
date is the requirement for participation in the Exchange 
Rate Mechanism II (ERM) for at least two years and within 
a 15 per cent fluctuation range against the euro before 
adopting the single currency. Therefore, the earliest possible 
date for an enlargement of the eurozone by the new Mem-
ber States that first joined ERM II on 28 June 2004 (Estonia, 
Lithuania and Slovenia), was the end of 2006 or the begin-
ning of 2007, given that the convergence test can only take 
place after the two years of ERM II membership (thus after 
June 2006),3 and which follows the recommendations by the 
European institutions. Following the reports from the Euro-
pean Commission and the European Central Bank (ECB) and 
after the consultation of the European Parliament, the Coun-
cil – in the composition of the Heads of State or Government 
(Art. 122 (2)) – decides on a qualified-majority basis whether 
the criteria are sufficiently met and accordingly announces 
the date for the introduction of the euro. The irrevocable 
conversion rate between the respective national currency 
and the euro is then be set by the Council on the basis of a 
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decision taken unanimously by the current eurozone mem-
bers and the country concerned. 

	 The ERM participation requirement is one of the conver-
gence or Maastricht criteria, as described in article 121 (1) TEC. 
The following convergence criteria need to be fulfilled in  
order to qualify for eurozone membership:
•	 Price stability: for a year before assessment, the inflation  
	 rate must not exceed by more than 1.5 per cent that of  
	 the three best-performing Member States.
•	 Budget deficit: the budget deficit must not exceed 3 per  
	 cent of GDP.
•	 National debt: government debt must not exceed 60 per  
	 cent of GDP.
•	 Long-term interest rates: the long-term interest rate 
	 should not exceed by more than 2 per cent the  
	 average of the three Member States with the lowest 
	 inflation rates.
•	 Participation in the Exchange Rate Mechanism: the 
	 currency must stay within the narrow ranges of the ERM,  
	 with no realignment for at least two years.

	 Whereas the Copenhagen criteria set standards related 
to a functioning market economy, the capacity to cope with 
market pressures within the EU and to adhere to the aims 
of political, economic and monetary union, the Maastricht 
criteria were designed to achieve price stability, low long-
term interest rates, low public deficits and exchange rate 
stability. Thus, the Copenhagen criteria focus on real and 
legal-institutional convergence, i.e., on convergence in 
the economies’ structural and institutional characteristics, 
while the Maastricht criteria place emphasis on the nominal 
convergence of the inflation rates, interest rates and budget 
deficit GDP-ratios. In fact, the real convergence para- 
meters of the 
Maastricht criteria 
are only secondary 
in nature as their 
fulfilment may 
promote but does 
not automatically 
result in structural 
adjustment and 
real income catching up (see Backé 1999: 121). Accordingly, 
the Copenhagen and Maastricht criteria follow two 
distinctive aims and types of benchmarks. In addition, 
whereas the Copenhagen criteria are also accession criteria, 
meeting the Maastricht criteria is not a precondition for 
EU accession. Nevertheless, prior to their EU accession, 
the Maastricht criteria put pressure on the then candidate 
countries, since they had already paid close attention to the 
requirements when designing domestic fiscal, monetary and 
exchange rate policies. Scholars argue that this was because 
the Maastricht criteria had a meaning for the new Member 
States, especially in post-communist Europe, beyond that 
of defining the overall framework for a sound monetary 
and fiscal policy: fulfilment demonstrated readiness for EU  
accession and the definitive break with the communist past 
(Lavrac 1999: 116). Indeed, as a recent study on public opinion 
on eurozone membership in post-communist countries 
demonstrates, eurozone membership may still “serve as 

focal points that provide guidance on the future path of 
transition as the adoption of the euro is viewed as the necessary 
incentive to continue with the reform process, to leave the past 
behind and to establish institutional trust as well as personal 
 security. This implies that the opinion on the euro is not merely 
an expression about an EU issue. Instead, it is in large part 
a function to vote on free market reforms” (Allam and Goerres 
2008: 24).

	 Moreover, after EU accession, the commitment to the 
Maastricht criteria develops a further dimension as the 
Council can decide not to provide funds for new projects 
to the EU Member State concerned if it “has failed to take 
action to correct an excessive deficit or has not respected 
the Stability and Growth Pact” (Jones 2006: 97; Council 
Regulations 1164/1994 and 1264/1999). The technical 
implications of EMU accession therefore have a considerable 
impact on the economies and politics of the new Member 
States. Indeed, the prospect of EMU membership is guiding 
and constraining today’s new Member States’ monetary and 
fiscal policies. Certainly, EMU membership brings benefits 
and would enhance the new Member States’ economic 
and political credibility, which are especially important for 
attracting international investors; but the adherence to 
the Maastricht criteria also entails adjustment costs (Buiter 
and Grafe 2004). Here, the new Member States, especially 
in Central and Eastern Europe (CEE), face a policy dilemma 
arising from the intention to meet the Maastricht criteria at 
an early stage of transition on the one hand, and the need 
for structural reforms on the other. This is due to the new EU 
Member States in post-communist Europe still encountering 
special transition problems that require high levels of public 
spending and investment (e.g. on infrastructure), but who 
stand in conflict with the EMU’s deficit criterion.4 In addition, 

bringing down 
the inflation rate 
and meeting the 
Maastricht Treaty’s 
stable exchange 
rate criterion are 
to a certain extent 
i n c o m p a t i b l e 
(cf. Balassa 1964; 

Samuelson 1964).5 During the catching-up process, the CEEC 
will either be under enormous inflationary pressure or have 
an appreciating nominal exchange rate, deriving from the 
need to reform expenditure and from faster growth than 
in the euro area. In addition to the question of economic 
burden-sharing, the adoption of the euro touches upon 
issues of state sovereignty and culture (Jones 2002: 23), as 
giving up its national currency is related to the risk of losing a 
‘symbolic marker in nation-building efforts’ (Risse 2003: 487); 
an aspect which should not be underestimated especially 
when studying the political economy of new democracies.  
Eurosceptic politicians may use this argument to mobilise 
public opinion and influence the political agenda. For 
example, the Czech President Vaclav Klaus, who has a very 
sceptical view on EMU, refers to the euro and Maastricht 
Treaty as a forced imposition of a new European identity 
(Bugge 2000: 213). 
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	 Related to the fear of losing the national identity is the 
argument made by Vaclav Klaus that EMU will mean the loss  
of the just-regained sovereignty to the bureaucratic 
and centralised Brussels (Interviews Klaus Handelsblatt 
17/11/1992; Radio FreeEurope 10/02/2004).

Repercussions of the Financial Crisis on Eurozone 
Enlargement

As discussed above, technical implications of EMU accession 
have a considerable impact on the economies and policies 
of the new EU Member States. Understanding the euro-
adoption strategies merely on the basis of economic 
accounts and cost/benefit analyses, however, would 
overlook the political reality. In fact, the real difficulty 
in reforming the economy is political, given that policy 
adjustment involves significant costs, especially at the outset 
of reforms. It is therefore no surprise that while all euro-
adoption strategies as such aim to fulfil the Maastricht criteria, 
the strategies of the new Member States differ in terms of 
their target dates and political support (for a discussion on 
the domestic political context see Dyson 2006). Slovenia, 
Cyprus, Malta and Slovakia are the only countries so far that 
have already adopted the euro; the timing is still unknown 
for the other new Member States; official announcements 
are not consistent and target dates vary from 2010 to 2015.
	

	 In fact, the target dates have not been static, but have 
changed on a number of occasions. For example, by the late 
1990s, the Czech Republic and Hungary announced target 
dates for entry into the eurozone for 2005 and 2006 (Jarai 
2001). However, given that at that time accession negotia-
tions had not been concluded and no date for EU accession 
had yet been set, the target dates for 2005 were quite op-
timistic and, as later became clear, unrealistic. In 2002, the 
Czech Republic, gave up plans for a quick approach to euro-
zone entry and the Spidla government announced that the 
adoption of the euro would only be possible by 2010 or 2011 
(Financial Times 09/10/2002). In January 2009, former Prime 
Minister Topolanek then declared that the government 
would announce the official target date only in November 
2009 (Radio Prague 02/01/2009). Gradually, Hungary also 
readjusted its strategies and presented its official euro-
adoption strategy in August 2003, which called for eurozone 
entry by 2008 (National Bank of Hungary 2003). In May 2004, 
the Hungarian government submitted its first convergence 
programme and readjusted its strategy stating that, with the 
present macroeconomic problems encountered by the Hun-
garian economy, eurozone entry would be possible only by 
2010. This target date has been postponed again and ana-
lysts estimate an adoption of the euro by 2014 (Bloomberg, 
16/04/2009).

30

www.eipa.eu
Ex

 m
is

 e
te

ba
tr

um
 re

s?
 C

er
id

es
t v

ir
id

ep
se

na
 o

m
ax

im
il

30

Th
e 

Ad
op

tio
n 

of
 th

e 
Eu

ro
 in

 th
e 

N
ew

 E
U

 M
em

be
r S

ta
te

s

Table 1: Monetary and exchange rate strategies in the new EU, non-eurozone Member States
Exchange rate regime Currency Features

Currency board

Bulgaria Currency board to the euro Lev Introduced in 1997

Estonia Currency board to the euro 
and member of ERM II with 
0% margin since 2004

Kroon Introduced in 1992

Lithuania Currency board to the euro 
and member of ERM II with 
0% margin since 2004

Litas Introduced in 1994; Re-pegged from the 
US dollar to the euro in February 2002

Conventional fixed peg

Latvia Peg to the euro (earlier 
pegged to Special Drawing 
Right SDR) and member of 
the ERM II with 1% margin

Lats

Managed floating

Romania Managed float	 Leu Currency basked (US dollar, euro) is used 
informally as reference. Inflation targeting

Free float

Czech Republic Free float Koruna Inflation targeting 2%-4% by end-2005

Hungary Free float. Until February 2008 
unilateral shadowing of ERM II 
(peg to the euro with +- 15% 
fluctuation bands).

Forint Exchange rate regime combined with 
inflation targeting 3%

Poland Free float Złoty Inflation targeting: 2.5% +-1%

Adapted from Rollo (2006: 63), updated by the author



		  Likewise, the exchange rate regimes have been 
amen-ded on a number of occasions (Corker et al. 2000; Dar-
vas and Szapary 2008). All CEEC have had to deal with prob-
lems arising from strong capital inflows putting more and 
more pressure on the money supply, and most central banks 
reacting with costly but ineffective sterilisation operations. 
At the outset of the transition process, Poland, Hungary and 
the Czech Republic, for example, opted for peg strategies. 
However, with growing external imbalances (foreign trade 
and the current account balances are still deteriorating in 
most of the new EU 
Member States) and 
aninflation targeting 
strategy as a goal  
of monetary policy, 
these exchange rate regimes were later abandoned or 
radically adjusted (Hallerberg et al. 2002: 345). Table 1 shows 
the current monetary and exchange rate strategies in the 
new Member States that are not yet eurozone members. 
The exchange rate regimes can be divided into countries 
with euro-based currency boards and conventional fixed 
peg (Bulgaria, Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania) and countries 
with flexible exchange rates (Czech Republic, Hungary, 
Poland and Romania). 

	 The currencies of the new EU Member States with 
flexible exchange rates depreciated between 29% and 
17% from July 2008 to March 2009, with the Polish Złoty 
depreciating the most during this period. It is therefore 
no surprise that the high volatility of the Polish Złoty has 
fuelled the debate of Poland’s eurozone membership. While 
politicians have kept a low key debate on eurozone accession, 
the financial crisis has mitigated opposition to adopting 
the euro. The Polish Prime Minister Donald Tusk announced 
in December 2008 that Poland should strive to adopt the 
euro as early as 2012. This is an important turn in the govern- 
ment’s position given that it has so far 
refrained from announcing a clear target date. 
Similar debates are also taking place in the 
other CEEC. Indeed, given the volatility on the 
exchange rate market with sharp depreciations 
of most CEE currencies and stronger market 
disturbances in the past months, eurozone 
membership has gained in attractiveness as 
it is perceived to provide protection during 
times of financial crises. Risk aversion has led to a withdrawal 
of capital from emerging market economies. In addition 
to a decrease in FDI and the related negative impact on 
the economies in CEEC, a high portion of the credited 
granted to households and private business has been in 
foreign currency and mainly in euro. The foreign currency 
borrowing was encouraged by lower interest rates in the 
eurozone as compared to the domestic interest rates. Equally, 
some CEEC have high euro-denominated foreign debt 
levels making currency depreciation especially painful  
(Berger 2004: 15). The most dramatic events took place in 

Hungary in October 2008 and in Latvia and Romania earlier 
this year. The three states are on the brink of financial collapse 
and are relying on financial bailouts from international 
organisations. In fact, the catastrophic default and the high 
potential for contagion could only be avoided as a result of 
loans from the IMF and financial support from the EU. 

	 The combination of higher debt service, job losses 
and economic downturn led to a sharp increase in non-
performing loans. The resulting credit crunch is reinforced 

by the fact that the 
percentage of for-
eign banks in CEEC 
is very high. Since 
their mother banks 

in the West are already experiencing financial difficulties in 
their home countries, they are restricting funding to their 
branches in CEEC. By extension, banks have therefore cut 
back lending and increased real lending rates, perpetuat-
ing the credit squeeze; in turn, this exacerbates the eco-
nomic decline. A speeding up of the eurozone accession 
process is therefore in the interest of the countries, since 
through irrevocably fixing the domestic currency to the 
euro, CEEC debt service would no longer be dependent on 
currency fluctuations. Indeed, the eurozone is perceived 
as a safe harbour in a stormy sea [read currency fluctua-
tion and capital flight]. In a leaked report, the IMF has even 
recommended a unilateral euroisation (Financial Times 
6 April 2009).6 Euroisation became the axiom for an adop-
tion of the euro as legal tender without a previous conver-
gence process and without having a common central bank. 
The main advantages of euroisation may include much 
lower interest rates and the elimination of currency risk 
(cf. Meade et al. 2002). Yet, the ECB strongly rejects the idea 
as unilateral euroisation bypasses the convergence criteria 
and therefore eases the pressure for the new EU Member 

States to attain fiscal consolidation and low 
inflation. 

	 In addition, euroisation weakens the EU’s 
institutional framework by undermining the 
treaty criteria and creates the risk of decreasing 
confidence in the euro. Euroisation is therefore 
neither likely nor desirable. Considering the 
tight trade links between EU Member States, 

adopting the euro in Central Europe would certainly be in 
the interest of the existing eurozone Member States as this 
would stimulate trade creation. However, a speeding up of 
the eurozone accession process should not come at the cost 
of undermining the convergence criteria.

	 However, with higher inflation rates due to currency 
depreciation and growing fiscal deficits due to lower eco-
nomic activities, compliance with the Maastricht criteria 
has moved to a further distance in some CEEC. Since the 
start of the financial crisis, governments have launched  
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Table 2: Maastricht criteria before the crisis
Inflation rate Long-term 

government 
interest rates 
(bond yields)

General 
government 
surplus or 
deficit

General 
government 
gross debt

April 2008 April 2008 2007 2007

Average of 
3 lowest EU 
member 

1.9 Average of 3 
lowest 
inflation 
countries

4.42

Reference 
value

3.4 Reference 
value

6.42 Reference 
value

-3.0 Reference 
value

60.0

Malta 1.9 Euro area 4.3 Bulgaria 3.4 Estonia 3.4

Slovakia 2.4 Slovakia 4.46 Cyprus 3.3 Latvia 9.7

Euro area 2.6 Slovenia 4.47 Estonia 2.8 Romania 13.0

Cyprus 3.2 Lithuania 4.59 Latvia 0.0 Lithuania 17.3

Poland 3.4 Cyprus 4.6 Slovenia -0.1 Bulgaria 18.2

Czech 
Republic

4.8 Czech 
Republic

4.72 Euro area -0.6 Slovenia 24.1

Slovenia 5.0 Malta 4.77 Lithuania -1.2 Czech 
Republic

28.7

Romania 6.4 Bulgaria 4.8 Czech 
Republic

-1.6 Slovakia 29.4

Hungary 7.3 Latvia 5.93 Malta -1.8 Poland 45.2

Lithuania 8.0 Poland 5.99 Poland -2.0 Cyprus 59.8

Estonia 8.8 Romania 7.34 Slovakia -2.2 Malta 62.6

Bulgaria 10.1 Hungary 8.02 Romania -2.5 Hungary 66.0

Latvia 13.0 Estonia n.a. Hungary -5.5 Euro area 66.6

Source: Szapary (2009)
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Table 3: Maastricht criteria in December 2008 and January 2009
Inflation rate Long-term 

government 
interest rates 
(bond yields)

General 
government 
surplus or 
deficit

General 
government 
gross debt

December 
2008

December 
2008

2009 (19 
January 
forecast of 
DG ECOFIN)

2009 (19 
January 
forecast of 
DG ECOFIN)

Average of 
3 lowest EU 
member 

2.6 Average of 3 
lowest 
inflation 
countries

3.57

Reference 
value

4.1 Reference 
value

5.57 Reference 
value

-3.0 Reference 
value

60.0

Euro area 3.3 Euro area 3.71 Bulgaria 2.0 Estonia 6.1

Slovakia 3.9 Malta 4.17 Cyprus -0.6 Bulgaria 12.2

Poland 4.2 Czech 
Republic

4.30 Czech 
Republic

-2.5 Lithuania 20.0

Cyprus 4.4 Slovenia 4.56 Malta -2.6 Romania 21.1

Malta 4.7 Cyprus 4.6 Slovakia -2.8 Slovenia 24.8

Slovenia 5.5 Slovakia 4.72 Hungary -2.8 Czech 
Republic

29.4

Hungary 6.0 Poland 5.7 Lithuania -3.0 Slovakia 30.0

Czech 
Republic

6.3 Bulgaria 7.76 Estonia -3.2 Latvia 30.4

Romania 7.9 Hungary 8.31 Slovenia -3.2 Cyprus 46.7

Estonia 10.6 Romania 8.38 Poland -3.6 Poland 47.7

Lithuania 11.1 Lithuania 9.0 Euro area -4.0 Malta 64.0

Bulgaria 12.0 Latvia 9.03 Latvia -6.3 Euro area 72.7

Latvia 15.3 Estonia n.a. Romania -7.5 Hungary 73.8

Source: Szapary (2009)
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rescue packages consisting mainly of government guaran-
tees and increased spending on major infrastructure projects. 
Because of the economic recession, the revenue side will be 
characterised by a deterioration of tax revenue allocation 
due to huge losses in corporate enterprise productivity and 
growing unemployment. This all will translate into higher  
fiscal deficit in 2009 (see Table 3). Indeed, while in 2007  
Hungary was the only country not to comply with the Maas-
tricht deficit criterion (see Table 2), it is expected that all but 
the Czech Republic and Bulgaria will have a deficit above 
-3% in 2009 (see Table 3). The relatively low fiscal deficit in 
transition countries in the past few years was not due to low 
structural deficits but mainly due to the exceptionally high 
growth rates of the GDP between 5-10%. Certainly, with a 
slow-down in economic activities, the GDP growth rate will 
decline, revenue collection will deteriorate and the state 
deficit will further increase.

	 To conclude, while the financial crisis has increased the 
attractiveness of eurozone membership as it is perceived to 
be a ‘safe harbour in a stormy sea’, the currency depreciation 
and slow-down in economic activities make it more difficult 
for the new EU Member States to comply with the Maas-
tricht criteria. The current debate on unilateral euroisation in 
CEEC, sparked by the IMF, underlines the dramatic situation 
in some of the new EU Member States that are on the brink 
of a financial collapse. However, unilateral euroisation bears 
potential risk for European integration as it undermines the 
institutional framework and unity of the EU. Euroisation is 
therefore neither likely nor desirable. Rather than bypassing 
the Maastricht criteria, the debate should concentrate on 
possible adjustments of the current rules in hard times.

NOTES

*	 Miriam Allam, Researcher, European Centre for Public Financial 
	 Management, EIPA Warsaw.
	 The author would like to thank Jacek Tomkiewicz for his  
	 comments on an earlier version of this article.
1	 All articles refer to the Treaty establishing the European  
	 Community as amended by the Treaty on European Union  
	 signed in Maastricht on 7 February 1992, the Treaty of Amsterdam  
	 signed on 2 October 1997 and the Treaty of Nice, signed on 
	 26 February 2001.
2	 Stage one started for the then Member States in 1990 with the  
	 complete abolition of capital controls as under Article 56 of the  
	 TEC. In stage two (1 January 1994 - 31 December 1998) Member  
	 States had to implement measures to achieve compliance with  
	 the EMU requirements to be able to enter EMU on 1 January  
	 1999. Stage three of EMU began on 1 January 1999 with the  
	 introduction of the euro in financial markets.
3	 The current members of the eurozone introduced a transition  
	 period of three years between EMU accession and the  
	 introduction of euro cash. The new Member States have  
	 indicated their intention to follow a so-called “big bang” scenario  
	 in which the adoption of the euro will happen at the same  
	 time as the introduction of euro coins and bills (see European  
	 Commission 2004: 2-5).
4	 Given that the Maastricht criteria were not designed for  
	 transition economies, scholars argue that the convergence  
	 criteria and the SGP miss “the economic realities of countries  
	 that differ from the EU average as regards to their expected  
	 inflation and real GDP growth rates and their inherited stocks  

	 of environmental and public sector capital” (Buiter and Grafe  
	 2004: 68).  For a discussion on the effects of the ‘EU fiscal accession 
 	 shock’ and alternative fiscal rules for the new EU Member States  
	 see Nuti (2006).
5	 This can be explained by what is called the Balassa-Samuelson  
	 effect. The Balassa-Samuelson effect describes the mechanism  
	 by which an increase (larger than in other countries) in  
	 productivity of tradable goods relative to non-tradable goods  
	 causes an appreciation of the exchange rate (Balassa 1964,  
	 Samuelson 1964). If productivity growth in one country is  
	 higher than in another, inflation will be higher in the former.  
	 Thus, as the transition countries catch up with higher GDP  
	 growth rates, their price level also catches up so that their  
	 inflation rates are also higher. For a discussion on the extent  
	 to which the exchange rate appreciation and inflation in CEEC is  
	 attributable to the Balassa-Samuelson effect see Egert et al.  
	 (2003); Mihaljek and Klau (2004).
6	 The debate about unilateral euroisation is not new but has  
	 been conducted since the late 1990s. At the forefront of the  
	 debate in the 1990s were Polish academics and policy makers.  
	 The most prominent examples of Polish academics favouring  
	 euroisation are Andrzej Bratkowski and Jacek Rostowski (2002);  
	 the most prominent politician is the former Finance Minister  
	 Kołodko. Andrzej Bratkowski (1991) and Jacek Rostowski (1989- 
	 1991) were both economic advisors to the Deputy Prime Minister  
	 and Finance Minister Leszek Balcerowicz. Andrzej Bratkowski  
	 was deputy President of the National Bank of Poland from 2001- 
	 2004. Since 2007, Jacek Rostowski is Finance Minister of Poland. 
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Introduction

During the last decade, European competition policy has 
undergone major changes with the aim of contributing to 
the achievement of its main objective as enshrined in Article 
3(g) TEC, that a system ensuring undistorted competition 
should be included in Community activities. As part of these 
changes, Council Regulation (EC) No 1/2003 of 16 Decem-
ber 2002 on the implementation of the rules on competition 
laid down in Articles 81 and 82 TEC (hereinafter the “Regu-
lation”) was adopted.1 This Regulation came into force on 
1 May 2004. The reason for its adoption was that, given the 
EC’s enlargement and the continuous globalisation of the 
economy, a centralised authorisation system managed by 
the European Commission (hereinafter “the Commission”) 
using Regulation 17/62 would no longer ensure effective 
application of competition rules and thus the completion of 
the single market.2

	 In this regard the reform contained three main objec-
tives. The first of these is rigorous enforcement of compe-
tition law by concentrating on the most important cases 
involving a real EC interest. The second main objective is ef-
fective decentralisation, with the Commission, the National 
Competition Authorities (hereinafter “NCAs”) of the Member 
States and the national courts having concurrent powers to  
apply EC competition rules. Each of the 27 NCAs is now fully 
empowered to apply all elements of the above rules, inclu-
ding the exemption provisions of Article 81(3) TEC, a power 
previously reserved only for the Commission. The third main 
objective is simplification of control procedures, with the 
abolition of the notification and authorisation system.

	
	 The European Competition Network (hereinafter “ECN”), 
which was introduced by the Regulation, is the implement-
ing instrument of the modernisation of the EU’s antitrust law 
enforcement, that is the enforcement of Articles 81 and 82 
TEC. Together, the NCAs and the Commission form a network 
of public authorities which constitutes a forum for discus-
sion and cooperation in the application and enforcement of 
EC competition policy; this network is called the ECN. To this 
end the Commission has published a Notice specifying the 
principles applicable to this cooperation within the ECN.3  

	 The aims of this paper are to provide a brief analysis of 
the functioning of the ECN, to present the results of a study 
undertaken by the European Institute of Public Administra-
tion (hereinafter “EIPA”) in this context, and to conclude on 
how successful its operation has been. 

ECN: the Background 
 
The Notice provides that the ECN must ensure an efficient 
division of work, mutual assistance between NCAs and an ef-
fective and consistent application of EC competition rules.  

Division of Work

As the new system is governed by rules of parallel 
competences, an optimal division of work is required. The 
Notice clarifies that an NCA is well placed to deal with a case 
if three conditions are met: 

The European Competition 
Network (ECN): 
It Does Actually Work Well

Mihalis Kekelekis* 

National competition authorities and national courts concurrently apply European competition 
rules with the European Commission focusing on the most severe infringements. The European 
Competition Network has been established with the aim of assisting the coherent application of 
competition rules across the EU. This is a network of public authorities consisting of the European 
Commission and the national competition authorities and functions as a forum for discussion and 
cooperation. The European Institute of Public Administration undertook a study on the functioning 
of the European Competition Network. This paper presents the results of that study. STU
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1.	 the actions of the parties have substantial effects for 
	 the territory in which the authority is based;
2.	 the authority can effectively bring to an end the entire 
	 infringement; 
3.	 the authority can effectively gather the evidence required  
	 to prove the infringement. 

	 It is important to point out in this context that, although 
the ECN provides the framework for efficient work sharing 
between NCAs by means of the exchange of information 
mechanism, it does not decide on the division of the work, 
nor do the Commission or the NCAs themselves. In practice 
NCAs start, conduct and possibly conclude the proceedings 
in accordance with their own responsibility.

Mutual Assistance 

On the basis of Article 11(3) of the Regulation, any NCA 
acting under Articles 81 or 82 TEC must inform the Com-
mission before or just after commencing its first formal in-
vestigative measure. The Commission has also accepted an 
equivalent obligation to inform NCAs under Article 11(2) of 
the Regulation. NCAs can furthermore assist each other in 
various fact-finding measures by means of a standard form 
containing limited details of the case concerned, such as the 
authority dealing with the case, the product, the territories 
and parties concerned, the alleged infringement, the sus-
pected duration of the infringement and the origin of the 
case.  

	 Article 12 of the Regulation provides for the exchange 
of information between the Commission and the NCAs and 
between the NCAs themselves. 

Effective and Consistent Application 
of EC Competition Rules

Under Article 11(4) of the Regulation, an NCA must inform 
the Commission no later than 30 days before the adoption 
of a decision requiring that an infringement be brought to 
an end, accepting commitments or withdrawing the benefit 
of a block exemption Regulation. This information may also 
be made available to the other members of the ECN. 

	 Under Article 11(6) of the Regulation, the Commission 
can initiate formal proceedings, thus relieving the respective 
NCA of its competence to apply Articles 81 and 82 TEC. If the 
NCA is already acting on a case, then the Commission shall 
only initiate proceedings after consulting with that NCA. 

	 As stipulated in the Notice, the Commission will in princi-
ple only apply Article 11(6) of the Regulation if:
•	 ECN members envisage conflicting decisions in the same  
	 case;
•	 ECN members envisage a decision which is obviously  
	 in conflict with consolidated case law;
•	 ECN member(s) is (are) unduly drawing out proceedings  
	 in the case;
•	 There is a need to adopt a Commission decision to 
	 develop Community competition policy; 
•	 The NCA(s) concerned do not object.

	

	 The reason behind Article 11(6) of the Regulation and the 
special responsibility granted to the Commission is the fact 
that in the current system, only Commission decisions can 
be challenged before Community courts, and not the de-
cisions of the NCAs. Therefore, entrusting the Commission 
with powers to develop Community competition policies is 
the only way to involve the Community courts directly in the 
judicial review of such developments and thus ensure the 
effective and consistent application of EC competition rules. 
Otherwise, where the case is not dealt with by the Commis-
sion, it is only possible to reach Community courts if national 
courts, which usually do not want to slow proceedings, are 
willing to request a preliminary ruling4.

ECN: the EIPA Study

The Commission’s initiative to modernise the antitrust rules, 
the subsequent Council Regulation 1/2003 and the function-
ing of the ECN have attracted numerous comments and anal-
yses, as well as heavy criticism in the literature. 

	 It has been stated that with the Regulation “the Commis-
sion has orchestrated a political masterstroke. It has given the 
impression of radical reform to the Member States by abolish-
ing the notification procedure and offered decentralisation 
provisions [...] which in no way undermine its central role [...] 
DG Competition has in fact managed to centralise European 
competition law more than under Regulation 17”. 5

	 As far as the creation of the ECN is concerned, the criti-
cism is directed at the under-resourced NCAs, the systemic 
problems of sharing confidential information across the EU, 
the “case handling” question of who will take the lead in 
multi-jurisdictional cases, the greater degree of uncertainty 
for companies as they lose the simplicity of centralised clear-
ance from the Commission and the issue of accountability 
within the ECN.6

	
	 The analysis below will attempt to provide answers to 
a number of issues that have been raised in the literature. 
This analysis is based among other things on a study 
undertaken by EIPA on the basis of which a questionnaire 
was prepared and sent out in order to solicit the views 
of the NCAs as regards the functioning of their own 
organisations and of the ECN. The questionnaire was 
based upon a number of principles that evidently 
govern the effective operation of networks: 
•	 Does the ECN (and its secretariat) have adequate  
	 resources?
•	 How are decisions made within the ECN? Are decisions  
	 made on the basis of qualified majority?
•	 What ideally should be the role of the ECN vis-à-vis its  
	 members? Could tasks be identified that maybe assigned 
 	 to the network, over which ECN should have clear  
	 responsibility for their completion, and in collaboration  
	 with members?
•	 Is there any research programme defined and carried out  
	 by the ECN?
•	 How does the ECN facilitate the establishment of a system 
 	 for the bilateral exchange of information and experiences  
	 on regulatory problems?
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•	 How does the ECN facilitate the establishment of a system 
 	 for collecting information on the state and methods of 
	 application of common rules by national authorities?
•	 How does the ECN help members to identify best 
	 practices on issues of common concern?
•	 To what extent may national variations be justified 
	 by the specific nature of national conditions?

Provide the ECN (and its secretariat) with more resources?

The ECN does not have its own secretariat. DG Compe-
tition has five to six members of staff involved in the 
network. It has not yet been considered whether the 
establishment of a secretariat would be necessary, given 
that the Regulation itself provides the legal basis for NCAs 
to exchange information and discuss implementation and 
interpretation issues. 

Introduce decision-making procedures based on qualified 
majority?

It was found that this is ir-
relevant in the context of 
the ECN. The network nei-
ther decides which cases 
should be pursued nor 
which authority/ies would 
be well placed to carry 
out the investigation. Dis-
cussions within working 
groups and sub-groups 
are based on consensus; 
however, the members of 
the ECN are not obliged 
to comply with the results 
achieved, as participation 
in those groups does not 
create any legal rights. 
Nevertheless, they are 
obliged to make their best efforts to ensure compliance, 
whereas any deviation is subject to peer pressures. 

Identify tasks which could be assigned to the ECN for which 
the ECN should have clear responsibility for their comple-
tion, and in collaboration with members?

Under the ECN, working groups for horizontal issues 
and sub-groups for sectoral issues have been established. 
The majority of the NCAs questioned replied that the ECN 
is carefully constructed and appropriately defined to ensure 
the effective and consistent application and implementation 
of EC competition rules. A minority criticised the establish-
ment of so many working groups and subgroups, as active 
participation in all forums was perceived as very resource-
consuming and difficult, particularly for small NCAs.

Define a research programme to be carried out by the ECN?

Ten out of 17 NCAs replied that they do not conduct
research on competition policy and law issues. Research is 
carried out at ECN level through the working groups and 
subgroups but no particular research plan is defined.  

Establish a system for the bilateral exchange of information 
and experiences on regulatory problems?

The ECN provides a valuable forum for discussion and 
cooperation among the NCAs. NCAs can now learn from 
each others’ experiences, coordinate investigations, help 
each other with investigations, exchange evidence and in-
formation and discuss issues of common interest. 
Thanks to the ECN’s interactive access and the electronic 
database containing details from the standard forms, NCAs 
can also be informed of other authorities’ main contact 
persons. The ECN thus makes it possible for NCAs to iden-
tify among themselves who does what. It is not therefore a 
simple electronic connection; it is rather an effective daily 
working tool, an open network that allows, on the one hand, 
an exchange of confidential information and, on the other 
hand, easy interaction between the members of the net-
work. Consequently, cooperation can occur even in the ab-
sence of formal procedures or formal requirements.

Establish a system for 
collecting information on 
the state and methods of 
application of common 
rules by national author-
ities?

Article 11(3) of the Regu-
lation creates an obli-
gation for all NCAs to 
inform the Commission 
before or without delay 
after commencing the 
first formal investigative 
measure in all cases in-
volving the application 
of Article 81 and 82 TEC. 
This information may be 
shared with other NCAs. 

	 “In practice, the obligation to inform about new cases is 
complied with by uploading the relevant information in a 
common case-management system. This system was devel-
oped by the DG COMP IT-team and has been operational from 
1 May 2004.8 The system is secured against unauthorised ac-
cess and access rights are restricted to case-handlers and 
other authorised personnel of the competition authorities. 
The IT-system foresees the possibility to insert standard-
ised information on, for instance, the parties, the products, 
the territories, the alleged infringement, its suspected 
duration, the contact details of the case handlers in charge 
etc. [...]”. 9 

	 All NCAs that replied to our questionnaire share 
the same view, which is that the ECN helps them to 
improve their enforcement capabilities in relation to 
competition rules and, at the same time, to ensure 
the coherence of the application of these rules.

Generally, the most important 
element that has come from the 
creation of the ECN is a “can do” 

attitude, and the way it has been 
embraced by all Member States 
and the willingness shown by all 

to attempt to accommodate each 
other and to share information 

when necessary
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Identify best practices on issues of common concern?

The legal framework for the establishment of the ECN does 
not provide for the network to exercise any decision pow-
ers in order to achieve harmonisation of rules. The ECN 
however, as its members report, can contribute to such 
harmonisation by adopting, through its sectoral subgroups 
and horizontal working groups, best practices on particular  
issues which could provide guidance to NCAs in relation to 
their enforcement activities or to their national parliaments 
in relation to reforming respective legislation.

	 There are currently numerous subgroups dealing 
with particular sectors of the economy (e.g. banking, 
securities, energy, insurance, food, pharmaceuticals, 
professional services, healthcare, environment, motor 
vehicles, telecommunications, media, IT & information & 
communication, abuse of dominant position, Competition 
Chief Economist and railways). These groups meet at least 
twice a year and otherwise exchange information via a 
common intranet application.    

	 There is also a small number of working groups that deal 
with horizontal issues pertaining to national laws on proce-
dures and sanctions10. It is important to note that the decision 

to attend a particular working group meeting is based on the 
relevance of the topic for discussion. Working groups there-
fore consist of NCA officials who volunteer to participate. DG 
Competition is present in all subgroups and working groups. 
Each working group currently has around 15 to 18 participa- 
ting NCAs.

	 To provide an example of a best practice, the ECN has 
recently launched an ‘ECN Model Leniency Programme’ that 
improves the way in which parallel leniency applications are 
handled in the ECN. The purpose of this model is to ensure 
that potential leniency applicants are not discouraged from 
applying as a result of the discrepancies between the exist-
ing leniency programmes within the ECN.11

Consider when national variations may be justified by the 
specific nature of national conditions?

In the sphere of competition law there are few issues 
that are situated at the interface between uniform Com-
munity Law and diverse national laws, such as those on  
procedures and sanctions. Although the Regulation introduces 
parallel competences between the Commission and the NCAs  

with provisions on mutual assistance and close co-
operation, it does not, on the other hand, harmonise 
national rules on procedures and sanctions, which  
remain heterogeneous.
	
The rights of complainants (e.g. right to access a file or 
attend an oral hearing, right to reply to a statement of  
objections or rights relating to the treatment of confidential 
information) are therefore different from one system to  
another. In some jurisdictions, such as the Irish legal system, 
it would be extremely difficult to harmonise procedures and 
sanctions given that under that system, the fines imposed 
on undertakings for breach of competition rules are at the 
discretion of the national courts. 

	 However, irrespective of which NCA deals with a case, the 
application of competition law must be the same. Article 
3(1) of the Regulation obliges NCAs to apply EC law to agree-
ments and practices which are capable of affecting trade 
between Member States. Article 3(2) of the Regulation pre-
vents them from reaching a different conclusion when they 
apply national laws to restrictive agreements. The only scope 
for divergence, which remains after the modernisation, is in 
the field of unilateral behaviour, which may be treated more  
severely under national law than under Article 82 EC.

	 The Regulation has established mechanisms to ensure 
that competition law is applied consistently and efficiently. 
Pursuant to Article 11(4) of the Regulation, NCAs are thus 
subject to an obligation to consult the Commission before 
adopting important decisions (e.g. prohibition and com-
mitments). In practice, they may consult on a draft deci-
sion or also on a statement of objections. In addition, the 
ECN Notice indicates that the Commission is not prevented, 
obviously for purposes of consistency, from adopting a deci-
sion after an NCA decision has been made.12

Conclusion

After almost five years of operation, the way the ECN has 
been functioning so far appears to be very positive. It has 
certainly gained the support of its members, whose commit-
ment and professional attitude have been of great impor-
tance.  

	 Work sharing and the exchange of information contrib-
ute to the identification of best practices and also contribute 
to the effective and efficient solution of clearly pre-defined 
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key issues of common interest, as in the case of leniency  
applications, which have proven to be efficient and success-
ful tools in the ECN members’ fight against hardcore cartels.13

	 The study has shown that all initial criticism and fears of 
failure have been effectively tackled. In addition to conduct-
ing formal cooperation amongst its members, the ECN’s main 
achievement has been to enhance the strong links between 
members, either through their joint efforts in the working 
groups or more informally, by contacting each other.  It has 
been reported to us that, as a result of the creation of the 
ECN, the gates of communication are now wide open and 
case handlers from different NCAs across the EU openly dis-
cuss, even outside the ECN, both general policy issues and 
individual cases.14

	 Generally, the most important element that has come 
from the creation of the ECN is a “can do” attitude, and the 
way it has been embraced by all Member States and the 
willingness shown by all to attempt to accommodate each 

other and to share information when necessary.15 The ECN 
has been designed in such a way so as to minimise conflict 
amongst its members.16

	 It must also be pointed out that the Commission retains its 
managerial role within the ECN, thereby creating a mechanism 
that aims to tackle legal uncertainty and minimise the risks 
of inconsistent policy enforcement under decentralisation in 
the face of a lack of previous strong network experience by 
the NCAs. The latter’s role is not to influence the competition 
assessment of the Commission in individual cases. On the 
contrary, taking into account the fact that the Commission is 
responsible for the coherent implementation of the EC com-
petition rules, the NCAs’ objective is to cooperate fully with 
each other and to exchange opinions and information with 
the aim of effectively and efficiently applying the competition 
rules in their respective jurisdictions. By sharing this know- 
ledge, we are certain that a common competition culture in 
the EU is soon to be established.
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Theo Jans (BE) joined EIPA in 2009 as a Senior Lecturer in the Unit European Decision Making 
He studied Political Sciences at the Vrije Universiteit Brussel (VUB) and the European University  
Institute (EUI). He received his PhD in Political Sciences from the VUB in 2001. His doctoral dissertation 
‘Federalism and the regulation of the ethnonational conflict. Joint decision-making in Canada and 
Belgium’ analysed bargaining processes in complex political environments.
Theo has worked as a junior professor at Vesalius College (Brussels), at the Brussels School for  
International Studies (BSIS), at the University of Kent in Canterbury, and at the VUB’s Politics Depart-
ment and its Institute for European Studies (IES). He has been in charge of the IES Training Unit (2006-
2008) and has organised several trainings on decision making for the European Commission and the 
Belgian Federal Government. His main research interests are European governance, policy-making 
processes, federalism and institutional conflict regulation. These interests have resulted in several  
research projects on regional representations and on European integrated product policy. He has  
published book chapters and articles on conflict regulation, federalism, intergovernmental relations  
and governance. 
His fields of specialisation include Decision Making and European Governance.

Peter Ehn (SE) joined EIPA in February 2009 as a Seconded National Expert in the Unit European Public 
Management. He obtained a PhD in Political Science from Stockholm University. In his doctoral  
thesis he discussed the roles and relations between politicians and higher civil servants. Peter joined 
the Swedish civil service as an Auditor and in 1995 became Deputy Director of the Swedish National  
Audit Office. During his professional career he has worked in several committees focusing on creating 
a more effective public administration, with a clearer division of responsibilities and tasks between the 
state and local and regional authorities. From 2002 to 2009, Peter worked as a Senior Adviser for the 
Swedish Ministry of Finance. During that time he was mainly responsible for a committee on public 
sector responsibilities, as well as working as an expert in the committee.
Peter has also had an academic career, writing several books and articles on public administration 
and regional questions. He worked for a period at the Stockholm Centre for Organisational Research 
(SCORE). SCORE is a multi-disciplinary research centre with the aim of initiating, pursuing and dissemi-
nating research on organisational aspects of modern society. 
His fields of specialisation include Public administration, roles of higher civil servants in a comparative  
perspective, relations and distribution of tasks and responsibilities between Government and state  
agencies, regionalisation.
 

Wolfgang Koeth (DE) is a Senior Lecturer in EU External Relations, Enlargement Policies and CFSP 
at EIPA’s European Policies Unit. Before joining EIPA on 1 March 2009, Mr Koeth was working in the  
European Commission Office in Pristina (Kosovo), where he was Deputy Head of Office and in charge 
of implementing the EC’s assistance in the Rule of Law sector. Prior to the 2004 enlargement, he 
worked as a Political Advisor and Programme Manager within the EC Delegation in Vilnius (Lithuania) 
and as a Lecturer in European Affairs at the University of Vilnius. He was also a Parliamentary Assistant 
in the European Parliament. Mr Koeth is a graduate of the Institute of Political Studies at the Robert 
Schuman University in Strasbourg. He also holds a degree in Russian Studies from the French National 
Institute of Eastern Languages and Cultures (INALCO) in Paris, and a degree in French and German 
Comparative Studies from the Nouvelle Sorbonne. 
His fields of specialisation include EU External Relations, Enlargement Policies and CFSP.

Pavlina Stoykova (BG) joined EIPA in January 2009 as a Researcher in the Unit European Public  
Management. She specialises in a number of areas including comparative public administration  
issues and the role of the senior civil service in EU Member States. Her other interests include the 
interface between political and administrative systems in an international and domestic context, as 
well as the interaction between the central executive and the legislature during the process of EU  
accession. Pavlina Stoykova is a graduate of the University of Manchester (UK). She also holds degrees 
in International Relations and International Public Law from Sofia University ‘St. Kliment Ohridski’. 
Her fields of specialisation include comparative public administration, the role of national parliaments in 
the EU accession process, interface between political and administrative levels.
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Konstantina Sgouraki (GR) joined EIPA on 1 February 2009 as a Seconded National Expert in the Unit 
European Public Management. She holds two Bachelor degrees, one in International Management & 
Economics, and one in Business Administration. She also obtained an MBA from the  Solvay Brussels 
School of Economics and Management and the Vrije Universiteit Brussel, specialising in European 
Integration as well as political and economical aspects of the EU. 
She has been working for the Hellenic Telecommunications and Post Commission - the national  
regulatory authority in Greece - since 2003. She later became Deputy Coordinator of the Personnel  
Department, where her duties included the restructuring of HR strategy based on performance  
indicators, as well as human resources development in compliance with the Lisbon strategy. She has 
also conducted organisational needs analyses, developed training schemes for all administrative levels, 
created training course material for newcomers, and introduced personnel to the philosophy of TQM 
and CAF.She previously worked as an economist for several international organisations in the bank-
ing sector (such as ABN AMRO Bank, Barclays Bank, State Street Bank). She also joined the Financial 
Operations Service of the DG ECFIN in Luxembourg, where she conducted comparative research on 
the ‘Growth and Employment Initiative Measures for SMEs’.
Her fields of specialisation include Public sector reform, human resources management, training needs 
analysis, quality management, intercommunication policy. 

Aurélie Courtier (FR) joined EIPA in February 2009 as a Research Assistant in the Unit European Policies. 
She obtained a Bachelor degree in Political Science from Science Po Toulouse, and a Master degree in 
European Affairs from the College of Europe in Natolin, where she specialised in EU external relations, 
with a particular focus on EU relations with Russia and Ukraine. Before joining EIPA, Aurélie completed 
a traineeship at the European Commission within DG RELEX. She then worked for two and a half years 
as a Project Manager for the Development Office of the College of Europe in Bruges, where she was 
responsible for developing and managing different training and academic cooperation programmes 
on EU affairs. For a short period of time, she also worked for EGMONT - the Royal Institute of Inter-
national Relations in Brussels, where she assisted the European Affairs Programme team in various 
research activities.
Her fields of specialisation include EU external relations and EU peace building.
 

Ioana Eleonora Rusu (RO) joined EIPA in January 2009 as a Research Assistant. She has a Bachelor 
degree in law and a Bachelor degree in applied modern languages. In addition, she obtained a PhD 
in EU law from the University of Marburg, Germany, where she worked for four years as a Research  
Assistant in the Department of International Public and EU Law. Before joining EIPA, Ioana also worked 
as a Parliamentary Assistant to a Romanian Member of the European Parliament (legal affairs, internal 
market and consumer protection). She is the co-author of a Romanian manual on EU law.
Her fields of specialisation include competition law and state aid.

Jacek Tomkiewicz (PL) joined the European Centre for Public Financial Management, EIPA’s Antenna 
in Warsaw, on 1 April 2009. Dr Tomkiewicz holds two Master degrees (in Finance and Banking, and 
in Econo-mics) from the Cracow University of Economics, Cracow, Poland. He also holds a PhD in  
Economics from the Kozminski University, Warsaw, Poland, where he worked as a research assistant 
and assistant professor. He also has some experience in policy making, which he gained whilst holding 
the position of adviser to the Polish Deputy Premier, the Minister of Finance. He spent some time as 
a visiting fellow at the international research institution: OECD, Stanford University (USA) and the  
University of Brighton (UK). His areas of expertise include economic policy, economy of transition, 
public finance and macroeconomics.
His fields of specialisation include Public Financial Management (PFM); budgetary innovations, economics  
of transition, public finance reform.
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In the 3/2008 issue of EIPASCOPE, the formal appointment of the new Swedish Board member at the December 2008 
meeting of EIPA’s Board of Governors was erroneously not mentioned.  Mr Martin SPARR, Deputy Director of the 
Division for State Administration within the Department of Public Administration, was appointed to become Sweden’s 
full member of the Board of Governors as of 1 January 2009. He succeeded Mr Göran RODIN, Director of the Division of 
Central Government Employment Policy within the Ministry of Finance, who was full Board member since June 2002.

Board Of Governors 
(Situation on 31 December 2008 / Situation au 31 décembre 2008)

Chairman/Président
Mr Henning CHRISTOPHERSEN
Partner KREAB Brussels 

Vice Chairman/Vice président
full member/membre titulaire
Mr Jacek CZAPUTOWICZ
Director of the National School of Public Administration (KSAP)

Secretary General/Secrétaire général
Mr Berend-Jan baron VAN VOORST TOT VOORST

Full members/Membres titulaires
M. Jacky LEROY* (BE)
Président du Comité de Direction du Service Public fédéral - 
Personnel et Organisation Ministère de la Fonction publique 

Ms Liliya IVANOVA* (BG)
Director Administrative Regulation and Service Delivery Directorate Ministry of State Administration 
and Administrative Reform

Ms Irena RECINOVÁ (CZ)
Official Development of Human Resources in Public Administration Department Ministry of Interior 
of the Czech Republic

Ms Lisbeth LOLLIKE (DK)
Director-General State Employer’s Authority, Ministry of Finance

Mr Günther WURSTER (DE)
Präsident Bundesakademie für öffentliche Verwaltung Bundesministerium des Innern 

Ms Airi ALAKIVI (EE)
Head of the Department of Public Service State Chancellery of the Republic of Estonia

Mr Nikos MICHALOPOULOS (EL)
Policy Adviser to the Minister of the Interior, Public Administration and Decentralisation, 
Ministry of Interior, Public Administration and Decentralization

Ms Pilar ARRANZ NOTARIO* (ES)
Director Instituto Nacional de Administración Pública (INAP), 
Ministerio de Administraciones Públicas (MAP)

Mme Teresa ARAGONÉS I PERALES (ES)
Secretary for Public Administration and the Public Service Departament de Governació I Funció Pública
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M. Paul PÉNY (FR)
Directeur général de l’Administration et  de la Fonction publique

Mr Ciaran CONNOLLY* (IE)
Secretary General Public Service Management and Development Department of Finance

Mr Antonio NADDEO (IT)
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Calendar of Events    June - December 2009

Understanding Decision-Making in the European Union: 
Principles, Procedures and Practice

The European Institute of Public Administration offers you a range of training activities in the areas 
of European decision-making, European public management, European policies, European law, regional affairs 
and public financial management. In addition to our open enrolment training activities listed below, 
EIPA can customise courses to meet your particular needs and priorities.

We help you to meet the challenges of Europe.

Committees and Comitology in the Policy Process 
of the European Community

€ 825
Maastricht, 25-26 June

Maastricht, 22-23 October
Maastricht, 3-4 December

Decision-Making – Better Regulation – Impact Assessment

€ 990 Maastricht, 7-9 October

Committees & Comitology

European Decision-Making

Comitology post Lisbon € 600 Brussels, 1 October

Better Regulation in the European Union: 
Key Principles, Concepts and Practices € 750 Maastricht, 26-27 October

Managing the EU Policy Cycle: 
EIPA Comprehensive One-Week Course € 1500 Maastricht, 29 June-3 July

Evaluation of Public Policies: 
Procedures, Methods, Practices and Standards € 900 Barcelona, no date yet

Working with Impact Assessment in the EU € 750 Maastricht, 17-18 September

Fashion or Necessity? EU Agencies in between EU Institutions 
and Member States € 900 Maastricht, 12-13 November

EU Agencies

Europe on the Internet: Finding Your Way Through 
the European Information Jungle € 700 Maastricht, 1-2 October

Maastricht, 30 Nov. - 1 December

European Information Management

The Presidency Challenge: 
The Practicalities of Chairing Council Working Groups

€ 950 Maastricht, 23-24 June
Maastricht, 8-9 October

EU Presidency

Transparency and Data Protection: 
Cooperating or Conflicting Elements of Good Governance? € 800 Maastricht, 8-9 June

 Transparency - Access to Documents 

Techniques for Managing Procedures, People and Package Deals 
to Survive European Negotiations € 1150 Maastricht, 10-12 June

Maastricht, 28-30 October

EU Negotiations

You and the EU: Techniques to Manage Interpersonal 
and Intercultural Relationships in European Negotiations € 850  Maastricht, 19-20 November
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€ 625 Maastricht, 12-13 October

€ 700 Luxembourg, 21-22 September

€ 825 Maastricht, 17-18 December

EU Legislative Regime on Consumer Protection (2):
Recent Developments in the Area of General Product 
Safety and Under the REACH Regulatory Framework

EU Banking and Financial Law: 
What to Expect from New Regulatory and Supervisory Initiatives

European Food Law

€ 750 Luxembourg, 8-9 October

Consumer Protection

European Policies

€ 850 Maastricht, 18-19 June

Banking and Finance

€ 800 Luxembourg, 26-27 November

Anti-Money Laundering and Anti-Terrorist Financing € 850 Brussels, 29-30 October

EU Energy Law: Liberalisation of Electricity and Gas Markets

Renewable Energy: A Chance for the Economy?

€ 700 Luxembourg, 15-16 October

Energy

€ 700 Maastricht, 15-16 June

Supporting SME and Enterprise Development 
through EU Programmes and Policies € 725 Maastricht, 22-23 June

Enterprise and Industry

The Making of Environmental and Climate Policies in Brussels

Environmental Law

Environment - Climate Change

Delivering the European Social Fund (ESF) 2007-2013

European Social Fund

€ 850 Maastricht, 21-22 September
The New Relationship with our Neighbours: 
A Practical Guide to the European Neighbourhood Policy	

External Relations - Neighbourhood Policy

€ 725 Luxembourg, 12-13 OctoberMutual Recognition of Foreign Diplomas

Internal Market

€ 750 Barcelona, 11-12 JuneThe Services Directive: 
The Challenge of Implementation and Management at Sub-State Level

€ 750 Maastricht, 18-19 JuneEU Funding Opportunities for Migration

Migration 

€ 900 Maastricht, 21-23 SeptemberThe Effects of Immigration and Demographic 
Trends on the Internal Market

€ 900 Maastricht, 7-9 DecemberEconomic Growth, Employment and Immigration

€ 750 Maastricht, 5-6 October
Equality and Non-Discrimination: A Framework Strategy – 
The Value of the Strategy in the Non-Discrimination Struggle

Equality and Non-Discrimination

€ 750 Maastricht, 4-5 JuneEurope and Developing Countries: 
The Making of Technical Cooperation in Brussels

External Cooperation
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€ 750 Barcelona, 3-4 June
Barcelona, 11-12 NovemberComplying with Europe: Practical Evaluation of Public Contracts

Public Procurement 

€ 1050 Maastricht, 29 Sep-1 October
Introductory and Practitioners Seminar: 
European Public Procurement Rules

€ 850 Maastricht, 26-27 OctoberEuropean Defence Procurement

€ 850 Maastricht, 4-5 June
Recent Developments in European Public Procurement - 
Remedies Reform and Case-Law

€ 875 Maastricht, 15-16 OctoberState Aid Policy and Practice in the European Community – 
An Integrative and Interactive Approach

State Aid

€ 800 Maastricht, 26-27 NovemberState Aid Procedures and Enforcement

€ 875 Maastricht, 25-26 JuneAdvanced State Aid Seminar and Maastricht Forum on State Aid

€ 955 Maastricht, 2-3 July
Maastricht, 10-11 DecemberState Aid Master-Class and Case Analysis

€ 950 Maastricht, 23-25 JuneDeveloping the Project Pipeline for EU Structural Funds

€ 825 Maastricht, 15-16 JuneImplementing the New Structural Funds Regulations 2007-2013

Structural Funds

€ 850 Maastricht, 2-3 July
Maastricht, 9-10 NovemberFinancial Management of EU Structural Funds

€ 825 Maastricht, 15-16 OctoberSupporting the Programme Monitoring Committees 
in EU Structural Funds

€ 875 Maastricht, 26-27 NovemberEvaluation and Monitoring of  EU Structural Funds

The Practice of Public Sector Reform in the Field of HRM: 
Lessons Learnt and Challenges Ahead 

European Public Management

€ 825 Maastricht, 29-30 June 
Maastricht, 9-10 November

Human Resource Management

Citizen Involvement - a Government for All by Using ICT € 820 Maastricht, 2-3 July

Information Society

Project Cycle Management: A Technical Guide € 850 Maastricht, 28-30 September

Project Management

From Application Letter to Project Proposal: Formal Writing in English 
for Public Officials € 690 Maastricht, 6-7 July

Practitioners’ Workshop: Making Public-Private Partnerships Work – 
A Practical Guide € 1075 Maastricht, 5-7 October

Policy Seminar: Public-Private Partnerships – Future Directions € 850 Maastricht, 7-8 December

Delivering Public Services in a Time of Financial Crisis € 850 Maastricht, 6-7 July

Public-Private Partnerships Audit: 
And How to Ensure that Value for Money Really Happens € 590 Warsaw, 5-6 November

Public-Private Partnerships (PPP)
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CAF and BSC - the Common Assessment Framework 
and the Balanced Scorecard € 990 Maastricht, 17-19 June

Preparing for EPSO Competitions: 
The Road to the European Institutions € 1320 Luxembourg, 7-11 December

EUROPROGETTAZIONE: Una sfida continua - 
Accesso e gestione dei programmi e dei progetti europei € 2400 Siena, 6-10 July

Master of European Studies (MES): 
Module IV – Regional Affairs: Policy, Structure and Management € 1500 Barcelona, 23 March – 3 April

Master’s Programme on European Integration and Regionalism 
(MEIR): Module II – Law of the European Union € 1500 Luxembourg, 9-20 November

Managing Change in Public Administration € 820 Maastricht, 12-13 November

Practical Tools for National Implementation: 
Implementation of EU Policies at National Level € 830 Luxembourg, 28-29 September

Public Sector Management

Transformational Government: Reducing Administrative Burden € 790 Maastricht, 14-15 September

CAF Training Event: The Common Assessment Framework in Action € 800 Barcelona, 1-2 October

Quality Management - Common Framework Assessment (CAF)

How to Build a Successful Partnership for Better Use of EU Funds?

Regional Affairs

€ 750 Barcelona, 16-17 June

Structural Funds

Internal Audit: Principles, Procedures and Practice € 590 Warsaw, no date yet

Performance Budgeting: Practical Aspects of the Planning, 
Implementation and Monitoring Process € 590 Warsaw, 18-19 June

Warsaw, 24-25 September

Master’s Programmes and Special Programmes

Proceedings before the Court of Justice and the Court 
of First Instance of the European Communities: Practical Overview

European Union Law

€ 825 Luxembourg, 19-21 October

EU Law  - Court Procedures - Dispute Resolution

Recent Trends in the Case Law of the European Courts: 
What Directions for the Future? € 875 Luxembourg, 3-4 December

Protecting Victims of Crimes: Is a European Approach needed? € 725 Luxembourg, 10-11 December

Judicial Cooperation in Civil and Criminal Matters

Public Financial Management

For further information please contact: 
European Institute of Public Administration
Tel.: +31 43 3296 222 - Fax: +31 43 3296 296  
E-mail: eipa@eipa.eu - Internet: www.eipa.eu

All dates, fees and titles are subject to change and not binding - 12-06-2009
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Dr Edward Best (UK)
Professor, Head of Unit European Decision-Making
European institutions and decision-making processes;
comparative regional cooparation and integration

Rita Beuter (DE)
Senior Expert
European public procurement rules and policy 

Cosimo Monda (IT)
Senior Lecturer, Head of Information, Documentation, 
Publications and Marketing Services
European information management, data protection, 
EU Agencies and EU law

Dr Phedon Nicolaides (CY)
Professor of Economics, Head of Unit Europan Policies
Economic integration, competition policy, 
EU enlargement process

Nick Thijs (BE)
Lecturer
Public management reform, comparative public administration, 
public sector quality management, quality models and 
techniques (Common Assessment Framework – CAF), 
consultancy services
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Publications Department
Layout-DTP
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REQUEST for INFORMATION
Seminars & Training Courses

Please complete in black and capital letters

Project No Date

Mr/Mrs/Ms:

Surname: ............................................................................... First name(s): .....................................................................
Organisation: .........................................................................................................................................................................
Department: ..........................................................................................................................................................................
Current Position: ..................................................................................................................................................................
Address: ..................................................................................................................................................................................
Postal Code: ...................................... Town: ........................................ Country: ............................................................
Tel.: ....................................................... Fax: ............................................ E-mail: ................................................................

For general information on seminars and training courses, please contact:

Ms Wytske Veerman
Head of Programme Organisation and Linguistic Services

European Institute of Public Administration
P.O. Box 1229

6201 BE  Maastricht
The Netherlands

Tel.: +31 43 3296 247
Fax: +31 43 3296 296

E-mail: w.veerman@eipa-nl.com
Website: www.eipa.eu

Signature: ........................................................... Date: .........................................................................



PUBLICATIONS ORDER FORM
Please return order form to:
Ms Marita Simons, Publications Department,
European Institute of Public Administration
P.O. Box 1229,
6201 BE  Maastricht
The Netherlands
Tel.: +31 43 3296 274
Fax: +31 43 3296 296
E-mail: m.simons@eipa-nl.com
Website: www.eipa.eu

Please send me the following books:

.................................................................................................................................................................. No. ............................

.................................................................................................................................................................. No. ............................

.................................................................................................................................................................. No. ............................

.................................................................................................................................................................. No. ............................
Name: .........................................................................................................................................................................................
Organisation: ...........................................................................................................................................................................
Address: .....................................................................................................................................................................................
Postal Code and Town: ..................................................................................... Country: ................................................
Office Tel. No.: ...................................................................................................... Fax: ..........................................................
Signature: ............................................................................................................. Date: ........................................................

All prices are subject to change without notice
Postage and packaging is included, except for addresses outside Europe where an extra charge, 
depending on the weight of the parcel, will be added.

Method of Payment
 Bank/Giro Account:
Upon receipt of the invoice the full amount to be transferred to EIPA’s Giro Account No. 34.333.99 
(IBAN: NL67PSTBN0003433399; BIC code: INGBNL2A) or Bank Account No. 41.35.20.358 
(IBAN: NL07ABNA0413520358; BIC: ABNANL2A) at the ABN/AMRO Bank in Maastricht, 
clearly stating invoice number and date.

 CREDITCARD (the following must be completed)
	  American Express   Eurocard/Mastercard   Access   Visa
Card. No.: ................................................. Card Validation Code: ....................................... Expiry date: ....................
Name Card Holder: ........................................ House No.: ......... Postal Code ..................... Country: .....................

For administrative use only

Transaction Date: .......................... Authorisation Code: ........................... Amount (EUR): ....................................

(Exempt from VAT by virtue of Article 11, paragraph 1 letter O, subparagraph 2 of the 1968 Law on VAT).
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EIPA’s Headquarters
European Institute of Public Administration
O.L. Vrouweplein 22
P.O. Box 1229
6201 BE MAASTRICHT
THE NETHERLANDS
Tel. +31 43 329 62 22
Fax +31 43 329 62 96
E-mail: eipa@eipa.eu

Antenna Luxembourg
European Centre for Judges and Lawyers
Circuit de la Foire Internationale 2
1347 LUXEMBOURG
LUXEMBOURG
Tel. +352 426 2301
Fax +352 426 237
E-mail: info-lux@eipa.eu

Antenna Barcelona
European Centre for the Regions
c/ Girona, 20
08010 BARCELONA
SPAIN
Tel. +34 93 567 24 02
Fax +34 93 567 23 99
E-mail: eipa@eipa-ecr.com

Antenna Warsaw
European Centre for Public Financial Management
ul. Wawelska 56
00-922 WARSAW
POLAND
Tel. +48 22 570 84 00
Fax +48 22 570 84 07
E-mail: info-warsaw@eipa.eu
 
EIPA’s Representative Office
Egmontstraat 11
1000 BRUSSELS
BELGIUM
E-mail: a.guggenbuhl@eipa.eu

Siège de l’IEAP
Institut européen d’administration publique
O.L. Vrouweplein 22
Boîte Postale 1229
6201 BE MAASTRICHT
PAYS-BAS
Tél. +31 43 329 62 22
Fax +31 43 329 62 96
Courriel: eipa@eipa.eu

Antenne Luxembourg
Centre européen de la magistrature 
et des professions juridiques
Circuit de la Foire Internationale 2
1347 LUXEMBOURG
LUXEMBOURG
Tél. +352 426 2301
Fax +352 426 237
Courriel: info-lux@eipa.eu

Antenne Barcelone
Centre européen des régions
c/ Girona, 20
08010 BARCELONE
ESPAGNE
Tél. +34 93 567 24 02
Fax +34 93 567 23 99
Courriel: eipa@eipa-ecr.com

Antenne Varsovie
Centre européen de gestion financière publique
ul. Wawelska 56
00-922 VARSOVIE
POLOGNE
Tél. +48 22 570 84 00
Fax +48 22 570 84 07
Courriel: info-warsaw@eipa.eu
 
Bureau de représentation de l’IEAP
Rue d’Egmont 11
1000 BRUXELLES
BELGIQUE
Courriel: a.guggenbuhl@eipa.eu

Editorial Team
Dr Edward Best,� Rita Beuter, 
Cosimo Monda, Dr Phedon Nicolaides
and Nick Thijs

Publications Department
Simone Meesters, lay-out and dtp
Eloy Kruijntjens, lay-out and dtp

For further information contact
Activities
Wytske Veenman, Head of Programme Organisation
and Linguistic Services
E-mail: w.veenman@eipa-nl.com

Publications 
Cosimo Monda, Head of Information, Documentation, 
Publications and Marketing Services
E-mail: c.monda@eipa-nl.com




