EMPLOYMENT WORKING GROUP

SATURDAY, 30 MAY – BRUSSELS

MINUTES

Attending: Patrick Boulte (EAPN France), Colin Hampton (EO), Elke Vandermeerchen (EAPN Belgium), Sigrid Gronbach (EAPN Germany), Grazina Mongirdiene (EAPN Lithuania), Nicos Satsias (EAPN Cyprus), Maria Sotirova (EAPN Bulgaria), Andreea Răduţ (EAPN Romania), Irene Schembri (EAPN Malta), Judith Pühringer (EAPN Austria), Bernart Baltza Arana (EAPN Spain); Acácio Conde (EAPN Portugal), Vincenzo Picardi (EAPN Italy), Ole Meldgaard (EAPN Denmark), Soňa Kotibová (EAPN Czech Republic), Markku Martinmäki (EAPN Finland), Peter Kelly (EAPN UK), Johannes Jörgensen (EAPN Sweden), Laila Wolles (EAPN Norway), Amana Ferro (EAPN Secretariat). 
ACTION POINTS:
· The UK, Belgium, Romania and Lithuania networks will go forward with the video project on activation practices. (Action: Members & Secretariat)

· Members interested in more information or in joining the “diary project” should get in touch with Colin Hampton. Terms of Reference to follow soon (Action: Members & Secretariat)
· Members interested in more information or in contributing to the reformulating of the Employment Guidelines should get in touch with Philip O’Connor. Procedure to follow soon (Action: Members & Secretariat)
· The Secretariat will propose an draft input on flexicurity to the upcoming EMCO meeting in October. Members are invited to submit their comments (Action: Members & Secretariat)
· The Secretariat will finalise a proposal of an agenda for the capacity building seminar, which members are invited to comment on (Action: Members & Secretariat) 

· The Secretariat will finalise the EAPN EWG input on Skills and Mobility for the EMCO and send it before the next meeting (June 24th) (Action: Secretariat)
· The Secretariat will circulate the issues paper for the Joint Social Conference, which members are invited to comment on (Action: Members & Secretariat)
· The Secretariat to coordinate the procedure for the election of new Chair and Vice-Chairs (Action: Secretariat)
Quick links:
· Minutes
· 

 HYPERLINK  \l "policyupdates" 

Policy updates

· 

 HYPERLINK  \l "WSseminar2010" 

Workshop 1 – Evaluation of the 2010 seminar
· 
Workshop 2 – Preparing the position paper on:
· Skills
· Mobility
· Employment Week Speech
· 

 HYPERLINK  \l "flexicurity" 

Exchange on flexicurity

· Capacity building seminar in November

· 

 HYPERLINK  \l "AOB" 

Any Other Business 



Minutes

As signaled by Patrick Boulte, some members have had problems in accessing the relevant materials on the EAPN Intranet (www.eapn.eu, Members’ Room, Employment Working Group Section – password 1515). The website has been experiencing some problems, which the Secretariat is currently trying to fix. If you have received an email directing you to material posted on the website, but you can’t find the respective documents, please contact Amana Ferro. 
Policy updates

Amana Ferro provided an overview of the main policy developments in the past period. Please see the respective document, which has been distributed at the occasion of the meeting and it is also available on the website (Members’ Room). 

It is not sure, but not likely, that the Council will put out any concrete messages regarding social economy over the summer. 

It was stated again that it would be useful to provide a “model NRP”, as it has been previously suggested. The way to do it is to start from proposing alternative Integrated Guidelines (Employment). 

It wads flagged up that regional differences cause big problems in what concerns policy making. More incentives should be provided to stimulate business in the regions which are less developed. The crisis increases regional disparities. The unemployment numbers we see right now are similar to what we saw at the beginning of the ‘80s, but then unemployment was not taken into account as now. But now, with the media picking it up, unemployment is big issue. This brings  renewed importance of the OMC, as the only exercise where we can really raise the issues.
Some members expressed concerns that we talk very little about the global perspective in Europe. We are the ones who purchase Chinese goods, but workers there are faced with unbearable conditions, and that’s just one example. Our markets are so interlinked, and we have a responsibility. There are countries which are very bad off, and we don’t speak about them. However, it was pointed out that we could do a pertinent analysis, and it would be useful and interesting, but this working group brings to the table a grass root experience of working with people who are unemployed, and this we can bring together and share in order to try to influence policy for the people we represent. Looking at China would take up time from the people who we actually work with. 

In the UK, jobs are being lost, but the welfare reform program brings on more conditionality and makes people work for benefits. The Government is pushing for an agenda which was developed prior to the recession. Instead of constantly leading a campaign against something, it’s better to ask people to go FOR something. There is a big conference coming up in the UK, “Welfare 2020”. But even if we did eradicate child poverty by 2020, what kind of system you would have in place for it to be sustainable? So how can we ask Governments when we don’t have the answer? We need to start developing out own model, with the help of academics, trade unions etc. The crisis itself is putting the same question in front of us – how long will we try to revise a little this and that, when do we actually start saying, This is our strategy, this is what we would like to see being put forward. If the EES is not relevant at the national level, it is a bit silly to try to revise something that doesn’t have an impact! 
Some members felt that the issues we should be promoting are access to training and precarious work. We should do poverty-proofing not just for the NAPs, but also the NRPs. We speak about income, but not about wages, because on this point we can also count on trade unions to support us. We have a duty to talk about how the labour market should be organized in order for it not to generate poverty. If we only talk about welfare systems, we arrive nowhere. Minimum income or the benefit system can’t be discussed without discussing minimum wages. We should be mindful that trade unions will have a point of that, but that doesn’t mean that we’re stepping on their ground, and it is common ground. 

It was argued that minimum wages are not negotiated by the social partners, but by politicians. We need to have more debate in EAPN on where we stand on this issue. There are different notions of income, and different kinds of income. IN Portugal, Governments, trade unions and employers agreed to push forward in 4 years the minimum wages, but still wages are very low. Minimum wage is 450 euro and big companies are leaving, especially car industries etc, so thousands of job posts are being lost on the market. In Finland, minimum wage is 600 euro, while a rich person gets 600 euro as daily allowance. 
Video project
It was decided to proceed with this project. The countries involved are: United Kingdom, Belgium, Romania, Lithuania. 

Diary projectThe idea of this project is that a jobseeker, or a minimum income recipient, would keep a journal during the depression, touching upon issues such as income, activation etc. Colin Hampton is to lead and coordinate on this project, and he has already found someone who is willing to do that journal in the organization. 

WORKSHOP on 2010 (seminar and legacy)
WS 1 – Marco Polo Room (Report by Judith Pühringer) 

Discussions focused on the evaluation of the workshops yesterday and national legacy, and there was no time to move to the overall legacy. The dicusssion about the workshops was mainly centered around the afternoon WS3 (Employment). There were some difficulties of communication with EC officials. We could have split in smaller groups. Michele Calandrino (from the EC) was a very forceful speaker and some people felt intimidated. He was also very technical, not everybody in our networks has the same level of knowledge. The EAPN views were presented before we had a chance to discuss them. They should have also come after we had had the chance to discuss the two presentations and also our input. 
The morning workshops were much better, people engaged a lot. We need to make more the link with the European level, to prepare clearer questions and to force officials to respond, even if to silly questions. Not everyone was familiarized with the speakers, in terms of what role they played in the Institutions and the decision-making process. It is important to meet EC people, but see how, as Calandrino was pushed to a defending position. In the plenary, it is OK to attack officials, but maybe the WS are more for exchange and friendly discussion. 
It was said that, at all EAPN meetings, we are too ambitious, we start with very difficult agenda, we try to do too much and there is always too little time. Three questions per workshop was deemed too much, one would have been enough.

Regarding other workshops, the Participation WS worked much better in the morning, as in the afternoon it was difficult for people to engage. It seemed more like an exchange with the EC than a WS. The workshop on Wealth had very little participation, so it was easier to have exchanges. There was lots of talk about lowering taxes, although that usually benefits the rich, not the poor. 
In what concerns the legacy, Malta wished to focus on child poverty. Austria – on minimum income, also social economy, especially WISEs (which are now transitory employment). In Germany, the focus will be on awareness raising on poverty (this is what the Ministry wants to do, not sure yet about the network). In Lithuania, the priority is social economy and green jobs (they have 15,5% unemployment right now). In Denmark, the network wishes to challenge the “make work pay” approach, and also focus on social economy. In Cyprus, minimum income is a big issue (they are already meeting political parties, and have great support in Sotiroula Charalambos, Minister for Employment and Social Affairs and former president of EAPN CY). They also wish to raise awareness on poverty, as there is no absolute poverty in Cyprus, just relative poverty, and stress in-work poverty, as there is no job security. The main industries in Cyprus (construction and tourism) were very hit by the crisis, and a big percentage of migrants lefts. In the Czech Republic, the focus will be onparticipation and involving local authorities, but also social economy. In the UK, the network wishes to work on improving the infrastructure for dialogue with the Government (which seems quite feasible), but also focus on adequate minimum income and changing attitudes towards poverty (the Ministry seems keen on that).  In Romania, the main focus in on minimum income, together with challenging (and changing) the fact that there is no culture of dialogue between civil society and institutions (not just in the country, but in the region in general). 
WS 2 – Colomb Room (Report by Elke Vandermeerschen) 

The general feed-back for the previous day’s seminar was that there was too much information, too fast and too long talks. The groups became passive, as there was no mental space anymore for real dialogue. We should make such events a little less heavy and use more methodology to raise the discussion. For new people in our groups, terminology is sometimes a problem. It was suggested that we put together a glossary. It was very positive to hear and see how the EC works and other EU bodies and how they feel about our proposals. 
Regarding the legacy, the networks are preparing now, which means that a lot is not decided yet. Belgium wishes to focus on the post-Lisbon strategy and employment. Portugal, also on the post-Lisbon agenda. They are now conducting a round of consultations in the network to make choices about the themes. In France, the official programme will include the insertion pathways and other non-employment related themes. 
For the overall legacy, networks have identified: social security; working poor (40% of the workforce in Portugal, for instance); quality of work (people show up at work while they are sick – sick presence instead of sick leave in Sweden); focus on youth employment and the situation of young people on the labour market in general; flexicurity; the role of social economy; 

Regarding the EAPN proposals, networks agreed that they needed time to absorb what has been put forward and think about it first, there hasn’t been enough time for reaction. Several questions have been raised about where is transparency on how we affect decision making? Where does the EWG fit in the process of things? It was stated that it is difficult for members to give maximum input, if they don’t really understand how things happen…  
The plenary debate on the overall legacy yielded the following proposals: 
· Challenge that “growth + jobs = good life for everybody” paradigm; make clear our vision on growth;  
· Distribution of wealth and consequences of it; 
· Look at healthy economy! 
· New tools of measuring progress in terms of qualitative growth, bridging the gap between rich and poor;

· If we speak of paradigm shift, we need to be very clear what we are talking about – it is not a detail, but a basic underlying view; 

· Participation – push for clear mechanisms for consultations, rather than keep producing pieces of paper which we hope are going to be picked up… 
It was also said that EAPN’s legitimacy lies in the dark angles not covered by the social partners, who are always being consulted. We should focus on those aspects, where the institutions don’t have other interlocutors. BUT if our issues (poverty, social inclusion, unemployment etc) are left aside because institutions want to push them in a dark corner, they don’t want to have interlocutors on that… so if we want to change that, the whole system needs to be challenged.
WORKSHOP on mobility (afternoon session – Colomb room)

In Portugal, mobility to another member state is conditioned by accommodation and education of children. Many people have loans from the banks for their apartment at home, and it’s not easy to move to another country when tied to a bank like this. Geographical mobility does not exist anymore in Portugal. Migrants from the Eastern countries are going back. There are, however, other problems with people coming from non-EU Portuguese speaking countries (Brazil, Cape Verde, Angola, Guinea etc). Undocumented migrants are a problem. The Government set up last month a quota of 3900 working posts for the third country nationals, but there is a big mismatch because supply of work decreases while the demand increases. It is very difficult very difficult to change profession (job mobility) because there is no conciliation between working and training, so it is difficult to acquire new skills. Additional responsibility is being placed now on workers to get the necessary training if they wish to change jobs. This is also a battle for education, as the general level of instruction of the population is quite low. There are currently 500.000 unemployed registered with the centres. There is no more internal mobility as there are no investments. The Government announced massive infrastructure works (dams, TGV etc), but nothing has been started yet. Portugal also received 80.000 workers who came back from Spain and now joined the Portuguese unemployed.

In Sweden, we need to take into account undocumented migrants all over Europe, who are people who come to work. It is not just the responsibility of Spain, Italy and Malta, but should be a shared responsibility. Sweden has open doors to the new Member States. There was a fear of “social tourism”, meaning people who come in to benefit of the social protection system, but that didn’t happen at all. Sweden has ac new legislation on third country nationals coming in, and the right-wing Government wants to leave the decision up to the enterprises, whereas the social-democrat opposition wants the trade unions to decide. Regarding internal mobility, in order to maintain welfare benefits, people are obliged to look for jobs all over Sweden, but not in other countries (which sometimes are geographically closer). Mobility is still a question of class – the working class does not progress in education, unfortunately, although they have the economic possibilities. We also need to take more into account the gender issue – in Sweden we are always saying that women should work, but then where there are no jobs, they are the first ones to be thrown off the wagon. We see more mobility of enterprises than of people, and there is currently a lot of talk about this. See the Laval case regarding employment rights (especially wages) - Swedish trade unions have no right to block the company if they don’t pay Swedish salaries; 

In Bulgaria, it is felt that mobility is a useful initiative, because flexibility, security and mobility are the fundamental pillars of the employment system. There should maybe be a new notion, combining flexicurity and mobility. It is however fundamental to maintain employment rights. How can State, employers and jobseekers participate? It is also a good idea to find better balances between working time and training time. 

In Belgium, the Government is trying hard to stimulate mobility between the two Belgian regions, as there is a high level of unemployment and less jobs in Wallonia, while there are job vacancies in Flanders. Mobility benefits more the highly-skilled. Let’s not be afraid of mobility and say no, but to think what conditions are necessary to have good mobility, especially in what concerns vulnerable people. How can geographical mobility create social mobility? It is essential to promote the security of people, especially job security and employment rights, but it is not a bad thing to broaden someone’s horizons. On the other hand, let us not forget about social cohesion, which might be threatened by high mobility. Should we focus on bringing people into jobs, or bringing jobs to the people? Mobility of students is more taken into account than that of workers.  

In Cyprus, worker mobility is a very serious issue. A high percentage (35%) of the workforce are migrants, about half from EU countries. Often these people are paid below minimum wages and don’t enjoy full employment rights, and make up most of the working poor. Trade unions tried to organize these people, but didn’t succeed, because most migrants don’t know about trade unions and don’t have that tradition. The Government ignores the migration issue, the undocumented migrants – it’s like they don’t exist.
In France, mobility is not really an issue in the discourse. It is not really accepted that people change jobs (professional reconversion), which means limited access to training, and especially limited access to resources while in training. 

As a conclusion, it seems that MOBILITY IS NOT A MAJOR STRATEGY PROPOSED BY NATIONAL GOVERNMENTS TO FACE THE JOB CRISIS! Some countries, like Bulgaria or Belgium, might encourage intra-national geographical mobility. The phenomenon tends to be reverse, workers are coming back. 
WORKSHOP on skills (afternoon session – Marco Polo room)

There is a proposal from Denmark to have a strategy at EU and national level for retraining. It takes a political decision to allocate money for training with all partners involved. In Denmark, there are agreements for retraining negotiated between social partners. 

In the UK, most of the training is before you have the job, not after you are already employed. Sometimes, training is aimed at short-term and not long-term. 
In many countries, training centers are closed, because there is not enough money to support them. 
In Germany, public expenses were cut for vocational training. Many companies focus on profit rather than results. The training market presents increased competition, and not all training companies can make it. Also, often people working in education and training have low wages. 
A proposal from the Czech Republic is to raise the issue of low skills. It is a challenge for trade unions to support training for their members. 

It was also argued that, for people furthest from the labour market, it is poverty and precariousness itself which prevents them from accessing training and education, because it is way down on their list of priorities. The responsibility is placed mainly on the individual, decision-makers never question on why policies fail. Also, the recognition of non-formal skills is very important. Aside the skills necessary for jobs, what abut empowerment skills?   

The Chair made a suggestion that input is sent to everybody from now on, rather than just to the Secretariat, so that exchanges can continue through the emails.  
Speech for the Employment Week

The session is entitled Examining the social cost of change. The main point is not that new problems appeared, but that the awareness on problems which are already there is now higher. It is up to us as a group to identify what are these main problems and what answers we can propose. Then Johannes will make a link with the Swedish Presidency and what does EAPN Sweden propose to do. It is important to speak about values and solidarity. Also, about what has happened on the financial market and the immense impact it has on everybody, this is one of the things we became aware of…
It was felt that it was maybe important to bring in some national examples as well, to make the issues more tangible, rather than just presenting abstract issues. It is also worth stressing the point that, with the financial crisis, it should not be just business as usual, but see things in a new light and look at issues in a different way. Also very relevant to point out the issue of accountability.
Members also felt that it was best if Johannes spoke about the issues he personally felt as important, because this is the best way for the message to get across. Johannes would like to focus on “make work pay” and “make the poor pay”, how do the people experiencing poverty pick up the bill of the crisis, and come up with concrete examples of that. Those who will pay the costs of transitions are not those who caused these transitions. This is a personal and social cost that we need to make people aware of; we need to focus less on being exhaustive and touching all the points. This could be linked with the presentation of EAPN – we are the people who work directly, every day, on the ground with people hit hardly by the crisis, so this is our strong point and our experience, this is what we bring to the table. 
Flexicurity exchange

One of the main issues is that there is no clear concept on what flexicurity really is, as everybody understands something else. It is ridiculous to speak of flexicurity as the way out of the crisis, when there are no jobs to speak of. The emphasis should rather be on training and job creation. Flexicurity is basically flexibility with a good PR.

In France, the duration of working contracts is on average the longest in Europe. But this means that a whole segment of the population is forced into precarious employment.
In Bulgaria, flexicurity means flexibility of employers, who can do whatever they want. The security part means that there are unemployment benefits. This is a social innovation with dire consequences on workers. We need to find mechanisms to reinforce collective bargaining. With the trade unions, the position we advanced was to reinforce collective bargaining and to solve social security problems (by creating an adequate legal framework). There is also a link between flexibility and mobility, the consequences of which being that employers reduce wages and cut on labour costs in order to be more competitive.
In the UK, flexicurity is proposed as an answer, as if the issue was mismatch between supply and demand on the labour market. It is ridiculous to propose a solution which has nothing to do with the causes! As pointed in the EAPN position paper, flexicurity brings upon a downward pressure on wages, which not only would not solve the crisis, but it would actually exacerbate it. Since 2006 and the crisis, Keynesian economics has come more into focus, so it is amazing that now, when we talk about economic stimulus and try to stimulate demand for labour, the EU is coming back with mainstream economic thinking on this issue. 

In Cyprus, it is believed that the flexicurity model, which originally came from Denmark, is now collapsing. In Denmark, people change jobs once every year. The false assumption of flexicurity is that if we engage flexibility, security will follow automatically, which is wrong. Flexicurity gives the right to the employer to hire and fire as he wants. This is the biggest threat to social progress. 

In Belgium, the Bridges for Inclusion project is looking at social economy initiatives, and this is an interesting model of flexicurity. People have good contracts, they have job security. The work depends on the work the organization needs, but also on people’s ability to contribute. Some people have been unemployed for years, or have skills or health issues etc, so flexibility can be interpreted also in terms of what is possible for the people.
Capacity building seminar in Greece

It was reaffirmed that it is essential to improve our work with the trade unions, the need is to recognize the common cause we have on many issues. Sometimes we assume that we have it, but it would be good to actually find out which are those common causes. Flexicurity might be a point where we see eye to eye. After we identify that, it would be good to see how we can work together in the future. 
Michele Calandrino kept referring, during the seminar of the previous day, how BusinessEurope is a great organization with great working methods. It would be good to study this a bit more in depths. Also, maybe we can find someone form the EC to see what are their expectations. 
It would be useful to invite organizations with successful experiences of lobbying, to share best practices.   

It is important to speak to all social partners, not just trade unions, but also employers. But this is not an easy task. It is a lengthy process and a one-day seminar is not enough time. 
In Cyprus, some of the EAPN members are trade unions, and they take the flexicurity issue very serious. 

It was suggested to include a practical exercise – pick a topic that we are already working on, such as active inclusion or minimum income, and exchange on how networks have been lobbying on that so far. 

AOB 

For the General Assembly, Judith Pühringer (EAPN Austria) raised the issue that many networks have not answered if they wish participate in side visits or not, and they need to know as soon as possible. It was argued that the information arrived a little late, because some people have already booked flights which did not allow them to participate. 

It was reminded that the term of Chairs and Vice-Chairs of Working Groups are coming to an end. Current Chairs and Vices may stand again. Whoever is interested in standing should let Amana Ferro know, and, in case of multiple candidates, elections will be held at the next WG meeting. The Secretariat will give more details on the procedure in due course. 
