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Less is more 

Employers' Group  

against  

over-implementation  

Over-zealous transposition of EU law at national level 

undermines the Single Market, increases costs and 

hampers development. Numerous Member State 

governments use the transposition process as an 

opportunity to address domestic political issues which 

results in "gold-plating". This adverse trend has a 

negative impact on business and should be avoided as far 

as possible. Good regulation, a consistent and stable legal 

framework, at both national and European level, is what 

business counts on - these are some of the conclusions of 

the conference "Transposition of European law – the key 

challenge to business activity", that took place on 

6 December 2016 in Zagreb, Croatia. 

As noted by Dragutin Ranogajec, President of the Croatian 

Chamber of Trades and Crafts, "overregulation disturbs the 

development of entrepreneurship, especially of trade and craft 

businesses and SMEs, which account for 98% of the Croatian 

economy.  In order to produce and place our products on 

national and international markets, we need a business 

environment which will enable us to create, innovate and 

successfully compete on the national and global market. Above 

all, this requires legal security and predictability”. 

“In the next year, the big project by the Croatian Government 

and the Ministry for the Economy, Entrepreneurship and Craft 

Businesses will be activities related to lowering administrative 

and legal impediments, that is, non-tax burdens which are 

imposed by the administrative and regulatory environment”, 

said Ms Martina Dalić, Vice-President of the Croatian 

Government and Minister for the Economy, Entrepreneurship 

and Craft Businesses.   

Domagoj Ivan Milošević, President of the European Affairs 

Committee in the Croatian Parliament, underlined the 

importance of better communication between the private and 

public sectors in Croatia. In his view, the more entrepreneurs 

explained their needs to the general public, the easier it would 

be to meet them.  

Simplification of legislation and reducing the burden of tax 

policies was extremely important for every single craftsman 

and tradesman – underlined Darinko Kosor, President of the 

Committee on the Economy in the Croatian Parliament. In his 

view only by lessening tax and bureaucratic burdens, Member 

States could the brain drain be slowed (outflow of engineers, 

doctors, people working in creative industries, etc.). 
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Employers consistently argued that a stable, predicable and 

simple regulatory framework was a condition for growth, said 

Stéphane Buffetaut, Vice-President of the Employers' Group. 

He pointed out that gold-plating led to over-regulation, created 

differences in regulations between Member States and thus 

distorted harmonisation and harmed the Single Market.  

The participants in the first panel provided a general overview 

of better regulation, REFIT and transposition practices. 

“The single market is the heart of the matter, business is the 

engine to ensure it”, said Joost van Iersel, President of the 

EESC's ECO Section (dealing with Economic and Monetary 

Union and Economic and Social Cohesion). In his view, 

business must support the European Commission in its 

endeavours to make the single market work. It was often 

Brussels that was blamed when something went wrong in the 

EU, but for the most part, it was the fault of national decision 

makers. 

Mirella Rašić elaborated on the initiatives undertaken by the 

European Commission in the area of better regulation. 

She admitted that, even though the Commission was doing its 

best to improve the quality of legislation and reduce its volume, 

the final decision was often in the hands of Member States. 

Only if all Member States applied better regulation principles 

would business be able to benefit fully from it. She presented a 

number of concrete initiatives, taken at all stages (from 

planning to initiatives, application and evaluation), to improve 

regulation. In her view, we would see the results of 

implementing recent regulation at national level in 2017.  

Ronny Lannoo, President of the EESC's Subcommittee on 

REFIT, briefly outlined the work of the subcommittee and 

pointed out that, at the beginning of the discussion on REFIT 

in the EESC, there was resistance from trade unions who had 

seen it as hidden deregulation 

The information report by Ivan Voleš, the EESC Employers' 

Group Expert on Transposition practices, underlined the fact 

that the Single Market needed to apply the same rules and that 

differing transposition contributed to its further fragmentation. 

He described a number of trends observed in transposition, i.e. 

transposition going beyond the minimum requirements, 

incorrect transposition and non-minimal transposition. He also 

emphasised that gold-plating had a severe impact on cohesion 

policy. In order to improve the quality of transposition, there 

was a need for regular monitoring of transposition practices in 

the Member States, covering not only conflicting transposition, 

but also  gold-plating. He said that a platform should be set up 

to prevent unnecessary and burdensome transposition. He also 

recommended carrying out a survey on transposition, a study 

of impact assessments and evaluations to discourage gold-

plating. In his view, business had a greater role to play and 

should exert pressure on policy makers to prevent 

inappropriate transposition. 

The participants in the second panel presented concrete 

examples of faulty transposition and the unnecessarily 

burdensome EU rules on the competitiveness of the European 

economy. Regulations concerning public procurement, real 

estate, the construction sector and working hours were 

mentioned. The panellists admitted that a lack of 

understanding of EU legislation and its impact on national law 

was often a challenge. National administrations did not always 

know how to interpret the EU's requirements. That was why 

training for civil servants dealing with transposition would be 

extremely useful. 

The conference was organised jointly by the EESC Employers' 

Group and the Croatian Chamber of Trades and Crafts as host, 

with the assistance of the Croatian Employers' Association and 

the Croatian Chamber of Economy. 

Martina Dalić, Deputy Prime Minister and Minister of Economy, SMEs and Crafts 



The Comprehensive Economic and Trade Agreement 

(CETA) has broad support among Canadian civil society 

organisations. Canadians are looking forward to the 

expected benefits from the deal and are aware of 

potential challenges. They have therefore already taken 

steps to prepare certain sectors of their economy for 

CETA's entry into force. As in Europe, business 

community strongly supports the deal while trade unions 

in Canada express numerous doubts. These are just a few 

conclusions emerging from the EESC's mission to 

Canada at the end of November that I had the pleasure to 

participate in. Our EESC delegation had the opportunity 

to meet with a large number of civil society organisations, 

including business representatives, trade unions, 

associations of agricultural and food producers, NGOs, 

think-tanks and academics and hear about their 

expectations and concerns as regards CETA. 

Political support for CETA is broad – there is no large 

political party opposing it. The overwhelming majority in the 

parliament is in favour of the deal, thus by April/May 2017 

parliament will probably not only ratify the deal but will also 

pass all of the requisite implementing  regulations for its 

application. 

The business community in Canada is supporting starting 

implementation of CETA as soon as possible for a number of 

reasons. Firstly, because of its obvious economic benefits. 

Secondly, Canadians are hoping to secure CETA and gain first

-mover advantage. Making CETA happen as the first 

transatlantic deal (before TTIP) will boost its role and create 

more impetus for trade with Europe. Thirdly, by gaining 

access to European markets, Canada will reduce its 

dependence on the US market. This is especially important for 

Canadian SMEs. A majority of exporting Canadian SMEs 

operate on the US market, which means they are particularly 

vulnerable to any geopolitical changes. The EU is Canada's 

second largest trading partner after the US, but the trade 

volume between Canada and its southern neighbour is more 

than eight times greater than with the EU. So is the case for 

investments. 

Moreover, due to the fact that TTIP is being possibly at 

freeze, closer cooperation between the EU and Canada, which 

already cooperates closely with the US, places Canada as a 

linking platform between the US and the EU, which might 

generate additional benefits. 

Agriculture (the dairy sector in particular) is among the 

most vulnerable sectors of the Canadian economy that CETA 

might have a negative impact on. That is why the government 

in Ottawa has already proposed certain solutions to farmers 

that will facilitate increasing their competitiveness and 

minimising the negative effects of the deal. They see CETA as 

a factor that will spur on restructuring of certain sectors of the 

economy. 

Certainly, not everybody in Canada is positive towards 

CETA and meetings with trade unions clearly showed that 

they have a defensive and (in my opinion) not fact-based 

position. They seem to support protectionism and see their 

prospects in closing off markets. Frankly, I see no immediate 

prospect of convincing this group. Just as with TTIP, there are 

many unjustified and false statements circulating about CETA 

– such as concerns about its impact on environmental 

protection, labour and right to regulate. 

As CETA is a new type of agreement, its implementation 

must be closely monitored. I was pleased to note that, apart 

from the trade unions, all representatives of Canadian civil 

society are eager to actively join the monitoring process. The 

monitoring will be crucial due to the fact that support for the 

deal is broad but shallow. There is a clear need for continuous 

feedback in order to improve implementation. Canadians are 

aware that CETA is a long-term project and that its benefits 

will not come in year or two. 

Discussions in Canada clearly showed that there is an 

unspoken but visible concern about the future of the 

ratification process in the EU. That is also why 

implementation of CETA should now be a priority in the EU. 

The success of CETA will be a success story for free trade in 

general – so desperately needed at a time of growing anti-trade 

and anti-global narrative.  

About the author: 

Jacek P. Krawczyk 

President of the Employers’ Group 

Vice-president of the Polish 

Confederation Lewiatan  

 

CETA emerging from 

the shadow of TTIP  
Some findings from the EESC's mission 

to Canada by Jacek P. Krawczyk 



International trade and the long-term trend towards 

greater global trade liberalisation now appear to be under 

greater threat than for many years, following “Brexit”, the 

election of Donald Trump and his declared aim to pull 

the United States out of the Trans-Pacific Partnership 

(TPP) agreement. The last minute threat to veto the 

signing of ‘CETA’ (the EU – Canada trade agreement) by 

the Belgian region of Wallonia could also herald other 

political developments in the EU, with referenda or 

elections due in at least six more Member States. 

The difference this time is the combination of authoritarian 

populism together with the traditional hostility towards trade 

and business of anti-capitalist groups who, as Churchill once 

said, “regard private enterprise as a predatory tiger to be shot”. 

It is easy to forget the anti-trade demonstrations during the 

WTO Ministerial Conferences in Seattle (1999), Cancun (2003) 

and Hong Kong, as well as at the 2009 G20 summit in 

London. Efforts to protect business investment in third 

countries is part of their argument against CETA, TTIP and 

other agreements which they see as giving the private sector 

too much leeway. 

The move to pull the US out of the 12-country TPP is of 

particular concern. The Americans led the way in opening up 

the global economy to trade after 1945 and were instrumental 

in developing the current global trading system, first through 

the GATT (General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade) and then 

from 1995 the WTO. Protectionism in the 1930s exacerbated 

the effects of the Great Depression, which in turn helped the 

growth of militaristic nationalism. 

Since the War, the World Bank has shown that income 

grew more than three times faster for developing countries that 

lowered trade barriers than for those who did not. As Roberto 

Azevedo, the WTO Director General said in Washington in 

October, “trade has proved to be one of the most powerful 

pro-growth, anti-poverty tools in history”. There are many 

success stories where countries have opened up and moved 

away from isolationism, ranging from Ireland to China, now 

widely replicated in Africa, SE Asia and Latin America. Trade 

and investment must also play a key role if the SDGs are to be 

met. 

Over 90% of global growth in the next 15 years is expected 

to occur outside Europe. By 2030, the global “middle class” 

population is expected to increase by some 2bn, all of whom 

will want a choice and diversity never had before in what they 

eat, wear, drive or otherwise improve their quality of life. 

This in turn will lead to a major increase in the demand for 

protein and other farm produce.  

Such huge opportunities opening up elsewhere may yet 

elude much of EU business and farmers due to political 

headwinds at home. Such business could instead go to the 

many fast emerging economies in the world. To avoid that the 

EU must be competitive, avoid protectionist measures and not 

be shackled by over-regulation. However, good trade 

agreements are proving harder to reach. As tariffs drop, 

attention increasingly focuses on regulatory convergence, 

which in turn leads to the need to maintain environmental, 

social and other standards. Here the ILO and key 

environmental Conventions have an important role to play. 

As “Brexit” and the election of Donald Trump have shown, 

trade can also be perceived to have negative effects. Trade is 

no longer seen as esoteric nor are its benefits evenly spread or 

felt equally, even if the overall balance is positive. Disruptive 

effects are felt notably due to digitalization or where industries 

move into over-supply, for whatever reason. This needs to be 

handled extremely sensitively and positively. The European 

Globalisation Adjustment Fund helped over 27,600 people in 

2013-14 but judging by the “Brexit” vote very many more 

people feel they are missing out and can only watch as others 

prosper. 

Protectionism is nevertheless a very blunt instrument, and 

seldom helps those it is intended to. Tariffs in one country 

often lead to a third country benefitting as trade moves 

elsewhere, yet prices nevertheless rise at home. Most goods are 

no longer made in just one country – global value and supply 

After Brexit and Trump – whither trade? 
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chains are witness to that. Imports and exports are increasingly 

closely connected – the share of imports in the EU’s exports 

have increased by more than half since 1995, not least due to 

parts, components and capital goods like machinery. 

Protectionism caused much of the misery of the 1930s and 

40s – it is now more important than ever to make the positive 

case for trade. 

About the author: 

Jonathan Peel 

Member of the Employers’ Group 

Business and Trade Consultant 

 

Employers’ Group seminar on trade in Helsinki - timely and valuable debate  

Trade policy is not just a matter of economic growth; it also includes social and environmental 

considerations. This is why broad-based dialogue on trade issues is both valuable and necessary. The 

seminar on “Strengthening European Growth and Competitiveness: Proactive Trade agenda – NOW” 

which took place in Helsinki in October discussed global trade from different angles: businesses, workers 

and the general public. The discussion showed that it is possible to find common ground despite different 

backgrounds. It was pointed out that free trade agreements make it possible to set rules for trade, rather 

than simply liberalising it. Furthermore, the speakers highlighted the different roles of common trade policy 

and national welfare policy: the former aims to bake the cake while the latter is a means of dividing it.  

Tellervo Kylä-Harakka-Ruonala, Member of the Employers’ Group, Confederation of Finnish Industries  

The EU in the Age of Post-truth Politics 
A personal view on negotiating Brexit  

by David Sears 

On November 16th 2016, Oxford Dictionaries, a UK 

publishing house specialising in recording and defining 

changes and additions to the English language, 

announced that the adjective ‘post-truth’ (‘relating to or 

denoting circumstances in which objective facts are less 

influential in shaping public opinion than appeals to 

emotion and personal belief’) had been chosen as its 2016 

International Word of the Year. 

Apparently first used in this sense in to note the growing 

popular preference for a world where actual truth is irrelevant, 

it became more widely used in 2015 and 2016, in the run up to 

and aftermath of both the UK referendum on Brexit and the 

more recent Presidential election in the US. 

In so doing, it beat other popular contenders including 

‘brexiteer’ (‘a person who is in favour of the UK withdrawing from the 

EU’), ‘alt-right’ (‘an ideological grouping associated with extreme 

conservative or reactionary viewpoints, characterized by a rejection of 

mainstream politics and by the use of on-line media to disseminate 

deliberately controversial content’), and ‘hygge’ (‘a quality of cosiness 

and comfortable conviviality that engenders a feeling of contentment or well-

being; seen as a defining characteristic of Danish culture’). In this way 

our lives and priorities are reflected in the words we find useful. 

However, for established (and generally well-meaning) 

politicians and civil servants aspiring to be leaders, this is more 

than academic word play. The old certainties of party politics, 

of left v. right, of the employed v. the employers, even, in 

Europe, of one (Christian) religion against another, have been 

swamped by a tide of complaint from the left-behind, 

inadequately educated, retired, out of work and generally 

disengaged. 

With life expectancy still increasing in the rich countries of 

the West, this group can now constitute up to half of the total 

adult electorate – viewing, bizarrely, the other half as an 

over-privileged, ‘educated’ and ‘expert’, not to be trusted, ‘elite’. 

The needs of the young are either ignored or wrongly 

diagnosed; unlike their parents, they see no advantage in going 

back in time to some imaginary rose-tinted past.  



About the author: 

David Sears 

Member of the Employers’ Group 

Former Deputy Director General 

of British Chamber of Commerce 

 

And into this political void step the masters of post-truth 

politics – Donald Trump (US President-elect and winner of the 

2015 Lie of the Year Award on the US-based PolitiFacts 

website, with an overall score of 85% of his campaign 

statements being judged at least half or wholly untrue) and in 

the UK, Boris Johnson (UK Foreign Secretary, who coins and 

values words for their sound rather than their content) and 

Nigel Farage (MEP and  off-on leader of UKIP, who adopted 

an anti-immigrant stance only when all other arguments failed). 

The fact that all three are capitalist-supporting, educated and 

considerably wealthy members of various national elites seems 

to bother no-one – and, for the rest of us, why they should be 

trusted to deliver solutions meeting the needs of anyone, let 

alone those who voted for them, remains a mystery. 

What is worrying however is that their success in achieving 

their own objectives in this way gives credibility to other 

leaders across Europe who probably do believe in their own 

political and economic messages, however seemingly 

unpleasant or likely to fail if ever they are implemented. The 

parties of Marine le Pen in France, Beppo Grillo in Italy and 

Geert Wilders in the Netherlands are all waiting in the wings. 

Podemos in Spain could recover its momentum. Syriza in 

Greece learned the hard way that reality eventually kicks in. 

Minority anti-establishment parties are growing everywhere. 

With this as background, a speech ‘for an ambitious Europe’ by 

Jean-Claude Juncker on October 7th at the 20th Anniversary of 

what is now the Jacques Delors Institute in Paris makes 

interesting reading. Three points stand out – ‘the EU is, at least 

in part, in an existential crisis … we should stop talking of a United 

States of Europe … Europe is a community of values’. Of these the 

first is certainly true, and after recent events in the US, the 

second is truly prophetic. The third however requires scrutiny. 

It is certainly a long-held belief – but to what extent it is 

actually true, in the light of all the above, for either the peoples 

or governments of the member states of the EU? Are the 

seemingly ill-informed, incoherent and incomplete views of the 

current UK administration as it acts in response to an 

unnecessary, ill-judged and divisive referendum really the 

biggest threat to the future of the ongoing European project? 

And in any case, is ‘punishment’ or a mutually damaging 

outcome a satisfactory basis for a long-term beneficial 

outcome? 

Businesses – and historians, especially of Europe and its 

component and surrounding countries over many centuries – 

know the answer to that last question. Agreements made in 

haste fail. If they are also one-sided, they contain the seeds of 

their own destruction. In the current or planned discussions 

once and if Article 50 is invoked, the apparent time for 

agreement is indeed very short – as noted to the Employers’ 

Group members more than a month ago. Both the negotiating 

parties try to appear strong and seemingly happy to go it alone 

to meet other objectives - but in reality both need each other. 

Both have to play to divided and vocal audiences. In truth, 

both have weak hands – and recognition of this and greater 

respect for each other would be helpful. 

The UK provides funds to the EU, markets for its goods, 

employment for many of its young people, and a convenient 

lingua-franca; it shares its armed forces, financial and academic 

resources and, on a good day, examples of good governance 

and transparency. The EU offers access to markets, level 

playing fields for business, a ready and willing workforce for 

jobs at all levels, and a low-cost and reasonable effective 

administration for farming support, regional development, 

environmental controls and safety and security measures, 

together with mutually beneficial opportunities for large-scale 

cross-border R&D. 

The prime need for both – and recognising this will be the 

first step towards a full and useful agreement - is to find a way 

back to sustainable growth, wealth creation and equitable 

sharing across the whole of the population, including those 

who now feel so aggrieved. Data must be developed and 

shared – and used to combat misperceptions, untruths and the 

lazy acceptance that post-truth societies and politicians are 

compatible with democratic control. Let’s hope for a mutually 

satisfactory outcome so that we can start to solve some bigger 

problems.  

UK Prime Minister, Theresa May and President of the European Council, Donald Tusk during the European 

Council meeting in October 
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Will 2017 be the year  

of the social economy? 

Can we say that 2017 will be a good year for the social 

economy, a year we will remember as one of fresh impetus 

for a rather bogged-down agenda? Can we hope that 2017 

will see both the affirmation of a sector working for a 

more sustainable world and its recognition as an 

economic model that should be promoted? Is this just pie 

in the sky or are these realistic - even, dare I say it - 

achievable aims? 

There is no denying that 

following a very active period - the 

enthusiasm aroused by the 2014 

Social Entrepreneurs: have your say 

event in Strasbourg springs to mind 

- the momentum which the 

European Economic and Social 

Committee has successfully 

maintained needs to be renewed. 

The European Parliament has 

understood that we must act now. 

It renewed its Social economy intergroup after the 2014 

elections for this very reason. At each of its meetings, the 

intergroup's members talk with civil society, exchanging ideas 

on the challenges to be met if the social economy sector is to 

fully harness its potential. 

The rotating presidencies have also grasped that we can no 

longer do without the social economy. We have come a long 

way in the last few years: after the 2014 Rome strategy, we can 

only applaud the Luxembourg Declaration and the inclusion of 

the social economy in the December 2015 Council conclusions. 

Will future presidencies keep up the momentum? We can only 

hope so. 

The European Economic and Social Committee has 

become the voice of the social economy sector, especially in 

the wake of the Strasbourg event and in the hiatus between the 

outgoing and incoming Commission, when it took on a leading 

role. As part of its Social Entrepreneurs: have your say project, the 

EESC put together a series of recommendations to the Juncker 

Commission. Just a few months later, it again brought the 

institutions and actors from the sector together around the 

table, to restate its aim of pressing ahead to build an ecosystem 

that is more favourable to social economy enterprises. In the 

course of the Social Enterprise - a renewed commitment event, the 

sector urged the EESC to put in place a more permanent 

structure for discussion. As a result, the permanent study group 

on social economy enterprises was set up. This permanent 

study group organised the first European Day of Social 

Economy Enterprises, demonstrating its unfailing support for 

the sector. By giving the floor to those working in the sector, 

the aim was to identify ways of getting the machine running 

again and to move towards completing a sector-friendly 

ecosystem - in short, to get back to work! 

Lastly, I must mention the 

European Commission, the 

cornerstone of the institutional 

edifice. Is it possible that the 

Commission might veer from its 

trajectory, after the efforts made 

under the Social Business Initiative 

(SBI) and the Strasbourg event in 

2014? The answer is clear. The 

members of the European 

Commission's Expert Group on 

Social Entrepreneurship (GECES) 

have understood this very clearly and the sector has placed 

great hope in the GECES final report, expected in autumn 

2016, which will seek to set objectives and put forward a range 

of measures. We firmly believe that the Commission will not let 

us down, and will hear our call. 

It is high time that we act. We are witnessing the appearance 

of new economic models, a new society - and if we fail to jump 

aboard, the train will leave without us. The social economy is 

unquestionably a development model that should be 

encouraged, as it reflects a vision for society based on a whole 

series of values that will take it forward. 

To conclude, are these realistic objectives? Of course. And 

can they be achieved? Again, of course, as everything is in place 

to make 2017 the year of the social economy. Institutional 

convergence is still necessary. We can only hope that the 

European institutions will manage to keep pace, moving in the 

same direction, in complete synergy. But that's enough talk. 

Let's get down to work! 

About the author: 

Marie Zvolská  

Member of the Employers’ Group 

The Union of Czech Production 

Cooperatives (SČMVD)  
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On 25 November 2016, the Siauliai Chamber of 

Commerce, Industry and Crafts in partnership with EESC 

held an international conference entitled "Future 

perspective: labour force and technology transformation " 

in Siauliai, Lithuania. Over 180 participants, including 

representatives of science, business, local government, 

central government bodies and the social partners, 

participated. The European Economic and Social 

Committee Employers Group sent three delegates to the 

conference: Janusz Pietkiewicz, Istvan Komoroczki and 

Erik Svensson. 

Among the many challenges that business is facing today, 

the most difficult task will be to control the fourth industrial 

revolution. New technologies and innovation are transforming 

economic and business models. Will it change employees? 

Businessmen, scientists and foreign experts gathered to discuss 

this issue. On the first panel, "Technological Progress in the 

XXI Century. New Challenges", the keynote speaker, Prof. Dr. 

Volker Wittpahl from the Berlin Innovation and Technology 

Institute, shared his insights on the 4.0 industry revolution and 

perspectives for work in the future. Business and technology 

globalisation, financial solutions, process management in 

industry and technological change were discussed by leading 

Lithuanian scientists and businessmen. 

On the second panel, "Employees today and tomorrow. 

What do they look like?", issues such as the sharing economy, 

how to find and maintain staff in the XXI century and capacity 

asymmetry in the labour market were overviewed. 

Mr Pietkiewicz took part in the debate as a panellist and shared 

his ideas on the impact of technological transformation on civil 

society. 

Mr Svensson shared his vision, noting that he particularly 

appreciated the presentation and discussions on new challenges 

(4.0 industrial revolution). It provided an accurate description 

of the new industry as one that had very little to do with the 

old one. Many people, including delegates in the Employers 

Group, seemed to hold out the hope of "returning to a strong 

European manufacturing era". 

The presentation delivered by the representative of the 

Siauliai Bank proved that a local bank still could make a very 

strong impact on local business life - something that had been 

lost in many countries as the large banks totally dominated the 

market, giving family businesses very little support. 

The speakers and panellists stressed the need for 

responsibility in evaluating technological progress and aligning 

it with inevitable changes in business and society. It was 

essential to discuss these issues not only in the capital cities, but 

also in the regions.  

@employers_EESC 

EmployersEESC 

Labour Force and  Technology Transformation 
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