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Abstract. The main goal of the publication is to present the problems and tasks of environ-
mental protection policy in the EU-countries. One of the most important aspect of this ques-
tion is the coordination of this policy at the EU-level with the national and local level. It could 
be help in determining of its basic tasks and in increasising the effectiveness of the leading by 
particular countries policy in this scope. It should give the opportunity to improve the condi-
tion of the environmental as well as positive influence on the economic growth, especially in 
long-term perspective. 
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1. Introduction
Environment protection policy has crucial importance in the stimulation of eco-

nomic growth in the EU-countries. Progressing devastation of the natural environ-
ment, increasing use of non-renewable energy resources and climate changes cause 
these problems to become more and more fundamental. It is very important to der-
mine the scope of the competences of this policy and the level of its working out and 
implenmentation (community, national or local), taking into account the effectiveness 
of the proposed solvings. The EU worked out many law acts and conceptions, which 
goals was to regulate the problem of environmental protection, but there are still many 
difificulties to coordinate it with national policies in this scope.

2. The EU main documents forming sustainable development policy

In 2001 European Commision published strategy: “A Sustainable Europe for a Better 
World: A European Union Strategy for Sustainable Development” (COM 2001 264). The 
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Strategy focused on six priority threats to sustainable development: climate change, threats 
to public health, poverty and social exclusion, increasing pressure on some vital natural 
resources, an ageing population and transport congestion. EPI has played central role in 
the Strategy (Persson 2004). Göteborg Summit recognised in 2002 the need for a more 
developed external dimension of the Strategy (Dalal-Clayton, 2004; Tanasescu, 2006) and 
in 2002 Commision published the next document: “Towards a Global Partnership for 
Sustainable Development (COM (2002) 82),” which included more links of the frame-
works: Seven EAP.The sixth EAP (2002-2012) focuses on four priority issues: climate 
change, nature and biodiversity, environmental health and natural resources and waste 
(COM, 2001). There were proposed a number of strategic approaches, mainly connected 
with fully integrating ecological policy into other EU policies. It states that there is a 
strong need to support Cardiff process (COM 1998). The sixth EAP would contribute 
to Cardiff process by effective assessment of new policy proposals from the Commision 
and further efforts on the definition of indicators to measure progress (COM 2001). It in-
cludes seven Thematic Strategies: air quality, marine environment, sustainable pesticide 
use, urban environment, sustatinable resource use, waste prevention and recycling, soil 
management). The opportunities for EPI differ between sectors because they are struc-
tured and governed in different way and also depend on the extent to which environ-
mental impacts are iherent to the sector activities (EEA 2005). The main diffrences are 
presented in table 1.

The document Europe 2020 sets out a vision of Europe’s social market economy 
for the 21st century. (Europe 2020 2010) puts forward three mutually reinforcing prio-
rities:

−	 smart growth: developing an economy based on knowledge and innovation,
−	 sustainable growth: promoting a more resource efficient, greener and more 

competitive economy,
−	 inclusive growth: fostering a high-employment economy delivering social and 

territorial cohesion.

Table 1. Adressing EPI – differences between selected sectors (Source: EEA, 2005)

Target  
actors

Number of 
actors

Techno
logical/ 

scientific 
issues

Member 
state  

level inter-
vention

EU level 
interven-

tion

Policy ins
truments 

at EU level

Agriculture Producers
Processing
consumers

Many but 
cohesive

Low
Significance

High High Financial 
support

Transport Govern
ments
Producers
Oil Industry
Operators/ 
Public

Many Long lead 
time for 
change

High (na-
tional, lo-
cal)

Low Limited  
financial 
support 
Regulation
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Target  
actors

Number of 
actors

Techno
logical/ 

scientific 
issues

Member 
state  

level inter-
vention

EU level 
interven-

tion

Policy ins
truments 

at EU level

Energy Govern
ments
Producers
Consumers

Few Long lead 
time for 
change

High Low Financial 
support 
Regulation

Fiscal 
measures

Industry Producers
Consumers

Few (but 
varies 
among sec-
tors)

Medium 
lead time for 
change

Medium Medium Regulation

Internal 
market

Producers
Consumers

Many Medium-
scientific is-
sues

Low High Regulation

Develop
ment

Govern
ments
Producers
NGOs/
Public

Relatively 
few

Low Medium Medium Financial 
support/
trade

Economics 
and finance

Govern
ments
Public/Tax 
payers

Few Low High Low Fiscal mea-
sures/regu-
lation

General af-
fairs and ex-
ternal rela-
tions

Govern
ments  
(regional 
policy)
Govern
ments and 
interna
tional or-
ganisations 
(trade/for-
eign policy)
Producers
Consumers

Relatively 
few

Low Low (trade)
High (re-
gions)
High (for-
eign policy)

High (trade)
Medium (re-
gions)
Low (foreign 
policy)

Financial 
support, 
trade, diplo-
macy

Fisheries Producers
Processing
Consumers

Many but 
not very co-
hesive

Science-high 
significance

Low High Regulation

The EU needs to define where it wants to be by 2020. To this end, the Commission 
proposes the following EU headline targets:

•	 75% of the population aged 20-64 should be employed,
•	 3% of the EU's GDP should be invested in R&D,
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•	 the “20/20/20” climate/energy targets should be met (including an increase to 
30% of emissions reduction if the conditions are right),

•	 the share of early school leavers should be under 10% and at least 40% of the 
younger,

•	 generation should have a tertiary degree,
•	 20 million less people should be at risk of poverty.

3. The environmental policy intergration (EPI) conception in the EU policy 

In 1990s environmental policy integration (EPI) at EU level was pursued by non-
hierarchical modes of governance (Wilkinson 2006-2008), but since 2000 it was domi-
nated by a new paradigms, what was connected with emerging new pressures. They 
resulted mainly from external factors (connected with EU enlargement process). In 
a consequence the Lisbon Strategy for Growth and Jobs was worked out and it has 
brought the introduction into EU policy development of a number hierarchical, top-
down modes of governance which have forced bottom-up approaches to EPI into ret-
reat. Other emerging pressures derive from foreseesing by EPI a sharing responsibility 
for the development of environment related policies with non-environmental subjects. 
It was reflected in creating and development of the seven Thematic Strategies worked 
out in the framework of the Sixth Environmental Action Programme. In connected 
with it the EU environmental policy has begun to consider if a more hierarchical, top-
down approach is necessary to advance EPI at EU level. In 1997 it was observed that: 
“succesfull integration entails a fundamental redefinition of the role of environment 
departments, and some loss of control over environmental policy. The dilemma that 
this poses is that the focus for advancing integration …may therefore become less dis-
tinct” (Wilkinson 1997). 

3.1 Communicative governance and voluntarism

(Jacob and Volkery 2006) include the following EPI instruments/tools in their 
analysis: sustainability strategy, national environmental action plan, constitutional 
provision, independent institutions for EPI, sectoral strategies, amalmagation of de-
partments, green budgeting, green cabinet, interdepartmental working groups, report-
ing obligation, strategic environmental assessment, and appraisal of policy initiatives. 
A large share of these instruments may be indicators for communicative governance 
(Knill 2005), which is information and learning based. Three instruments: sustainable 
development strategies, national environmental strategies, and sectoral strategies may 
indicate the presence of voluntarism. A green cabinet or constitutional provisions for 
sustainable development/ EPI may be interpreted as indicators of hierarchical gover-
nance (Knill 2005), while independent advisory institutions would suggest the pres-
ence of targeting which is characterised, among other things, by legally non-binding, 
but quite specific standards. On the whole, Knill’s typology of modes of governance 
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which includes hierarchy, communication, and the market appears to reflect the mix of 
policy instruments selected by Jacob and Volkery (2006) best, mainly because many in-
struments seem to be indicative of communicative governance. However, there are also 
instruments which seem to indicate the presence of voluntarism and targeting—two 
modes of governance featured in (Treib et al. 2005) typology. Other instruments may fit 
best with modes belonging to two or more typologies—including the ones developed 
by (Knill, Treib et al. 2005) but also others. For at least three reasons the high number 
of instruments that seem to indicate communicative governance does not mean that 
communicative governance is the dominant EPI mode. First, policy instruments are 
only one among several components of modes of governance. In fact, the relatively 
good fit between Knill’s and Treib et al.’s typologies and the policy instruments selected 
by Jacob and Volkery may in part reflect the fact that these two typologies are biased 
towards policy instruments. Unlike other typologies, both typologies deliberately em-
phasise the policy or implementation aspects of governance which are closer to policy 
instruments than the polity and politics aspects stressed by other typologies. Second, 
the number of policy instruments pointing towards a particular mode of governance 
does not say much about whether or not these instruments are actually applied in dif-
ferent countries. 

3.2. Market-oriented governance

Tradeable pollution permits, environmental charges and the abolition of environ-
mentally harmful subsidies are examples of relevant instrumentsin this scope (EEA 2005). 
There are two arguments in favour of market-oriented environmental governance:

•	 economic instruments are able to increase efficiency because they allow pollut-
ers to choose the most efficient way of preventing pollution. Besides, polluters 
with relatively low abatement costs have incentives to make a disproportionate 
contribution to emission reductions. However, the relevance of the efficiency 
argument for EPI is somewhat limited because increased efficiency does not 
automatically translate into better environmental protection. 

•	 application of the polluter pays principle promises to integrate environmental 
concerns into economic activities by forcing economic actors to take into ac-
count the costs of environmental degradation in their economic calculations - 
including costs of pollution that would be permitted if emission limits were 
used (Knill and Lenschow 2005, pp.124-125). Despite their theoretical benefits, 
the use of economic instruments also has serious disadvantages from a gov-
ernance perspective. As with other instruments, the advantages of the use of 
economic instruments only materialise if these instruments are not watered 
down in the phases of the policy process preceding implementation. However, 
market-oriented governance seems to be particularly prone to this danger. As 
Foxon et al. (2004, p.7) put it: “[moves to introduce market-based instruments 
will inevitably be politically contested, as they effectively create and distribute 
new ‘property rights.’” Other factors may further add to these problems. For ex-
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ample, at the EU–level national sovereignty concerns strongly mitigate against a 
shift towards governance by competition (Knill and Lenschow 2005, p. 125).

3.3. Network governance, corporatism, and the coordinated market economy

The (EEA, 2005) considers public participation as well as transparency and the 
provision of information to be important means of improving EPI. With respect to 
the establishment of relevant procedures, the agency states that “public consultation in 
Europe has developed considerably and now takes place in almost all OECD countries” 
( EEA 2005, p.24). At the same time “much progress has also been made in relation to 
access to environmental data that is held by public authorities” (ibidem). Involvement 
of non-state actors may serve different purposes with respect to EPI. For example, 
broad stakeholder participation may help to counter-balance established actors which 
try to preserve a status-quo that takes little account of environmental concerns (Foxon 
et al. 2004, p.10; Durant et al. 2004, p. 13). It may also be necessary to overcome po-
litical blockades, especially whenever “no one is capable of enforcing co-ordination 
against the will of other actors” (Durant et al. 2004, p.4). Foxon et al (2004, p. 9) argue 
that stakeholder participation in sustainable innovation policy (SI) is necessary to es-
tablish politically, economically and technically viable strategic options. Involvement of 
non-state actors may serve to mobilise additional resources needed for successful EPI. 
Perhaps most importantly, involvement of non-state actors may transform adversarial 
relationships into more deliberative ones (Durant et al. 2004, p. 4) and support collective 
learning processes that may result in the sort of structural changes needed to improve 
EPI (Van Humbeeck et al. 2004; Loorbach 2004). From a governance perspective, the 
involvement of non-state actors in policymaking corresponds to modes of governance 
such as new governance, but also pluralism, corporatism, and network governance. 
If consultation and participation primarily serves purposes of information provision 
and balancing, this might indicate pluralism. However, efforts to increase stakeholder 
participation frequently are more ambitious involving, for example, “slowly working 
towards a shared agenda” (Loorbach 2004) or the emergence of “collaborative partner-
ships imbued with a results-based sense of common purpose among the government, 
the private sector, and civil society” (Durant et al. 2004, p. 4). 

3.4 Framework legislation

Framework legislation (Treib et al. 2005), which only sets out broad objectives 
but not included detailed implementation to be worked out in other contexts, may 
not be as directly relevant to EPI as some of the governance modes discussed above. 
However, the functioning of some of these modes may depend on the combination of 
legally binding rules and flexibility that characterises framework legislation. Durant et 
al. (2004) and Knill and Lenschow (2005) argue that flexible framework legislation is 
required for competition-based governance. Types of governance relying on involve-
ment of non-state and regional and local actors in the formulation and implementation 
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of measures to boost EPI may frequently have to resort to framework legislation to pro-
vide the flexibility that is needed to accommodate the specific knowledge, resources, 
and preferences of these actors. Emphasising implications for learning, innovation and 
adaptation to local circumstances, Watson et al. (2004) reach similar conclusions with 
respect to the failure of EPI in the case of municipal waste management policy in the 
UK: “In addition, more flexibility and the establishment of channels of communication 
allowing for bottom-up learning would allow for the implementation of innovative and 
locally well adapted solutions.” 

3.5. OMC-type governance

The OMC and OMC-type governance (Eberlein and Newman 2006) appear to be 
special cases of new governance (Börzel 2006), voluntarism (Treib et al. 2005), and 
communicative governance (Knill and Lenschow 2005). OMC-type governance aims 
to inspire social learning by setting broad, common goals and establishing procedures 
for comparison and measuring their achievement (Sabel and Zeitlin 2006). Durant et 
al (2004) find “conventional administrative rationality inadequate to the task of ad-
vancing social learning” and suggest an alternative approach that relies on a “results 
based common sense of purpose”. In a broadly similar vein, Briassoulis (2004) pro-
poses “adaptive management” as a mode of governance suitable to improve EPI: “Based 
on learning-by-doing and experimentation, can be viewed as an approach to manag-
ing risks associated with uncertainty. Resource policies are considered as hypotheses 
and management as experiments from which managers learn from their successes and 
from their failures. It stresses the importance of two-way feedback between manage-
ment and the state of the resource in shaping policy, followed by further systematic 
experimentation to shape subsequent policy. Its flexible, iterative, co-evolutionary and 
science-based character allows for institutional learning.” Van Humbeek et al. (2004: 
12) describe transition management as a “deliberate attempt to bring about a structural 
transformation of the economic system, in an iterative and interactive manner, involv-
ing sequential and participatory decision-making. It is a collective learning process, 
facilitated by government who aims to shorten the desired transition and prevent the 
lock-in in disadvantageous and not-desirable development paths.” Similarly, Loorbach 
(2004) considers transition management to be “a form of multi-level governance [...] 
whereby state- and nonstate actors are brought together to co-produce and co-ordinate 
policies in an iterative and evolutionary manner on different policy levels.” At the EU-
level OMC-type mechanisms are also used to some extent to improve EPI. The Cardiff 
Process (COM 1998) seems to be the most prominent example. Starting in 1998, the 
Cardiff Process required several sectoral formations of the Council of Ministers (for 
example, the Economic and Financial Affairs Council) to develop strategies - including 
targets and indicators—how to integrate environment concerns into their respective 
activities. However, once more or less ambitious sectoral environmental integration 
strategies had been developed, the process began to falter due to lack of political sup-
port for the adoption of follow-up measures. In many ways the partial integration of 
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the EU Sustainable Development Strategy into the 2000 Lisbon Strategy which pursued 
the strategic goal of turning the EU into “the most competitive and dynamic knowl-
edge-based economy in the world ...” had the hallmarks of OMC governance. However, 
like the Cardiff Process, the integration of the SDS into the Lisbon Strategy soon ran 
out of steam and eventually failed (Homeyer 2005). Less ambitious OMC-type pro-
cesses, such as the Common Implementation Strategy (CIS) of the Water Framework 
Directive appear to have been more successfu (Scott and Holder 2006). At the inter-
national level, the OECD’s peer review processes may also be viewed as OMC-type 
governance mechanisms using credible information and learning to improve EPI. Yet, 
the production of the OECD’s environmental policy reviews as well as the integration 
of a sustainable development section into the OECD’s flagship Economic Surveys have 
so far hardly led to EPI improvements (Lehtonen 2004).

3.6. Institutional approach

Institutional approach offers a different ways to solve above mentioned problems. 
It emphasises that organisational behaviour as well as its development are the onse-
quence of a number of related influences including inter alia: rational decision making, 
rules, norms and symbols according to the political behaviour (March, Olsen 1989). 
Institutional theories point to the various ways in which organisations can change 
(March 1981; Bulmer 1997; Scott 1995). Adaptation can be rule foolowing and leading to 
new routines, calculated adaptation, conflict settlement and based on learning. Besides, 
as many authors point out (March, Olsen 1989), the Commision can stimulate member 
states to use national impact assessments systems for analysing EU policies. Applied to 
EPI “integration” may be a major innovation for some in the administration. It remains 
only one of the many intermediated variables that influence the correlation between 
many competing values. This aplkies not only to organisations but also to individuals 
and their capacities to learn and to act upon what they learned (Radaelli 2001). Neo-
institutional theories often underline the meaning of stability, mainly according to: in-
ternal power balances, rule and value systems. Path dependency is a major theme in the 
neo-institutional theory (North 1991). Institutions make organisations robust (Selznik 
1957) but also implies that they create potential incompatibilities with new demands 
(March, Olsen 1989). The initiation of the Cardiff process (COM 1998) shows that the 
level of activity significantly increased after leadership moved from environmental min-
isters and officials in the EU Commission to heads of state and government (Lenschow, 
2003). However, this leadreship depended on the priorities of six-monthly presidences 
and it is felt that the resulting incosistency of support has been in part responsible for the 
weakening of this process (Wilkinson et al. 2002; COM (2004), p. 394). 

3.7. The problems of the green employment’s creating

The future goals in the scope of EPI should also include changes which take place 
in strategic sectors of the economy. The substance elements of these amendments is 
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structural conversion of the industry which is based on increasing of the partcipation 
of the renewable energy in production at the Cost of declining of Sector producing 
traditional energy resources. It should find reflection in the change of employment 
structurefor more modern.

Table 2. Coordination policy in choosen countries and EU institution in the aspect of  
institutional approach to the EU-EPI (Source: Schout, Jordan, 2007)

GER NED UK COMMIS
SION

PARLA
MENT

Trad. Fragmented Fragmented Integrated Fragmented Fragmented
Type of 
coordi
nation

- passive coor-
dination
- in addition 
to informal 
relations: 
coordination 
based on in-
terministeri al 
teams (matrix 
structures)

- passive coor-
dination
- in addition 
to informal 
relations: 
coordination 
based on in-
terministeri al 
teams (matrix 
structures)

- active coor-
dination
- in addition 
to informal 
relations: 
coordination 
based on in-
terministeri al 
teams (matrix 
structures)

- passive coor-
dination
- in addition 
to informal 
relations: 
coordination 
based on in-
terministeri al 
teams (matrix 
structures)

- coordination 
mainly within 
the political 
groups

Reform - more mat
rices
- more de-
tailed rules

- more mat
rices
- more de-
tailed rules

- less matrices
- central role 
for general 
rule (“active 
coordination”)
- more subsid-
iarity

- not matrices
- more de-
tailed rules 
(IA) and 
general rules 
(Codes)
- additional 
co-ordination 
roles (SG, IA 
co-ordinators)

-

Outcome 
(OD)

perverse perverse fitting fitting standstill

Neo-insti-
tutions

path-depen-
dent

path-depen-
dent

path-depen-
dent

- structural 
change
(from “simple 
structure” to 
bureaucracy

- not even 
path-depen-
dent

Fitting 
with  
EU-EPI

no no yes yes no

Source: (Schout, Jordan, 2007)

Accesible analysies (UNEP 2008; ILO 2010) show that these tendencies are domi-
nating not only in the EU-countries but also all over the world. Leading by the EU and 
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its member countries ecological policy should include all these aspects as well as stimu-
late creating the new green jobs, which will substitute traditionally working places. It 
should lead to changing of the employment structure for more modern and competi-
tive. It ought to stimulate decrease of unemployment rate and boosting employment 
rate in the EU-27 countries mostly by improving of the labour market effectiveness in 
the consequence of better adjusting the labour demand structure to the labour supply 
structure in particular countries and their regions. The expenditures for creating new 
ecological jobs should reflect in accelerating of the economic growth and development 
and improving of the international competitiveness of the EU economy. 

4. National Sustainable Development Strategies (NSDS)

The NSDSs reviewed cover a wide variety of social, economic and environmental 
issues, including:

•	 sectoral issues such as sustainable energy, transport, agriculture, industry, 
chemicals, SMEs, development of service sectors, government, tourism, fisher-
ies, forestry, water, etc.,

•	 cross-sectoral issues such as biodiversity, climate change, atmosphere, noise, 
soil, radioactivity, marine environment, waste, nature protection, desertifica-
tion, environment and health, ageing, gender equity, poverty, employment, 
education and training, social cohesion, cultural diversity, minority groups, se-
curity, research and innovation, governance, competitiveness, trade, overseas 
development aid, production and consumption, corporate responsibility, etc.,

•	 territorial issues such as regional, urban and rural development, landscapes, 
coastal zones, spatial planning and land use change, infrastructure, etc.

In an attempt to increase policy coherence and to prompt mobilisation, countries 
usually cluster the policies contained in their NSDS into a limited number of catego-
ries. The following types of policy cluster were identified:

Broad cross cutting objectives: an example of this approach is given by Austria 
that clustered its priority areas around achieving (1) a better quality of life, (2) be-
coming a dynamic business location, (3) protecting the living space and (4) fulfilling 
Austria’s international commitments. Within each broad category several thematic, 
sectoral and geographic issues work together towards the common objectives. Others 
took a similar approach, including, Sweden, Denmark, Portugal, Estonia (draft plan) 
and the CzechRepublic (draft plan).

Actor-centred strategies: the French strategy is an example of this approach, in 
which some actions are clustered around the role of citizens, regions and provinces 
(“territoires”), economic actors and Government. Poland followed a similar approach, 
focussing on actions by society, the economy and the state. Belgium added a section to 
its NSDS dedicated to strengthening the role of key groups (women, children, foreign-
ers and refugees, in accordance with the provisions of Agenda 21).
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The classical three pillar approach: that is the addition of social, economic and en-
vironmental objectives. The United Kingdom distinguishes between objectives and mea-
sures for a sustainable economy, for building sustainable communities and to manage the 
environment and resources. It adds a fourth category of objectives and measures for in-
ternational co-operation and development, as well as a category for horizontal measures. 
Other countries that follow this approach are Belgium, Greece, Finland, Lithuania (add-
ing a regional dimension). There are many cross references between the three clusters.

The National Sustainable Development Strategies (NSDS) reviewed are intended 
as either framework plans for future policy making or concrete action programmes, 
but usually contain elements of both.

•	 framework strategies set out general policy directions and guidance for sus-
tainable development, combined with broad lines of action for specific problem 
areas. Their main objective is to change the processes of policy development 
and implementation. They are often complemented by separate, more detailed 
(sectoral) action plans or annual working programmes,

•	 action programmes contain concrete, short and medium term objectives, with 
strict timetables and detailed measures. A few NSDS belong to this category,

•	 Mixed approaches describe those NSDS, which are intended to be framework 
documents, but which also contain very detailed policy actions.

Table 3. Tentative classification of National Sustainable Development Strategies  
(Source: NSDS, 2004)

Framework strategies Action Programmes Mixed
EU-15 Member 
States

Austria, Denmark, 
Finland, Greece, Spain, 
Portugal

The Netherlands Belgium, France, UK, 
Germany, Ireland, 
Luxemburg, Sweden

EU-12 Member 
States

Cyprus, Czech 
Republic, Estonia, 
Latvia, Poland

Lithuania Slovakia

4.1 Horizontal integration.

The search for more policy coherence and better integration of social, economic 
and environmental development goals is stated by many countries as one of the explicit 
aims of the NSDS. Countries have had varying degrees of success in providing insti-
tutional and procedural arrangements and policy measures to enhance horizontal and 
vertical policy coherence in their strategies. Horizontal measures include tools such 
as guidelines for policy (Belgium), the use of Impact Assessment (United Kingdom), 
SWOT analysis (Ireland, Portugal, Cyprus) or spatial planning (France), as well as 
cross-sectoral policy measures such as fiscal reforms, education and training, capacity 
building and communication, and stimulating the production and dissemination of 
technical innovations (NSDS 2004). 
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4.2 Vertical integration

The main ways of vertical integration of the EU sustainable development policy are 
the following initiatives:

a)	 EUSDS – NSDS coherence
Despite having been adopted prior to the EUSDS, the NSDSs from Belgium, 

Finland, Ireland, Luxemburg, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom. Poland did 
not include climate change because they already have achieved their emission re-
duction target under the Kyoto protocol. On the other hand, the NSDSs of Austria, 
Denmark, France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Slovakia, and Sweden 
were established after the EU SDS was adopted. They all contain references to the 
EU SDS and include the four European environmental priority areas in their own 
priorities, sometimes explicitly, sometimes as part of a broader policy area. Belgium 
and Estonia go even further and explicitly base their new draft NSDS on the content 
of the EUSDS.

Table 4. Measures for horizontal integration in National Sustainable Development Strategies 
(Source: NSDS, 2004)

Central 
guiding 
princi-

ples

SWOT 
analy-

sis

IA

Spatial 
plan-
ning

Fiscal 
reforms

Educa
tion 

train-
ing & 

commu
nica
tion

Capa
city 

buil
ding

Inno
vation 

and 
R&D

SIA
SEA 
and 
IEA

EU-15 Den
mark
Belgium

Ireland
Portu
gal

Belgium
Finland
France
Luxem
burg
The 
Nether
lands
Sweden
UK

Den
mark
Italy
Ireland
Greece
Spain
Ger
many

Sweden
France
Greece
Luxem
bourg

Sweden
Belgium
Den
mark
Finland 
Greece
Ireland
Italy
The 
Nether
lands
UK

Sweden
Greece
Italy
Luxem
bourg
Portu
gal

Sweden
Belgium

Italy
Belgium

EU-12 Cyprus
Slovakia
Slovenia

Hun
gary
Slovakia

Slovenia
Lithua
nia

Cyprus Lithua
nia

IA- impact assessment			   SIA – sustainability impact assessment	
SEA- strategic environmental assessment	 IEA – integrated environmental assessment
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b)	 Regional SDS:
−	 Nordic countries (Denmark, Sweden, Finland, Norway and Iceland) came 

together to draft a Nordic strategy for sustainable development (currently 
being revised for the 2005-2008 period), in which they coordinate measures 
of particular regional importance. Issues covered include climate change, bio-
diversity, natural and cultural environment, the sea, chemicals, food safety, 
energy, transport, agriculture, business and industry, fisheries, hunting and 
aquaculture, forestry, knowledge, instruments and resource efficiency, public 
participation and local agenda.

−	 a regional Baltic Sustainable Development process was initiated in 1996 
between the 11 countries concerned (Denmark, Sweden, Norway, Iceland, 
Finland, Germany, Russia, Poland, Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania) and the 
EU, together with a list of intergovernmental organisations (IGOs), interna-
tional financing institutions (IFIs), and regional networks of cities and regions 
and international and regional non-governmental organisations (NGOs). The 
Baltic Agenda 21 project sets out future development visions for a number 
of key sectors of the economy, such as energy, fisheries, forestry, agriculture, 
transport, tourism, education and training, spatial planning and industry, and 
attaches specific action plans to them.

c)	 The sub-national governmental level
Mechanisms for establishing links between the national and local or regional level 

frequently mentioned in NSDSs are:
−	 support for the development of local Agenda 21 projects,
−	 support for networking between local authorities,
−	 funding and capacity building for local and regional SD,
−	 help in the development of local and regional SDS.

4. Conclusions

The most crucial problems connected with the level of leading ecological policy by 
the EU and its member states are:

−	 working out and implementation of the correct interrelations between verti-
cal and horizontal interdependence. In order to “green” new EU Commission propos-
als, national environment protection officials have to monitor national experts in early 
stages of policy making,

−	 close co-operation between EU and national authorities,
−	 increasing co-operation between the national and European environmental 

impact mechanism. It is very difficult to carry out regional differencec on the 
EU level beceuse of high degree of differentiation,

−	 ensuring right quality of legislation, subsidiarity and consistency, 
−	 monitorig of leaded ecological activities and ensuring their stability,
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−	 environmental factor according to the labour market policy.
The EU should still cooperate with its member-countries to be able find the most 

effective solvings in the scope of EPI, improving its effectiveness.
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MODELIŲ ANALIZĖ
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Santrauka. Straipsnis skirtas ES šalyse vykdomos aplinkosaugos politikos uždavinių ir 
problemų analizei. Kaip viena iš svarbiausių problemų išskiriama ir nagrinėjama ES lygmens, 
nacionalinio ir vietinio lygmens, vertikalių ir horizontalių ryšių koordinavimo ir derinimo pro-
blema. Nagrinėjami aplinkosaugos politikos aspektai svarbūs kiekvienos ES valstybės vykdo-
mos politikos bendro efektyvumo didinimui, aplinkos sąlygų gerinimui, o tinkamai parinkti ir 
koordinuojami aplinkosaugos problemų sprendimo būdai skatina ekonomikos augimą ilgalai-
kėje perspektyvoje.  
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