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Editorial 

In June 1985, the Committee for a People's Europe sub­
mitted its final report to the Milan European Council in which 
it suggested measures aimed at giving people a more fac­
tual image of the Community.The proposals range from the 
special rights of citizens, culture, communication and infor­
mation to young people, education, exchanges, sport, volun­
tary development aid work in the Third World, health, social 
security, drugs, twinning of towns, strengthening of the 
image and identity of Europe. 

The Commission has already been able, in the few 
months since then, to follow up many of the proposals. 
Several recent initiatives in the social field and in education 
have highlighted the desire to strengthen the links between 
the citizen and the institutions of the Member States. 

In July, the Commission forwarded to the Council a 
proposal for a directive on a general system for the recogni­
tion of higher education diplomas('). The proposal consti­
tutes a new approach in this area. Instead of defining spe­
cific criteria by which university degrees obtained in one 
Member State would be regarded as equivalent in another 
Member State, the new approach is based on the idea that a 
Community citizen who is qualified to pursue a profession in 
one Member State should be able to pursue that activity in 
another Member State. 

On 6 August 1985, the Commission placed a proposal 
for a decision before the Council concerning a Community 
action programme in education and training for technology: 
'Comett' aimed at strengthening cooperation between uni­
versities and other higher education establishments and in­
dustry in advanced training in new technologies. The pro­
gramme, staggered over seven years (1986—92) and allo­
cated considerable Community support, has a threefold ob­
jectivei2): it encourages economies of scale through the joint 
development of new training programmes with a view to 
remedying the shortage of skilled labour resulting from the 
speed of technological progress. It also promotes ex­
changes of experience between Member States in the field 
of cooperation between industry and universities in training. 
Finally, it promotes the concept of a European identity, in 
particular by means of student exchanges in firms located in 
other Member States. 

With the same end in view, i.e. to promote student mobil­
ity, the Commission recently forwarded to the Council a 
Community action programme: 'Erasmus'?). Its aim is to in­
crease the proportion of students from other Member States 
from the present 1 % to 10% so that by 1992, 150 000 stu­
dents would be completing at least part of their time at uni­
versity in a Community country other than their country of 
origin. The Commission proposes to contribute to the cost 
of the increased mobility and will lend its support to uni­
versity exchange programmes. The academic recognition of 
studies completed in another Member State will be facili­
tated by a system of course credit transfers, by the creation 
of a network of national centres for information on academic 
recognition and through the development of joint course cur­
ricula. 

Lastly, the same desire to foster contacts between citi­
zens of different Member States lies behind the proposal for 
a youth exchange programme to be forwarded to the Coun­
cil by the Commission. The programme, which is to cover 
the period 1987—89, will enable the Commission to contri­
bute heavily to visits (of at least one week) by young people 
aged under 29 from other Member States, aimed at improv­
ing their knowledge of economic, social und cultural life, in­
creasing their professional and personal skills and promot­
ing awareness of a European identity. 

If the Council of Ministers approves these proposals("), 
they will form a definite step on the path to a people's 
Europe by giving young people an opportunity to learn 
about the cultures, experiences and daily life of other Com­
munity countries. By thus acquiring a European dimension, 
thousands of young people from all the Community coun­
tries will be the best ambassadors in their own countries for 
the development of the European Community. 

Jean Degimbe 
Director-General 

Employment, Social Affairs 
and Education 

(') OJ C 217, 28. 8. 1985. 
H OJ C 234, 13. 9. 1985; this issue, p. 19. 
(3) COM (85) 56. 
(') Commett has been adopted by the Council of 5 December 1985. 





Part One 

Actions and guidelines 





The social aspects of the enlargement of the 
European Community 

Once the existing 10 Member 
States and the two candidates for 
membership, Spain and Portugal, 
had reached agreement at end 
March 1985 on the remaining open 
questions — in particular in the 
areas of agriculture and fisheries, 
but also in the social field — the 
way was open for a further exten­
sion of the European Community 
with the accession of these two 
new Member States as from 1 Janu­
ary 1986, assuming that the Acces­
sion Treaty is ratified by the na­
tional parliaments of the 10 Member 
States. 

This will mark the end of years of ne­
gotiations following Portugal's formal re­
quest for entry into the common market 
back on 28 March 1977 and that of 
Spain on 28 July of the same year. 

Following these requests, direct 
contacts were made with both countries 
in order to ascertain the position in var­
ious areas in both candidate countries 
and to see whether or not these stood 
in the way of entry. This took the form of 
reviewing and checking Community 
secondary legislation, i.e. all legally 
binding Community legislation (treaty 
provisions and all regulations, direc­
tives, decisions, etc. deriving from the 
same) with a view to its being adopted 
by both States. In the social area this in­
volved in particular the Community regu­
lations on the free movement of work­
ers, social security for migrant workers, 
the European Social Fund, various di­
rectives for the approximation of the le­
gal provisions of the individual countries 
relating to the equal treatment of the 
sexes, certain employee rights and the 
area of work safety and hygiene. 

Every two or three years a fresh 
check — the last one in January 1984 
— was made covering new legislation 
and changes in existing legislation in 
the social field. 

During the discussions on the var­
ious Community social policy regula­
tions, which were conducted separately, 
both candidates declared in nearly 
every case that there would be no prob­
lem in adopting Community regulations 
as from the date of entry. This may ap­
pear surprising in the light of the fact 
that, for example, the application of var­
ious EEC directives with respect to the 
principle of equal pay and work and em­
ployment conditions or social security 
for men and women or with respect to 
certain aspects of labour law (maintain­
ing of workers' rights in the case of 
bankruptcy of enterprises, takeovers, 
mass redundancies etc.) had caused 
problems in various Member States and 
had in a number of cases led to the 
Commission starting proceedings 
against them before the European Court 
for violation of Community law. On the 
other hand, it is also a well-known fact 
that both these young democracies 

have in the last few years carried out 
major reforms of previous labour and 
social legislation which take account of 
recent tendencies. 

Only in one single case, the frame­
work directive of 27 November 1980 re­
lating to the protection of workers 
against harmful chemical, physical and 
biological substances, did the Portu­
guese Government ask to be allowed to 
delay adopting Community regulation. 
The reason given for this request was 
that Portugal was already in the process 
of totally restructuring its work safety re­
gulations. All Member States agreed to 
this request and gave Portugal a trans­
itional period of 3, or in some cases, 4 
years, for the Community directive to be­
come an integral part of Portuguese law. 

On the other hand, the Community, 
represented during entry negotiations 
by the Council, i.e. the governments of 
the Member States, stated its reserva­
tions in three areas against the immedi­
ate application of Community legislation 
by the new members. The areas in 
question were: 

(1) the freedom of movement for work­
ers (including members of their fami­
lies), 

(2) the family benefits system to be 
adopted within the context of the 
Community social security system 
for migrant workers, 

(3) the granting of a higher European 
Social Fund participation rate for 
certain regions of the candidate 
countries. 

Free movement of labour 
The Community stated its initial po­

sition in its declarations of 30 October 
1981 relating to Portugal and of 1 De­
cember of the same year relating to 
Spain. Given the increasing difficulties 
on the labour markets of the Member 
States, the Community declared that, in 
order to avoid upsetting labour markets, 
it would be necessary to insert a transi­
tional period for bringing into effect the 
freedom of movement for Spanish and 
Portuguese workers and members of 
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their families. In opposition to the Com­
mission, which had suggested a step-
by-step approach towards freedom of 
movement, the Council in its decla­
rations to the candidate States offered 
unique transitional periods of different 
lengths: 

(i) a transitional period of 7 years for 
access to employment and move­
ment from one Member State to an­
other for Portuguese and Spanish 
workers; 

(ii) a transitional period of 5 years for 
access to employment for members 
of the families (spouses and child­
ren under 21) of Portuguese or 
Spanish citizens working in the 
Community; 

(iii) a transitional period of 3 years for 
access to employment for members 
of the families of Spanish and Portu­
guese workers who already have 
permanent employment in a Mem­
ber State, insofar as they are living 
permanently with the worker in 
question. This period will be re­
duced to 1V2 years three years after 
accession. 

Independently of these transitional 
periods the following provisions will 
also apply: 

(i) More advantageous unilateral or bi­
lateral regulations will take preced­
ence over the above; 

(ii) Member States undertake that after 
signing the Accession Treaty they 
will not introduce any regulations 
imposing further restrictions on the 
employment of members of the fam­
ilies of Spanish or Portuguese work­
ers currently working in the Com­
munity ('standstill clause'); 

(iii) As from the date of accession Por­
tuguese and Spanish workers em­
ployed in Community countries will 
be entitled to equal treatment under 
the provisions of the EEC freedom 
of movement legislation. This also 
applies to Portuguese and Spanish 
workers employed following acces­
sion on the basis of work permits. 

Both candidate countries presented 
official positions on several occasions 

with regard to these Community propo­
sals. Whilst initially asking for the imme­
diate application of the freedom of 
movement provisions, it was clear to 
them that certain transitional periods 
would have to be accepted, in particular 
as one of the existing Member States 
(Greece) does not yet enjoy full freedom 
of movement (entry into force on 1 Janu­
ary 1988). 

Spain was the first of the two coun­
tries to confirm in February 1984 its 
readiness to recognize transitional peri­
ods. Portugal gave its consent by its ac­
ceptance of the final 'total package offer' 
at the end of March 1985. However, at 
the same time as recognizing these 
transitional periods, Spain also pre­
sented new demands and items, on 
which the Council was able at least in 
part to agree before the end of negotia­
tions. These were: 

(i) After 5 years the state of affairs 
would be re-examined to determine 
whether the provisions on the free­
dom of movement of Spanish work­
ers required amendment; 

(ii) whether the application of the 'stand­
still clause' could not be extended to 
include not only Spanish workers in 
permanent employment, but also 
those unemployed or temporarily 
unable to work owing to accident or 
disablement. 

The Council agreed to the above 
points. It also decided to grant similar 
conditions to Portugal, which had not 
specifically requested them. 

On the other hand it rejected the two 
other Spanish demands, 

(i) that the 'standstill clause' should 
come into effect at the end of nego­
tiations on social affairs without wait­
ing for the signing of the Accession 
Treaties, 

(ii) that freedom of movement for mem­
bers of the families of Spanish work­
ers already working in the Commu­
nity should not be linked to certain 
residence restrictions. 

None the less it was agreed at the 
last minute that members of the families 
of Spanish and Portuguese migrant 

workers regularly employed in Member 
States (or temporarily unemployed or 
unfit for work) and who are living perma­
nently with them at the date of signing of 
the Accession Treaties will have the 
same right of access to employment as 
the workers themselves (the 10 Member 
States proposed 31 March 1985 as the 
date in question, this being the date of 
the conclusion of negotiations). 

The most serious problem in the 
area of freedom of movement was, how­
ever, the demand made by Luxembourg 
for a special clause to be inserted, giv­
ing this country the right to maintain its 
existing provisions regarding access to 
employment and change of employment 
for Portuguese and Spanish citizens for 
a period of 10 years. The reason given 
for this request was that already one in 
ten of the Duchy's 160 000 person work­
force was Portuguese. In order not to 
discriminate unfairly against Spain, the 
same extended transitional period was 
also put to the Spanish (even though 
there are less than 2000 Spaniards 
working in Luxembourg). 

This additional demand was at first 
strongly rejected by both candidate 
States, but in the final stage of negotia­
tions a compromise was reached with 
the 10 Member States represented by 
the Council, which was then also ac­
cepted by Spain and Portugal. Under 
the terms of this compromise, Luxem­
bourg is permitted to retain its national 
provisions regarding access to employ­
ment for workers from the two new 
Member States during a transitional pe­
riod of 10 years (the same transitional 
period also applies to the access of 
Luxembourg workers to Portuguese and 
Spanish labour markets). As regards the 
right of workers from the two new Mem­
ber States to change their employment, 
Luxembourg is permitted (as indeed is 
every other Member State), until the end 
of 1995 and if the labour market is 
threatened by continuing difficulties, to 
have recourse to a general safety clause 
restricting the right of change of employ­
ment. 

In this context it must be pointed out 
that a large majority of Portuguese work­
ers in Luxembourg are employed in the 

10 
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building and hotel and restaurant indus­
tries, for which they have been explicitly 
recruited over the years. The safety 
clause allows Luxembourg to protect It­
self from Portuguese workers moving 
into other economic areas, once the 
treaties are signed, and upsetting the 
balance of the labour market. 

Social security for migrant 
workers 

The social security scheme for mi­
grant workers' created in 1958 and regu­
larly updated, will in principle be ap­
plicable from the date of accession to 
Portuguese and Spanish workers em­
ployed in a Member State. This means 
that from then on they will be entitled to 
the same social security benefits under 
the same conditions as nationals, as re­
gards sickness, work accidents, dis­
ablement, old age pensions, unemploy­
ment and other benefits. None the less 
there is one exception: 

The system revised in 1971 knows 
two different schemes for the calculation 
of family benefits, especially family 
allowances: 

(i) as a general rule family allowances 
are granted on the basis of the regu­
lations in force in the host country, 
irrespective of where family mem­
bers are resident; 

(ii) in the case of Community citizens 
working in France, the place of resi­
dence principle is applied, I.e. the 
allowance is granted on the basis of 
the regulations of the country of resi­
dence of members of the family. 

France had insisted on this excep­
tion because at the time, mainly for de­
mographic reasons, it was paying out far 
higher family allowances than other 
Member States. 

In 1971 the Council gave the Com­
mission the task of unifying the two dif­
fering systems (by the end of 1973). 
However, this has not yet come about, 
due to differences of opinion between 
Member States. In the absence of a 
uniform system the Community was for 
a long time unwilling to define the family 

allowances system to be applied to the 
new Member States. It was not until 22 
and 23 October 1984, by which time it 
was clear that the unlformization would 
not be ready in the immediate future, 
that the Community proposed to Portu­
gal and Spain a transitional period of 
7 years, using the place of residence 
principle, unless and until the Council 
could come up with a uniform system. 

Both Spain and Portugal turned 
down this request in strong terms and 
insisted on the immediate application of 
existing Community legislation (as also 
did the Commission). A last-minute 
compromise was reached, whereby the 
place of residence principle will be ap­
plied to members of the families of 
Spanish and Portuguese workers 'until 
such time as existing provisions are har­
monized, and no later than the end of a 
three-year transitional period'. From 
then on Community legislation will ap­
ply. In doing this, the Community took 
over the same ruling as was adopted in 
entry negotiations with Greece. 

Quite apart from this principle, any 
more favourable provisions in existing 
social security agreements between 
Spain and Portugal and other Commu­
nity countries as well as between Spain 
and Portugal themselves, will continue 
to apply. 

European Social Fund 
In principle the provisions of the Eu­

ropean Social Fund will also apply to 
the two new Member States upon their 
accession. The only question which was 
not completely resolved was that of de­
fining the regions which are entitled to a 
higher rate of Fund participation (55% 
instead of 50% under Art. 3(1) of Council 
Regulation No 2950/83, and which, ac­
cording to Art. 7(3) of Council Decision 
83/516/EEC are to be included in the list 
of regions, for which 40% of all Social 
Fund provisions for job creation policies 
is reserved by priority. 

The Portuguese Government had al­
ready proposed at an early stage in the 
negotiations, that, given its particular la­
bour market and economic situation, the 

whole country should benefit from the 
higher rate of intervention as well as be 
included in the list of priority regions. 

In its declaration of 29 November 
1983, the Community gave a positive 
answer to the first question insofar as it 
should be fixed in the appendix to the 
Accession Treaty that the whole territory 
will be entitled to the higher participation 
rate. On the question of whether or not 
to include Portugal in the list contained 
in Art. 7(3) of Council Decision 83/516/ 
EEC it was stated that the Community 
would make the necessary amend­
ments of this provision in the period be­
tween the signing and the entry into 
force of the Accession Treaty. 

At the end of October 1984, Spain 
proposed that nine regions (including 
regions next to the Portuguese border, 
industrially underdeveloped regions in 
Central Spain, the North African Territo­
ries and the Canary Islands), be in­
cluded in the two (so far identical) lists 
of regions with a right both to a higher 
participation rate and to inclusion in the 
40% priority group. The reasons given 
for this choice were that the gross value 
added per inhabitant was below the 
Spanish average and that social and 
economic structures of these regions 
were identical to existing 'priority' areas 
in the Community, i.e. Ireland, Northern 
Ireland, the Mezzogiorno, Greece, the 
French Overseas Territories and, until 
recently, Greenland. 

Because some of the last-named 
countries were afraid that including 
large areas of Spain without increasing 
the 40% priority quota would have a ne­
gative effect on their share of the quota, 
the Community did not come to a final 
decision on the Spanish request. 

In the final conclusions of the confer­
ence held at the end of March 1985, all 
that was established was that prior to 
Spain's entry into the common market, 
Community legislation relating to the 
European Social Fund 'would be modi­
fied in such a way as to allow in particu­
lar for the inclusion of those Spanish re­
gions which will be entitled to the higher 
Fund participation rate; these regions 
should receive the same treatment as 
equivalent regions in the existing Com-
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munity'. The Accession Treaty having 

been signed, it is now the task of the 

Commission to present the Council 

with appropriate proposals, which will 

then be decided on by the 'Social Coun­

cil' rather than the 'General Council' of 

Foreign Ministers responsible for acces­

sion questions. 

■ * 

* ■ * 

This is not the only question in the 

social field still open with respect to the 

entry of Spain and Portugal into the 

common market. Before final entry, the 

new Member States will also be obliged 

to adopt Community legislation issued 

this year and last year or which still has 

to be issued. The technical adaptation of 

certain legal instruments, as well as their 

implementation, has not yet been com­

pleted, for example, the nomination of 

Spanish and Portuguese representa­

tives (government representatives and 

also representatives of employers' and 

workers' organizations) to the various 

permanent and ad hoc bodies, joint 

committees etc, which exist at Commu­

nity level to assist Community activities 

in the social field. The experience of the 

two first enlargements of the Community 

supposes that this should not present 

any problems. There are therefore good 

reasons to hope that both countries will 

be fully involved in Community social 

activities within a short period following 

entry. 

Detlef Fehrs 
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Educating the European Community — 
Ten years on* 

In the beginning was the word 
'cooperation' — an innocent word, 
which helped to reassure the education 
authorities from the Member States of 
the European Community that they 
could come together to consider com­
mon concerns in the educational field 
without fear of unwelcome legal inter­
vention or harmonizing initiatives from 
Community involvement that might be 
justified on the basis of the Treaty of 
Rome. The idea of cooperation was ex­
amined when Ministers for Education of 
the then six Member States first met in 
1971. Possible areas for cooperation 
were then identified by Professor Henri 
Janne, formerly Belgian Minister for Ed­
ucation, in the report he produced for 
the Commission in 1973, the same year 
as the decision by the Commission to 
include education for the first time as 
one of the specific portfolio responsibili­
ties of one of its members, Professor 
Ralph Dahrendorf. In 1973, too, the 
newly enlarged European Community 
was all set to develop a fresh image and 
a human face. Though education was 
not referred to directly, the Heads of 
State or Government had made their 
historic declaration about economic ex­
pansion not being an end in itself, 
stressing improved quality as well as 
improved standards of life. 'In the Euro­
pean spirit' they said 'special attention 
will be paid to non-material values.' 

Despite these developments, it took 
almost three years of hard negotiations 
between the Commission and national 
governments before the ground rules for 
educational cooperation could be 
agreed. These were designed with care­
ful ambiguity, offering safeguards to re­
luctant Europeans yet confirming a de­
gree of Community commitment to de­
velop educational cooperation. The res­
olution adopted by the Council and Min­
isters for Education in February 1976 set 
out the objectives of the first Commu­
nity-wide action programme in the field 
of education and established an Educa­
tion Committee representing the Com­
mission as well as the Ministries of Edu­
cation of the Member States. This Com­
mittee unlike other working groups of 
the Council of Ministers provided a new 
form of controlling machinery to have 

oversight of the implementation of the 
programme and to prepare ideas on 
joint action for decision by Ministers for 
Education. 

The 22 point action programme 
covered a range of 'soft' European top­
ics such as the promotion of mutual un­
derstanding of educational systems in 
the Community, language teaching and 
the study of Europe, cooperation in 
higher education; it also included famil­
iar 'social' topics — the education of mi­
grant workers and their families, equality 
of opportunity and the transition of 
young people from education to working 
life. At that time, however, the potential 
for dynamic original action emerging at 
Community level may well have looked 
rather fragile especially to those already 
involved in educational cooperation on 
similar topics within the framework of 
the Council of Europe or the OECD. 
Moreover, to anyone accustomed to 
normal Community procedures and im­
bued with the traditional Community 
urge to harmonize the policies of Mem­
ber States, the new resolution on educa­
tion might have seemed an unforgive-
able compromise. It not only guaranteed 
respect for the diversity of educational 
systems and practices of the Member 
States. It also appeared to tarnish the 
sacred Community decision-making 
process by introducing with the new­
fangled Education Committee an inter­
governmental element, which blurred 
the division of responsibilities between 
Commission and Council and seemed 
to ignore the involvement of the Euro­
pean Parliament completely. The space 
of issues to be covered in the Commu­
nity's education action programme was 
a direct reflection of the range of priori­
ties which the constituent Member 
States felt at that time could benefit from 
shared analysis and concertation within 
the framework of the Community. 

The education systems of the Mem­
ber States, nine then, ten now, soon to 
be twelve with Spain and Portugal join­
ing on 1 January 1986, are very diverse: 
some highly centralized, some with a 
strong tradition of local autonomy, 
others rooted in a Federal structure; 
some but not others having a large pri­
vate (or confessional) sector of school 

education; some well on the way to a 
fully 'comprehensive' structure of secon­
dary education; others deeply attached 
to a 'multi-tier' approach based on a dis­
tinction between vocational and general 
education; most have a divided higher 
education sector in which the universi­
ties in particular cling ferociously to their 
autonomy. All these education systems 
in the Member States are engaged in 
the provision of vocational training, but 
the way they share this responsibility 
with manpower authorities and other 
government departments varies tremen­
dously from one country to another. 

There was, and still is, no objective 
policy reason to do away with this diver­
sity deeply rooted in social and cultural 
traditions, by attempts to impose a uni­
form structure or policy blueprint. There 
was every reason, however, to identify 
common problems and issues, to learn 
from each other, to work together in de­
veloping a European dimension in edu­
cation and to face up to the implications 
of European economic integration for 
national education policy. 

Member States had every interest to 
begin cooperation but many of them 
were conscious that they were stepping 
into the unknown. Agreement was 
reached on a number of priority themes 
for cooperation, but it was recognized 
by all that the first task was to break 
down the barriers of ignorance about 
each others' education system. Histori­
cally, the connections between some 
Member States were often less signifi­
cant than with the USA and with former 
colonies. 

Even those of us who had worked 
so hard to negotiate agreement in 1976 
could not have dreamt at that time that 
the unique formula which was invented 
to promote cooperation in the field of 
education at Community level would 
have withstood the test of time so well. 
We knew we had a framework for action 
which preserved some key dynamic 
features of the Community decision-

* This article is based on one published in the 
journal of the Institute for Education and Social 
Policy of the European Cultural Foundation. 
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making process. As regards the Com­
munity budget, for instance, in so far as 
any real growth in the allocation of finan­
cial resources for education could be 
expected, the European Parliament re­
tained its vital influence over budget ne­
gotiations and the Commission re­
mained autonomous in its use of any re­
sources allocated. This then provided 
the Commission with the responsibility, 
as well as the much needed opportunity 
to open a dialogue with the Parliament 
on the development of educational activ­
ity at Community level. As the years 
have gone by, a very special relation­
ship has in fact been built up with the 
Parliament and especially its Committee 
on Youth, Culture, Education, Informa­
tion and Sport. Parliament as a whole 
has proved a valuable ally by express­
ing continuing interest in educational is­
sues and by taking firm action in the 
budgetary discussions. Without its sup­

port, neither the Commission nor the 
Education Ministers would alone have 
had the political influence required to 
build up the education budget from vir­
tually nothing in 1976 to over 12 million 
ECU in 1985. This may still appear to be 
a derisory figure in comparison with the 
money spent by the Community on agri­
culture, or even on vocational training 
through the European Social Fund. The 
Social Fund apart, however, expenditure 
on education now represents a signifi­
cant proportion of total expenditure in 
the 'social affairs' section of the budget. 

Money was and still is, of course, the 
lifeblood of cooperation. It has enabled 
the Commission to go far beyond the 
financing of a few studies and confer­
ences, and expressions of good intent 
to exchange information. 

In practice it allowed the Commis­
sion to complement the contacts it has 

with Ministers and their officials with a 
whole series of schemes providing 
opportunities for practitioners, working 
out in the field as it were, to become di­
rectly involved in the process of cooper­
ation, meeting their opposite numbers in 
other Member States, comparing experi­
ence on specific issues and working out 
for themselves ways in which they could 
work together. Onto this was grafted 
financial support, very limited in the first 
instance, for stimulating innovation in 
Member States — carefully chosen pilot 
projects in specific areas of common 
concern which would serve to reinforce 
cooperation by providing reference 
points for specialists throughout the 
Community. The Member States them­
selves retained oversight but became 
more and more convinced of the need 
to encourage cross-national coopera­
tion between those in universities, 
schools and local authorities, those who 

Copyright Maillac/REA 
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implement policy and who, in many 
Member States, also hold important 
decision-making powers in the area of 
education. 

Space does not permit to provide 
details of all the different activities 
launched since 1976('), but the example 
of cooperation in the field of higher edu­
cation may be given to illustrate the ap­
proach adopted. In contrast to previous 
unsuccessful attempts at European level 
to work out a multilateral solution from 
above to the problem of academic 
equivalence of diplomas and to remove 
the barriers to student mobility, the 
Community took a pragmatic stand and 
sought to encourage an interest in 
cooperation among higher education in­
stitutions themselves thereby respect­
ing and building on their traditional 
sense of autonomy and freedom of ac­
tion. The main instrument has been the 
scheme for promoting 'joint study pro­
grammes'. These are twinning arrange­
ments which enable students to spend 
a recognized or integrated part of their 
course of study in at least one of the 
partner institutions in another Member 
State, allow staff members to teach 
parts of courses abroad, or provide for 
the joint production of teaching pro­
grammes. Some 500 institutions have 
been involved in this scheme to date. 
This activity is complemented by a pro­
gramme of short study visits in higher 
education which enable individual lec­
turers, researchers and administrative 
staff — nearly 150 a year by now — to 
study particular aspects of the organiza­
tion and administration of higher educa­
tion within the Community. Besides the 
grant schemes, information dissemina­
tion has been an important form of 
action. This has led to national informa­
tion seminars, information packages on 
the joint study programmes, a regular 
newsletter called 'Delta', a directory of 
higher education institutions, together 
with the production of the Student 
Handbook which is regularly revised 
and available in all seven official Com­
munity languages, and provides a com­
plete guide on how and where to study 
in all Member States. It has not surpris­
ingly become a best-seller. A network of 
information centres in the Member 

States specialized in questions of aca­
demic recognition has also been set up. 

The cumulative effect of these activi­
ties over nearly a decade has been a 
substantial change in attitudes towards 
European cooperation and now a 
groundswell in favour of moving further 
ahead. If many of the administrative and 
psychological barriers to cooperation 
and mobility have now been overcome, 
the questions now on the agenda con­
cern the need for more financial incen­
tives to encourage students to be more 
mobile, and the scope for transferring 
course credits more widely, as has been 
done for decades in the United States. 

The slow and patient work to en­
courage mutual understanding and to 
develop incentives for joint projects, has 
been carried out with practically no re­
course to legal measures. Only very re­
cently, however, the European Court of 
Justice has declared that the Treaty is, 
after all, relevant to the area of higher 
education and directly applicable, at 
least as regards the elimination of barri­
ers to student mobility. In the Gravier 
case on a question of access to higher 
education (No 293/83) the Court has 
held that the imposition of a fee, as a 
condition of access to vocational train­
ing courses, upon students who are na­
tionals of other Member States, where a 
similar charge is not imposed on nation­
als, amounts to discrimination on the 
basis of Article 7 of the Treaty. The 
Court went on to give for the first time a 
legal definition of vocational training 
which includes any teaching courses 
preparing students for a specific profes­
sion, vocation or job or which provide 
the student with special skills for exer­
cising such a profession, vocation or 
job. This definition would apply irrespec­
tive of the age or the level of achieve­
ment of the students and also in cases 
where the teaching course includes 
general education as well. 

The ripples out into the educational 
world that have been caused by this 
judgment have only just started, but it is 
worth recalling that the Treaty of Rome 
has never been entirely absent from the 
area of education. The Community has 
treaty obligations for instance to issue 

binding directives for the mutual recog­
nition of diplomas for professional pur­
poses in connection with freedom of es­
tablishment. Despite firm provisions in 
the Treaty, progress has been very slow 
and only possible in those areas where 
the milieux concerned, professional 
associations rather than universities in 
this case, were willing first to cooperate 
and achieve consensus among them­
selves. 

Community legislation in connection 
with the freedom of movement of work­
ers has also affected the education sec­
tor. Equal treatment between national 
and Community migrant workers with 
their families has been guaranteed by a 
Community regulation since 1968 as re­
gards access to all forms of education. 
Then in 1977 binding legislation in the 
form of a directive on the education of 
migrant workers' children was adopted 
by a Social Affairs Council not long after 
Education Ministers had met and 
agreed to the 1976 Action Programme in 
Education. The far-reaching provisions 
of Directive 77/486/EEC require the host 
country to facilitate the initial reception 
of children who are nationals of a Mem­
ber State, through language tuition and 
appropriate teacher training provisions. 
It must also ensure that teaching of the 
migrant children's mother tongue and 
culture is promoted in cooperation with 
the country of origin and in coordination 
with normal education. This directive 
came into force in July 1981, and in Feb­
ruary 1984 the Commission published 
its report assessing the ways in which 
Member States have actually imple­
mented the terms of the directive. It has 
since been in contact with each of the 
Member governments, pinpointing pos­
sible shortcomings in national practice. 
Should it prove necessary, the Commis­
sion will instigate legal infringement pro­
ceedings as provided for in the Treaty. 

In parallel, in the completely different 
framework of educational cooperation, 

Details for the period 1983—84 are given in 
the Commission's report on activities to the 
Standing Conference of European Ministers 
for Education of 6-10 May 1985 COM (85) 
134. Published as a Social Europe supple­
ment. 
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the Commission became the partner of 
Member States, investing since 1977 in 
a series of 25 pilot projects and related 
colloquia designed to test appropriate 
educational methods and techniques to 
improve the language tuition and social 
integration of migrant worker's children. 
This has extended to teacher training, 
the production of new educational ma­
terials and a particular emphasis on the 
intercultural dimension which, as Minis­
ters for Education agreed in 1984, 
should find expression in the whole of 
the school curriculum. 

Thus, unlike fhe issue of student mo­
bility in higher education, where a more 
legalistic approach has suddenly be­
come relevant after nearly a decade of 
activity based on voluntary cooperation, 
a legal framework on the education of 
migrant worker's children existed prior 
to the subsequent cooperation carried 
out with educational specialists, in 
schools, in academic life and in minis­
tries throughout the Community. Whilst 
the Directive 77/486/EEC provides a 
permanent frame of reference which no 
Member State can ignore or modify be­
cause of changing economic and politi­
cal circumstances, the process of edu­
cational cooperation has given flesh and 
more meaning to the bones of legisla­
tion. It has also broadened the dialogue 
and helped to achieve the aims of the 
directive in respect of non-Community 
migrants in accordance with the Coun­
cil's declaration made at the time of the 
adoption of the directive. By including 
Greek, Spanish and Portuguese chil­
dren in the pilot projects, the Member 
States have been better prepared that 
they might otherwise have been for the 
implications of Community enlargement 
with the entry first of Greece and now of 
Spain and Portugal and the conse­
quently wider application of the direc­
tive. 

In the area of the transition of young 
people from education to working life, 
yet another pattern of educational coop­
eration developed, this time evolving in 
parallel with Treaty-based activity in vo­
cational training. Rising youth unem­
ployment in the 1970s led Ministers for 
Education to place the problems of 
'transition' high on their agenda for 

cooperation in 1976. This resulted in the 
launching of one of the most significant 
actions in the whole education pro­
gramme — a fully fledged Community-
wide action research programme based 
on 30 pilot projects and a sophisticated 
system of animation, exchange and 
comparative evaluation. If the original 
concerns of Education Ministers were 
centred on the links between general 
and vocational education, the quality of 
vocational guidance and careers educa­
tion, and in the plight of less qualified 
youngsters leaving school with no pre­
paration for working life, it was clear 
from the very beginning that any im­
provements in this area had to be car­
ried out in close coordination with man­
power authorities, employers and trade 
unions and all the other agencies con­
cerned with vocational training, appren­
ticeships and placements. Coordination 
became all the more necessary as, dur­
ing the late 1970s, the number and var­
iety of special training measures for the 
young unemployed proliferated in all 
Member States. Both education and 
manpower authorities had become in­
creasingly active in devising new forms 
of vocational education and training 
combining elements of general educa­
tion, skill training and work experience; 
as a result new patterns of cooperation 
between education and manpower 
authorities began to emerge, particularly 
at local level. 

Despite these trends, education and 
manpower seemed to remain separate 
worlds for a long time both a national 
and Community level. The weight of 
past traditions and perceptions and the 
rigidity of administrative structures, 
whether decentralized or centralized, 
have, in virtually all Member States, 
hampered the emergence of an inte­
grated strategy on vocational training 
and the preparation of young people for 
working life. The first action programme 
on 'transition' at Community level be­
came a huge success, involving several 
hundred schools and colleges, and 
reaching, through its Newsletter, many 
of the public authorities, employers, 
trade unions, voluntary organizations 
and parents associated with the pro­
jects at local level. In Brussels, however, 

only the Education Ministers were aware 
of what was happening. In a different 
world, Employment Ministers were talk­
ing about similar issues inside the 
Council and the tripartite Standing Em­
ployment Committee. They had set up 
the European Centre for the Develop­
ment of Vocational Training (Cedefop) in 
Berlin in 1975 and extended the Euro­
pean Social Fund to cover the training of 
first job seekers — provided that train­
ing was not available to young people 
straight out of school. They also 
adopted a resolution on linked work and 
training ('alternance'). This was based 
on the Treaty of Rome with direct refer­
ence to the common policy on voca­
tional training provided for in Article 128. 

The contradictions inherent in this 
dual approach became increasingly ob­
vious to many. Much enthusiasm there­
fore greeted the far-sighted decision of 
the Commission in 1981 to bring to­
gether education, training and employ­
ment within a single portfolio of one of 
its newly appointed members, Mr Ivor 
Richard. At the same time it shifted the 
Commission's education service from 
the Directorate-General for Science and 
Research, where it had been since 1973, 
to the Directorate-General for Employ­
ment and Social Affairs. These deci­
sions heralded the beginning of a new 
period during which the Commission 
has taken every opportunity to stress 
the interrelationships between educa­
tion, training and employment and to 
place strong emphasis on the need for a 
new partnership and sharing of respon­
sibilities for training policy, its planning 
and implementation. A high point during 
this period came with the Council meet­
ings in June 1983. The Council, repre­
sented by Employment Ministers, first 
adopted a review of the rules of the Eu­
ropean Social Fund, removing the awk­
ward distinction between the young un­
employed and school leavers, and set­
ting the tasks of the Fund firmly in the 
context of Community vocational train­
ing policy. A first ever Joint Council, 
bringing together Ministers for Educa­
tion and Employment, then agreed a 
new Community action programme on 
the development of vocational training in 
the 1980s — a programme based on Ar-
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tide 128 of the Treaty, but inspired by 
the experience and practices of cooper­
ation worked out over the years with 
Education Ministers. Study visit 
schemes for training specialists, com­
parative analyses, information dissemi­
nation and networks of pilot projects de­
signed to assist Member States in the 
evaluation and development of policy 
became the order of the day. The Joint 
Council also discussed progress in 
implementing the second 'transition' 
programme, thereby implicating Em­
ployment Ministers in this action for the 
first time. The barriers between educa­
tion and training, in the traditional sense 
of these words, have been broken down 
consciously and progressively. It has 
taken time and patience, and the pro­
cess is not yet complete either in the 
Member States or in the Commission it­
self. There remain whole areas of youth 
policy — information, participation, ex­
changes, youth work, voluntary work, 
the social and material status of young 
people — which are inextricably linked 
to the question of transition of young 
people to adult and working life and 
which have yet to be brought clearly 
within the ambit of Community policy. 
There would seem no alternative, how­
ever, to the step-by-step approach, des­
pite impatience in certain quarters such 
as the European Parliament and the 
Youth Forum, representing youth orga­
nizations in the Community. It would be 
academic to suggest that the Commis­
sion could have come forward earlier in 
the 1970s with proposals for a compre­
hensive strategy and legislative tools, 
based squarely on the Treaty, for the 
preparation of young people for adult 
and working-life. However far-sighted 
the strategy the Commission might have 
been able to devise at the time, its pro­
posals would have fallen on deaf ears. 
Truism as it is, the Member States al­
ways need time to learn from their own 
experience and from working together 
before agreeing formally to a common 
Community policy. Through the pattern 
of cooperation it has orchestrated since 
1976, the Commission has been able to 
inject a new dynamism into that learning 
process, particularly in the education 
sector, without actually seeking to legis­
late. However, if cooperation was the 

fruit of necessity in the field of education 
— since none of the traditional Commu­
nity instruments could be applied — 
cooperation has also proved to be a 
most productive approach to action 
equally applicable and quite as relevant 
to other areas of Community policy, par­
ticularly in social affairs and employ­
ment. 

It will take some time yet for the 
Community as a whole to acknowledge 
the importance and the practical admini­
strative implications of a 'bottoms-up' 
approach to policy-making compared 
with the traditional 'top-down' approach 
which is more immediately visible, more 
transparent as regards the Commis­
sion's powers of initiative, but frequently 
less successful in the long term, given 
the need in any event to secure consen­
sus among Member States. 

In the meantime, the process of 
cooperation in education will continue, 
irrespective of the legal implications. 
The Ministries of Education have grown 
in confidence. Certain dossiers, such as 
language teaching, the European di­
mension in teaching and equal opportu­
nities for girls in education, which were 
blocked a few years ago on account of 
constitutional problems for one Member 
State, have since been opened up 
again. A whole series of specialized 
working groups now exist at Community 
level to work out common approaches 
to issues as varied as new technology 
in schools, illiteracy and the integration 
of disabled children. These groups draw 
in officials from practically every depart­
ment of Ministries of Education, implicat­
ing them directly in the Community ex­
perience and enriching the information 
network on education, called Eurydice, 
which serves policy-makers at all levels 
in the Member States. The ministers 
themselves have sought to place their 
own cooperation on a firmer footing, de­
ciding in June 1985, to establish a regu­
lar practice of informal meetings as well 
as formal meetings, and to hold, at least 
once a year, a joint meeting with another 
set of ministers, such as Employment, 
Industry or Research. 

Though it may be premature to pre­
dict trends, it would seem that a new 
phase of activity in the field of education 

is emerging, coinciding with the ap­
pointment of a new Commission in 
1985. The general political climate itself 
has changed rapidly In the last few 
months. The distinctions between edu­
cation and training have begun to lose 
all significance in the race by the Com­
munity to develop a 'technological cul­
ture' and keep up with its main trading 
partners on the international scene. A 
highly skilled well-educated labour force 
has now become as important a factor 
to the Community's economic survival 
as has the breaking down of trade barri­
ers and the completion of the internal 
market. Though training for new technol­
ogy may become a by-word for launch­
ing a range of new activities at Commu­
nity level, behind this lies an awareness 
that a strategy for the development 
of human resources cannot be based 
simply on increasing the supply of 
engineers and ensuring computer liter­
acy for all. Action in future has also to fo­
cus on promoting a broader based edu­
cation, encouraging creativity and initia­
tive, and allowing for continuing educa­
tion and training throughout working life. 

A second factor which is likely to in­
fluence the Community debate on edu­
cation in future is the new emphasis 
given by the Heads of State to the crea­
tion of a 'People's Europe'. Following 
the work of the Ad Hoc Committee 
chaired by Mr Adonnino, set up by the 
Fontainebleau Summit in 1984, a spot­
light has been cast for the first time on 
the achievements of educational coop­
eration over the years, particularly in the 
field of higher education. There are new 
political pressures from above to de­
velop work on foreign language teach­
ing, on the European dimension in 
teaching, on youth exchanges — in 
many of the areas where Ministers for 
Education have until now been rather 
modest, if not cautious, in their ap­
proach to joint action. Gradually, the 
added valued of the European dimen­
sion and the commitment to the idea of 
a European identity, which inspired Min­
isters for Education to begin coopera­
tion 10 years ago, is now permeating the 
highest levels of Community decision­
making. Young people themselves, as 
pupils, students or young workers need 
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not only better education and training to 
equip them for adult life. They need also 
the opportunities, information and skills 
to participate in building their Commu­
nity for the future, to become aware of 
the meaning of European solidarity by 
living, studying and working in another 
Member State. 

A third factor of change, referred to 
earlier in this article, is the Court of Jus­
tice ruling on the Gravier case, which 
offers a firmer legal basis for future Com­
munity action in many areas in which 
education and training are indistinguish­
able. The combination of these three 
factors — economic, political and legal 
— provide a powerful incentive to the 
Commission to think about education in 
more ambitious terms than in the past. 

An example of this new thinking is 
the Commission's proposal for Comett 

(Community programme in education 
and training for technology), published 
in July 1985. This sets out a large-scale 
plan of action to promote collaboration 
between universities and industry, at 
local, national and Community level, to 
meet the challenges of technological 
and social change. It is designed to help 
Member States overcome the skills 
gaps which, it is widely recognized, will 
otherwise damage the industrial poten­
tial of the Community in the years 
ahead. It is also designed to ensure that 
industry-university cooperation is set in 
a European context. It builds in this way 
on the experience of European coopera­
tion both in the area of higher education 
and in the context of Community indus­
trial Rat D programmes such as Esprit. 

Following on from Comett are the 
proposals currently being prepared for 
the development of youth exchanges, 

for further cooperation in higher educa­
tion, for a next phase of action on the 
preparation of young people for adult 
and working life, and for the promotion 
of language teaching. All the new ac­
tions planned will, in different ways, 
build on the recognized need and po­
tential for cross-national cooperation 
which in turn can further stimulate policy 
innovation and progressive improve­
ments in the quality of education in 
Member States. In this manner, both the 
spirit and the experience of the original 
1976 action programme in education 
should live on through the next decade 
of Community activity both inside the 
Education Committee and in other deci­
sion-making arenas concerned with the 
place of education in the Community of 
tomorrow. 

Karen Fogg and 
Hywel Ceri Jones 
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University/industry cooperation in training for 
the new technologies 
The Comett programme 

On 24 July 1985 the Commission 
adopted proposals for a new Com­
munity action programmef), to 
strengthen cooperation between 
universities (and higher education 
in general) and industry in the 
whole area of training for the new 
technologies. 

The importance of this field was 
already stressed in the Commission's 
memorandum of January 1984 on 'Tech­
nological change and social adjust­
ment'(2): the adoption of proposals for 
the new action programme marks a 
significant stage in the development by 
the Commission of a comprehensive 
human resources approach to the 
impact of the new technologies. 

This is not the first human resources 
activity: indeed, as far back as 1983 the 
Community launched a number of edu­
cation and training initiatives linked to 
technological change, concerning 
mainly the introduction of the new infor­
mation technologies into the school 
systems and into (basic) training (3). 

Nor, on the other hand, does it stand 
by itself. Comett is a major contribution 
to the overall Community strategy on 
cooperation in research, development 
and technology. Comett takes its place 
alongside Esprit (European strategic 
programme for research in information 
technology), Brite (Basic research in 
industrial technology in Europe), and 
RACE (Research in advanced communi­
cation technologies in Europe); as well 
as the plan for transnational develop­
ment of the supporting infrastructure for 
innovation and technology transfer and 
the stimulation programme for coopera­
tion and scientific interchange. Comett 
forms an intregral part of the efforts to 
create a European Technology Commu­
nity. 

The rationale for this initiative — as 
stated in the Commission's communica­
tion to the Council — is quite clear: 

'Existing and anticipated human re­
source requirements for new technolo­
gies at advanced level (engineers, 
scientists, high level technicians) clearly 
exceed current higher education out­
puts, both quantitatively and qualita­
tively. This is true not only in absolute 
terms — within the Community — but 
also in comparison with the Commu­
nity's most serious competitors, the 
United States and Japan. Industry in 
particular considers that the lack of 
qualified people represents a major 

obstacle to full exploitation of new tech­
nologie.' Further, 'On the quantitative 
side, the problem can be briefly illus­
trated by reference to the situation in the 
US and Japan. The number of engineer­
ing graduates per year per million in­
habitants is 260 in the European Com­
munity. In the United States it is 350, in 
Japan it reaches 630(4). The graduate 
input of Japan and the United States is 
impressive by any standards. In terms of 
sheer numbers, the United States was 
producing almost 1.3 million graduates 
and post-graduates per year at the turn 
of the decade. The figure for Japan was 
over 400 000. The rate of graduation 
from universities is of course directly re­
lated to the proportion of young people 
entering higher education, which in turn 
is related to the numbers of school 
leavers obtaining the necessary quali­
fications for entry. Here again the 
comparisons with the United States 
and Japan, and also with Sweden, are 
particularly striking'(5). 

To make the matter worse the prob­
lem is as much qualitative as quantita­
tive. 'Entrants into industry from the uni­
versities need, in addition to their own 
disciplines, a broad appreciation of the 
economic, social and cultural repercus­
sions of technological change. Although 
universities have begun to reduce their 
tendency to produce overspecialized 
graduates, there is considerable scope 
to improve the broadly based education 
of graduates so that they may be 
capable of mobility and adaptation in 
the rapidly changing labour market. In 
this perspective, there is a growing 

(') Proposal for a Council Decision adopting an 
action programme of the Community in edu­
cation and training for technology — Comett 
(1986-92), COM(85) 431 final of 1. 8. 1985, OJ 
C 234, of 13.9.1985. 

(2) COM(84) 6 of 26.1. 1984, published as a So­
cial Europe Supplement. 

(3) Resolution of the Council and Ministers for 
Education meeting within the Council of 19 
September 1983 on measures relating to the 
introduction of new information technology in 
education (OJ C 256, 24.9. 1983); Resolution 
of the Council of 2 June 1983 concerning vo­
cational training measures relating to new in­
formation technologies (OJ C160, 25.6. 
1983). 

{') Source: NEDO Report on competence and 
competition (1985). 
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emphasis on the need to promote inter­
disciplinary teaching programmes com­
bined with work experience, which 
develop an awareness of general indus­
trial and economic realities and which 
prepare people capable of ensuring the 
social management of technological 
change: 

There have been recent initiatives in 
several Member States to encourage 
interaction between higher education 
institutions and industry on a more 
structured basis. These measures have 
taken various forms: science-industrial-
technological parks, brokerage com­
panies, etc. 'In most cases, however, the 
schemes have been limited to innova­
tion and research and development 
initiatives. The spin-off effect, as regards 
training and re-training, may be ob­
served only indirectly. Rarely is an effort 
made either by industry or by higher ed­
ucation institutions to integrate the train­

ing dimension fully within the coopera­
tive schemes which are developed. Col­
laboration, for example, in the area of in­
dustrial research and development is 
usually carried out in isolation from the 
general teaching responsibilities of uni­
versities towards their existing students, 
from the preoccupations of manage­
ment and trade unions, and from any 
wider perception of the need to use 
training materials on a larger scale.' 

'The problems of university-industry 
cooperation, already severe at national 
level, are intensified when the Commu­
nity dimension is involved. The remark­
ably low level of existing student mobil­
ity (under 1 % of all undergraduates and 
graduates) between Member States of­
fers little encouragement for future part­
nership between the managers and 
producers of economic growth in a 
Community context. The promotion of 
their sense of interdependence and 

capacity to work together therefore 
requires that a strong additional 
European dimension be given to their 
education and initial work experience.' 

This is the background against 
which the Commission is proposing the 
Comett programme, the objectives of 
which as well as its interrelated facets 
are presented. 

If one takes further education as a whole (i.e. 
including university) entrants as a percentage 
of a generation amount to 61% in the US and 
37% in Japan against respectively 20% in Ger­
many, 32% in France, 28% in Italy and 29% in 
the UK (but 33% in Denmark) (Source: OECD 
1985). 
The proportion of an age group acquiring di­
plomas giving access to higher education 
amounted to 87% in Japan (1981), 72% in the 
US (1980), 82% in Sweden (1982) - but only 
26% in Germany (1982), 25% in Denmark 
(1980), 28% in France (1983), 39% in Italy 
(1981), 26% in the UK (1981) and 44% in the 
Netherlands (1981) (Source: OECD 1985). 
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The Comett programme 
The four main objectives of Comett 

may be summarized as follows: 

(i) to promote the European dimension 
of cooperation between university 
and industry in advanced level train­
ing relating to innovation and the 
development and application of new 
technologies; 

(ii) to promote the exchange of experi­
ence, the pooling of resources and 
the realization of economies of 
scale, through the joint develop­
ment of advanced training pro­
grammes; 

(iii) to strengthen and diversify provi­
sions for advanced training at local 
and regional level and contribute to 
the balanced economic develop­
ment of the Community; 

(iv) to identify progressively gaps and 
new priorities in existing training 
policies and provisions which could 
be filled by supplementary action 
both within Member States and at 
Community level. 

Comett would be coordinated by the 
Commission with the advice of a high 
level panel of experts, drawn from uni­
versities and industry, to be established 
by the Commission in 1986. 

The programme would be carried 
out in two phases over a period of se­
ven years (1986—92). The first four-year 
phase would provide a period for the 
launching in 1986 and initial develop­
ment over 1987—89 of a series of 
actions which could then be consoli­
dated or adjusted as appropriate in the 
light of experience for the second 
phase. 

An interim report reviewing progress 
achieved during the first phase 
(1986-89), together with detailed guide­
lines for the implementation of the 
second phase of the programme 
(1990-92), would be submitted by the 
Commission to the Council and Euro­
pean Parliament by 31 December 1988. 

An annual report regarding the 
implementation of Comett would be pre­
sented by the Commission to its Advi­
sory Committee on Vocational Training, 

the statutory committee which has re­
sponsibilities for advising on all training 
policy developments at Community 
level. The Commission would also see 
to it that there is consistency and com­
plementarity between Comett and other 
Community programmes in research 
development and industrial innovation 
as well as in education and training. 
With this in view, the Commission would 
present the annual report to other Com­
munity groups and committees working 
in related areas. 

During the first phase (1986-89), 
Comett would focus on the following five 
interrelated areas of action: 

(A) The development of a 
European network of 
university-industry training 
partnerships (UlTPs) 

Community action is required to 
strengthen and improve university-
industry cooperation in the field of 
training and also to ensure that a 
clear European dimension is built 
into the process of cooperation. For 
this purpose it Is necessary to sti­
mulate the setting up and develop­
ment of cooperative arrangements 
which meet a clear Community in­
terest both within Member States, 
especially at local and regional 
level, and across national frontiers. 
The specific European dimension 
would be developed through the 
networking of specific cooperative 
arrangements to be known as uni­
versity-industry training partner­
ships (UlTPs) which would: 

(i) involve an agreement designed 
to meet specific needs for 
highly qualified human re­
sources, drawing university 
and industry together, on a 
structured and coordinated ba­
sis, together with relevant pub­
lic bodies and agencies. 

(ii) provide for some or all of the 
following measures to be car­
ried out: work placements for 
students and academic staff in 
industry; secondment of indus­
trial staff to universities; joint 

development and production of 
teaching materials; collabora­
tion on the delivery of specially 
designed retraining and updat­
ing programmes for training in­
structors and industrial staff, 
especially mid-career staff, and 
those in small and medium-
sized firms. 

(iii) include a commitment to liaise 
with counterpart initiatives in 
other Member States, to re­
ceive students, academic and 
industrial personnel from other 
Member States to develop 
cross-national cooperative pro­
jects, and to take an active role 
in a Community-wide network 
providing technical assistance, 
monitoring and evaluation. 

Community assistance would be 
granted to promote the develop­
ment of a European network of 
university-industry training partner­
ships (UlTPs), conforming to the cri­
teria described above, with a view 
to complementing measures cur­
rently being pursued within Mem­
ber States, fostering a climate for 
industry-university cooperation and 
contributing to a balanced pattern 
of activity throughout the Commu­
nity In this area. Community grants 
will be limited to 50% of the cost of 
the European part of UITP activities. 
A UITP programme should give de­
tails of cooperative measures as re­
ferred to In point (ii) above, as well 
as provision for European liaison 
activities as referred to in point (iii) 
above. Institutions and agencies 
participating in each UITP sub­
mission would be required to de­
monstrate clearly their respective 
financial commitment to the total 
budget. Firms participating in the 
Community's research and innova­
tion programmes should be expli­
citly invited to participate actively in 
these partnerships. Similarly links 
could be made with the multisec-
toral and multidisclplinary networks 
which are being initiated in cooper­
ation with the Council of Europe 
and the European Science Founda-
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tion, as foreseen in the Commu­
nity's stimulation plan for coopera­
tion and scientific interchange. 

(B) The launching of Community 
exchange schemes between 
university and industry, 
involving students as well as 
academic and industrial staff 

Community action is necessary to 
provide immediate and specific in­
centives to encourage transnational 
exchanges of students as well as of 
industrial and academic personnel 
— but not for research purposes — 
in order to build up a strong 
European dimension to industry-
university cooperation. This should 
stimulate further activity by and 
within Member States to eliminate 
obstacles to mobility. It would also 
enhance and complement the vari­
ous European liaison activities to 
be developed by the network of 
UlTPs. Drawing on the example of 
the stimulation plan for cooperation 
and scientific interchange, and the 
practical experience of the joint 
study programme scheme in higher 
education, the Commission plans 
to set up three new specific grant 
schemes as follows: 

(i) Grant scheme for student 
placement in firms located 
in another Member State 

This grant scheme would offer 
undergraduate and graduate 
students the opportunity of 
spending a structured on-the-
job training period preferably 
for a minimum of six months 
and a maximum of 12 months 
with a firm in another Member 
State. The placements should 
familiarize students with career 
prospects in high technology, 
and broaden their horizons and 
stimulate their entrepreneurial 
capacities. They would not be 
focused on research. Commu­
nity grants would be made to 
cover the mobility costs asso­
ciated with placement abroad 
(travel and subsistence allow­
ance) as well as the overheads 

relating to the preparation and 
supervision of each placement. 
Member States should ensure 
that provisions for the financial 
support of students are made 
transferable. 

(ii) Grant scheme for academic 
staff to extend their indus­
trial experience in firms lo­
cated in other Member 
States 

This grant scheme would pro­
vide fellowships to enable 
teaching staff in universities to 
spend preferably two or three 
terms within one academic 
year in appropriate positions 
(production, management etc.) 
in firms or groups of firms in 
another Member State. The aim 
would be to extend their indus­
trial experience in a European 
context, enrich their teaching 
activities and build up possibili­
ties for subsequent coopera­
tion. Community grants would 
be made to cover the mobility 
costs associated with each 
placement and to contribute 
towards the cost incurred by 
the university in organizing the 
replacement of academic staff 
on temporary leave. In the first 
phase of Comett, special atten­
tion could be given to place­
ments bringing appropriately 
specialized academic staff into 
those areas of industry at the 
forefront of work on the priority 
areas of concern for Commu­
nity industrial R&D, or to those 
placements specifically requir­
ing academic staff to contribute 
to in-firm training and retraining 
programmes. 

(iii) Fellowships for a European 
visitors programme from 
industry 

These fellowships would be 
offered to individuals working 
in industry — employers, man­
agement and production staff, 
trade unionists, representatives 
of chambers of commerce and 
so on — to spend a period of 

preferably two or three terms 
within the academic year on 
detachment to universities in 
another Member State. Here 
they would share in teaching 
responsibilities, contribute to 
the diversification of teaching 
activities, benefit from continu­
ing education, and assist in de­
veloping links with industry. 
The grant would cover the 
mobility costs associated with 
each placement and make a 
contribution towards the re­
placement costs. 

For all three grant schemes, the 
Commission would arrange for in­
formation on the specifications of 
each placement and fellowship on 
offer to be made widely available 
(to universities and through Euro­
pean level bodies representing em­
ployers, trade unions etc.). The 
technical implementation of these 
schemes will be subconstructed to 
appropriate agencies already en­
gaged in international exchange 
programmes in the education field. 

(C) The design, development and 
evaluation of specific joint 
training projects directly 
related to the needs of high 
technology industry in the 
Community 

Community action is necessary to 
encourage firms to work together in 
the field of advanced training for 
their own personnel, to achieve 
economies of scale and to derive 
collective benefit from the leading 
European experience as far as uni­
versity teaching and research is 
concerned. The additional value of 
Community action would also be to 
underline the vital importance of in­
vestment in continuing education 
and training. Comett will promote 
multilateral training initiatives at 
Community level in direct response 
to some of the immediate needs, 
of industry. These should be 
launched in close cooperation with 
the high technology firms in the 
Community which are experiencing 
or can foresee grave skill shortages 
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in specific areas whether technical 
or managerial. Joint training pro­
jects could, in the first phase of Co­
mett, be focused on specific topics 
where major breakthroughs could 
be made by European industry if 
skill shortages can be overcome, 
and where these are identified by 
European industry itself. 

Community assistance would be 
granted initially for examining the 
feasibility of individual projects, fol­
lowed by support for the design 
and testing of joint training projects 
involving firms in different Member 
States in liaison with relevant uni­
versity departments or other ap­
propriate organizations. 

A second form of joint training pro­
ject is necessary so as to ensure 
the rapid dissemination of the re­
sults of latest research and devel­
opment in new technology to the 
world of university teaching and in­
dustry. Comett plans therefore to 
give a new impetus to the training 
activities carried out over several 
years by the Commission in close 
cooperation with the Crest sub­
committee on training in computer 
science. Community assistance 
would take the form of a contribu­
tion to the costs of a number of 
short intensive training courses on 
specific topics to be organized in 
cooperation with appropriate na­
tional bodies, e.g. research coun­
cils for the benefit of university staff 
and students together with indus­
trial staff from all Member States. 

(D) The promotion of joint efforts 
between university and 
industry in developing open 
learning systems and in 
pooling of efforts concerning 
the training of trainers 

Community action is necessary to 
ensure a European-wide exploita­
tion of the new technologies as in­
struments to improve the quality 
and delivery of teaching and learn­
ing at all levels of education and 
training. New technologies open up 
the means through distance or 

open learning systems to improve 
the communication of knowledge to 
those seeking or requiring training. 
Distance learning can also offer 
great flexibility and efficiency, being 
adaptable to the specific circum­
stances of the individual student or 
of small and medium-sized firms. 

Over and above the need for ex­
changes of experience and com­
parative evaluation within the Com­
munity on the packaging and deliv­
ery of distance learning systems 
using new technologies, there is 
scope for achieving economies of 
scale through cooperative multila­
teral initiatives involving industry 
and universities. Comett will pro­
mote joint development work and 
investigate the feasibility of estab­
lishing a European technological 
open university system. This could 
inter alia provide a flexible frame­
work to holster the scattered and 
generally inadequate attempts to 
meet the need for high quality train­
ers and managers with a broad 
knowledge of technological innova­
tions and an understanding of their 
social and industrial impact. To fa­
cilitate this work an expert working 
party will be set up, including re­
presentatives from UlTPs working 
in this area. This would take ac­
count of the results of enquiries 
carried out by the Commission in 
cooperation with leading European 
experts to identify the key require­
ments and opportunity areas of the 
new technologies. Community as­
sistance would be made available 
for preparing and carrying out spe­
cific multilateral projects validated 
by the working party, with particular 
emphasis on the training of trainers 
and the retraining of managerial 
staff. 

(E) Supporting activities and 
exchange of experience 
including the setting up of a 
Community level data base on 
university-industry cooperation 
in advanced training, 
monitoring, evaluation and 
dissemination of information 

Comett needs to build up a strong 
process for the exchange of experi­
ence and ideas throughout the 
Community and the transfer and 
dissemination of good practice and 
thus provide the basis for stronger 
cooperation in the medium and 
long term. The following supporting 
activities should be carried out at 
community level: 

(i) the setting up of a data base 
on industry-university coopera­
tion in the training field: ar­
rangements for dissemination 
of information and exchange of 
experience within Member 
States and at Community level. 

(ii) networking arrangements — 
interaction, technical advice, 
monitoring and continuous 
evaluation of the UlTPs. 

(iii) monitoring at Community level 
of the supply and demand for 
highly skilled manpower; com­
parative analyses and evalua­
tion of major trends and policy 
initiatives on other related 
issues (e.g. to increase the 
supply of students with rele­
vant qualifications, to expand 
work experience opportunities 
and 'sandwich' courses for stu­
dents, to adjust the fiscal en­
vironment to facilitate univers­
ity-industry cooperation, to de­
velop a transferable 'credit' 
system for advanced training 
courses). 

(iv) sponsorship of a series of 
Round Tables with the manag­
ers of university and industry 
on improving cooperation and 
eliminating obstacles. 

Comett — second phase 
The second phase of Comett 

(1990—92) would serve to consolidate 
and develop activities launched during 
the first phase. It should in particular: 

(A) strengthen the European dimension 
of the UlTPs by increasing substan­
tially the number of cooperative pro­
jects carried out between UlTPs in 
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Equal opportunities in education 

Now that the present economic 
and social conditions mean that 
work has become an urgent neces­
sity for women, they are feeling the 
full force of their lack of skills or 
limited range of occupational 
choices. On the one hand, the jobs 
in which the female workforce is 
concentrated (basically the service 
and administration sectors or cer­
tain specific industrial sectors) are 
those directly threatened by the 
economic recession (concentration 
in traditional sectors such as tex­
tiles, precision engineering), by the 
introduction of new technology (of­
fice jobs, low-skill jobs in manufac­
turing), by budgetary restrictions 
and the ageing of the population 
(reduction in the number of jobs in 
education and the health sector). 
On the other hand, women's spe­
cialized skills in traditional sectors 
make them even more vulnerable 
when retraining is a prerequisite for 
getting a job. 

Sexist prejudice starts in 
childhood 

Basic training and vocational guid­
ance are decisive factors in a woman's 
professional life and help confine her to 
a narrow range of skills with little pro­
spect of a job. 

The dichotomy in society that leads 
to traditionally male or female training 
and jobs starts very early, in childhood 
and at school. Indeed, although among 
Member States there are no longer any 
sex related differences in access to edu­
cation, in practice a difference still per­
sists. 

Thus, in the FR Germany, 92% of 
girls still choose the completely tradi­
tional branches. The situation is the 
same in the other Community countries. 

Although as many girls as boys at­
tend secondary school, continue their 
studies longer and go on to higher edu­
cation in greater numbers than boys, 
they generally go in for studies of a 
more general nature that do not give 
them as good professional qualifica­
tions and offer a more limited range of 
job prospects. There are considerably 
fewer girls than boys in technical and 
occupational education. In general sec­
ondary education, girls tend to be con­
centrated in subjects such as the hu­
man sciences, languages, etc., whereas 
boys go more for the technical or scien­
tific branches which match the qualifica­
tions required by today's society more 
closely. Finally, certain subjects are 
viewed with apprehension by girls. 

A prime example is new technology, 
which arouses relatively little enthu­
siasm among girls. Yet the stakes are 
high. On the one hand, to remain com­
petitive on the job market, it Is impera­
tive to be familiar with the opportunities 
offered by new technology and to be 
able to use them. This is just as true for 
the traditionally female jobs affected by 
new technology, e.g. office automation, 
use of lasers in paramedical jobs, file-
keeping, particularly in medical offices, 
computer-assisted teaching, robotics. 

Furthermore, new sectors generating 
jobs are emerging with the development 

of new technologies: if there were as 
many women available with the same 
level of training as men, women could 
not fail to benefit. 

Finally, at the moment, Europe is suf­
fering from a shortage of highly special­
ized manpower in new technology so 
there are also jobs there for the taking of 
women. 

These differences in the educational 
and vocational choices of girls and boys 
generally correspond to different expec­
tations of adult life. 

Although boys readily make future 
plans for their careers and professional 
choice, girls tend to make plans that 
restrict them to the traditional family 
roles and are incompatible with full pro­
fessional careers: many young girls 
think that a job of limited duration or a 
part-time or seasonal job will be 
enough. The question of the allocation 
of household and family tasks further 
limits a girl's choice of adult life. 

The essential role of school 
A whole group of factors are in­

volved in the forming of choice — par­
ents, families in their broadest sense, 
friends, the media, youth associations, 
etc. — but of all the various elements in 
play, school has a privileged position. 
As a result of its collective, and above 
all, obligatory nature, it is the only place 
where concerted action by authorities is 
possible. Through the resultant author­
ity, it transmits and reinforces models 
that take root from the earliest age. 
Finally, all action at school is more 
readily monitored and assessed than 
anywhere else. 

Aware of the importance of educa­
tion and its potential in helping to influ­
ence attitudes, the Commission and the 
Irish authorities organized a conference 
in November 1984 on equal opportuni­
ties for boys and girls at school. This 
was the first conference held, on a Euro­
pean level, with high-ranking officials 
from the Education Ministries, the chair­
men of national commissions for equal­
ity of opportunity, together with repres­
entatives of bodies that have already 
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taken positive measures at school, in 
particular within the framework of Com­
munity networks. 

From the outset, those taking part 
were informed that the aim of the confer­
ence was not to discuss whether mea­
sures to promote equality of opportunity 
was necessary, but to find out what 
measures or action should be taken in 
the field of education to meet the aim. 
The framework for discussion was de­
fined by Professor D. Hannan, from the 
ERSI in Dublin: 'At school, boys and 
girls are treated differently, even in co­
educational schools: choice of subjects, 
syllabuses, classes, exams, teacher/pu­
pil relationships in mixed classes, sepa­
rate PE classes, the school's social sys­
tem and its general moral code all tend 
to reinforce the differences between 
sexes. The inequalities will not be elimi­
nated by simply modifying formal rules 
to ensure equality of access to school 
subjects, structures and resources, 

even if this is a first necessary step. To 
promote equality of treatment in the 
educational system, effective, strong 
measures are imperative'. 

Conference participants, who were 
divided up into three working parties 
drew up a series of very concrete prop­
osals on different levels and types of 
education. One such proposal con­
cerned the wish to see the Council and 
the Ministers for Education clearly state 
their commitment to policies promoting 
equality of opportunity between boys 
and girls at school. 

The resolution of 
3 June 1985 

The conference took place in No­
vember 1984. Seven months later, the 
Council and Ministers for Education 
adopted a resolution comprising an ac­

tion programme on equality of opportu­
nity between boys and girls in educa-
tion(*). 

This is the first specific European 
resolution on this subject in education. 
The resolution is based mainly on the 
recommendations made at the Novem­
ber 1984 conference. It is a two-point 
plan: firstly, an action programme will be 
implemented by the Member States; 
secondly, the Commission was as­
signed the role of supporting efforts by 
Member States and promoting the 
principle of equality of opportunity in all 
Community activities and policies re­
lated to education, training and employ­
ment. 

The action programme to be imple­
mented by Member States within the 
framework of their respective education 
systems is centred on three main axes: 
the factors which influence educational 

(*) OJ C 166, 5. 7. 1985. 
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